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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains the public and agency comments
received during the public review period for the 2555 Park Boulevard EIR, and responses to each
of those comments. It also includes the full Draft EIR, incorporating revisions made in response
to the public comments.
The EIR is an informational document intended to disclose to the City of Palo Alto (City) and
the public the environmental consequences of approving and implementing the 2555 Park
Boulevard Project (proposed project) or one of the alternatives to the project described in the
Draft EIR. All written comments received during the public review period (September 5, 2014,
through November 19, 2014) on the Draft EIR are addressed in this Final EIR.
The responses in the Final EIR clarify, correct, and/or amplify text in the Draft EIR, as
appropriate. Also included are text changes made at the initiative of the City (Lead Agency).
These changes (summarized throughout chapters 2 and 3 and shown in the Draft EIR included
with this Final EIR) do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. This document has been
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; California Public
Resources Code (PRC), Sections 21000–21177).

BACKGROUND
In accordance with CEQA, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on April 15, 2014
for a 30-day public review period. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that an
EIR for the project was being prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and content of the
document. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period exceeding
45 days from September 5, 2014, through November 19, 2014.
The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in combination with the Draft EIR
included here, as amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for
certification by the decision makers of the City of Palo Alto.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS
Under CEQA, the Lead Agency must prepare and certify a Final EIR prior to approving a
proposed project. The contents of a Final EIR are specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA
Guidelines, which states 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.
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c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.
d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.
e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
The Lead Agency must provide each agency that commented on the Draft EIR with a copy of the
Lead Agency’s response to such comments a minimum of 10-days before certifying the Final EIR.

USE OF THE FINAL EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and the City an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR
and the responses to comments. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to inform
the City’s consideration of the proposed project, either in whole or in part, or one of the
alternatives to the project discussed in the Draft EIR.
As required by Section 15090 (a) (1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a Lead Agency, in certifying a
Final EIR, must make the following three determinations:
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 the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to
approving the project.
3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
As required by Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a
project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental
effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact)
for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each
finding supported by substantial evidence in the record. The possible findings are:
1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.
2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.
3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.
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Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency
approves a project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in
the Final EIR, the agency must state in writing the reasons supporting the action. The
Statement of Overriding Considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the
Lead Agency’s administrative record.
The Findings of Fact are included in a separate document that will be considered for adoption by
the City’s decision makers at the time of project approval.

SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIR TEXT CHANGES
Table 1-1 below identifies all changes made to the Draft EIR. These text changes provide
additional clarity in response to comments received on the Draft EIR as well as describe
revisions to the project made by the project applicant, but do not change the conclusions
presented in the Draft EIR regarding the significance of the project’s environmental impacts.
The Draft EIR, as revised, is included with this Final EIR.
Table 1-1
Summary of Draft EIR Text Changes
Draft EIR Page
Number
2-2
3.2-14
3.2-15
3.3-12
3.3-12
3.3-14
3.3-19
3.3-35
6-3
7-2

Text Revision Made
Clarification regarding inclusion of electric vehicle charging stations and time required to use parking
machines.
Clarification of content required in the Site Mitigation Plan required under Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.
Clarification of requirements for removal of materials within the existing building containing asbestos and
lead under Mitigation Measure HAZ-3.
Addition of text describing bulb-out proposed for Grant Avenue/Park Boulevard intersection.
Addition of text describing crosswalks and bike lane improvements proposed for Grant Avenue/Park
Boulevard intersection.
Additional analysis of potential queuing impacts at project site driveway resulting from use of the parking
machines.
Addition of text describing bulb-out proposed for Grant Avenue/Park Boulevard intersection.
Addition of Figure 3.3-8 showing analysis of vehicle queuing associated with use of parking machines.
Added statement regarding noise level generated by operation of the parking machine.
Added reference material citations.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
A list of public agencies and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR is provided in Chapter 3
in this Final EIR. A total of 11 comment letters were received and each letter and response is
included in Chapter 3. Each response is numbered and presented with brackets indicating how
the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the
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number of the comment letter appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example,
comments in Letter A are numbered A-1, A-2, A-3, and so on. Immediately following the letters
are the responses, each with binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments. As the subject
matter of one topic may overlap between letters, the reader must occasionally refer to one or
more responses to review all the information on a given subject. To assist the reader, crossreferences to other comments are provided. Verbal comments were also received at three public
hearings. These comments are summarized and responded to in Chapter 3 as Letter L.
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CHAPTER 2
MASTER RESPONSES
MASTER RESPONSES
To facilitate responding to several commonly-raised comments, this Final EIR includes five
Master Responses. Each Master Response provides a detailed discussion of particular project
issues and potential environmental effects.

Master Response 1: Grant-Park Intersection Function
Many of the Draft EIR comments raise concerns regarding the proposed project’s impacts on
vehicle turning movements at the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. Specifically, the
comments indicate concern that the project would increase the difficulty for drivers to turn from
Grant onto Park Boulevard. Commenters indicate that this is already a difficult turning
movement due to the lack of stop-signs on Park Boulevard, vehicles parked on Park Boulevard
blocking the line of sight for drivers turning from Grant, and the presence of bicycles and
pedestrians on Park Boulevard.
This intersection was evaluated in Chapter 3.3 of the Draft EIR and the Kimley-Horn Traffic
Impact Analysis (TIA) included in the Draft EIR as Appendix G. As discussed in Section 3.3.2
of the Draft EIR, the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection currently operates at an
acceptable Level of Service (LOS) standard B, with an average AM peak hour delay of 11.6
seconds and an average PM peak hour delay of 14.6 seconds. The LOS at an unsignalized
intersection, such as the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection, is based on the average
delay for the worst movement, which for the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection is any
movement (left turn, through movement, or right turn) heading southbound. The Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection is expected to remain at an acceptable LOS B during the
AM peak hour (average delay 11.8 seconds) and an acceptable LOS C during the PM peak
hour (average delay 15.3 seconds) under 2015 Background conditions. As shown in Tables
3.3-7 and 3.3-8 on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is expected to increase
the average delay at the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection by less than one second at
both the AM and PM peak hours (the hours with the most traffic per day) under both 2013
Existing and 2015 Background conditions. Even with this increase in delay, the LOS at this
intersection would remain at LOS B (at the AM peak hour) and LOS C (at the PM peak hour)
with the proposed project. Both of these levels are above LOS D, which is the minimum LOS
the City of Palo Alto deems acceptable.
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, Cumulative Impacts, analyzed the LOS expected at the Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection under expected traffic conditions in 2035. As shown in Table
4-2 on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS C under 2035
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conditions without the project and 2035 conditions with the project. Further, under the 2035 Plus
Project scenario, the average delay for the worst-case movement through the intersection (the
southbound left-turn from Grant Avenue to eastbound Park Boulevard) is projected to be
approximately 18 seconds per vehicle or less. Based on these findings, even during peak traffic
periods, drivers accessing Park Boulevard from Grant Avenue would experience moderate but
acceptable delays based on the City’s adopted intersection operating standards.
Before installation of a four-way stop or a traffic signal at an intersection, the intersection must
meet certain values put forward in the 2012 California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), as discussed on page 3.3-12 of the Draft EIR. As stated in the Draft EIR, the
TIA finds that the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection does not meet the signal warrants
of the MUTCD.
The project also proposes to construct a curb extension, or “bulb-out” within the existing onstreet parking lane at the northwest corner of the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.
This bulb-out is expected to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, as discussed in Master
Response 5: Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety, and ease the ability of vehicles turning onto Park
Boulevard from Grant Avenue to see approaching vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. In
addition, as a result of the concerns raised in the comments provided on the Draft EIR
regarding pedestrian safety at this intersection, the project proposes to add crosswalks across
Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard and would be required to paint the bike lane through the
intersection to promote full visibility of oncoming bicycle traffic when turning onto Park
Boulevard from Grant Avenue. The following paragraphs have been added to the Draft EIR on
pages 3.3-12 and 3.3-13 in order to provide more information regarding the function of the
Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.
“The project proposes to construct a curb extension, or “bulb-out,” within the existing on-street
parking lane at the northwest corner of the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. This bulbout would provide protection for vehicles exiting Grant Avenue to stop at the stop bar and then
slowly inch out within the width of the bulb-out to verify that there are no conflicting vehicles,
bicyclists, or pedestrians prior to proceeding through the intersection.
The project also proposes to install crosswalks at the intersection of Grant Avenue and Park
Boulevard. In addition, the bike lane would be required to be painted through the intersection in
order to maximize visibility of oncoming bicycle traffic. These additions would ensure that
conflicts between pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles would be minimized.”

Master Response 2: Queuing onto Grant Avenue
Comments on the Draft EIR included concerns that vehicles waiting to park onsite would form a
queue that would spill onto Grant Avenue, thus causing congestion on Grant Avenue. It was
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asserted that because there is a short distance from the proposed garage entrance on Grant
Avenue to its intersection with Park Boulevard, three cars lined up at the entrance to the
proposed garage would block traffic on Park Boulevard.
Kimley-Horn performed a supplemental analysis to study the potential for vehicles entering the
proposed garage to back up onto (queue onto) Grant Avenue. If queued vehicles do not impede
traffic on Grant Avenue, they would not impede traffic on Park Boulevard. Thus, the analysis
conducted is the most conservative approach to evaluating queuing impacts. The supplemental
analysis has been included in the Draft EIR on page 3.3-13 under Impact F. The text added to the
Draft EIR is recreated below:
“Vehicle queuing at the parking garage access driveway on Grant Avenue was evaluated by
Kimley-Horn in a supplemental analysis. The results are provided in Figure 3.3-8. For this
assessment, a statistical analysis was performed to estimate the probability of the vehicle queue
at this garage entrance reaching the point where it would spill back onto Grant Avenue and
potentially block through traffic. The statistical analysis included the following assumptions:


The focus of this analysis is the weekday AM peak hour period, where traffic demand
entering the project parking garage (and potential for queueing) would be the highest.



Based on the current project site plans, it was estimated that about two vehicles can queue
within the garage entrance without impeding traffic on Grant Avenue.



The parking lifts within the garage require about one to two minutes load/unload a
vehicle. If a space is individualized to a particular car, as all of the spaces are proposed to
be, the time to load/unload a vehicle is at the shorter end of the one to two minute range.



The peak inbound demand at the garage driveway is 31 vehicles per hour, as shown in
Table 3.3-6. The entry level of the parking garage includes 23 machine/lift spaces. This
represents about 26% of all the available parking garage spaces; however, for this
analysis, it is conservatively assumed that 50% of the inbound vehicles will experience
delay associated with the ground level parking machines during loading.



Random arrivals are assumed for vehicles entering the garage.

Based on this supplemental analysis, it was determined that it is very unlikely (less than 3%
probability, assuming a 2-minute load time) that three cars or more would queue at the garage
entrance and block through traffic on Grant Avenue during the AM peak hour period. Even if the
average load time at each parking machine was conservatively increased to three minutes, there
would be a less than 10% probability that at least three cars would queue back at the garage entry
during this period.”
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This supplemental analysis demonstrates that the proposed machine parking would operate
with sufficient efficiency to ensure that vehicle queues would not have a substantial adverse
effect on traffic circulation and air quality, and therefore impacts related to parking would
remain less than significant.

Master Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception
Many comments on the Draft EIR expressed concern about the project’s proposal to seek a
Design Enhancement Exception (DEE) to allow for two staircases with roof-top access and a
permanent canopy element that would cover part of the roof-top patio. As noted in the comments
and page 2-3 of the Draft EIR, these design elements would exceed the 37-foot height limit. The
stairtowers are proposed to reach a height of 48 feet while the canopy is proposed to reach 50
feet, which is 13 feet over the height limit. Comments stated that allowing a height exception for
the proposed project would result in aesthetic impacts to the neighbors of the project, including
the potential interruption of lines of sight to views of the foothills, shading of adjacent properties,
and the addition of large concrete walls to the views from the neighboring buildings. These
comments also expressed concern that the proposed project would be out of proportion with the
surrounding neighborhood. Concerns regarding impacts to privacy and to property values due to
these aesthetic changes were also raised. Several comments suggested decreasing the size of the
building could reduce these effects. Several comments also stated that the proposed project
would not qualify for a Design Enhancement Exception.
Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Initial Study prepared for the project
(and provided in Appendix A to the Draft EIR) evaluates potential impacts to the aesthetic
environment in the project vicinity. Pages 18-19 of the Initial Study show that there would be no
significant impacts to visual resources that are protected by City or State regulations (there are
no specific Federal regulations that apply to aesthetics). The project site does not support scenic
resources, and it is not part of any scenic vista nor within a significant public view corridor. The
City of Palo Alto Municipal Code regulates protection of privacy and shading of private property
under the Context-Based Design Considerations and Findings. Specific to the proposed project
which is commercial project proposed to be constructed adjacent to existing residential land uses,
Municipal Code Section 18.16.090(b)(4)C requires that windows and upper floor balconies be
positioned so they minimize views into neighboring properties and Section 18.16.090 (b)(4)E
requires that projects limit sun and shade impacts on abutting properties.
The roof deck is planned to be substantially set back from the northern and western edge of the
building to minimize the potential for people on the roof deck to be able to see into nearby
residences and residential property. Additionally, the intervening vegetation between the
proposed project and the Palo Alto Central complex would limit the line of sight from the
proposed project, including the roof-top patio, to the complex.
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The project applicant provided a shading analysis demonstrating how the proposed building
would affect shadows falling on the neighboring residential property at 123 Sherman Avenue.
The analysis found that the proposed office building at 2555 Park would have no shadowing
effect on the 123 Sherman parcel after 3 PM and very little shadowing effect before 9 am. Due to
the low sun angle in early morning hours, the building is primarily shadowed by its own fence
and the building at 150 Grant. The shadowing on the 123 Sherman Avenue parcel due to the
fence along the property’s southeastern boundary casts a shadow over 13.9% of the parcel at 9
AM and 4.2% of the parcel at noon.
The shadowing analysis for the proposed project demonstrates that under the original proposed
building design for the 2555 Park project, the project would have cast shadow on 18.9% of the
123 Sherman property at 9 AM and 28.7% at noon on the spring equinox. Design modifications
have been made to the original proposal to reduce effects on the adjacent property, including
increasing the building setback from the northwestern property line and reducing the height of
the northern corner of the building. With these modifications, the amount of shadow that the
proposed building would cast on the 123 Sherman Avenue property has been reduced to 15.0%
at 9 AM and 23.2% at noon on the spring equinox. Further, most of the shadowing cast by the
proposed building at 9 AM on the spring equinox would overlay the existing shadow cast by the
existing property line fence, such that the net change in shadows due to the proposed building
would be 1.1%. The reduction in shadows cast on the adjacent property accomplished through
the design modifications meets the Municipal Code requirement to limit sun and shade impacts.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) states: “economic and social changes resulting from a
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Impacts to property values
do not qualify as an impact on the physical environment under CEQA and thus are not analyzed
in an EIR.

Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking
Several comments on the Draft EIR raised concerns regarding the availability of visitor and guest
parking at the proposed project site. Because the project proposes to use mechanical parking lifts
that are assigned to a particular vehicle and because each vehicle needs a remote for its own
parking space, the comments expressed doubt that more than one vehicle could use one space or
that guests could park onsite. The comments express concern that the availability of parking in
the project vicinity will worsen because guests, visitors, cleaning staff, or people with more than
one vehicle may not be able to park their cars in the machine lift spaces.
Parking itself is not an environmental issue unless an inadequate parking capacity could lead to
impacts on traffic circulation and air quality (refer to Threshold of Significance (F) on page 3.3-8
of the Draft EIR). Accordingly, parking is analyzed as part of an EIR based on City standards,
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and the City does not require projects to provide designated visitor parking. The EIR considers
both the proposed “Parking Compliant” project and a “Parking Exemption” option. The Parking
Exemption option, which includes use of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program, was introduced in response to concerns regarding the availability of guest parking. Due
to the proximity of the proposed project to CalTrain, the VTA and Dumbarton Express bus
routes, and the Park Boulevard bike boulevard, the proposed project could effectively reduce the
number of vehicles traveling to and from the project site by implementing the TDM plan to
encourage the utilization of local public transportation. As discussed on page 2-3 of the Draft
EIR, under the Parking Exemption option, parking machines would be used for all parking
spaces on the lower level and some of the parking spaces on the ground level. A few parking
spaces on the ground level would not use parking machines and would therefore be accessible
for visitors to the building. The Parking Exemption option is analyzed in each chapter of the
Draft EIR in order to provide a full analysis of this project option. Under either the Parking
Compliant or the Parking Exemption project options, the project would satisfy the City’s parking
requirements and impacts associated with parking would remain less than significant.

Master Response 5: Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety
Several comments expressed concern about the potential impacts of the proposed project on
bicycle and pedestrian safety on Park Boulevard. These comments addressed the safety of
bicyclists, the ease of traffic flow due to increased bicycle-car interactions, the designation of
Park Boulevard as a bicycle path in the face of cumulative traffic effects due to the project and
other proposed developments along Park Boulevard, and the safety of pedestrians from bicyclists
and cars due to the lack of stop signs or speed-limit postings along Park Boulevard. The
comments suggest that the likelihood of a collision between bicyclists and motorists will increase
as the number of cars turning onto and off of Park Boulevard increases. The comments suggested
that mitigation could include the installation of a four-way stop at the Park Boulevard/Grant
Avenue intersection and reducing the number of street-parking spaces on Park Boulevard
immediately adjacent to its intersection with Grant Avenue.
Turning movements at the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection are discussed in more
detail in Master Response 1. As discussed in that response, text has been added to the Draft EIR
on page 3.3-12 regarding installation of a curb extension, or “bulb-out,” that would improve the
ability of cars turning off of Grant Avenue onto Park Boulevard to see oncoming vehicles. In
addition, in consideration of the concerns raised in comments provided on the Draft EIR
regarding pedestrian safety at this intersection, the project proposes to add crosswalks across
Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard, and the project would be required to paint the bike lane
through the intersection to promote full visibility of oncoming bicycle traffic from Grant
Avenue. These additions would ensure that, even with minor changes in vehicle traffic at this
intersection, conflicts between pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles would be minimized.
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As discussed on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR, the project would remove the existing parking lot
driveway located on Park Boulevard and replace it with a small entry plaza and bicycle parking.
By eliminating the driveway on Park, the number of locations in which a vehicle could cross
over the bicycle lane on Park would be reduced. By limiting the potential point of conflict
between cars and bicycles to the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection, where there is
already a potential for conflict, the project minimizes the potential increase in risk. Further, the
project would not substantially increase traffic volumes on Park Boulevard, and therefore would
not substantially increase the potential for conflicts to occur.
As noted on Table 4-2 of the Draft EIR, a slight decrease in the level of service (LOS) standard
at the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection is expected between existing (2013) and 2035
conditions. Additionally, Figures 6 through 11 of the Traffic Impacts Analysis provided in
Appendix G to the Draft EIR identify the traffic volumes on Park Boulevard in 2013, 2015, and
2035 with and without the proposed project. At most, the project is expected to increase traffic
volumes by 17 vehicles during any of the AM or PM peak hours in the study scenarios. This
indicates that the change in traffic flow in the project vicinity will not be significant. Even in the
cumulative scenario, bicyclists and pedestrians along Park Boulevard will experience similar
conditions to those that currently exist, with or without the addition of the proposed project.
As discussed in Master Response 1, the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection does not meet
the Caltrans signal warrant criteria as identified in the 2012 California Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). These criteria are the standard used in planning-level
analyses for determining whether a two-way stop-sign controlled intersection should be
converted into a four-way stop-sign controlled intersection.
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CHAPTER 3
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
INTRODUCTION
This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains a copy of each of the
written comments received from the public and other agencies with jurisdiction over the project.
A total of 11 comment letters were received. Each comment letter is shown with brackets
that indicate the individual comments within the letter. Each individual comment is given a
binomial with the number of the comment letter appearing first, followed by the comment
number. For example, comments in Letter A are numbered A-1, A-2, A-3, and so on.
Immediately following each letter are the responses to that letter, each with binomials that
correspond to the bracketed comments.
The following table provides a list of those who provided written comments on the Draft EIR.
All verbal comments are addressed under Letter L.
Letter
Letter A
Letter B
Letter C
Letter D
Letter E
Letter F
Letter G
Letter H
Letter I
Letter J
Letter K
Letter L
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California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Beckett, Jamie
Brewer, Peter
Fields, Judith
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Griffin, Kimberly
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Verbal Comments
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Responses to Comment Letter A
Submitted by:
Randy Reyes
Project Manager, Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
A-1

The comment states that the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) has reviewed the Draft EIR as a potential responsible agency with regard to
hazardous substance handling and investigation at the project site.
A responsible agency is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 as a public
agency other than the Lead Agency with discretionary approval power over the
project. Chapter 3.2 of the Draft EIR, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, recognizes
DTSC’s role as a responsible agency in regards to the project’s compliance with the
Hazardous Waste Control Act (California Health and Safety Code, Section 25100 et
seq.). The Act is overseen by the DTSC and is discussed in the Draft EIR on pages
3.2-2 and 3.2-3.
DTSC regulations and methodology for hazardous waste cleanup and disposal are
proposed to be utilized in Mitigation Measures (MM) HAZ-1 through HAZ-8, as
discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 3.2-13 through 3.2-16.

A-2

The comment provides a brief project description.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is needed.

A-3

The comment references the discussion of the Stellar Environmental Solutions 2013
Phase I/II Environmental Site Assessment in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials
chapter of the Draft EIR on pages 3.2-7, 3.2-11, 3.2-12, and 3.2-13. As stated in the
Draft EIR on page 3.2-7, DTSC procedures for determining all possible locations of
volatile organic compound (VOC) soil gas contamination were not followed. The
comment states that “Soil gas sampling was limited to two locations and neither of
the samples were taken within the footprint of the former dry cleaner, which was
previously identified as a potential source area.” The comment is particularly
concerned that without having a broader range of sample locations, the extent of
possible sources of VOC-impacted soil gas may not be fully addressed and the safety
of future occupants may be at risk. The comment recommends that additional soil gas
sampling be performed as part of MM-HAZ-2, which is discussed on page 3.2-14 of
the Draft EIR.
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Stellar Environmental Solutions confirmed in communication with the applicant
that the Site Mitigation Plan discussed inMM-HAZ-2 would include examination
of soil beneath the former site of the dry cleaner. Because the area directly
beneath the former site of the dry cleaner would not be accessible for drilling until
after demolition has occurred, Stellar Environmental recommended waiting to
sample the soils at that site until after demolition of the existing structures and
before excavation for the proposed project. The soil samples would then be
analyzed and any contaminated soil would be handled in the manner proscribed in
the Site Mitigation Plan.
To address the need for further soil gas sampling in the project site and to confirm the
project’s compliance with state regulations for hazardous material investigation and
disposal, the following text has been included as part of the bulleted list in MM-HAZ2 on page 3.2-14:
“The procedures and protocols of determining of the extent of the impact of soil gas
from the former dry cleaner.”
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From: Jamie M. Beckett [mailto:jamiembeckett@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Reich, Russ
Cc: Marsha Grossman; Peter Shuler; Judy Glaes; Cris and Rainer; Todd Burke; Terry Holzemer
Subject: 2555 Park Blvd.
Dear Mr. Reich,
I live in the condominium complex closest to the proposed structure at 2555 Park Blvd. I would like to add
my voice to those objecting to the project, but for more than the height limit.
I am unable to attend tomorrow's planning and transportation committee meeting due to a work conflict.
However, it is important that I state, as strongly as possible, my concerns about this and the three other
commercial projects either under construction or proposed on Park Blvd. between California Avenue and
Lambert Avenue.

B-1

B-2

This small stretch of road -- just 1.3 miles long -- is already a highly trafficked road. As you may have
read, we already have concerns about the number of accidents on the street.
http://www.paloaltoonline.com/print/story/2014/04/04/park-boulevard-accidents-concern-workersresidents
Our community contains 140 units with at least 250 residents, including many families with small children.
Our street is becoming increasingly dangerous, and 2555 Park Blvd. and its 90 cars will only make it
more so. There is not one stop sign on this 1.3-mile stretch. There is not even a speed limit posted. Every
day cars speed down Park Blvd. toward the Oregon Expressway or Page Mill, and we're left to contend
with the fallout.
As you may know, our entire community has two ways to exit by car -- at Grant Avenue and at Sherman
avenue. It is already difficult to safely exit onto Park Blvd. due to the numerous SUVs and vehicles that
block a driver's sight line. It is nearly impossible to make a left turn onto Park during rush hour, and many
other busy times -- Sunday farmer's market, for example.
We live here because this is -- or perhaps, was -- a walkable and bike-able community. Yet crossing Park
Boulevard on foot is getting harder and harder, and likely to be even worse when the city is done with us.
Park Blvd. is a bike boulevard, but as a bike commuter I can tell you that it's getting more and more
dangerous for me to simply get into the bike lane. At night, when I bike down Grant to re-enter the
complex, I must pray no one speeds down Park Boulevard and hits me.
2555 Park and it's 90 cars is only going to exacerbate these problems. I can't even imagine what the
other three commercial projects will do. My address is below. You can reach me by phone at 650-9964552. Please let me know how I can best track this and the other projects that threaten my quality of life.
Sincerely,
Jamie Beckett
2577 Park Blvd. #V203
Palo Alto, CA 94306
650-996-4552

B-3

B-4

B-5
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Responses to Comment Letter B
Submitted by:
Jamie Beckett
B-1

The comment identifies the commenter as a neighbor of the project site and generally
states that the commenter is opposed to the project “for more than the height limit.”
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided and no response is necessary.

B-2

This comment raises concerns regarding the existing traffic congestion on Park
Boulevard and its relation to the frequency of traffic accidents. The comment links to
an article describing a number of collisions along Park Boulevard.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. The existing and projected traffic
volumes on Park Boulevard are identified in Figures 6 through 11 of the
Transportation Impact Analysis provided in Appendix G to the Draft EIR. As shown
in those figures, there are approximately 322 vehicles on Park Boulevard in the AM
peak hour and approximately 469 vehicles on Park Boulevard in the PM peak hour.

B-3

The comment states that the lack of stop signs and speed limit signs on the 1.3-mile
stretch of Park Boulevard in the project vicinity encourages vehicles to speed on Park
Boulevard. The comment also states that these conditions make it difficult for
pedestrians to cross Park Boulevard and that the 90 cars added to the road network by
the proposed project would increase these safety hazards.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. Please refer to Master Response 5:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety for discussion of the safety concerns along Park
Boulevard. It is noted that the proposed project is not expected to generate 90 new
vehicle trips during either the AM or PM peak hour. As shown in Table 3.3-6, the
project is expected to generate a total of 62 trips during the AM peak hour. The
existing office building at the project site is calculated to generate 27 of these 62
trips. In the PM peak hour, the project is expected to generate a total of 106 trips,
with 88 of those trips being attributed to the existing building. Therefore the
proposed project would increase traffic by 35 vehicles in the AM peak hour and by
18 vehicles in the PM peak hour. These slight increases would not be sufficient to
cause a significant increase in the potential for bicycle/vehicle conflicts.

B-4

The comment states that turning onto Park Boulevard from Grant Avenue and
Sherman Avenue is difficult due to the number of large vehicles that block the
driver’s line of sight as well as the frequency of oncoming traffic during rush hour.
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No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. As discussed in Master Responses 1 and
5, the project proposes to construct a curb extension, or “bulb-out,” within the onstreet parking lane at the northwest corner of the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue
intersection, paint crosswalks across Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard, and paint the
Park Boulevard bike lane through the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. As
shown in Master Response 1, text has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3.3-12
regarding these improvements which will facilitate the turning movements from
Grant Avenue onto Park Boulevard by improving light of sight.
B-5

The comment expresses concern that it is difficult for bicyclists to safely navigate
Park Boulevard and that bicycles are threatened by speeding vehicles.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. As discussed in Response to Comment
B-4, intersection improvements are proposed to improve bicycle and pedestrian
safety. Please refer to Master Response 5: Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety for detailed
responses regarding bicycle safety.

B-6

The comment is concerned about the cumulative effects of development on Park
Boulevard, including the proposed project, on traffic congestion; intersection
functionality; bicycle safety; and pedestrian safety.
Table 4-2 on page 4-6 of the Draft EIR shows the levels of service expected at the
study intersections in 2035 both with and without the addition of the proposed
project. This cumulative analysis takes into account development that can reasonably
be anticipated in the project vicinity. As Table 4-2 shows, the project would not
change the level of service (LOS) at any of the study intersections, including the
intersection of Grant and Park, from the LOS without the addition of the project. The
only change in the LOS among all of the conditions analyzed is a degradation from
LOS B, the Existing (2013) LOS, in the PM peak hour from the Existing (2013)
condition to LOS C in the PM peak hour in all other conditions analyzed, including
the Background (2015) and Future (2035) conditions with or without the addition of
the proposed project. A decrease in LOS from B to C is not considered significant by
the City of Palo Alto.
In addition, as stated above, the proposed project would increase traffic during the
AM and PM peak hours by no more than 17 vehicles.
Because bicycle and pedestrian safety are linked to increased conflicts with motorists,
and the vehicular traffic conditions are not expected to change significantly from the
existing conditions, bicyclists and pedestrians can expect to experience similar
conditions to those they currently experience.
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From: Peter Brewer [mailto:peter@brewerfirm.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 12:05 PM
(peterjon, email
To: Jared Jacobs; Terry Holzemer; Tim Shockey; Terry Holzemer; peterjon@gmail.com;
Heather Young;
address redacted)
John Tarlton; Kim Butler; Reich, Russ
Subject: Re: Formal Public Hearing for 2555 Park Blvd Proposal

RE: 2555 Park Blvd., [13PLN-00381]
Dear Mr. Reich:
As you are aware, I am the owner and occupant of the office building at 2501 Park
Blvd., immediately adjacent to the subject project at 2555 Park Blvd.
NOTICE AND HEARING:
Due to the exceedingly short notice of tomorrow’s hearing on 2555 Park Blvd., I
am unable to attend. I have been and continue to be in trial in San Mateo County
Superior Court, and am unable to alter this calendar conflict.

C-1
I request that the hearing on 2555 Park Blvd. be continued for a week or two so
that I might have the opportunity to be heard. The postcard notice arrived in my
mail on Tuesday of this week, announcing the hearing less than 48 hours
later. While I acknowledge receipt of e-mail notices earlier, I was in Europe until
Monday of this week and was not regularly retrieving messages. I assume the
residential neighbors in the immediately adjacent complex also received their
postcards less than 48 hours prior to the hearing. This does not constitute an
adequate opportunity to be heard.
Alternatively, and as a distant second choice, I request that you circulate these
comments to the panel and perhaps have them read to the attending public at
the hearing. Absent one of these alternatives I protest that I am not being
afforded a due process right to be heard. Thank you.
THE PROJECT:
This project is NOT in compliance with zoning REQUIREMENTS. I emphasize
REQUIREMENTS because they are being treated as merely aspirational goals, but
to be avoided when convenience so requires. This is NOT an accurate
interpretation of the zoning requirements, which are mandatory in nature.
This project is in the CC(2) zone, which has a height limit of 37 feet. The
Developer seeks to violate the mandatory height requirement by 10 to 13 feet in

C-2

order to accommodate roof-access elevator shafts. The roof-access is not a
mandatory feature of the building, but is merely an amenity desired by the
Developer. The building would be no less a viable project without this gratuitous
amenity. The Developer is not left with only substandard options if required to
follow the rules.
The Developer seeks authority to violate the height requirements under an
ostensible Design Enhancement Exception (“DEE”). However this deviation in no
way qualifies as a Design Enhancement Exception. I quote relevant sections of
the Municipal Code below.
18.76.050 Design Enhancement Exception (DEE)
(a) Purpose: The purpose of a design enhancement exception is to permit a
minor exception to zoning regulations when doing so will:

C-2
(1)
Enhance the design of a proposed project without altering the function or
use of the site, or its impact on surrounding properties;
(c) Findings: Neither the director, nor the city council on appeal, shall grant a
design enhancement exception unless it is found that:
(1)
There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions
applicable to the property or site improvements involved that do not apply
generally to property in the same zone district;
(2) The granting of the application will enhance the appearance of the site or
structure, or improve the neighborhood character of the project and preserve an
existing or proposed architectural style, in a manner which would not otherwise
be accomplished through strict application of the minimum requirements of this
title (Zoning) and the architectural review findings set forth in Section
18.76.020(d); and
(3) The exception is related to a minor architectural feature or site improvement
that will not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the
vicinity and will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, general welfare or
convenience.

The only exception allowed to the 37’ height limit is a 5’ allowance for mechanical
equipment not exceeding 10% of the roof area and not intruding into the daylight
plane.
Extraordinary Circumstances or Conditions:
This project does not even come close to qualifying for the criteria for
consideration of a DEE. The requested variance very much “impacts the
surrounding properties” by creating a 47’ monolithic concrete wall, devoid of
architectural interest, at the border of our properties. The occasion for this
undesirable impact on the surrounding properties is merely to accommodate the
Developer’s whimsical desire for an optional but unnecessary roof-top patio. This
is not a site infirmity that justifies burdening the neighbor for the sake of the
Developer.

C-2

C-3

Contrary to the representations of the Developer in the Staff Report, there are
NOT “exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the
property or site improvements involved that do not apply generally to property in
the same zone district.”
The Developer urges a finding of exceptional or extraordinary circumstances
because other nearby properties, in a different zone, are not subject to the same
height limitations. This is irrelevant. Those properties are in a different zone and
are subject to different limitations. This project is subject to a 37 foot limitation,
and there is nothing exceptional nor extraordinary about the property nor the
Developer’s desire for a gratuitous amenity that constitutes “exceptional or
extraordinary.” If the Developer wanted to be governed by the regulations for a
different zone the Developer could have purchased property in that zone, but this
property is in CC(2) and the fact that nearby properties have different rules does
not justify ignoring the rules that apply to this property.
Will Enhance The Appearance of The Site or Structure, or Improve the
Neighborhood Character:
The neighborhood is soundly against the roof-top patio. It is antipathetic to the
privacy of the surrounding residential neighborhood. The roof-top patio might
enhance the appearance of the building in the eyes of the Developer, but “Every
cockroach is beautiful to its Mother.” Imposing a one-of-a-kind roof-top patio

C-4

C-5

does not enhance the neighborhood, it only enhances the building for its owners,
and the monolithic towers for which variance is sought are a neighborhood
detriment.
The Exception is Related to a Minor Architectural Feature or Site Improvement
that Will Not Be Detrimental:
The applied-exception is related to the Developer’s desire to have a fourth-story,
outdoor space on a building that is zoned for three stories. The permanently
covered roof-top patio is NOT a minor feature. If it were minor we would not be
having this discussion. It is a significant impact to the surrounding owners and
residents. It would be detrimental to my property. The DEEs are not intended to
be granted when doing so burdens the neighbors only for the benefit of the
Developer.
CONCLUSION:
There is no authority to grant a height exception in order to accommodate an
applicant’s desire for a nice, but unnecessary, amenity. It is not
discretionary. The criteria are not met. It is not relevant that the ARB panel may
find the design elements to be aesthetically pleasing. The ARB is not a rulemaking body, it is a rule-following body, and I ask that it follow the rules
applicable to this project.
Thank you,
Peter N. Brewer, Attorney at Law
Owner/Occupant
2501 Park Blvd., 2nd Flr.
Palo Alto, CA 94306

Peter N. Brewer, Esq.
Law Office of Peter N. Brewer
2501 Park Blvd., 2nd Flr.
Palo Alto, CA 94306
(650) 327-2900 x 12
www.BrewerFirm.com
BayAreaRealEstateLawyers.com

Real Estate Law – From the Ground Up®
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Responses to Comment Letter C
Submitted by:
Peter Brewer
C-1

The comment requests that the hearing on the proposed project be continued or that
the commenter’s opinions be read during the hearing on his behalf due to the short
notice given the commenter on the date of the hearing.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary. The
comment letter was provided to the Architectural Review Board (ARB) members “at
places” during the ARB meeting on October 16, 2014, ensuring that the commenter’s
due process right to be heard has been met.

C-2

The comment references that the applicant seeks a Design Enhancement Exception
(DEE) to exceed the height limits allowed by its zoning, CC(2). The comment
describes the height limit as mandatory and the proposed roof-access features as nonmandatory amenities desired by the developer. The comment lists the City of Palo
Alto Municipal Code sections applicable to DEEs.
The comment does not address the content of the Draft EIR or Initial Study. Please
refer to Master Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception for a discussion of the
environmental considerations relevant to the requested DEE. As provided in
Municipal Code Section 18.76.050, the City has defined a process by which
exceptions to zoning requirements may be granted.

C-3

The comment protests the requested DEE. Specifically, the comment expresses
disagreement with statements that the height exception does not impact surrounding
properties because it would place a “47’ monolithic concrete wall, devoid of
architectural interest, at the border of” adjacent properties.
The wall along the western boundary of the project site includes an increased setback
at its northern end, windows within the stair tower, and vining vegetation to climb the
wall. These features would ensure that this façade of the building is not monolithic
and devoid of any interest. Further, only the portion of the wall at the stair tower
would be 47 feet in height. The remaining portion of the wall would be 37 feet in
height, in keeping with the zoning ordinance.

C-4

The comment asserts that there are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions that support granting the requested DEE.
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No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary. The EIR
does not determine or evaluate whether exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or
conditions exist.
C-5

The comment expresses concern for the privacy of the residential neighbors
surrounding the project due to the roof-top patio, noting that neighboring residents are
opposed to the patio and stating that the patio does not enhance the neighborhood
(which is one of the possible findings for granting a DEE).
Master Response 3 addresses the views from the roof-top patio to the surrounding
residences. As discussed in that response, the patio would be setback from the
western and northern edges of the roof, which would limit the available views for
people on the patio in those directions. It is also noted that in the surrounding
residences, there are few windows that directly face the 2555 Park Boulevard project
site. Additionally, the intervening vegetation between the proposed project and the
Palo Alto Central complex would limit the line of sight from the proposed project,
including the roof-top patio, to the complex. As lines of sight from the Palo Alto
Central complex to the proposed project would be limited, the proposed project
would not be expected to substantially reduce or interfere with existing views for the
nearby residents. The EIR is not required to determine or evaluate whether the
proposed project would enhance the neighborhood.

C-6

The comment asserts that the roof-top patio cover is not a “minor architectural
feature” and does not meet the requirement of being a “site improvement that will not
be detrimental” to the surrounding residents and property owners. The comment
states that the project would be detrimental to the commenter’s property.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided. The EIR does not determine or evaluate
whether the proposed roof-top patio cover is a “minor architectural feature.” With
respect to whether the proposed site improvements that require the DEE would be
detrimental to the neighborhood, the EIR and Initial Study find that the project would
not result in any adverse physical environmental effects, particularly with respect to
aesthetics and land use and planning. It is noted that Municipal Code Section
18.40.090 Height Exceptions allows that in the CC(2) district and many other zoning
district “flues, chimneys, exhaust fans or air conditioning equipment, elevator
equipment, cooling towers, antennas, and similar architectural, utility, or mechanical
features may exceed the height limit established in any district by not more than
fifteen feet.” This demonstrates that the City has anticipated that building features
similar to the stair towers (which would also house elevator equipment) may require
height exceptions.
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This comment and the other comments provided in this comment letter do not
indicate how the project would be detrimental to the commenter’s property, other
than from the placement of a wall ranging from 37 to 47 feet in height at the property
boundary. Placement of the proposed building’s wall at the property boundary does
not constitute a significant physical environmental effect.
C-7

The comment concludes that granting of the DEE is not supported and because the
ARB is not a rule-making body, the ARB would not have the discretion to grant
the DEE.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided. The EIR does not determine or evaluate
whether the requested DEE should be granted. It is noted that Municipal Code
Section 18.76.050 states that a DEE may be granted by the Planning Director, “or
City Council on appeal.” The ARB is required to make a recommendation to the
Planning Director regarding the requested DEE, but is not the decision-making body
for this approval.
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From: Judith Fields
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 9:08 PM
To: Reich, Russ
Subject: 2555 Park
Russ,
I enjoyed meeting you but have been disappointed that you did not arrange a meeting with the
traffic people as you said you would. Now time is running out. Please add these remarks to the EIR.
I am confused about the designation of Park as a bicycle path because there is going to be a lot of
development; retail, research and development, and residential. How do you "calm" an area that will
keep having more trips as each year goes by? We are all terrified that we might hit a bike, and
therefore support bicycle lanes. Park above California is calm and residential as is Park below
Lambert Street. In between, most of the parcels are spoken for and in various stages of design or
approval.
How do we "calm" an area that has no stop signs or crosswalks? Park needs to be pedestrian friendly
as well as bike friendly.is not pedestrian friendly. I believe part of the definition of a bicycle path
is that there be calming devices on it.

D-1

D-2

I live in the Palo Alto Central complex. For roughly twenty years I have had to play "chicken" with
the traffic in busy times. When you reach the stop sign on Grant, I must turn either right or left.
Grant is one way to Park. Let me describe how it works.
I reach the stop sign and cannot see anything because there is parking all the way to the corner on
three sides of the intersection. I creep out, trying to get into a position where I can see to safely
turn. I almost always intrude into the bike lane.
This lack of sight lines is unsafe and could be mitigated by painting the curbs red, and reducing a
total of two spaces on each corner. There have been a few fender benders that I know of. Does
someone have to have a bad accident to make this change?
To an already unsafe street 2555 Park is going to add 91 cars, almost doubling the traffic on the
street. There are 11 on street parking spaces, usually used by residents who have two cars or people
working on California. In addition, we have garbage trucks, service trucks (electrical and plumbing,
etc) UPS, and the mail.
Imagine that it is rush hour. Cars are turning right and left; others are coming from the court
house and other buildings with county services. I creep up to the stop sign and want to turn left.
Like many people I am headed toward a freeway. I must mention that cars pick up speed as they go
down Park, partly because they are in a hurry, and partly because there are no calming devices on
the street. There is supposed to be an imaginary crosswalk at every intersection, but hardly anyone
stops for a pedestrian. Back to rush hour.
I'm trying to turn left. everybody has priority over me. Bicycles are whizzing by, I can't see. I edge
out slowly into the street. If there were four way stop, we would all take turns. But we don't, and
we won't until people are forced to do so. People living in the complex are backed up, waiting for the

D-3

cars in front of them to make a turn. People get frustrated, then anger builds. I foresee bad
tempers and more fender benders, maybe something worse.

D-3

I am not opposed to the development of 2555 Park; the owners have a legal right to do so. But
putting so many cars on Grant Road is an affront to the area residents; the developers make money
and we are left with a more unsafe situation than we have now. This is not about blocking views or
talking aesthetics; this is clearly a safety issue.
In addition because there is no onsite visitor parking, people might use out little street. They could
also park on Park. During the day those spaces are full. Does the developer expect visitors to use
the parking lot of the Courthouse? Why would the city approve a development without visitor
parking in an already crowded area?
The developer has not paid attention the needs of the local residents. I understand that what
residents wants and what the developer wants are different. It is not fair that the developer gets
to maximize his income at our expense.
Thank you. Judith Fields

-Judith Fields
2581 Park Boulevard, Y103
Palo Alto, CA 94306
650-322-1441

D-4
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Responses to Comment Letter D
Submitted by:
Judith Fields
D-1

The comment questions the designation of Park Boulevard as a bicycle path due to
the cumulative effects of development increasing traffic volumes on Park. The
comment suggests that the portion of Park Boulevard in the project vicinity is not as
calm as is needed to support a bicycle path.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. Bicycle safety is addressed in Master
Response 5.

D-2

The comment states that Park Boulevard must be pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly and
suggested that it is not under existing conditions particularly due to a lack of traffic
calming devices.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. As noted above, bicycle safety is
addressed in Master Response 5. Bulb-outs are a traffic calming device and there are
several bulb-outs on Park Boulevard in the vicinity of the project. Further the project
includes a proposal to construct a bulb-out on the northeast corner of the Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.
As a result of the concerns raised in the comments provided on the Draft EIR
regarding pedestrian safety at the intersection of Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard,
the project proposes to add crosswalks across Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard at
this intersection. The project would also be required to paint the bike lane through the
intersection to promote full visibility of oncoming bicycle traffic when turning onto
Park Boulevard from Grant Avenue. These additions would ensure that, even with
minor changes in vehicle traffic at this intersection, conflicts between pedestrians,
bicycles, and vehicles would be minimized.

D-3

The comment addresses the difficulty of turning from Grant Avenue onto Park
Boulevard, noting that vehicles parked on Park Boulevard near the intersection with
Grant Avenue block the driver’s line of sight onto Park Boulevard. The comment
asserts that the additional cars generated by the proposed project would almost double
the traffic on Grant Avenue and worsen delays for vehicles turning onto Park
Boulevard from Grant Avenue.
As noted in Response to Comment D-2, there is an existing bulb-out at the southeast
corner of the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection and the project proposes to
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construct a second one at the northeast corner of this intersection. These traffic
calming devices provide better line of sight and reduce the width of the street that a
pedestrian must cross.
Master Response 1: Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue Intersection discusses the
anticipated operations and level of service (LOS) at this intersection. As discussed on
page 3-11 and shown in Tables 3.3-7 and 3.3-8 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project
would have a slight effect on traffic circulation in the vicinity of the Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. The delay at the intersection would increase by
less than one second between the Existing (2013) and Existing Plus Project conditions
and would increase by at most two seconds between the Background (2015) and the
Background Plus Project conditions. The same is true when considering cumulative
2035 traffic conditions, as shown in Table 4-2 on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR. Under
existing conditions, the average delay for movements from Grant Avenue onto Park
Boulevard is 11.6 seconds in the AM peak hour and 14.6 seconds in the PM peak
hour. Under 2015 Plus Project conditions, the average delay would increase to 12.6
seconds in the AM peak hour and 16.3 seconds in the PM peak hour. In the 2035 Plus
Project conditions, the average delay would be 13.3 seconds in the AM peak hour and
18.1 seconds in the PM peak hour. With these delays, the LOS at this intersection
would be B in the AM peak hour and C in the PM peak hour.
D-4

The comment raises concerns about the availability of visitor parking to
accommodate the proposed project. The comment is concerned that visitors to the
proposed project will park on Grant or Park and states that these parking spaces are
already used during the day.
As discussed in Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking, parking is not an
environmental issue unless an inadequate parking capacity could lead to impacts on
traffic circulation and air quality (refer to Threshold of Significance (F) on page 3.3-8
of the Draft EIR). Please refer to Master Response 4 for a detailed discussion of the
proposed project’s impacts on parking. The proposed project is expected to generate a
total of 246 new daily trips, only a portion of which would be from visitors. Public
parking is available in several lots within the California Avenue Business District,
approximately one block northwest of the project site, as well as along Park
Boulevard and Grant Avenue. The parking options in the surrounding area are
sufficient to ensure that the project would not cause adverse effects on transportation
circulation or air quality.
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From: M. Fruth
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 10:40 AM
To: Reich, Russ
Subject: 2555 Park Draft EIR

There is no basis for any change from existing
zoning. Please enforce the existing height limit, building
size, & onsite parking required, including visitor & guest
parking. If the developer wants a private rooftop terrace &
party area, it should be below the height limit.

E-1

Please include in your review various alternatives for
E-2
entrances to its parking garage & to the building itself, not
just the one preferred by the developer.
Margaret Fruth
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Responses to Comment Letter E
Submitted by:
Margaret Fruth
E-1

The comment protests the applicant’s proposal for a Design Enhancement Exception
(DEE) for a roof-top patio and requests that the zoning requirements related to
building height, building size, and parking be enforced.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. Please refer to Master Response 3:
Design Enhancement Exception for a detailed response regarding the proposed height
exception. The DEE is requested to allow for the proposed height of three elements –
two stairtowers and the canopy for the roof-top patio. As provided in Municipal Code
Section 18.76.050, the City has defined a process by which exceptions to zoning
requirements may be granted. The project would comply with the City’s standards
regarding building size (floor area ratio) and parking. It is noted that the City’s
parking standards do not specify that dedicated visitor or guest parking be provided.

E-2

The comment requests that alternative locations for the parking garage entrance and
for the building be considered.
As discussed on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, the EIR includes an analysis of a
“reasonable range” of alternatives that could meet the project objectives while
avoiding or substantially lessening the significant effects of the proposed project. As
discussed in Master Responses 1 through 5, the project would not result in any
significant impacts to transportation and circulation. Therefore there are no impacts
that could be avoided or reduced by relocating the parking garage and building
entrances and these alternatives do not need to be evaluated in the EIR.
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From: Kimberly Griffin [mailto:kimberly.griffin6@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 8:01 PM
To: Reich, Russ
Subject: Project 2555 Park

Hi Mr. Reich,
I am a resident (owner) of a condo in the Palo Central complex (2569 Park Blvd. T105). I am
concerned about the size of the proposed project -- which seems to be more a McMansion-esque
attempt to plant an oversized development on a small piece of property.

F-1

No doubt, an updated building at the location is warranted and desired. However, the scope
is one of concern, both from a height concern and parking space consideration.
With the prosed vehicle space for 90 cars? Is that correct??!! That number, if I am correct, is
shocking considering the space is within easy walking distance of the train station, and not a
number that seems to encourage use of public transportation.

F-2

Indeed, that number seems disproportionate (and more fitting for a 10+ story high rise), and a
readily foreseeable traffic problem on a half block that would not only have to accommodate 90+
cars a day for that building alone, in addition to those for condo complex and businesses behind
the 2555 space.
In addition, any "Ubers" and alike ride services would seem to have to use this same half-block
(as Park Blvd. is a thoroughfare) -- again, a recipe for blocked road space.
I do not profess to have any expertise in traffic control, or light control -- but as proposed, it is
obvious to any lay person, that the project as proposed is too much overall, and ill thought out as
to the traffic impact.
Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Kimberly Griffin
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Responses to Comment Letter F
Submitted by:
Kimberly Griffin
F-1

The commenter identifies herself as a resident of the Palo Alto Central complex.
While the comment expresses support for locating an updated building at the project
site, the comment voices concern that the proposed project is too large for the small
property for which it is proposed. Specifically, the comment notes that the building is
too tall for the project site.
The comment does not address the content of the Draft EIR or the project’s
environmental effects. Please refer to Master Response 3: Design Enhancement
Exception for a discussion of the environmental considerations relevant to the
requested DEE.

F-2

The comment expresses disagreement that the project would require vehicle
spaces for 90 cars, which the comment asserts would be more appropriate for a
10+ story high rise. The comment indicates that the project is within walking
distance of the train station and people accessing the building would be able to
utilize public transportation.
The minimum number of off-street parking spaces a project must provide is governed
by section 18.52.040 of the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code. As discussed on page
3.3-13 of the Draft EIR, due to the size and use of the proposed office building, the
City requires that the project provide 92 parking spaces, as is proposed under the
Parking Compliant option.
The Parking Exemption option, which incorporates a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) plan, was introduced in response to concerns voiced by the
neighbors of the proposed project regarding the availability of guest parking and the
degree to which the project encourages use of transit. As discussed on page 2-3 of the
Draft EIR, due to the proximity of the proposed project to CalTrain, the VTA and
Dumbarton Express bus routes, and the Park Boulevard bike boulevard, the proposed
project could effectively reduce the number of vehicles traveling to and from the
project site by encouraging the utilization of local public transportation with a TDM
plan. With the TDM plan, the proposed project would be granted a parking exemption
and would provide a total of 82 on-site parking spaces rather than the 92 spaces
proposed without the TDM plan. As stated on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR, with the
inclusion of a TDM program as part of the proposed project, “Parking machines
would be used for all parking spaces on the lower level and some of the parking
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spaces on the ground level. A few parking spaces on the ground level would not use
parking machines and would therefore be accessible for visitors to the building.” This
reduction in the use of parking machines would be due to the provision of 82 rather
than 92 spaces.
F-3

The comment raises concerns about the impacts of the proposed project on daily
traffic flow on Grant Avenue. The comment suggests that the addition of project
traffic to the existing traffic on Grant Avenue would result in a traffic impact. The
comment also suggests that Uber and other ride services would use Grant Avenue
to avoid Park Boulevard, a thoroughfare, which would result in traffic congestion
on Grant Avenue.
The Draft EIR and Traffic Impacts Analysis find that the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Grant Avenue. However, it is expected that the time of
peak traffic associated with the proposed project using Grant Avenue would be in
the 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM hour, as employees arrive for work each day, while the
peak time of traffic associated with the residences using Grant Avenue would
occur before 8:00 AM as individuals leave for work. Thus while the overall daily
traffic volume would increase, there would not be a substantial increase in
congestion along Grant Avenue.
It is noted that the proposed project is not expected to generate 90 new vehicle trips
during either the AM or PM peak hour. As shown in Table 3.3-6, the project is
expected to generate a total of 62 trips during the AM peak hour. The existing office
building at the project site is calculated to generate 27 of these 62 trips. In the PM
peak hour, the project is expected to generate a total of 106 trips, of which 88 are
attributed to the existing building. Therefore the proposed project would increase
traffic by 35 vehicles in the AM peak hour and by 18 vehicles in the PM peak hour.
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Responses to Comment Letter G
Submitted by:
Terry Holzemer
G-1

The comment identifies the objection of the Palo Alto Central community to the
proposed project. The comment characterizes the project as a doubling in size
compared to the current building and more than tripling the number of cars on site.
The comment notes that the neighboring Palo Alto Central is the largest residential
complex in the California Avenue area. The comment also states that the
Homeowners Association of Palo Alto Central did not receive a response to their
comments from the architect or developer after the May 13th Community Meeting on
the proposed project.
The comment does not address the content of the Draft EIR, and therefore a
response is not necessary. All of the comments on the Draft EIR will be reviewed
and considered by the City prior to determining whether or not to approve the
proposed project.

G-2

The comment raises concerns about the impacts of the proposed project on daily
traffic flow on Grant Avenue. Because both Palo Alto Central and the proposed
project traffic would enter and exit from Grant Avenue, the comment suggests that
traffic congestion on Grant Avenue would increase. The comment suggests that a
Park Boulevard garage entrance/exit option for the proposed project be considered
as an alternative.
As discussed on page 3-11 and shown in Tables 3.3-7 and 3.3-8 of the Draft EIR, the
proposed project would have a slight effect on traffic circulation in the vicinity of the
Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. The delay at the intersection would
increase by less than one second between the Existing (2013) and Existing Plus
Project conditions and would increase by at most two seconds between the
Background (2015) and the Background Plus Project conditions. The same is true
when considering cumulative 2035 traffic conditions, as shown in Table 4-2 on page
4-5 of the Draft EIR.
As discussed in Response to Comment E-2 and page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, the EIR
includes an analysis of a “reasonable range” of alternatives that could meet the
project objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening the significant effects of
the proposed project. As discussed in Master Responses 1 through 5, the project
would not result in any significant impacts to transportation and circulation.
Therefore there are no impacts that could be avoided or reduced by relocating the
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parking garage and building entrances and these alternatives do not need to be
evaluated in the EIR. Further, as discussed in Master Response 5: Bicycle and
Pedestrian Safety, the project proposes to eliminate a curb cut on Park Boulevard (the
existing driveway to the onsite parking lot on the north side of the parcel) reduces the
number of locations where a bicycle-vehicle conflict may occur. Locating the garage
access on Park Boulevard, as suggested in this comment, would eliminate this
improvement to the function and safety of the bike lane.
The Draft EIR and Traffic Impacts Analysis find that the proposed project would
increase traffic volumes on Grant Avenue. However, it is expected that the time of
peak traffic associated with the proposed project using Grant Avenue would be in the
8:00 AM to 9:00 AM hour, as employees arrive for work each day, while the peak
time of traffic associated with the residences using Grant would occur before 8:00
AM as individuals leave for work. Thus while the overall daily traffic volume would
increase, there would not be a substantial increase in congestion along Grant Avenue.
As discussed in Master Responses 1 and 5, the project proposes to add a curb
extension, or “bulb-out,” to the northwest corner of the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue
intersection, which would allow cars to move out into the intersection safely to
provide a line of sight to oncoming bicycles and vehicles. Further, the project
proposes to paint crosswalks across Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard and to paint
the Park Boulevard bike lane through the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.
These improvements will improve bicycle and pedestrian safety at this intersection.
G-3

The comment objects to the requested Design Enhancement Exception (DEE). The
comment states that the height increase does not meet the standards of a DEE
because it does not satisfy the requirement that an exception may only be granted
for a “minor architectural feature” nor the requirement that granting the exception
must not be detrimental to other property in the vicinity. The comment states that
the proposed roof-top patio will raise the building’s height unnecessarily, block
views of Palo Alto Central residents, adversely affect the visual character of the
Grant Avenue side of the Palo Alto Central complex, and benefit only the tenants of
the proposed project. The comment also expresses concern regarding the roof-top
patio’s impact on adjacent property values.
The DEE is requested for three roof-top elements – the two stairtowers and the
canopy for the roof-top patio. The EIR does not determine or evaluate whether the
proposed roof-top patio cover is a “minor architectural feature.” Municipal Code
Section 18.40.090 Height Exceptions allows that in the CC(2) district and many other
zoning district “flues, chimneys, exhaust fans or air conditioning equipment, elevator
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equipment, cooling towers, antennas, and similar architectural, utility, or mechanical
features may exceed the height limit established in any district by not more than
fifteen feet.” This demonstrates that the City has anticipated that building features
similar to the stair towers (which would also house elevator equipment) may require
height exceptions. With respect to whether the proposed site improvements that
require the DEE would be detrimental to the neighborhood, the EIR and Initial Study
find that the project would not result in any adverse physical environmental effects,
particularly with respect to aesthetics and land use and planning. This comment and
the other comments provided in this comment letter do not indicate how the project
would be detrimental to the commenter’s property, other than from the placement of a
wall ranging from 37 to 47 feet in height at the property boundary. Placement of the
proposed building’s wall at the property boundary does not constitute a significant
physical environmental effect.
Finally, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15131
provides that CEQA does not require analysis of financial, socio-economic, or social
issues, such as the effect a project may have on property values. Refer to Master
Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception for additional discussion of the
requested exception to the zoning ordinance requirements for the project site.
G-4

The comment requests more information on the environmental- and public healthrelated safety of the mechanical parking lifts in/after an earthquake or a fire.
The parking machines have been used in a wide variety of locations, including
throughout the San Francisco Bay Area, where there is a substantial risk of seismic
activity. The parking machines are designed to be safe in an earthquake. They require
appropriate engineering to ensure this safety, such as being braced to a wall or
column. With respect to fire hazards, the parking lifts would not increase the risk of
fire occurring or increase the severity of property damage that may result from a fire.

G-5

The comment raises concerns regarding the project-specific and cumulative noise
impacts of the mechanical parking lifts, particularly at night.
Page 6-3 of the Draft EIR references the Charles M. Salter Associates memo included
as Appendix H to the Draft EIR. That memo states that the concrete walls that make
up the parking garage would provide approximately 60 dB of noise attenuation,
reducing the audible noise outside of the building to 8 dB, which is a less than
significant increase. While the entrance/exit to the garage would allow for some
additional amount of noise to be audible from Grant Avenue, it would not cause a
substantial increase in noise levels. As noted on page 36 of the Initial Study prepared
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for this project, the power units for the parking lifts would be placed as far as possible
from the openings to the parking structures. As indicated by a representative from
Parklift, the machines generate about 65 dB of noise during operation, similar to the
noise level of a garage door opening.
G-6

The comment provides concluding remarks.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.
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From: Jared Jacobs
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 10:42 PM
To: Reich, Russ; Katherine Waugh
Subject: 2555 Park Blvd Draft EIR Comments
To whom it may concern:
Here are some of my concerns about the Draft EIR for the proposed project at 2555 Park Blvd.
"

The existing building contains hazardous materials:

A survey of asbestos-containg materials (ACMs), lead-containing materials (LCMs), and lead-containing
paints/coatings was performed as part of the Phase I site investigation, and the building was found to contain ACMs,
LCMs, and lead-containing paints/coatings.

H-1

Mitigation measure MM-HAZ-3 states:
A scope of work for asbestos abatement and guidelines for proper asbestos removal shall be prepared following
local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary removal of asbestos in accordance with the ProTech survey.
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) shall be notified at least 10 working days prior to any
asbestos removal. Monitoring during abatement shall be conducted to ensure regulatory compliance. Following
asbestos abatement and removal, a final visual inspection and clearance air monitoring should be performed to
certify that industry clearance standards are met.
Following best practices for removal of hazardous materials is certainly commendable, but wind blows, and
accidents happen. Effects may be mitigated to “less than significant” if everything goes according to plan, but the
construction activities create a real risk of “significant” effects if everything doesn’t go quite according to plan.
Even if no serious accidents occur, dust containing hazardous materials is certain to migrate from the site to
neighboring properties. The back porch of my home is immediately adjacent to the property. Our kitchen range hood
and damper both open on our home’s southeast wall, 11 feet from the project site. I don’t want my nursing wife,
infant, and preschoolers breathing air and eating food contaminated with asbestos and lead from construction
activities next door.
"

The Draft EIR describes the risk of “vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater” as a “significant”
impact:

Impact HAZ-5: Although it is unlikely that vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater would create a
significant hazard, there is the potential for the release of hazardous materials during operation of the proposed
project. Therefore, the impact would be significant.

H-2

..and then lists mitigation measures that reduce the impact to “less than significant”, which in part reads:
The applicant shall monitor indoor air quality in the basement garage to confirm that the waterproofing/vapor barrier
membrane and garage ventilation effectively maintain indoor air VOC concentrations at levels not harmful to
health... An initial round of sampling shall be conducted upon construction completion and quarterly for the first
year of operation. ... The data shall be evaluated following the 1-year monitoring period.
It sounds as if the sample data will only be evaluated after the building has been in operation for one year, in which
case neighbors and building occupants would effectively be treated as guinea pigs during that year.
"

The Draft EIR classifies the impact of noise on neighboring properties to be “less than significant” during
construction with this explanation:

H-3

The IS states that during construction, noise levels can be as high as 89 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet from
the noise source and that construction noise levels typically vary throughout the day. With a typical exterior-tointerior noise attenuation of 25 dB, the construction noise levels would not expose adjacent residences to interior
noise levels in excess of 64 dB, which is a level that does not substantially interfere with conversation and sleep.

H-3

One problem with this reasoning is that the northwest parking lot currently at 2555 Park Blvd is only 11 feet from
the first and second floor windows to my kitchen, dining room, and master bedroom. If jackhammers produce 130
dB (look it up), the sound levels inside my home will certainly exceed 64 dB. I think the project should be required
to attenuate the construction noise by taking measures either on its own property (e.g. erecting temporary noise
barriers) or mine (e.g. installing windows with better sound-blocking characteristics).
"

The Draft EIR classifies noise from parking machines to be “less than significant” with this explanation:

The noise generated by the on-site parking machines would be contained within the parking garage, the walls of
which would consist of 12-inch thick poured in place concrete. As stated in the Charles M. Salter Associates memo
included in Appendix H, the concrete walls would provide approximately 60 dB of noise attenuation, resulting in
approximately 8 dB of noise from the parking machines being audible from outside the building, which would be a
less-than-significant increase.

H-4

There are no concrete walls at the garage entrance to attenuate noise from the parking machines just inside. A
pedestrian on the sidewalk there would certainly hear more than the 7 dB (“a whisper”) the project architect stated
before the PTC or the 8 dB stated in the excerpt above. The same goes for residents across the street.
"

Traffic estimates for the existing building are likely overestimates. The existing structure has only 22
parking spots, many of which remain empty throughout the day and did so even before most of the tenants
left. Using estimates of the existing structure’s traffic load based on its square footage is a poor substitute
for actual trip observations. As a result, the increase in traffic that the proposed project will generate is
probably significantly underestimated.

"

People trying to park in one of the 3 parking machines on the ground level, just inside the entrance from
Grant Ave, would very likely block other cars trying to park on the same level or on the level below.
Because the entrance on Grant Ave is so close to Park Blvd, there is very little room for cars to queue for 1
minute (for 1 car) or 2-3 minutes (for 2-3 cars). Just 3 queued cars could be enough to block traffic on Park
Blvd.

"

"

Public parking along Grant Ave is already usually full both in the evening and during the day. In addition,
moving trucks are a common site in this cul-de-sac. I would estimate 1-2 moves into or out of the
condominiums per month. Additional traffic and parking demand along Grant Ave might leave the road
completely impassable while a moving truck (and/or delivery truck) is parked there to load or unload.
There are simply no other nearby locations for moving trucks to park to access the condominiums.

H-5

H-6

H-7

Regarding bicycle safety on Park Blvd, a designated “bicycle boulevard”, the draft EIR states:

The proposed project would slightly improve the function of the bike lane on Park Boulevard by removing a curb
cut that exists on Park Boulevard.
The architect has repeatedly used the same logic to claim that the proposed project “improves bicycle safety” along
Park Blvd. This claim is simply false. Surely a more meaningful measure of the effect on bicycle safety is how much
more or less often cyclists will encounter cars attempting to cross the bike lane to enter or exit the property,
regardless of exactly where they cross. A building with 2.5x the square footage and 4x the parking capacity will
certainly increase the number of crossing encounters between bicycles and cars on this block of Park Blvd and thus
decrease bicycle safety.

H-8

"

Despite the ARB’s recommendation, the proposed rooftop terrace does not qualify for a Design
Enhancement Exception. It does not meet the required criteria. Without the terrace, the tall staircases would
not be required and the building’s design would probably need other adjustments to disguise its “big box”
appearance. A smaller building with a more interesting shape would have less impact on the neighboring
properties, as far as shading, blocking view lines, and decreasing property values.

"

The Draft EIR acknowledges that neighboring property owners are concerned about the impact of the
project on their property values, but does not yet address this concern in any way. I am certainly willing to
have a professional assessor access my property to assess my home’s value and the potential impact of the
proposed project.

Respectfully,
Jared Jacobs
Homeowner and Resident
123 Sherman Ave
Palo Alto, CA

H-9

H-10

ͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲForwardedmessageͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲͲ
From:JaredJacobs
Date:Wed,Oct15,2014at9:51AM
Subject:FormalPublicHearingfor2555ParkBlvdProposal
To:arb@cityofpaloalto.org
Cc:"Reich,Russ"<Russ.Reich@cityofpaloalto.org>
Dear Palo Alto Architectural Review Board members,


IwouldliketorespectfullyrequestthattheFormalPublicHearingforthe
proposedprojectat2555ParkBlvdontomorrow’sagendabepostponeduntilthe
nextARBmeetingforthesereasons:
1. Themailednoticeofthehearingwasdeliveredwithyesterday’smail,less
than48hoursbeforethehearingisscheduledtobegin.Thisisnotan
adequateamountoftimefortheneighborhoodresidentsandbusinessesto
reviewthenewdraftEIR(1264pages),staffreport(43pages),andnew
projectplans(33pages),andtoeitherrespondinwritingormake
arrangementstoattendthemeeting.
2. TheowneroftheadjacentpropertyonParkBlvdandShermanAve,Peter
Brewer,isoutofthecountryandisunawareofthehearing.Hehastoldme
severaltimes,bothinpersonandinwriting,thatheintendstospeakatthe
project’sformalhearing.IonlybecameawareofhisabsenceMondaywhen
IrepliedtoanemailthreadthathewasonandreceivedanautoͲresponse.
3. Threeneighborsoftheproposedprojectsite(PeterBrewer,Terry
Holzemer,andI)specificallyaskedRusstonotifyusofanyupdatesor
progressontheproject,butwewerenotnotifiedaboutthenewdraftEIR,
eventhoughitspubliccommentperiodapparentlybeganSeptember5,
2014(5½weeksago).
Thesurprisefactorofthispublichearingisaseriousconcern.Thankyoufor
understanding.

Sincerely,
JaredJacobs


H-11
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Responses to Comment Letter H
Submitted by:
Jared Jacobs
H-1

The comment raises concern about the possibility of hazardous material transfer from
the construction site to the commenter’s adjacent property. The comment expresses
particular concern that dust containing asbestos and/or lead could be blown into the
external and internal environment of his family’s residence if there were to be an
accident in hazardous materials handling at the construction site.
Due to the health hazards posed by asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and leadcontaining materials (LCMs), the construction practices at sites containing ACMs and
LCMs are highly regulated. The process requires that these materials be either wetted
or vacuumed to prevent dust containing these materials from leaving the existing
building. Thus even in windy conditions, the neighbors of the project site would not
be exposed to dust containing asbestos or lead. In order to clarify the procedures for
ACM and LCM removal that must be followed on-site, the following text has been
added to MM-HAZ-3 on page 3.2-15 of the EIR:
“Construction teams working with ACMs must possess a handling license and a
certificate of registration issued by the California Department of Industrial RelationsDivision of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA). All abatement workers
shall have annual Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) training. The
minimum level of training that construction workers must complete also includes
annual EPA Asbestos Operations and Maintenance training. Only particular types of
equipment and methods of demolition are permitted under State and Federal
regulations. ACMs and LCMs are wetted down to prevent the formation of dust
within (and outside of) the project site, or they are vacuumed up with a highefficiency particulate absorption (HEPA) machine to ensure the containment of 95%
of particles 0.3 microns (10-6 meters) or larger in diameter (HEPA Corporation 2004).
Prior to permitting demolition workers and other construction workers to enter the
site, the hazardous waste construction team shall inspect the site for final clean-up.
Final clean-up of ACMs shall be conducted by visual inspection and phase contrast
microscopy or transmission electron microscopy. Final clean-up of LCMs shall be
conducted by visual inspection and HEPA vacuuming of suspect dust and debris.
Demolition shall not commence until the removal of ACMs and LCMs from the site
has been confirmed by a certified contractor.”
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H-2

The comment calls for clarification of the procedures used to determine whether
vapor from contaminated groundwater is intruding into the air of the project and the
project vicinity to a degree that endangers human health. The comment quotes a
section of mitigation measure MM-HAZ-8 from the Draft EIR on page 3.2-16 that
states, “data shall be evaluated following the 1-year monitoring period.” The
comment questions the safety of the inhabitants and neighbors of the building for that
year in which the vapor level measurements are being collected rather than analyzed.
The potential for contaminants from the groundwater to be released into the air during
construction is limited. During excavation and construction, the site would be
exposed to the open air and any contaminants that become airborne would disperse
quickly rather than create an area of concentrated air contaminants.
Buildup of the hazardous contaminants is a concern after construction is completed
because the placement of building foundation and supports within the contaminated
groundwater plume would create a pathway for contaminants to intrude into the
proposed building and create an air vacuum that would actively pull vapor into the
building. Once inside the closed space of the parking garage, concentrations of the
contaminants could exceed maximum allowable limits. MM-HAZ-8 requires
installation of a waterproofing/vapor barrier in the basement of the garage to
prevent this intrusion. The measure also requires continuous ventilation within the
garage to ensure that contaminant concentrations do not accumulate within this
closed space. This measure further requires that the applicant confirm that the air
does not contain unacceptable levels of vapor from contaminated groundwater
before the project is occupied. The air monitoring data collected upon completion of
construction would be evaluated and assessed prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy for the building.
The waterproof membrane and garage ventilation would reduce the potential for
groundwater to leak into the building or for concentrations of hazardous contaminants
to build up within the garage during project operation. Standards for indoor air are
promulgated by both the Regional Water Quality control Board (RWQCB) and the
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The indoor air quality monitoring
results would be compared to the RWQCB’s screening level and any additional
criteria deemed appropriate by the RWQCB. The air monitoring data would be
evaluated immediately after each monitoring event, while the full year’s worth of data
would be re-evaluated at the end of that year.

H-3

The comment expresses concern that the impacts of construction noise on the
commenter’s residence were not appropriately analyzed. The comment quotes the
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section of the Draft EIR on pages 6-2 to 6-3 that discusses the impacts of construction
noise: “The IS [Initial Study] states that during construction, noise levels can be as
high as 89 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet from the noise source and that
construction noise levels typically vary throughout the day. With a typical exterior-tointerior noise attenuation of 25 dB, the construction noise levels would not expose
adjacent residences to interior noise levels in excess of 64 dB, which is a level that
does not substantially interfere with conversation and sleep.” The comment points out
that the maximum noise from construction was measured at a distance of 50 feet from
the source, but the commenter’s home sits 11 feet from the northwest portion of the
project site. The comment then recommends that the project mitigate these noise
impacts. The comment suggests mitigation could include either erecting temporary
noise barriers on the construction site or modifications to the commenter’s home
sponsored by the applicant.
Noise generated during construction is governed by section 9.10.060 of the City of
Palo Alto Municipal Code. Subsection (b)(1) establishes that the maximum
allowable noise level from any single piece of equipment is 110 dB when
measured at a distance of 25 feet and requires that the noise level at any point
outside of the property plane of the project shall not exceed 110 dBA. The
proposed project would comply with this requirement. As noted on page 35 of the
Initial Study, the noise levels given for construction reflect the loudest phases of
construction. Construction noise is typically cyclical in nature and noise levels
vary throughout the day. Additionally, the level of construction noise to which any
one neighbor is exposed will vary based on the portion of the project site where
construction is actively occurring.
The Municipal Code also prohibits construction on Sundays and holidays and
prohibits construction on other days except between the hours of eight AM and six
PM Monday through Friday and nine AM and six PM on Saturday. These time
restrictions ensure that neighbors of the project site would not be exposed to
construction noises during nighttime hours. This minimizes the potential for
construction noise to interfere with residents’ ability to sleep.
H-4

The comment questions the noise analysis for the mechanical parking lifts proposed
for the project garage. The comment quotes the Draft EIR on page 6-3 that concludes
that the concrete walls of the garage will adequately attenuate the noise levels of the
lifts to 8 dB. The comment states that because there are no concrete walls at the
garage entrance, the noise from the lifts will not be attenuated to the same degree at
that location. The comment suggests this noise may have a significant impact on
neighbors and pedestrians.
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As noted on page 36 of the Initial Study, the power units for the parking lifts would
be located either in the basement or as far as possible from the openings to the
parking structures. This would minimize the amount of noise that may be audible
from outside the garage entrance. The following text has been added to 6-3 to
characterize the levels of noise generated by the mechanical parking lifts:
“The noise generated by the operation of the mechanical parking lift is similar to that
of a garage door opening and closing. This noise would not be audibly different than
existing noises in the project vicinity.”
H-5

The comment suggests that the increase in trip generation from the existing
condition to the existing plus project condition is underestimated. The comment
states that estimating the existing traffic by using the square footage of the
building does not accurately represent the existing traffic the commenter has
observed, which is and has been lower than the building’s capacity for some time.
Thus, the comment suggests that the increase in traffic between the actual, lower
existing condition and the estimated project-generated traffic increases should be
larger than stated in the Draft EIR.
Use of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates is the
standard of practice for preparing a Traffic Impacts Analysis. Building occupancy
levels can vary over time and from day to day. This can be true of the existing
building as well as the proposed building. Use of the ITE rates allows for a
standardized approach and assumptions to be applied to all of the study scenarios.
While the analysis provided is accurate and provides a reasonable estimate of the
changes in traffic volumes and circulation that would result from the proposed
project, it is also noted that if the trips attributed to the existing building were
reduced, as suggested in this comment, the conclusions of the Traffic Impacts
Analysis (TIA) would be the same – namely that the TIA would determine that the
project would have less than significant impacts to vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
circulation in the area. The City’s standard for local intersections is LOS D. Even in
the Cumulative Plus Project condition, where background traffic volumes have
increased substantially compared to existing traffic volumes, all of the local study
area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable LOS with average delays of
25.8 seconds or less. If the number of new traffic trips attributed to the proposed
project were increased (to reflect lower occupancy of the existing building), the
analysis would show a greater increase in delay at each intersection as a result of the
project. However the project would have to increase delay by approximately 10
seconds at unsignalized intersections to result in a significant impact. Under the
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assumptions used in the TIA, the proposed project would generate 35 new trips in the
AM peak hour, which would increase delays by between 0.1 and 0.8 seconds at each
intersection. If all of the project’s 62 AM peak hour trips were considered new trips
within the road network, the increase in delay at each intersection would be
approximately twice as large as the increase in delays reported in the TIA. The
resulting increase in delays would remain substantially below 10 seconds and impacts
would remain less than significant.
H-6

The comment expresses concern that vehicles waiting to park in the proposed parking
garage will back up onto Grant Avenue. The comment states that three queued cars
could block traffic on Park Boulevard due to the proximity of the Grant Avenue
garage entrance to Park Boulevard.
As stated in Master Response 2: Queuing/Backup on Grant Avenue, Kimley-Horn
performed a supplemental analysis to study the potential for vehicles entering the
proposed garage to queue onto Grant Avenue. Kimley-Horn determined that it is
very unlikely (less than 3% probability, assuming a 2-minute load time) that three
cars or more would queue at the garage entrance and block through traffic on
Grant Avenue during the AM peak hour period. Additionally, if a 3-minute load
time is assumed, there would be a less than 10% probability that at least three cars
would queue back at the garage entry. Thus it is considered unlikely that a queue
of at least three cars would form. Therefore the project would have a less than
significant impact related to traffic circulation and congestion at and near the Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.

H-7

The comment observes that public parking along Grant Avenue is often full in the day
and night and that moving vans and trucks are often found along Grant Avenue. The
comment expresses concern that with the additional parking demand and traffic on
Grant Avenue due to the proposed project, Grant Avenue may become impassible if a
moving (or delivery) van/truck were to be parked in the street.
Please refer to Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking for a detailed response
regarding parking. In addition to on-street parking on Grant Avenue, there is on-street
parking available on Park Boulevard and there are public parking lots within the
California Avenue Business District located within a few blocks of the project site.
This provides sufficient opportunities for off-site parking such that the project would
not have a significant impact associated with vehicle congestion and air quality as a
result of inadequate parking capacity.
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Further it is noted that the daily traffic flow patterns in the vicinity of the proposed
project site would likely include the following characteristics: local residents would
begin their daily commute early in the morning, generally between 5:00 AM and 8:00
AM; individuals commuting to the proposed project site would arrive generally
between 8:00 AM and 9:00 AM, after the residential commuters leave for their
commutes; and delivery trucks and moving trucks would be most likely to travel on or
park on Grant Avenue during the mid-day. Similarly, in the evening, the traffic
generated by the proposed project would generally leave earlier than the time when
most of those commuting back to the project vicinity from work would arrive. Thus the
potential for conflicts between project-generated traffic and truck traffic on Grant
Avenue would be minimized.
H-8

The comment objects to the statement made in the Draft EIR on page 3.3-15 that the
project would improve bicycle safety by removing a curb cut on Park Boulevard. The
comment suggests that the analysis of bicycle safety should account for the number of
total interactions between bicycles and turning cars rather than analyze the
effectiveness of a specific point of interaction.
As discussed in Master Response 5: Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety, elimination of the
curb cut on Park Boulevard would reduce the number of locations where a bicyclevehicle conflict may occur and thereby would limit those potential conflicts to an
existing intersection where potential for conflict already exists. Further, visibility of
both bicycles and vehicles is higher at the intersection compared to at a curb cut in an
area with on-street parking. Thus, while there would be a slight increase in daily
traffic volumes on Park Boulevard as a result of the project, the potential for conflicts
between vehicles and bicycles would not increase significantly. Additionally, the
project proposes to add a curb extension, or “bulb-out,” to the northwest corner of the
Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection, which would allow cars to move out into
the intersection safely to provide a line of sight to oncoming bicycles and vehicles.
Further, the project proposes to paint crosswalks across Grant Avenue and Park
Boulevard and to paint the Park Boulevard bike lane through the Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. These improvements will improve bicycle and
pedestrian safety at this intersection.

H-9

The comment objects to the ARB’s recommendation of a Design Enhancement
Exception (DEE) and states that the proposed roof-top patio does not quality for an
exception. The comment suggests that without the roof-top patio, the project would
not require the stairtowers and therefore would not require a DEE. The comment
suggests that a smaller building with an interesting shape would mitigate the aesthetic
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impacts of the project and would also have less impact on the shading, views, and
property values of adjacent properties.
The EIR is not required to determine or evaluate whether the proposed roof-top
patio cover and stairtowers meet the City’s requirements for granting a DEE. The
DEE is requested for three roof-top elements – the two stairtowers and the canopy
for the roof-top patio. The EIR does not determine or evaluate whether these
features meet the City’s definition of a “minor architectural feature.” However,
Municipal Code Section 18.40.090 Height Exceptions allows that in the CC(2)
district and many other zoning district “flues, chimneys, exhaust fans or air
conditioning equipment, elevator equipment, cooling towers, antennas, and similar
architectural, utility, or mechanical features may exceed the height limit established
in any district by not more than fifteen feet.” This demonstrates that the City has
anticipated that building features similar to the stair towers (which would also house
elevator equipment) may require height exceptions.
As discussed in Master Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception, a shading
analysis was completed for the project. This analysis demonstrates that design
modifications made to the original project proposal reduced the amount of shadow
that the project would cast on the adjacent residential property from 18.9% at 9 AM
and 28.7% at noon on the spring equinox to 15.0% at 9 AM and 23.2% at noon. The
reduction in shadows cast on the adjacent property accomplished through the design
modifications meets the Municipal Code requirement to limit sun and shade impacts.
The intervening vegetation between the proposed project and the Palo Alto Central
complex would limit the line of sight from the proposed project, including the rooftop patio, to the complex. As lines of sight from the Palo Alto Central complex to the
proposed project would be limited, the proposed project would not be expected to
substantially reduce or interfere with existing views for the nearby residents.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 provides that CEQA does not require analysis of
financial, socio-economic, or social issues, such as the effect a project may have on
property values. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) states: “economic
and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects
on the environment.” Impacts to property values do not qualify as an impact on the
physical environment under CEQA and thus are not analyzed in an EIR.
H-10

The comment addresses the concern of residents adjacent to the proposed project
regarding their property values. The comment expresses willingness to have an
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assessor evaluate the commenter’s property and the potential impact of the
proposed project.
As noted in Response to Comment H-9, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and
15131 establish that an EIR does not need to evaluate economic effects and that
impacts to property values do not qualify as an impact on the physical environment
under CEQA and thus are not analyzed in an EIR.
H-11

The second letter from Mr. Jacobs raises concerns about the noticing given the
adjacent property owners regarding the public hearing and comment period on
the project.
The comment does not address the Draft EIR and no response is necessary. The City
followed the City’s standard noticing procedures and requirements for all public
hearings and release of public documents associated with the project. The Draft EIR
was available for public review for more than the minimum 45-day period required
under CEQA.
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From: Suzanne Keehn
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 2:29 PM
To: Reich, Russ
Subject: 2555 Park

This project 2555 Park, is another example of Palo Alto losing our Quality of Life. The traffic problems
that will be engendered coming to and leaving this building will add to the traffic congestion we are
already experiencing on El Camino, and many other streets in our city. With the only entrance and exit
on Grant Ave. , and parking only for the tenants, visitors to the building will spill over to the
neighborhood, as they will be parked there all day, leaving no space for families, visitors, cleaning
persons etc. .This will affect Sherman and Sheridan as well, plus people coming to businesses on those
streets will not find parking which is even now scarce.
We are VERY concerned about the request to exceed the allowable height limits, for a roof terrace etc.
Plus it will block views of the surrounding hills, and become another eyesore for all the residents.
I am repulsed by the new huge and strange buildings on El Camino south, such as the ‘container’ on El
Camino Way, the Hilton, built up to the sidewalk, no set back, adding to the congestion already on
Arascedero, please do not add to the congestion, no parking, and block the view that we all enjoy.
Thank you,
Suzanne Keehn
4076 Orme St.

I-1

I-2

I-3
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Responses to Comment Letter I
Submitted by:
Suzanne Keehn
I-1

The comment expresses concern that the cumulative traffic impacts due in part to
the proposed project will increase traffic congestion on El Camino and other
streets in Palo Alto.
Table 4-2 on page 4-6 of the Draft EIR shows the levels of service expected at the
study intersections in 2035 both with and without the addition of the proposed
project. This cumulative analysis takes into account development that can reasonably
be anticipated in the project vicinity. As Table 4-2 shows, the project-generated
traffic would not change the level of service (LOS) at any of the study area
intersections compare to the LOS without the proposed project, including each of the
three study area intersections on El Camino Real. Additionally, Figure 3.3-4 shows
the anticipated distribution of project-generated traffic on area roadways, showing
that approximately 25% of the traffic is expected to use El Camino.

I-2

The comment states that because there is no visitor parking proposed as part of the
project, visitors will park in the project vicinity. The comment is concerned with the
decrease in availability of parking for residents of and people presently employed in
the project vicinity.
As discussed in Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking, there is sufficient onstreet parking and public parking lots available in the project vicinity to ensure that
the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to traffic congestion and
air quality associated with parking demands. In addition, the project proposal includes
two options – the Parking Compliant option in which mechanical parking lifts are
used and the Parking Exemption option in which a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) plan is implemented to reduce parking requirements and allow
for some parking spaces to be non-mechanical and therefore available for guests.

I-3

The comment protests the applicant’s proposal for a Design Enhancement
Exception (DEE) for a roof-top patio noting that the project would block views of
the surrounding hills and would be an “eyesore” for residents in the area. The
comment also notes the commenter’s dissatisfaction with other new buildings
constructed in the area.
The EIR does not determine or evaluate whether the proposed roof-top patio cover
and stairtowers meet the City’s requirements for granting a DEE. Master Response 3
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addresses the views from the roof-top patio to the surrounding residences. As
discussed in that response, the patio would be setback from the western and northern
edges of the roof, which would limit the available views for people on the patio in
those directions. It is also noted that in the surrounding residences, there are few
windows that directly face the 2555 Park Boulevard project site. Additionally, the
intervening vegetation between the proposed project and the Palo Alto Central
complex would limit the line of sight from the proposed project, including the rooftop patio, to the complex. As lines of sight from the Palo Alto Central complex to the
proposed project would be limited, the proposed project would not be expected to
substantially reduce or interfere with existing views for the nearby residents.
The cumulative impacts of a project are evaluated based on changes in the vicinity of
the proposed project over an extended period of time. These changes are evaluated
relative to the baseline conditions (as are non-cumulative, project-specific impacts),
which are the conditions existing at the time of publication of the NOP. Thus,
cumulative aesthetic impacts would be evaluated based on the aesthetic environment
existing in the project vicinity in 2013. Pages 18 and 19 of the Initial Study, provided
as Appendix A to the Draft EIR, note that there are no public view corridors or scenic
roadways in the project vicinity. The area is highly urban and currently developed
with a variety of uses in structures not unlike the proposed project. While certain
impacts can be evaluated cumulatively using standard quantitative methods, it would
be speculative to predict the future aesthetic makeup of the vicinity of the proposed
project. Moreover, because aesthetic values can vary between individuals, the
evaluation of aesthetic changes is limited to public views and designated scenic vistas
as outlined in existing City and State regulations.
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From: Valerie Milligan
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 6:08 PM
To: Reich, Russ
Subject: Project at 2555 Park

Dear Mr. Reich:
I live at 2753 Park Boulevard, Unit U102 and object to any variance in the current limits to properties in
our area to make them bigger or more densely used. I have lived at my residence for over 20 years, and
the neighborhood is currently at over capacity in my opinion. Currently, there are several intersections
that I avoid most of the time due to unsafely being able to pull out onto or cross Park Boulevard. There
are several large projects in the neighborhood currently that will significantly add to traffic congestion as
it is.
Feel free to contact me at any time if you have any questions or concerns.
Best regards,
Valerie Milligan

Valerie Milligan
Executive Assistant
Grand Trunk Capital Management, L.P.
2735 Sand Hill Road
Suite 111
Menlo Park, CA 94025
O. 650-251-4940
M. 650-384-9538
valerie@grandtrunkcapital.com

J-1
J-2
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Responses to Comment Letter J
Submitted by:
Valerie Milligan
J-1

The comment objects to an allowance of size or density increases in the project
vicinity, including for the proposed project.
No comment is provided on the Draft EIR, and no response is necessary.

J-2

The comment raises concerns that the cumulative impacts of development on Park
Boulevard, including the proposed project, will increase the difficulty of turning onto
Park Boulevard.
For a more detailed response to concerns about the proposed project’s effects on
the ability to turn onto Park Boulevard, including the impacts of cumulative
traffic, please refer to Master Response 1: Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue
Intersection. As discussed in that Master Response, the Level of Service (LOS) at
the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection is expected to remain at an
acceptable LOS B, with average delays for vehicles turning from Grant onto Park
of between 12.6 and 16.3 seconds under year 2015 conditions with the proposed
project and between 13.3 and 18.1 seconds under the cumulative year 2035
conditions with the proposed project.
Further, as discussed in Master Responses 1 and 5, the project proposes to construct a
curb extension, or “bulb-out,” within the on-street parking lane at the northwest
corner of the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection, paint crosswalks across
Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard, and paint the Park Boulevard bike lane through
the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection. As shown in Master Response 1, text
has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3.3-12 regarding these improvements which
will facilitate the turning movements from Grant Avenue onto Park Boulevard by
improving light of sight.
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Responses to Comment Letter K
Submitted by:
Helen Watte
K-1

The comment expresses concern that the proposed project will create parking and
congestion problems on Grant Avenue by adding traffic to this street, where there are
often delivery trucks and double-parked vehicles.
Please refer to Master Response 1: Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue Intersection
regarding traffic operations at that intersection and Master Response 4: Visitor and
Guest Parking for a detailed response regarding the proposed project’s parking
demand. As discussed in Master Response 1, the projected Level of Service (LOS)
for this intersection is expected to remain at an acceptable LOS B, with average
delays for vehicles turning from Grant onto Park of between 12.6 and 16.3 seconds
under year 2015 conditions with the proposed project and between 13.3 and 18.1
seconds under the cumulative year 2035 conditions with the proposed project. As
discussed in Master Response 4, there is sufficient on-street parking and public
parking lots available in the project vicinity to ensure that the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact to traffic congestion and air quality
associated with parking demands.
Further, as discussed in Response to Comment H-7, the daily traffic flow patterns
in the vicinity of the proposed project site would likely include the following
characteristics: local residents would begin their daily commute early in the
morning, generally between 5:00 AM and 8:00 AM; individuals commuting to the
proposed project site would arrive generally between 8:00 AM and 9:00 AM, after
the residential commuters leave for their commutes; and delivery trucks and
moving trucks would be most likely to travel on or park on Grant Avenue during
the mid-day. Similarly, in the evening, the traffic generated by the proposed
project would generally leave earlier than the time when most of those commuting
back to the project vicinity from work would arrive. Thus the potential for
conflicts between project-generated traffic and truck traffic and parking on Grant
Avenue would be minimized.

K-2

The comment protests the inclusion of a roof-top patio as part of the proposed project.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided. The EIR does not determine or evaluate
whether the proposed roof-top patio cover and stairtowers meet the City’s
requirements for granting a Design Enhancement Exception. Please refer to Master
Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception for additional discussion of this concern.
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Comment Summary L
Verbal Comments Received at Architectural Review Board Hearing,
October 16, 2014
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) reviewed the Draft EIR and the proposed project plans
for the 2555 Park Boulevard project on October 16, 2014. The discussion included a presentation
of the key findings of the Draft EIR, preliminary discussion regarding the EIR process (comment
period dates and the timing of the hearing), a presentation from the project applicant regarding
design changes, public comment, and comments/discussion from the ARB members.
Public Comment


Judith Fields
o Resident at 2551 Park Blvd, behind project
o EIR should address added traffic on Grant, will exacerbate unsafe conditions
o The existing on-street parking limits line of sight for drivers on Grant
o There have been several fender benders at this intersection
o Park Blvd is not pedestrian-friendly
o A 4-way stop at Park/Grant would alleviate these concerns



Jared Jacobs
o Showed slides—photo from Park of the existing parking lot
o Project scale out of proportion to neighborhood
o Inadequate space between proposed building and residence
o Views from residence of building walls and limited trees
o His backyard space would be in full shadow 3 seasons of the year



Peter Lockhart
o Existing bldg.—constructed at low cost, disaster waiting to happen
o Support project, well designed
o Other projects will bring far more traffic



Mark Weiss
o Tarlton has good reputation for quality projects
o Residents’ concerns/priorities should be held higher than business opportunities
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Architectural Review Board Discussion


Commissioner Gooyer addressed design issues:
o Suggest wrapping balcony rail around corner
o Not in favor of floor-to ceiling glass; widen yellow band to cover lower
couple feet of window/don’t see office clutter; would also improve
horizontality of building



Commissioner Lew stated that the basic building design is good but that he is not positive
the DEE is warranted, with the following considerations
o Past projects allowed roof decks when neighboring buildings were taller; now it’s
just that neighboring buildings could be taller
o Comprehensive Plan seeks to maintain the scale of California Ave, generally 37foot building heights
o Mixed use can have higher height but needs setbacks
o Roof deck doesn’t include any planters
o Tensile structure is very large (not a massing issue)
o DEE supposed to be “minor”



Commissioner Popp
o Concur with design comments from Gooyer
o The proposed roof deck provides a softer transition between building heights but
canopy could be smaller, support DEE
o Why wasn’t a PTOD-mixed use proposed



Commissioner Lippert
o Also support DEE
o Project provides great integration of the building and the street with its windows,
terraces, etc.
o Use of office space is not likely to adversely affect residents because there are
different times of peak use between residential and office
o The back side of the building is not as successful as the front, consider enclosing
the front terraces and add open terraces to the back



Commissioner Popp
o Appreciate loss of Park Blvd curb cut
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o Appreciate creating setbacks where not required
o The adjacent residence presents a unique challenge since it is an unusual use in a
commercial area, appreciate applicant showing consideration of neighbors
o Recommend coordinating landscape choices w/ Jacobs
o Concern re: horizontal guard rails on terraces (safety – possible climbing concern)


Commissioner Lippert
o Recommend pulling windows down on back wall to provide greater visual
interest and connection, also to cover any drop ceiling that may be added as
tenant improvement
o Inquired about color treatment on the façade facing the adjacent residence – the
color ends on exterior corner, would be better to end it on an interior corner



Commissioner Lew
o Questions regarding transformer, fire backflow, landscape/hardscape

Verbal Comments Received at Planning and Transportation Commission Hearing,
October 29, 2014
Commissioner King discussed concern regarding wait time and queues at the parking garage.
Will there be queuing outside the garage if there are too many cars waiting? What are the delays?
Can that system and that layout handle 35 cars per hour?
Commissioner King questioned how the Parking Exemption option would allow for guest
parking spaces. Clarification was provided through discussion.
Public Comments
Terry Holzemer, representing residents at Palo Alto Central, identified concerns about noticing
and requested an extended comment period. He also identified concerns about views from the
development into their patios/balconies, the noise from the parking machines, whether the
parking machines are safe in an earthquake.
Jared Jacobs is an adjacent homeowner. The development is proposed to be built 10 feet
from his home. His main concerns regard the loss of sunlight to his property (especially in
the mornings and fall/spring), the height exception, the backup of traffic onto the street, and
hazardous emissions (including asbestos and lead paint) and noise that may come into their
ventilation system during construction. Potential impacts to privacy for the Jacobs’ family
were also discussed.
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PTC Deliberation
Commissioner Alcheck identified concerns regarding how to handle the effects on the adjacent
single-family residence because of the commercial zoning designation of the project site and
surrounding area.
Commissioner Gardias wants the FEIR to analyze and consider the alternative of providing a
retail space instead of ground-level parking to provide a space that’s accessible to the public.
Commissioner Gardias also noted concern about ongoing development in the California Avenue
area and potential redevelopment of the Fry’s Electronic site.
Commissioner Rosenblum suggested that there may be a cost reduction to the project applicant
by removing 10 parking spaces and implementing the TDM plan as part of the Parking
Exemption project option noting that it is desirable to reduce traffic, which reduces
environmental effects.
Commissioner Tanaka identified concern regards the noise disturbances caused by the
parking machines.
Commissioner Tanaka also identified concerned about cumulative traffic impacts with ongoing
development in the California Avenue area and recommends that the project include all of the 92
spaces that are required in the Parking Compliant option as well as implement a TDM program.
Vice-Chair Keller noted concern with the lack of guest parking spaces.
Vice-Chair Keller noted concern with provision of parking for electric vehicles as dictated by
electric vehicle infrastructure ordinance.
Vice-Chair Keller noted concern that if there is a loss of power, the parking system
will malfunction.
Vice-Chair Keller identified concern regarding waiting for a parking space to appear and
potential queuing onto Grant Avenue.
Vice-Chair Keller noted concern regarding noise from the roof-top deck, including potential
night-time use and whether sound from CalTrain could be reflected off the relatively flat wall
that faces Palo Alto Central.
Vice-Chair Keller’ identified concern regarding the cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, he
questioned if the cumulative analysis includes the California Avenue project and redevelopment
of the Fry’s site.
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Vice-Chair Keller identified concern regarding traffic impacts and thresholds for determining
significance of traffic impacts. Specifically, he noted that the LOS at El Camino and Oregon is
currently E+ which does not meet the City’s standards and suggested that the four second
threshold used should be applied to cumulative impacts while a one second threshold would be
appropriate for a project-level impact.
Vice-Chair Keller questioned whether Table 3.3-6 on page 3.3-10 shows trips attributed to the
existing building based on ITE figures or is a measured amount based on the actual use for the
building. Further, he suggested the actual measured value should be used rather than a theoretical
value to compute baselines.
Chair Michael stated concern regarding the individualization of parking spaces in the parking
machines and parking capacity. He suggested several scenarios in which the requirement of the
parking machines to individualize parking spaces could limit the ability of employees and
visitors to the site to find suitable parking.
Vice-Chair Keller concurred with Chair Michael’s concerns.
Chair Michael identified concern regarding the project’s effects on the neighboring residence and
options for lessening those effects.
Verbal Comments Received at Historic Resources Board Hearing,
November 19, 2014
The Historic Resources Board (HRB) reviewed the Draft EIR and the proposed project plans for
the 2555 Park Boulevard project on November 19, 2014. The discussion included a presentation
of the key findings of the Draft EIR, preliminary discussion regarding the EIR process (comment
period dates and the timing of the hearing), and comments/discussion from the HRB members.
The HRB meeting included an invitation to members of the public to make public comments,
however no members of the public spoke.


Board member Bunnenberg
o inquired as to the height of the building. The response was given that the main
building height is 37 feet, the stair towers would reach 47 feet and the roof deck
canopy would be at 50 feet.



Board member Bower
o questioned why the DEE was approved. The response was provided that the DEE
has not been approved, although the ARB has recommended that it be approved.
Board member Bower stated that projects should meet city codes because they are
established to protect residents, thus the DEE should not be approved.
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Board member Bunnenberg
o noted that a wooly mammoth bone was found under Oregon Expressway and thus
digging for this project needs to be done carefully
o also noted that the existing building has merit as an example of the mid-century
modern architectural style and she would prefer that it be preserved



Board member Wimmer noted the following:
o If the City grants the DEE requested for this project, it may set a precedent for
future DEE requests
o The project would have a significant and unavoidable impact from demolishing
the building – the existing building is cute and it would be nice to preserve it, but
it does have safety code issues
o The existing building is a good example of the Mid-Century Modern style, but the
proposed building continues some of the design features
o How does the City manage cumulative impacts? There are other Mid-Century
Modern buildings in the City that may be demolished or altered



Board member Kohler
o Suggested that the proposed design is more like 3 separate buildings and he
prefers the design of the existing building
o Requested clarification as to the HRB role in the project and EIR process



Board member Bunnenberg stated that she prefers the building preservation alternative



Board member Wimmer
o requested clarification on the determination that the building is potentially eligible
for listing on the California Register even though it is not listed in the City’s
inventory (and was not inventoried)



Board member Bower
o Inquired whether the building rises to level of being historic, noting that there is
nothing significant about the architect, owner, or occupants
o Suggested that he doesn’t think this building would meet City’s requirements for
a historic resource but noted that this type of building was significant in Palo
Alto’s history
o Stated that smaller buildings are being lost one by one, and the City should have a
commitment to saving them
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o Stated that photographic recordation is not really mitigation for building demolition
o Also noted that hazards and traffic impacts are important to be considered


Board member Kohler
o Indicated concern that the proposed building would not have the same quality of
floating over the sidewalk and tree foliage as the existing buiding. A response was
given that the rendering of the proposed building did not reflect landscape
elements, which would include a vine wall and other plantings



Board member Bunnenberg stated that even without a formal context statement for the
City, the HRB has the responsibility to indicate a preference
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Responses to Verbal Comments Letter L
Submitted at the following public hearings:
Architectural Review Board (ARB) October 16, 2014
Planning and Transportation Commission (PTC) October 29, 2014
Historic Resources Board (HRB) November 19, 2014
Comments received during the October 16, 2014 ARB Hearing
L-1

ARB Commissioner Gooyer suggested that the design of the building be modified so
that the balcony rail would be wrapped around the corner of the building, the yellow
band be widened to cover a few feet of window and improve the horizontality of the
building. He stated that he was not in favor of floor-to-ceiling glass as a design
component of the proposed project.
These comments relate to the building design and do not address the content of the
Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

L-2

ARB Commissioner Lew stated that he was not positive that a Design Enhancement
Exception (DEE) is warranted for the proposed project. He stated that other projects
were allowed roof decks because neighboring buildings were taller, as opposed to the
proposed project, when neighboring buildings could be taller but are not taller
currently. He referred to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and its interest in
maintaining the scale of California Avenue, which generally have 37-foot building
heights. He also stated that a DEE is supposed to be “minor” under the City’s
Municipal Code. The commenter also noted that the proposals for the roof deck do
not include any planters and that the tensile structure covering the roof-top patio was
very large. Commissioner Lew also inquired about the handling of the transformer,
fire backflow, and landscaping.
This comment addresses building design and utilities does not address the content of
the Draft EIR. The EIR does not determine or evaluate whether the requested DEE
meets the City’s Municipal Code requirements. Please refer to Master Response 3:
Design Enhancement Exception for additional discussion of the potential
environmental effects associated with the elements for which the DEE is requested.

L-3

ARB Vice Chair Popp concurred with Commissioner Gooyer’s comments. He stated
that he supported the DEE, as the proposed roof deck would provide a softer
transition between building heights. He suggested that the canopy covering the roof
deck could be smaller and expressed concern regarding people climbing onto the
horizontal guard rails on terraces that are part of the proposed design. He appreciated
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the loss of the Park Boulevard curb cut and the creation of setback where it was not
required to increase the separation between the proposed building and the Jacobs’
residence. He stated that the Jacobs’ residence presents a unique challenge because it
is an unusual use in a commercial area. The commenter recommended that the
applicant coordinate with the Jacobs in making landscaping choices.
No comment is provided on the Draft EIR and no response is necessary.
L-4

The commenter questioned why a pedestrian-oriented transit development (PTOD)mixed use development was not proposed.
A PTOD development was considered as a project alternative and analyzed in the
Draft EIR on pages 5-6 to 5-8. It is noted that the conceptual design of the PTOD
alternative was based on assumptions regarding the approximate size and scope of a
PTOD alternative, and it may not be feasible to construct the full amount of
residential and commercial uses assumed in that alternative. However, the conceptual
alternative is provided to ensure that the City’s decision-makers can consider the
relative impacts of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project to
identify whether or not any significant impacts of the proposed project can be avoided
or substantially reduced.

L-5

ARB Chair Lippert recommended that the windows on the back wall be pulled down
to provide greater visual interest and connection and to cover any drop ceiling that
may be added as a tenant improvement. The commenter also inquired about color
treatment on the façade facing the adjacent residence, preferring that the color end on
an interior rather than an exterior corner.
No comments on the content of the Draft EIR are provided. An EIR only
addresses the impacts of design as they relate to the physical environment. No
response is necessary.

Comments received during the October 29, 2014 PTC Hearing
L-6

PTC Commissioner Carl King questioned whether the parking machines can handle
the peak traffic volume capacity of 35 cars in an hour or if there would be queuing
outside the garage that could result in congestion on Grant Avenue and Park
Boulevard. Specifically, the commenter wished to see an analysis of queuing on
Grant Avenue. The commenter also asked for clarification regarding the
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and guest parking options.
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Please refer to Master Response 2: Queuing/Backup on Grant Avenue for a detailed
analysis regarding vehicle queuing on Grant Avenue and Master Response 4: Visitor
and Guest Parking for a discussion of parking demands. As stated in Master Response
2: Queuing/Backup on Grant Avenue, Kimley-Horn performed a supplemental
analysis to study the potential for vehicles entering the proposed garage to queue onto
Grant Avenue. Kimley-Horn determined that it is very unlikely (less than 3%
probability, assuming a 2-minute load time) that three cars or more would queue at
the garage entrance and block through traffic on Grant Avenue during the AM peak
hour period. Additionally, if a 3-minute load time is assumed, there would be a less
than 10% probability that at least three cars would queue back at the garage entry.
Thus it is considered unlikely that a queue of at least three cars would form.
Therefore the project would have a less than significant impact related to traffic
circulation and congestion at and near the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.
The Parking Exemption project option, which includes implementation of a TDM
plan, was introduced in response to concerns voiced by the neighbors of the proposed
project regarding the availability of guest parking. As discussed on page 2-3 of the
Draft EIR, due to the proximity of the proposed project to CalTrain, the VTA and
Dumbarton Express bus routes, and the Park Boulevard bike boulevard, the proposed
project could effectively reduce the number of vehicles traveling to and from the
project site by encouraging the utilization of local public transportation with a TDM
plan. With the TDM plan, the proposed project would be granted a parking exemption
and would provide a total of 82 on-site parking spaces rather than the 92 spaces
proposed without the TDM plan. As stated on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR, with the
inclusion of a TDM program as part of the proposed project, “Parking machines
would be used for all parking spaces on the lower level and some of the parking
spaces on the ground level. A few parking spaces on the ground level would not use
parking machines and would therefore be accessible for visitors to the building.” This
reduction in the use of parking machines would be due to the provision of 82 rather
than 92 spaces.
L-7

Commenter Terry Holzemer raised his concerns as a member of the homeowners
board of Palo Alto Central. Specifically the commenter was concerned that the
residents of his complex did not receive sufficient notice for the PTC hearing and that
they were not aware the Draft EIR had been released until mid-October. He requested
an extension of the public comment period.
No comment is provided on the content of the Draft EIR. The public comment period
was extended to November 19, 2014, providing approximately 3 additional weeks for
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public comment beyond the minimum 45-day public review period required under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
L-8

Commenter Holzemer expressed concern about the privacy of the Palo Alto Central
residents due to the proposed height exception.
Master Response 3 addresses the views from the roof-top patio to the surrounding
residences. As discussed in that response, the patio would be setback from the
western and northern edges of the roof, which would limit the available views for
people on the patio in those directions. It is also noted that in the surrounding
residences, there are few windows that directly face the 2555 Park Boulevard project
site. Additionally, the intervening vegetation between the proposed project and the
Palo Alto Central complex would limit the line of sight from the proposed project,
including the roof-top patio, to the complex.

L-9

Commenter Holzemer
project vicinity.

expressed

concern

about

additional

traffic

in

the

For detailed responses regarding impacts on guest/visitor parking availability and the
Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection and, please refer to Master Response 4:
Visitor and Guest Parking and Master Response 1: Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue
Intersection Function, respectively. In regards to increased congestion on Grant
Avenue, please refer to Response to Comment F-2. The proposed project would not
substantially increase traffic volumes or congestion in the project area and all
intersections would continue to operate at acceptable LOS.
L-10

Regarding noise, commenter Holzemer noted that the mechanical parking lifts could
operate 24 hours a day. He requested clarification on the kind of noise the lifts make.
He also asked for clarification regarding the safety of the lifts in an earthquake.
For a detailed response to Mr. Holzemer’s concerns regarding the safety and noise of
the mechanical parking lifts, please refer to Response to Comment F-5. As reported in
that response, Page 6-3 of the Draft EIR references the Charles M. Salter Associates
memo included as Appendix H to the Draft EIR. That memo states that the concrete
walls that make up the parking garage would provide approximately 60 decibels (dB)
of noise attenuation, reducing the audible noise outside of the building to 8 dB, which
is a less than significant increase. While the entrance/exit to the garage would allow
for some additional amount of noise to be audible from Grant Avenue, it would not
cause a substantial increase in noise levels.
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L-11

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Arthur Keller raised a number of project-related
concerns, including whether people inside the proposed building or on top of the
proposed roof-deck would have views into the Palo Alto Central Complex or the
Jacobs residence in any way that would obstruct the privacy of the residents.
Master Response 3 addresses the views from the roof-top patio to the surrounding
residences. As discussed in that response, the patio would be setback from the
western and northern edges of the roof, which would limit the available views for
people on the patio in those directions. It is also noted that in the surrounding
residences, there are few windows that directly face the 2555 Park Boulevard project
site. Additionally, the intervening vegetation between the proposed project and the
Palo Alto Central complex would limit the line of sight from the proposed project,
including the roof-top patio, to the complex.

L-12

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller expressed concern that guests cannot park in
assigned parking spaces and are not accommodated in the proposed parking design.
For a detailed response regarding impacts on guest/visitor parking availability, please
refer to Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking. The City’s parking standards
do not require that dedicated visitor parking be provided. There is sufficient parking
available on area streets and public parking lots in the vicinity of the project site to
ensure that the project would not result in traffic congestion or air quality impacts
associated with parking demand.
As discussed in Response to Comment L-6, the Parking Exemption project option,
which includes implementation of a TDM plan, would include parking spaces that do
not rely on the mechanical parking lifts, and would therefore be available for guests.

L-13

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller requested clarification on the provision for
electric-vehicle parking as required by the City’s Electric Vehicle Ordinance.
Five of the proposed machine spaces would be equipped for vehicle charging stations.
To reflect compliance with the Electric Vehicle Ordinance, the following text has
been included in the Project Description on page 2-2:
“In addition, five parking spaces will be equipped for vehicle charging stations in
accordance with the City’s Electric Vehicle Ordinance.”

L-14

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller asked whether the parking system would
malfunction if there were a loss of power.
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The parking lifts would not operate in the event of a loss of power. However, this
does not relate to any physical environmental effects of the proposed project, and thus
is not required to be evaluated in the Draft EIR.
L-15

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller raised a concern regarding wait-times for the
individual parking space to appear.
The following text has been added to the Project Description on page 2-2 to describe
the time the mechanical parking lifts take to park a single vehicle:
“The mechanical parking lifts take on average 2 minutes and 10 seconds to park one
vehicle. This is a conservative estimate. When parking spaces are individualized to
particular cars, as is proposed for this project, the time required to park is reduced.”
As stated in Master Response 2: Queuing/Backup on Grant Avenue, Kimley-Horn
performed a supplemental analysis to study the potential for vehicles entering the
proposed garage to queue onto Grant Avenue. Kimley-Horn determined that it is
very unlikely (less than 3% probability, assuming a 2-minute load time) that three
cars or more would queue at the garage entrance and block through traffic on
Grant Avenue during the AM peak hour period. Additionally, if a 3-minute load
time is assumed, there would be a less than 10% probability that at least three cars
would queue back at the garage entry. Thus it is considered unlikely that a queue
of at least three cars would form. Therefore the project would have a less than
significant impact related to traffic circulation and congestion at and near the Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection.

L-16

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller asked that the environmental analysis considered
noise from the proposed roof-top patio and whether sound from CalTrain could be
reflected off of one of the proposed project walls to the Palo Alto Central complex.
As discussed on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR, the roof-top patio is proposed to be used
as an employee amenity space. Noises on the patio would consist of general
conversation, which is typically at a noise level of 60 dB. As stated on page 37 of the
Initial Study prepared for this project (and provided in Appendix A to the Draft EIR),
the existing noise levels in the project vicinity range from 60 dB to 65 dB during the
peak traffic hours and between 61 dB and 64 dB when measured as a day-night-level
(Ldn), which assigns a penalty to noises generated during nighttime hours to reflect
heightened sensitivity to noise in those hours. Thus the noise level of general
conversations that may occur on the patio would not increase the noise level in the
project vicinity. The use of amplified sound on the patio is not proposed.
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Intervening structures and vegetation block the line of sight between the CalTrain
tracks and the proposed building. Without a direct line of sight between the noise
source and the building, there would be no CalTrain noise reflected from the
proposed building into the Palo Alto Central complex.
L-17

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller requested that the cumulative impact analysis
include a development currently underway on California Avenue and the potential
redevelopment of Fry’s.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 states that the impact analysis contained in an EIR
must consider reasonably foreseeable physical impacts and is not required to
speculate on potential impacts. Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines states that
cumulative analyses should contain what is practical and reasonable for the purposes
of analysis. No proposals have been received by the City regarding potential
redevelopment of the Fry’s property, thus this potential future project is not
considered reasonably foreseeable for the purposes of the cumulative impacts
analysis. Similarly, no proposals have been received by the City for development or
redevelopment of properties within the California Avenue Concept Plan, other than
those specific projects identified in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR. Thus, additional
development or redevelopment in accordance with the California Avenue Concept
Plan is not considered reasonably foreseeable for the purposes of the cumulative
impacts analysis.

L-18

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller requested that a correction be made to Table 3.3-5
regarding the LOS at the intersection of El Camino Way and Oregon Expressway.
The analysis states that all study area intersections operate at acceptable levels and
presents the LOS at the El Camino/Oregon intersection as E+. The commenter states
that E+ is not considered an acceptable LOS.
The City’s minimum acceptable LOS is LOS D. This applies to all intersections that
are controlled by the City. As noted on page 3.3-2 of the Draft EIR, the Santa Clara
County Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) is the agency responsible for facilities
that are part of the County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP). This includes
the intersection of El Camino Way/Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road. Intersections
included in the CMP must meet a minimum LOS E as set forth in the CMP statute.
The LOS E+ projected for this intersection meets the applicable LOS standard.

L-19

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller requested a greater distinction between thresholds
of significance for project-specific impacts and cumulative impacts. He recommended
that a four second increase in delay would be appropriate as a cumulative threshold
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and that project-level impacts should be evaluated against a threshold of a one second
increase in delay.
The thresholds of significance used in the Draft EIR are those established by the
City’s Comprehensive Plan, Municipal Code, and Traffic Impact Study
Guidelines and those established by the Santa Clara County VTA. The City and
County have determined that an increase of delay by four seconds is an
appropriate threshold by which to identify significant impacts at the project level
and in the cumulative analysis.
L-20

Commenter PTC Vice Chair Keller requested that further explanation and analysis be
conducted regarding Table 3.3-6 for existing trips, specifically regarding the use of
theoretical or measured values for existing conditions. The commenter suggested that
measured rather than theoretical values be used for existing conditions.
As discussed in Response to Comment H-5, use of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates is the standard of practice for preparing a Traffic
Impacts Analysis as it allows for a standardized approach and assumptions to be
applied to all of the study scenarios. Further, if the assumptions regarding the traffic
generation attributed to the existing building were reduced, the traffic Impacts
Analysis (TIA) would still determine that the project would have less than significant
impacts to vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation in the area.
Under the assumptions used in the TIA, the proposed project would generate 35 new
trips in the AM peak hour, which would increase delays by between 0.1 and 0.8
seconds at each intersection. If all of the project’s 62 AM peak hour trips were
considered new trips within the road network, the increase in delay at each
intersection would be approximately twice as large as the increase in delays reported
in the TIA. The resulting LOS at study area intersections would be acceptable and
impacts would remain less than significant.

L-21

Commenter Jared Jacobs is the owner of the single family home adjacent to the
proposed project. He expressed concerns about the shading of his property due to
the proposed project. He referred to the shading study conducted by the project
applicant that determined that the side of his house facing the proposed project,
which currently receives light from morning until early afternoon, would be
shaded for at least three quarters of the year. The commenter is also concerned
with privacy due to the proximity of the building to his home, but is more
concerned with the loss of light and sky.
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As discussed in Master Response 3, the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code regulates
protection of privacy and shading of private property for commercial projects
proposed to be constructed adjacent to existing residential land uses under the
Context-Based Design Considerations and Findings, Municipal Code Sections
18.16.090(b)(4)C and 18.16.090 (b)(4)E.
The project’s shading analysis demonstrates that the design modifications made to the
original project proposal have reduced the amount of shadow that the project would
cast on the adjacent residential property from 18.9% at 9 AM and 28.7% at noon on
the spring equinox to 15.0% at 9 AM and 23.2% at noon. The reduction in shadows
cast on the adjacent property accomplished through the design modifications meets
the Municipal Code requirement to limit sun and shade impacts.
L-22

Commenter Jacobs expressed concern about the health and safety of his family due to
the construction activities at the site, especially due to lead based paint, asbestos, and
contaminated groundwater/soils. The commenter suggested that walls could be
constructed to separate the project site from his property as mitigation for these
potential effects.
As discussed in Response to Comment H-1, text has been added to MM-HAZ-3 on
page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR to clarify and specify the procedures for ACM and LCM
removal that must be followed onsite to ensure that construction activities onsite do
not expose people at adjacent sites to significant health risks.

L-23

Commenter Jacobs stated that the sound levels of the construction would be well over
the limits allowed in a normal construction project next to a home.
As discussed in Response to Comment H-3, noise generated during construction is
governed by section 9.10.060 of the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code. Subsection
(b)(1) establishes that the maximum allowable noise level from any single piece of
equipment is 110 dB when measured at a distance of 25 feet and requires that the
noise level at any point outside of the property plane of the project shall not exceed
110 dBA. The proposed project would comply with this requirement.

L-24

Commenter Jacobs stated that he is against the height exception and believes the
project would be much smaller if the height exception were not allowed.
No comments on the Draft EIR are provided and no response is necessary. Master
Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception provides additional discussion of the
requested DEE.
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L-25

Commenter Jacobs requested more analysis be provided regarding the potential for
cars entering the project to queue onto Grant Avenue.
Further analysis on queuing at the entrance to the proposed parking garage has been
provided in the Draft EIR and Master Response 2: Queuing/Backup on Grant
Avenue. The analysis finds that there is a low probability of queueing to extend out of
the garage and onto Grant Avenue.

L-26

Commenter Jacobs stated that the proposed project would be out of proportion to the
surrounding neighborhood.
No comments on the content of the Draft EIR are provided and no response
is necessary.

L-27

Commenter Jacobs stated that there would be an inadequate amount of space between
the proposed project and his residence.
No comments on the content of the Draft EIR are provided. Mr. Jacobs’ residence
and the project site are located on property that is zoned Community Commercial
(2). Under the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code, setbacks in this zone can range
from 0 to 10 feet. The proposed project meets the required setbacks. Additionally,
the building design was modified to cut out the corner of the building closest to
the Jacobs’ residence in order to provide more room between his home and the
proposed project.

L-28

Commenter Jacobs stated that views from his residence to the proposed project would
include building walls and limited trees.
As noted above, the building design was modified to cut out the corner of the building
closest to the Jacobs’ residence in order to provide more room between his home and
the proposed project and to include trees and vines in the landscaping for the portion
of the site nearest to this neighbor. The existing views in this area are of the parking
lot and existing building. The proposed project would not substantially alter the urban
nature of these views.

L-29

Commenter PTC Chair Mark Michael expressed concern that the setback and lightplane issues that the adjacent neighbor, Jared Jacobs, posed were not addressed. The
commenter suggested that the applicant propose a solution to the adverse impact on
the Jacobs.
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As discussed in Responses to Comments L-26 and L-27, the proposed project
complies with the setback requirements. Further, the City of Palo Alto does not
regulate the light-plane effects of the proposed project on adjacent commerciallydesignated property. Under CEQA, these concerns of the project site neighbor are not
considered to be effects on the physical environmental and the Draft EIR is not
required to evaluate these issues.
L-30

Commenter PTC Chair Michael suggested further analysis be conducted on whether
the individualized parking machines allow a building to be “fully parked,”
particularly when accounting for people who might take different cars to work on
different days or different morning and evening cleaning personnel.
For a detailed response regarding visitor parking and the parking of different cars in
one space, please refer to Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking. The City’s
parking standards do not require that guest or visitor parking be required. The
proposed project meets the City’s parking standards. As discussed in Master
Response 4, there is sufficient parking available on area streets and public parking
lots in the vicinity of the project site to ensure that the project would not result in
traffic congestion or air quality impacts associated with parking demand.

L-31

Commenter PTC Commissioner Przemek Gardias asked whether there would be a
view from the proposed roof-top patio into the Jacobs residence. He also asked if a
study analyzing the loss of sunlight to the Jacobs’ residence had been conducted.
Master Response 3 addresses the views from the roof-top patio to the surrounding
residences. As discussed in that response, the patio would be setback from the
western and northern edges of the roof, which would limit the available views for
people on the patio in those directions, including towards the Jacobs residence.
As discussed in Master Response 3: Design Enhancement Exception, a shading
analysis was completed for the project. This analysis demonstrates that design
modifications made to the original project proposal reduced the amount of shadow
that the project would cast on the adjacent residential property from 18.9% at 9 AM
and 28.7% at noon on the spring equinox to 15.0% at 9 AM and 23.2% at noon. The
reduction in shadows cast on the adjacent property accomplished through the design
modifications meets the Municipal Code requirement to limit sun and shade impacts.

L-32

Commenter PTC Commissioner Gardias asked that the alternative of providing a
retail space instead of ground-level parking be analyzed.
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Section 5.3.3 of the Draft EIR (pages 5-6 to 5-8) evaluates the Pedestrian Transit
Oriented Development (PTOD) alternative to the proposed project. The PTOD
alternative would include a maximum of 12 dwelling units and 16,000 square feet of
commercial space, which could be used as retail space. As discussed in Section 5.3.3
of the Draft EIR, the PTOD alternative would have similar environmental impacts as
the proposed project.
L-33

Commenter PTC Commissioner Greg Tanaka asked if the Jacobs residence would
remain shaded if the setback between the proposed building and the rear property line
was 20 feet, as would be required for property in the R1 zoning district, instead of 10
feet, as allowed in the existing Community Commercial (2) zone.
As discussed in Master Response 3, the City of Palo Alto Municipal Code regulates
protection of privacy and shading of private property for commercial projects
proposed to be constructed adjacent to existing residential land uses under the
Context-Based Design Considerations and Findings, Municipal Code Sections
18.16.090(b)(4)C and 18.16.090 (b)(4)E.
The project’s shading analysis demonstrates that a substantial portion of the shading
on the 123 Sherman property in early morning hours comes from the existing
property-line fence and the building at 150 Grant Avenue. If the setback for the
proposed building was increased to 20 feet, less of the building shadow would fall on
the adjacent property, however the existing shadow from the fence and other
neighboring building would not change. Therefore the reduced shadow would be
most noticeable between noon and 3 PM.

L-34

Commenter PTC Commissioner Tanaka expressed concern about the noise of the
parking machines.
As discussed in Response to Comment G-5, the noise from the parking machine
would be attenuated by the concrete from which the garage would be constructed.
Page 6-3 of the Draft EIR references the Charles M. Salter Associates memo included
as Appendix H to the Draft EIR. That memo states that the concrete walls that make
up the parking garage would provide approximately 60 dB of noise attenuation,
reducing the audible noise outside of the building to 8 dB, which is a less than
significant increase. While the entrance/exit to the garage would allow for some
additional amount of noise to be audible from Grant Avenue, it would not cause a
substantial increase in noise levels. As noted on page 36 of the Initial Study prepared
for this project, the power units for the parking lifts would be placed as far as possible
from the openings to the parking structures. As indicated by a representative from
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Parklift, the machines generate about 65 dB of noise during operation, similar to the
noise level of a garage door opening. This clarifying text has been added to page 6-3
of the Draft EIR.
L-35

Commenter PTC Commissioner Tanaka suggested that the project adhere to the 92
parking spaces in addition to providing a TDM plan in order to manage cumulative
traffic impacts in the California Avenue area.
The Draft EIR provides an analysis of the environmental impacts, including
cumulative impacts, of parking, traffic, and the TDM alternative in Chapters 3.3 and
4. The analysis finds that the project would not result in any cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts. Under CEQA, mitigation
is typically not required for less than significant impacts. Therefore, the TDM plan is
not required as mitigation to reduce cumulative traffic impacts.

L-36

Commenter PTC Commissioner Eric Rosenblum requested that a cost analysis of the
TDM alternative be conducted.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) states: “economic and social changes resulting
from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”
Therefore, the analysis of the TDM alternative, discussed in the Draft EIR on pages
2-3, 3.3-9, and 3.3-14, is limited to its impact on the physical environment and it is
not necessary for the EIR to include a cost analysis.

L-37

Commenter PTC Commissioner Michael Alcheck requested clarification on the
impact analysis on the adjacent single family residence (Jacobs residence) due to the
commercial zoning designation of both the site of the Jacobs residence and the
proposed project.
The Draft EIR recognizes the residential use of the adjacent property and recognizes
that residents are considered to be sensitive receptors for issues like air quality, noise,
and hazardous materials. The impact analysis throughout the EIR and the Initial
Study reflect consideration of the adjacent residential use.

L-38

Commenter Judith Fields stated that she resides at 2551 Park Boulevard, behind the
proposed project. She noted that the EIR should address the impacts of added traffic
on Grant Avenue, particularly when considering the existing conditions that make the
turn from Grant Avenue onto Park Boulevard difficult, including restriction in the
line of sight. She also raised concerns regarding pedestrian safety as more vehicles
traveled to and from the proposed project. She suggested possible mitigation for these
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impacts could include the installation of a four-way stop at the intersection of Grant
Avenue and Park Boulevard.
For responses to Ms. Fields’ concerns regarding the addition of traffic to the project
vicinity due to the proposed project, please refer to Responses to Comments D-1
through D-4. These comments are also addressed in Master Response 1: Park
Boulevard/Grant Avenue Intersection, Master Response 4: Visitor and Guest Parking,
and Master Response 5: Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety. In summary, traffic conditions
in the project vicinity are projected to meet the applicable standards of the City of
Palo Alto and the Santa Clara County VTA. Additionally, the Park Boulevard/Grant
Avenue intersection was specifically selected for analysis as part of the project’s
traffic study in order to evaluate potential impacts to this intersection associated with
the increase in traffic volumes entering and exiting from the project driveway on
Grant Avenue just north of Park Boulevard. As documented in the traffic study, even
during the worst-case scenario analyzed, which represents Year 2035 traffic
conditions with the addition of the proposed project, this intersection is anticipated to
operate at acceptable LOS C or better with an average delay of about 18 seconds per
vehicle or less for the worst-case movement (the southbound left-turn from Grant
Avenue to eastbound Park Boulevard). Based on the findings of this analysis, even
during peak traffic periods, drivers exiting Grant Avenue at Park Boulevard will
experience moderate, but acceptable delays based on the City of Palo Alto’s adopted
intersection operating standards.
There is a standard methodology utilized by traffic engineers to evaluate the need to
convert a side-street stop-controlled intersection to four-way stop-control or to install
a traffic signal. This methodology involves evaluating an intersection based on
warrants from the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).
As part of the project’s traffic study, a planning-level assessment of the need for
traffic signalization was performed for the unsignalized study intersections using the
peak-hour warrant methodologies of the 2012 California MUTCD. Based on this
evaluation, the Park Boulevard/Grant Avenue intersection does not satisfy peak-hour
warrants for signalization with or without the proposed project.
As a result of the concerns raised in the comments provided on the Draft EIR
regarding pedestrian safety at the intersection of Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard,
the project proposes to add crosswalks across Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard at
this intersection. The project would also be required to paint the bike lane through the
intersection to promote full visibility of oncoming bicycle traffic when turning onto
Park Boulevard from Grant Avenue. These additions would ensure that, even with
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minor changes in vehicle traffic at this intersection, conflicts between pedestrians,
bicycles, and vehicles would be minimized.
L-39

Commenter Peter Lockhart stated that the existing building was constructed at a low
cost and as such could pose a safety threat.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.

L-40

Commenter Peter Lockhart stated his support for the project and its design.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.

L-41

Commenter Peter Lockhart suggested that other projects in the area would bring far
more traffic.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary. The
cumulative impacts analysis considers the effects of the proposed project as well as
other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity.

L-42

Commenter Mark Weiss stated that Tarlton Properties, the owner of 2555 Park,
has a good reputation, but that residents’ concerns should be held higher than
business opportunities.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.

Comments received during the November 19, 2014 HRB Hearing
L-43

Commenter HRB member David Bower stated that he is not in favor of the
DEE because projects should meet city codes because they are established to
protect residents.
No comment is provided on the Draft EIR and no response is necessary. It is noted
that Municipal Code Section 18.76.050 defines a process by which exceptions to
zoning requirements may be granted.

L-44

Commenter HRB member Bower inquired whether the building rises to the level of
being historic, noting that there is nothing significant about the architect, owner, or
occupants. He suggested that the existing building would not meet the City’s
requirements for a historic resource but noted that this type of building was
significant in Palo Alto’s history. He stated that the City should be committed to
saving smaller buildings, which are being lost one by one. He stated that
photographic recordation is not really mitigation for building demolition.
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Chapter 3.1 of the Draft EIR, Cultural and Historic Resources, and the Historical
Resources Evaluation provided as Appendix C to the Draft EIR identify the existing
building at 2555 Park as having the potential to qualify for the California Register of
Historic Resources due to its Mid-Century Modern design. MM-CUL-2 requires
photograph recordation of the existing building to preserve a record of the historic
features of this building. As recognized in CEQA and in the Draft EIR, this mitigation
would minimize the project’s impacts to this historic resource, but would not reduce
the impact to a less than significant level.
L-45

Commenter HRB member Bower stated that hazards and traffic impacts should be
considered in the EIR.
The impacts of Hazards and Hazardous Materials at the proposed project site are
analyzed in Chapter 3.2 of the Draft EIR. The impacts of Traffic and Transportation
are analyzed in Chapter 3.3 of the Draft EIR.

L-46

Commenter HRB member Beth Bunnenberg noted that a wooly mammoth bone was
found under Oregon Expressway and thus digging for the proposed project needs to
be done carefully.
Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-1 on pages 3.1-10 and 3.1-11 of the Draft EIR
discusses the policies that shall be followed in the event that subsurface cultural
resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, including the halting of
construction until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the resource. To clarify that
these requirements apply to discovery of paleontological resources during project
construction, the phrase “paleontological resources” has been added to MM-CUL-1.

L-47

Commenter HRB member Bunnenberg noted that the existing building has merit as
an example of the Mid-Century Modern architectural style and she would prefer the
Building Preservation Alternative.
No comment on the content of the Draft EIR is provided. Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR
analyzes alternatives to the proposed project. These alternatives include a No Project
Alternative, a Building Preservation Alternative, and a PTOD Alternative. As noted
on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR, the building would remain in its existing state under the
No Project Alternative. Page 5-5 of the Draft EIR states that the Building
Preservation Alternative would retrofit and renovate the building to such an extent
that the building’s historic qualities would be diminished and would still result in a
significant and unavoidable impact.
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L-48

Commenter HRB member Bunnenberg stated that even without a formal context
statement for the City, the Historic Resources Board has the responsibility to indicate
a preference for the project.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.

L-49

Commenter HRB member Margaret Wimmer suggested that if the City grants the
DEE requested for this project it may set a precedent for future DEE requests.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.

L-50

Commenter HRB member Wimmer stated that the proposed project would have a
significant and unavoidable impact from demolishing the existing building. She
suggested that it would be nice to preserve it, but noted that there are concerns
regarding building safety and code compliance for the existing building. She stated
that the existing building is a good example of the Mid-Century Modern style, but
also noted that the proposed building continues some of the design features. She also
inquired as to how the City manages cumulative impacts, as there are other MidCentury Modern buildings in the City that may be demolished or altered.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided. The cumulative impacts analysis in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR includes consideration of other projects in the vicinity that
would demolish existing buildings. Specifically, page 4-3 of the Draft EIR analyzes
the cumulative impacts to cultural and historic resources related to the proposed
project. That section of the Draft EIR found that while ongoing impacts to cultural
and historic resources may occur, the proposed project’s contribution to the ongoing
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

L-51

Commenter HRB member Wimmer requested clarification on the determination that
the building is potentially eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHC) even though it is not listed in the City’s inventory (and has not
been inventoried).
Chapter 3.1 of the Draft EIR, Cultural and Historic Resources, and the Historical
Resources Evaluation provided as Appendix C to the Draft EIR identify the existing
building at 2555 Park as having the potential to qualify for the California Register of
Historic Resources due to its Mid-Century Modern design.

L-52

Commenter HRB Chair Roger Kohler noted that the proposed design seems
more like three separate buildings than one building and that he prefers the
design of the existing building. He also indicated concern that the proposed
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building would not have the same quality of floating over the sidewalk and tree
foliage as the existing building.
No comment on the Draft EIR is provided and no response is necessary.
L-53

Commenter HRB Chair Kohler requested clarification as to the Historic Resources
Board’s role in the proposed project and the EIR process.
City staff provided clarification during the hearing that the HRB was provided an
opportunity to comment on the project and the Draft EIR as part of the City’s
process to review and consider the project application. No comments on the Draft
EIR are provided.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1

PURPOSE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The City of Palo Alto (City) has prepared this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to
provide the public and responsible agencies with information about the potential adverse effects
on the environment associated with the proposed 2555 Park Boulevard project (proposed
project). This Draft EIR has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) of 1970 (as amended), codified at California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et
seq., the CEQA Guidelines in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter
3, and the City’s local procedures for implementing CEQA.
This Draft EIR describes the environmental impacts of the proposed project and suggests
mitigation measures, as necessary, to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The impact
analyses are based on a variety of sources, including agency consultation, technical studies, and
field surveys. As lead agency, the City may use this Draft EIR to approve the proposed project,
make findings regarding identified impacts, and adopt a statement of overriding considerations
regarding these impacts.

1.2

EIR PROCESS

1.2.1

Notice of Preparation and Responses

To initiate the EIR process, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial
Study (IS) to solicit agency and public comments on the scope of the environmental analysis
to be included in the EIR. The local 30-day public review period for the NOP/IS began on
April 4, 2014, and ended on May 5, 2014. The NOP/IS was submitted to the County Clerk
and posted on the City’s website. The NOP/IS was also submitted to the Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse for a 30-day state review period from April
15, 2014, to May 15, 2014.
A public scoping session was held by the City on Thursday April 17, 2014, during the regularly
scheduled Architectural Review Board (ARB) meeting. The purpose of this scoping session was
to provide the public and governmental agencies with information on the proposed project and
the CEQA process, and to give attendees an opportunity to identify environmental issues that
should be considered in the EIR. Two people provided verbal comments at this meeting.
Attendees were also invited to mail or email their comment letters to the City during the NOP/IS
public review period.
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A total of two letters were received in response to the NOP/IS. Copies of the NOP/IS and the
NOP comment letters received by the City are included in Appendix A to this Draft EIR. The
following is a list of those respondents who submitted verbal comments at the scoping session
held by the ARB or written comments in response to the NOP/IS:


Scoping Session comments received from: Peter Brewer, Jared Jacobs



Written NOP/IS comments received from: California Department of Transportation,
Jared Jacobs.

Comments received during the NOP scoping period were used to inform preparation of this Draft EIR.

1.2.2

Public Review of the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR is subject to a minimum 45-day public review period by responsible agencies and
interested parties. In accordance with Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City will
publish a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR at the same time it submits a Notice of
Completion to the State Clearinghouse. Agency and public comments on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR and the City’s compliance with CEQA may be submitted in writing to the City, as lead
agency, prior to the end of the public review period. Following the public review period, the City
will prepare a Final EIR, which will include written responses to all substantive comments
received during the Draft EIR public review period.

1.2.3

Final EIR

Following the close of the public review and comment period, written responses will be prepared
that address all substantive comments on the Draft EIR. The Final EIR will consist of the Draft
EIR, the comments received during the public review period, responses to the comments, and any
revisions to the Draft EIR as a result of public agency and public comments. The Final EIR must
be certified by the City Council before it can be used as the basis for decision-making.

1.2.4

Project Review and Approval

The Palo Alto ARB serves as an advisory body in the review of the proposed project. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15025 provides that an advisory body must review and consider the EIR in
draft or final form before making any recommendations to the decision-making body. The
City’s procedures for implementing CEQA also require the Planning and Transportation
Commission (PTC) to hold a hearing and make a recommendation to the decision-making body
regarding EIR certification. In determining to certify the Final EIR, the City must confirm that
the EIR has been completed in conformity with the requirements of CEQA, review and consider
the information in the EIR before approving the proposed project, and confirm that the EIR
reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis.
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, no public agency shall approve or carry out a
project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant effects of that
project unless the public agency makes one or more of the following findings, which must be
supported by substantial evidence in the record:


Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.



Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.



Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

Following certification of the Final EIR, the City will consider whether to approve the proposed
project and make the required findings.

1.2.5

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Pursuant to Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, if it approves the proposed project and the
EIR identifies significant impacts and mitigation measures, the City must adopt a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). An MMRP is a mechanism used for the
monitoring and reporting of revisions to the project or conditions of approval that the public
agency has required as mitigation measures to lessen or avoid significant environmental effects.
The City can conduct the reporting or monitoring, or it can delegate the responsibilities to
another public agency or a private entity that accepts the delegation. Implementation of the
MMRP would reduce the severity or eliminate the identified significant impacts. The MMRP
will be prepared concurrently with the Final EIR.

1.3

USE OF THIS EIR

An EIR is an informational document, with the purpose of making the public and decision makers
aware of the environmental consequences of a project. As noted earlier, the City is the lead agency
for the EIR. Thus, the Palo Alto ARB will review and consider the Draft EIR prior to making a
recommendation on the project. The City will review and consider the EIR to determine if it has been
completed in conformity with the requirements of CEQA, following a public hearing and
recommendation by the PTC. The Final EIR must be certified prior to the City determining whether
the proposed project should be approved as proposed, approved with conditions, or not approved.
Applicable City departments have reviewed this Draft EIR to ensure it reflects the City’s
independent judgment. The surrounding residents and businesses, and any other interested
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individuals, may also review the Draft EIR to evaluate the effects of the proposed project on
existing conditions in the City, and to assess the proposed mitigation measures’ ability to reduce
potential environmental consequences.
While no approvals from public agencies other than the City are anticipated, the EIR may be
used by agencies involved in review of hazardous materials or transportation issues.

1.4

ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR

The Draft EIR is organized as follows:
ES. Executive Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the EIR and presents a
summary of the impacts and mitigation measures identified in the EIR.
1. Introduction. This chapter discusses the CEQA process and the purpose of the EIR.
2. Project Description. This chapter provides an overview of the proposed project,
describes the need for and objectives of the proposed project, and provides detail on the
characteristics of the proposed project.
3. Environmental Analysis. This chapter describes the environmental setting and identifies
impacts of the proposed project for each of the following environmental resource areas:
cultural and historic resources, hazards and hazardous materials, and transportation and
traffic. Mitigation measures to lessen potential significant impacts of the proposed project
are presented for each resource area, as necessary.
Topics not addressed in this section are addressed in the Initial Study, attached to this
EIR as Appendix A.
4. Cumulative Impacts. This chapter includes a discussion of cumulative impacts of the
project when combined with other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future projects.
5. Alternatives. This chapter compares the project to several project alternatives and
identifies the environmentally superior alternative.
6. Other CEQA Considerations. This chapter includes a discussion of the areas in which
effects of the proposed project were determined not to be significant, describes
significant and unavoidable impacts and significant and irreversible impacts, and
evaluates the potential for the proposed project to induce population growth and result in
secondary environmental effects due to such growth.
7. References. This chapter lists the references cited throughout the EIR.
8. List of Preparers. This chapter identifies those involved in preparing the EIR.
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CHAPTER 2
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1

INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the proposed 2555 Park Boulevard project
(proposed project). The project applicant has applied for Major Architectural Review and a
Design Enhancement Exception. This EIR also considers a Parking Exemption project option
that includes a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. This EIR is intended to
satisfy the environmental review requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) applicable to the City of Palo Alto’s (City’s) approval of the proposed project.

2.2

LOCATION OF PROJECT

The project site is located in the City of Palo Alto, California, as shown on Figure 2-1, Regional
Map. As shown on Figure 2-2, Vicinity Map, the site is located in the California Avenue area of
Palo Alto, west of Highway 101 and east of State Route 82 (El Camino Real). The project site is
located at 2555 Park Boulevard, between Sherman Avenue and Grant Avenue, as shown on
Figure 2-3, Aerial Map.

2.3

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The project applicant has identified the following objectives for the proposed project:


Redevelop the 2555 Park Boulevard site with a safe, healthy, and energy-efficient
building that meets current standards for structural design, site and building accessibility,
and hazardous materials.



Develop a new office building on the site that generates increased rental income and
supports the vision of the City’s Draft California Avenue Area Concept Plan, specifically
Goal CACP-3, which calls for promoting Park Boulevard as a hub of innovation and
entrepreneurship for small new companies and supports related planning initiatives such
as the Pedestrian Transit-Oriented Development overlay and Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation Plan.



Increase the usable square footage of a transit-accessible site by increasing the building
height and providing parking at grade and underground.



Create a pedestrian and bicycle friendly street frontage with wide sidewalks, amenities,
and street trees.



Provide adequate parking to ensure the project is fully parked on site.
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2.4

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

The proposed project would involve the demolition of an existing two-story, 10,800-square-foot
general office building and 28 surface parking spaces, and the construction of a new three-story,
24,466-square-foot office building with a roof deck and 92 parking spaces (see Figure 2-4, Site
Plan). The project site is designated as Regional/Community Commercial in the Palo Alto 1998–
2010 Comprehensive Plan and is zoned Community Commercial (2), or CC(2). The project plans
are included as Appendix B.
The entire site would be excavated to provide below-grade mechanized parking, which together
with mechanized surface parking, would provide a total of 92 spaces. Pursuant to Palo Alto
Municipal Code Section 18.52.050, the parking requirement for the proposed building has been
adjusted to exclude the 1,346-square-foot break area, since the break area would be used by
employees only. If the break area were included in the total building size from which parking
requirements are calculated, the total parking requirement would be 98 spaces.
The proposed project would remove an existing Park Boulevard curb cut (the driveway from
Park Boulevard that provides access to the existing surface parking located northwest of the
building) and replace it with a small entry plaza and bicycle parking. Vehicle access to the site
would be provided from Grant Avenue. All parking would be located interior to the building.
The driveway on Grant Avenue would provide direct access to the parking garage. Vehicles
could use one of the machine-parked stalls on the ground floor or use the ramp to access the
machine-parked stalls on the lower level. There would also be two handicap-accessible stalls on
each of the parking levels. In addition, five parking spaces will be equipped for vehicle charging
stations in accordance with the City’s Electric Vehicle Ordinance. The parking machines operate
by positioning a vacant platform for the vehicle driver to maneuver onto; then the driver exits the
vehicle, and the parking machine slides the platform horizontally or vertically to store the
vehicle. Other platforms may also be moved to accommodate vehicle storage. When the driver is
ready to leave, the parking machine again slides the parking platforms as necessary to access the
appropriate vehicle. The system provides independent parking (not tandem) and several cars can
park or be retrieved independently as there a total of seven machines proposed. Each machine
allows for either two or three cars to be stacked vertically in each parking bay, while keeping at
least one space vacant to allow for the horizontal and vertical shifting of all platforms. The
vertical movement is hydraulic while the horizontal motion uses a small electric motor. The
specific machines proposed to be used in this project are the Klaus Trenvario 4200 and 4300,
which can be seen on www.parklift.com.
“The mechanical parking lifts take on average 2 minutes and 10 seconds to park one vehicle.
This is a conservative estimate. When parking spaces are individualized to particular cars, as is
proposed for this project, the time required to park is reduced.”
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As shown on Figure 2-5, Renderings, the building would be set back from Park Boulevard
allowing for additional pavement between the roadway and the building, which would
effectively create a 10-foot-wide sidewalk. The site would also have integrated planters and a
seat wall along the building frontage on Park Boulevard. A total of four new street trees are
proposed along Park Boulevard and Grant Avenue. Site landscaping would be accomplished
with drought-tolerant, low-water-use plants. The proposed building design is modern with two
concrete stair towers at opposite corners of the site, and open terraces and a three-story office
block between. Vertical sun shades outside the office block would reduce the solar load on the
south and east façades.
Parking Exemption Option
Since the proposed project is located in proximity to several transit providers, including the
California CalTrain station (0.1 mile from site), Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA) and Dumbarton Express bus routes on El Camino Real and Oregon Expressway (0.3 mile
from site), and on the Park Boulevard Bike Boulevard, a “Parking Exemption” option is being
considered in addition to the “Parking Compliant” option described above. The Parking
Exemption option would include the same building size and floor-area-ratio (FAR); however, a
TDM program would be included in the proposed project, which would support a 10% parking
reduction, resulting in a total of 82 on-site parking spaces. Parking machines would be used for
all parking spaces on the lower level and some of the parking spaces on the ground level. A few
parking spaces on the ground level would not use parking machines and would therefore be
accessible for visitors to the building.
The TDM program would be implemented for the life of the building and may be adjusted over
time, in coordination with the City, as the transportation network evolves. The proposed TDM
program includes the following components:


The Building Owner will provide annual Go Passes for all eligible employees in the
building, throughout the life of the building. Go Passes allow for unlimited travel 7 days
a week on CalTrain. Eligible employees are all building employees working more than 20
hours per week excluding contractors, consultants, interns, and temporary employees.



The Building Owner will pay an annual fee for every eligible employee regardless of who
will use the program.



Each Go Pass is valid for a single calendar year and expires on December 31 each year.



Go Pass participants are required to sign a written agreement with CalTrain and provide
photo identification for the Go Pass sticker.
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2.5

APPROVALS

The project is required to undergo Major Architectural Review by the Palo Alto Architectural
Review Board. In addition, a Design Enhancement Exception is being requested to allow for two
rooftop egress staircases and a permanent canopy element that would cover the majority of the
proposed rooftop terrace. These design elements would exceed the 37-foot height limit by 13 feet
and would cover less than half of the building’s roof. The staircases would be located on opposite
corners of the building—one in the northwest corner and one in the southeast corner—while the
terrace canopy would be located in the central portion of the roof. The project will also be required
to obtain appropriate encroachment permits from the Public Works department for construction
activities in the City’s right-of-way, as well as the standard required building permits.
The proposed project does not require approvals from other local agencies or from state or
federal agencies. However, the EIR may be used by agencies involved in review of hazardous
materials or transportation issues.
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CHAPTER 3
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
The following environmental analyses provide information relative to three environmental topics
as they pertain to the proposed 2555 Park Boulevard project (proposed project). Each section of
this chapter describes existing environmental and regulatory conditions, presents the criteria used
to determine whether an impact would be significant, analyzes significant impacts, identifies
mitigation measures for each significant impact, and discusses the significance of impacts after
mitigation has been applied.
This chapter includes the following sections:


Section 3.1, Cultural and Historic Resources



Section 3.2, Hazards and Hazardous Materials



Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic.

Issues for which effects were found not to be significant are aesthetics, agricultural and forestry
resources, air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions,
hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and
housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems. These environmental
topics are discussed in Section 6.1, Effects Found Not to be Significant, of Chapter 6, Other
CEQA Considerations, of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and are included in the Initial
Study (Appendix A of this EIR).
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3.1

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

This section describes the existing cultural resources of the proposed 2555 Park Boulevard
project (proposed project) site, identifies associated regulatory requirements, evaluates
potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures as necessary to reduce or avoid
significant impacts. The discussion of historical resources found in this section is based on the
Historical Resource Evaluation that was prepared by Page & Turnbull and the peer review of
this evaluation provided by Architectural Resources Group (ARG) (Appendix C). The
discussion of archaeological resources is based on the Phase I Archaeological Inventory
prepared by Dudek (Appendix D).

3.1.1

Regulatory Setting

Federal
National Historic Preservation Act and Executive Order 11593, “Protection and Enhancement
of the Cultural Environment”
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) establishes the nation’s
policy for historical preservation and sets in place a program for the preservation of historical
properties by requiring federal agencies to consider effects to significant cultural resources (e.g.,
historical properties) prior to undertakings.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into
account the effects of projects on historical properties (resources included in or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)). It also gives the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Office an opportunity to consult. The NRHP is
administered by the National Park Service and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and
districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance
at the national, state, or local level.
Executive Order 11593 (36 FR 8921; codified as Section 110 of the NHPA) (1) orders the
protection and enhancement of the cultural environment through requiring federal agencies to
administer the cultural properties under their control in a spirit of stewardship and trusteeship for
future generations; (2) initiates measures necessary to direct their policies, plans, and programs in
such a way that federally owned sites, structures, and objects of historical, architectural, or
archaeological significance are preserved, restored, and maintained for the inspiration and benefit
of the people; and (3) in consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (16
U.S.C. 4701), institutes procedures to assure that federal plans and programs contribute to the
preservation and enhancement of non-federally owned sites, structures, and objects of historical,
architectural, or archaeological significance.
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The proposed project does not require any federal action that would be subject to these
requirements, being that the existing building has not been listed on, or determined eligible for
listing on, the National Register, as explained further below.
State
California Public Resources Code
Sections 5097–5097.6 of the California Public Resources Code indicate that the unauthorized
disturbance or removal of archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources located on
public lands is a misdemeanor. It prohibits the knowing destruction of objects of antiquity
without a permit on public lands, and it provides for criminal sanctions. This section was
amended in 1987 to require consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) whenever Native American graves are found. Violations for taking or possessing
remains or artifacts are felonies.
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.5 states that “a person shall not knowingly and
willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, any historic or prehistoric ruins,
burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including fossilized footprints,
inscriptions made by human agency, rock art, or any other archaeological, paleontological or
historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the express permission of the public
agency having jurisdiction over the lands.”
California Register of Historical Resources
The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) includes California State Historical
Landmarks, eligible Points of Historical Interest, and resources listed, or formally determined
eligible for listing, in the NRHP. Properties that are eligible or potentially eligible for listing in
the CRHR as well as properties of local significance that have been designated under a local
preservation ordinance (local landmarks or landmark districts), or that have been identified in a
local historical resources inventory, are presumed to be significant resources for purposes of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) unless a preponderance of evidence
indicates otherwise.
Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the
resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR (California Public Resources Code, Section
5024.1; 14 CCR 4852), which consists of the following:
1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States
2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history
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3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values
4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or
history of the local area, California, or the nation.
California Health and Safety Code
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods,
regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those
remains. The California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, requires that if human remains
are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation
of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the
county coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5b). If the coroner determines or has
reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC
within 24 hours (Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will notify the most likely descendant. With the
permission of the landowner, the most likely descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The
inspection must be completed within 24 hours of notification of the most likely descendant by the
NAHC. The most likely descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans.
Local
City of Palo Alto Historic Inventory
The City of Palo Alto’s (City’s) Historic Inventory lists noteworthy examples of the work of
important individual designers and architectural eras and traditions, as well as those structures
whose background is associated with important events in the history of the city, state, or nation.
City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan
The City’s Comprehensive Plan provides specific policies for preserving historic and
archaeological resources. The Land Use and Community Design Element emphasizes the value
and importance of the sustainable management of archaeological resources as well as historic
buildings and places (City of Palo Alto 2007).
The Land Use and Community Design Element of the Comprehensive Plan provides general
guidelines for the treatment of archaeological resources. In general, these guidelines correspond
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation (48 FR 44720–44726)) and the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)
Instructions for Recording Historical Resources (1995). In addition to these standards and
guidelines, the City’s Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Community Design Element specifies,
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“using the archaeological sensitivity map [Figure L-8] in the Comprehensive Plan as a guide,
continue to assess the need for archaeological surveys and mitigation plans on a project basis,
consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Historic Preservation
Act” (City of Palo Alto 2007).
City of Palo Alto Municipal Code
The City of Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 16.49.040 establishes the following as the criteria
the City shall use to designate historic structures and/or sites to the City’s historic inventory:
1. The structure or site is identified with the lives of historic people or with important events
in the city, state, or nation;
2. The structure or site is particularly representative of an architectural style or way of life
important to the city, state, or nation;
3. The structure or site is an example of a type of building which was once common, but
is now rare;
4. The structure or site is connected with a business or use which was once common, but
is now rare;
5. The architect or building was important;
6. The structure or site contains elements demonstrating outstanding attention to
architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship.

3.1.2

Existing Conditions

Historic Context
The project site is located in a portion of the City that was previously within the township of
Mayfield. Mayfield was formed in 1855 in what is now southern Palo Alto. It was annexed by the
City in 1925. The area surrounding the project site consisted of homes, stores, lodge halls, and the
Mayfield Hotel. Prior to construction of the existing building, the project site was occupied by a
one-story single-family residence through approximately 1945. Based on a review of aerial
photographs, a single-family dwelling appears to have existed on the project site as early as 1888.
In the 1940s and 1950s, a dry-cleaning operation existed on the project site (Stellar 2013).
The existing building on the project site was constructed in 1964, during the post-war period.
Occupants of the building have generally consisted of law offices, engineers, real estate agencies,
and insurance and accounting offices. The building includes numerous features of the MidCentury Modern style of architecture, including cantilevered overhangs, a flat roof, articulated
primary façade, stucco cladding, stacked concrete block, strong right angles and cubic forms,
2555 Park Boulevard Project Draft EIR
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large aluminum-framed windows, a painted finish in earth tones, a glassed-in lobby that opens to
a small courtyard, sunshades, spandrel glass, integrated planters, and mounted signage.
The project site is not currently listed in the NRHP or CRHR, individually, or as part of a
registered historic district; nor is the project site listed in the California Historic Resources
Information System database, which means that the building has not been formally evaluated
using the California Historical Resource Status Codes. The project site is not listed in the Palo
Alto Historic Inventory, nor was it surveyed as part of the Palo Alto Historic Survey Update in
2000. However, the Historical Resources Evaluation prepared by Page & Turnbull (Appendix C)
concluded that the building on the project site is eligible for inclusion in the CRHR under
Criterion 3: resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values.
As described above, the existing building exemplifies the Mid-Century Modern style. Page &
Turnbull found that the building embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, and
method of construction because of the inclusion of so many character-defining features of the
Mid-Century Modern style. Page & Turnbull also concluded that the architect of the existing
building, James W. Whitson, does not appear to be a master architect and the building does not
possess much in the way of high artistic values. Given that several cities in California have
produced Modern Era Historic Context Statements that list character-defining features of
Modernist styles, including the Mid-Century Modern style, and present registration
requirements, there is sufficient information available to understand the historical importance of
the Mid-Century Modern style for purposes of eligibility for the CRHR.
In order to qualify for listing in the NRHP or CRHR, a property must also have historic integrity.
The same seven variables or aspects that define integrity—location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association—are used to evaluate a resource’s eligibility for listing in
the NRHP and CRHR. The building at 2555 Park Boulevard retains its integrity of location and
setting since the building has never been moved from its original location. It retains integrity of
design, workmanship, and materials because it does not appear to have been altered on the
exterior, and has only sustained interior tenant improvements. Finally, the building retains
integrity of feeling and association because it is still recognizable as an office building
constructed in 1964.
Archaeological Resources
A number of archaeological surveys have been conducted within the City in association with
specific projects, but there may still be undiscovered archaeological resources in many parts of
the City. Such resources are most likely to occur near the original locations of streams and
springs and northeast of El Camino Real near old tidelands.
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The Phase I Archaeological Inventory prepared by Dudek (Appendix D) found that no artifacts
or archaeological features are present on the ground surface within the project site. It is evident
that past construction of existing buildings and parking areas are likely to have severely
disturbed subsurface soils. This degree of disturbance suggests that there is a very low likelihood
for encountering intact subsurface cultural deposits on the site.
Northwest Information Center Records Search
A records search for the project site and surrounding properties within one half-mile of the site was
completed by Northwest Information Center (NWIC) staff on April 9, 2014. The records search
results are contained in Confidential Appendix A of Appendix D to this Environmental Impact
Report (EIR); the results are confidential to ensure that sensitive archeological resources remain
protected. This search included their collection of mapped prehistoric, historical, and builtenvironment resources, Department of Parks and Recreation site records, technical reports, archival
resources, and ethnographic references. Additional consulted sources included the NRHP,
California Inventory of Historical Resources/CRHR, and listed Office of Historic Preservation
Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, California Points of Historical Interest, California
Historical Landmarks, and California Department of Transportation Bridge Survey information.
NWIC records indicate that 28 previous technical investigations have been conducted within a
half-mile of the project site. None have directly included the project site, but one previous study
was conducted directly to the north of the parcel. This study completed by SWCA Consultants in
2006 included both survey and cultural construction monitoring of the area directly to the north
of the project site. No surface or subsurface cultural resources were identified within this area
during the investigations conducted for the related project.
NWIC records indicate that no cultural resources have been previously identified within the
project site. As shown in Table 3.1-1, a total of six sites have been recorded within a half-mile of
the project site, with the nearest located approximately 1,200 feet away.
Table 3.1-1
Sites on File at Northwest Information Center Within One Mile of Project Site
Primary
Number
Trinomial
43-000617
SCL-622
43-000627
SCL-700
43-002626
43-002750
43-002809
Source: NWIC 2014.

Age
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Historic
Historic
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Site Type
Shell Midden
Shell Midden / Habitation
Shell Scatter
Historic Building
Two Historic Utility Poles

Distance to Direct
Impact Area
370 meters / 1,200 feet
570 meters / 1, 870 feet
440 meters / 1,440 feet
570 meters / 1,870 feet
515 meters / 1,640 feet
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Prehistoric sites identified within one mile of the project site principally consist of highly
disturbed marine shell and lithic deposits, with some indication of moderately developed
midden soils. The nearest of these resources (P-43-000617) was observed to comprise heavily
disturbed, moderately dense shell midden. The nearest portion of this cultural deposit was
reported to be more than 1,200 feet from the project site. The NWIC records search provided
copies of a number of historic maps (map series). These maps indicate that the project site has
been relatively densely developed since the late 1800s. These maps further suggest that the
project site has a relatively low potential to contain intact archaeological material due to this
extended period of development.
Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search
An NAHC search of their Sacred Lands File was requested on April 4, 2014, for the project site.
The NAHC provided results on April 18, 2014. This search did not indicate the presence of
Native American traditional cultural place(s) within project site, or the surrounding half-mile
buffer (Confidential Appendix B of Appendix D to this EIR). The NAHC also provided a list of
Native American tribes and individuals/organizations that might have knowledge of cultural
resources in or near the project site. Letters were sent to the listed tribal representatives with the
intent of requesting information, opinions, or concerns relating to the proposed project impacts
(Confidential Appendix B of Appendix D to this EIR). These letters contained a brief description
of the proposed project, reference maps, and a summary of the NAHC Sacred Lands File search
results. No responses to these outreach letters were received.

3.1.3

Thresholds of Significance

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14
CCR 15000 et seq.) and are used by the City to determine the significance of potential
cultural resource impacts. Impacts to cultural resources would be significant if the proposed
project would:
(A)

Directly or indirectly destroy a local cultural resource that is recognized by City
Council resolution.

(B)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 15064.5.

(C)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

(D)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries.
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(E)

Adversely affect a historic resource listed or eligible for listing on the National and/or
California Register, or listed on the City’s Historic Inventory.

(F)

Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.

3.1.4

Impact Discussion

Since both project options have the same development footprint, the impacts to cultural
resources described below would be the same for either the Parking Compliant or the Parking
Exemption options.
(A)

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a local cultural resource that is
recognized by City Council resolution?

The project site has not been identified as a local cultural resource that is recognized by City
Council resolution. Therefore, the proposed project would not destroy such a resource and there
would be no impact.
(B)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

As described previously, the Phase I cultural resources inventory of the project site suggests that
there is a very low potential for the inadvertent discovery of intact archaeological deposits during
ground-breaking activities related to the proposed project. However, Map L-8, Archaeological
Resource Areas, in the City’s Comprehensive Plan, indicates that the project site falls within an
area of “moderate sensitivity.” NWIC records suggest that there are no previously recorded
archaeological resources within the project site. While three discrete and highly disturbed
prehistoric sites have been recorded within a half-mile of the project parcel (the nearest recorded
1,200 feet away), previous inventory-level and cultural construction monitoring conducted in the
area immediately north of the project recorded no cultural material on the surface or subsurface.
The NAHC Sacred Lands File search indicated that no cultural resources are present on the
proposed project site or within the surrounding half-mile. Subsequent tribal outreach did not
yield any responses. In addition, an extended history of past disturbance suggests that there is a
very low potential for encountering intact subsurface cultural deposits.
Based on these findings, the potential for the inadvertent discovery of subsurface archaeological
or historical resources during excavation of the project site is very low. Nevertheless, given the
site’s location in an area identified as having “moderate” archaeological sensitivity, there is
limited potential for the inadvertent impact to newly encountered archaeological deposits.
Therefore, impacts would be significant (Impact CUL-1) and mitigation is provided in Section
3.1.5 to reduce the potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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(C)

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

The proposed project site is located in an area underlain by Holocene age (less than 11,000
years old) medium-grained alluvium (Qam). Medium-grained alluvium is generally described
as unconsolidated to moderately consolidated fine sand, silt, and clayey silt. Underlying this,
the Santa Clara Formation is an older alluvium consisting of partially consolidated clay, silt,
sand, and gravel deposited more than 11,000 years ago (Murray Engineers Inc. 2013). Neither
of these geologic units is considered sensitive for paleontological resources. Therefore, due to
the lack of fossil-producing geologic formations underlying the proposed project site, impacts
would be less than significant.
(D)

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
formal cemeteries?

There is no evidence of human remains on the proposed project site. Additionally, the potential
for the inadvertent discovery of human remains on the proposed project site is very low because
there is no evidence of any historical camps or human settlement on the site. Additionally,
existing regulations under Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code state that if
human remains are discovered during project construction, no further disturbance shall occur
until the county coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free
from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the
county coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the NAHC shall be contacted
within a reasonable time. Subsequently, the NAHC shall identify the most likely descendant. The
most likely descendant shall then make recommendations and engage in consultations
concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in California Public Resources Code Section
5097.98. Given the very low potential for human remains on the proposed project site and
required compliance with existing regulations pertaining to the discovery of human remains,
impacts would be less than significant.
(E)

Would the project adversely affect a historic resource listed or eligible for listing on the
National and/or California Register, or listed on the City’s Historic Inventory?

The proposed project would demolish the existing building at 2555 Park Boulevard, which is
considered eligible for the CRHR, as described above. Page & Turnbull found that the existing
building exemplifies the Mid-Century Modern style because it embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, and method of construction because of the inclusion of so many
character-defining features of the Mid-Century Modern style. These features include cantilevered
overhangs, a flat roof, articulated primary façade, stucco cladding, stacked concrete block, strong
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right angles and cubic forms, large aluminum-framed windows, a painted finish in earth tones, a
glassed-in lobby that opens to a small courtyard, sunshades, spandrel glass, integrated planters,
and mounted signage.
Based on the building’s eligibility for listing on the CRHR, the building is considered a historic
resource. Demolition of this building would materially alter in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historic resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
eligibility for inclusion in the state register. Therefore, the proposed project would cause a
significant impact (Impact CUL-2) to a historic resource and mitigation is provided in Section
3.1.5. While mitigation is provided to reduce the impact, the project would result in demolition
of a building that has been determined eligible for listing on the CRHR, which would adversely
affect this historic resource and the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.
(F)

Would the project eliminate important examples of major periods of California history
or prehistory?

Excavation of the project site has the potential to disturb unknown archaeological resources. This
is a potentially significant impact, as identified in Impact CUL-1 above. Mitigation measure
MM-CUL-1 provided in Section 3.1.5 would ensure that any resources encountered are recorded
in accordance with state and federal requirements for cultural resources. Therefore, impacts
related to eliminating important examples of major periods of California prehistory would be less
than significant.
In addition, as described above, the proposed project would require demolition of the existing
building located at 2555 Park Boulevard, which is considered eligible for the CRHR. The
proposed project would cause a significant impact, as identified in Impact CUL-2 above by
eliminating this example of a major period of California history associated with the Mid-Century
Modern architectural style. Mitigation measure CUL-2 provided in Section 3.1.5 would reduce
this impact by providing for recordation of the building. While mitigation is provided to reduce
the impact, the project would result in demolition of a historic resource and the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

3.1.5

Mitigation Measures

MM-CUL-1: In the event that subsurface cultural resources are encountered during grounddisturbing activities, work in the immediate vicinity shall be stopped and the City of
Palo Alto contacted. A qualified archaeologist, as defined by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the City of Palo Alto, shall be
retained to evaluate the archaeological discovery for its eligibility for local and state
listing. The discovery or disturbance of any identified cultural resource shall be
reported as appropriate to the City of Palo Alto and the Native American Heritage
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Commission. Identified cultural resources shall be recorded on California Department
of Parks and Recreation form 523 (archaeological sites). Measures prescribed by
these groups and required by the City shall be undertaken before construction
activities are resumed. If disturbance of a project area cultural resource cannot be
avoided, a mitigation program, including measures set forth in the City of Palo Alto’s
Cultural Resources Management Program and in compliance with Sections 15064.5
and 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, shall be implemented.
MM-CUL-2: The project proponent shall document the existing building at 2555 Park
Boulevard and its setting. Generally, this documentation shall be in accordance
with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) Level II, which includes:
1. Drawings: select existing drawings, where available; should be
photographed with large-format negatives or photographically reproduced
on Mylar.
2. Photographs: photographs with large-format negatives of exterior and
interior views, or historic views, where available.
3. Written data: history and description in narrative or outline format.
HABS material standards regarding reproducibility, durability, and size shall be
met. Copies of the photographs and report shall be presented to repositories such
as the Palo Alto Historical Association Archives at the Palo Alto Public Library,
the Northwest Information Center of the Historical Resources Information System
at Sonoma State University, and/or the California State Library.

3.1.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

With implementation of mitigation measure MM-CUL-1, any resources that are encountered
would be evaluated and treated in a manner prescribed by the City’s cultural resources
management program, reducing potential impacts to archaeological resources and the potential for
eliminating important examples of major periods of California prehistory (Impact CUL-1) to a
level that is less than significant.
Mitigation measure MM-CUL-2 would reduce the impact of the proposed project on historic
resources by documenting the building before demolition; however, since the proposed project
would demolish a historic resource and eliminate an important example of a major period of
California history associated with the Mid-Century Modern architectural style, the mitigation
measure is insufficient to avoid a substantial adverse change in the resource. Therefore, Impact
CUL-2 would be significant and unavoidable.
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3.2

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This section describes the existing hazards and hazardous materials setting of the proposed 2555
Park Boulevard project (proposed project) and analyzes the proposed project’s impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials. Mitigation measures are identified as necessary to reduce or
avoid significant impacts of the proposed project. Information presented in the discussion and
subsequent analysis is based on the Phase I/II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), prepared
by Stellar Environmental Solutions Inc. in 2013 (Appendix E) and an Environmental Hazards
Report prepared by Dudek in 2014 (Appendix F).

3.2.1

Regulatory Setting

Federal
Federal Toxic Substances Control Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
The federal Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) established a program
administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for regulation of the
generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA was
amended in 1984 by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act, which affirmed and extended the
“cradle-to-grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes and added regulation of underground
storage tanks to RCRA. The use of certain techniques for the disposal of some hazardous wastes
was specifically prohibited by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act.
Superfund National Priorities List
The Superfund National Priorities List is the list of national priorities of known releases or threats of
releases of hazardous materials. The list is used by the EPA primarily for informational purposes and
serves as a guide for the following actions (EPA 2014):


Determining which sites warrant further investigation to assess the nature and extent of the
human health and environmental risks associated with a site



Identifying what remedial actions may be appropriate



Notifying the public of sites EPA believes warrant further investigation



Serving notice to potentially responsible parties that the EPA may initiate remedial action.

The project site is not a designated Superfund site, but it is located above a plume of
contaminated groundwater that is investigated through a network of groundwater monitoring
wells associated with the California-Olive-Emerson (COE) Study Area. Groundwater
contamination in the COE Study Area is associated with several sites including the Hewlett
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Packard (HP) sites at 640 Page Mill Road and 395 Page Mill Road, and the former Varian
Associates Inc. Site at 601 California Avenue. The 640 Page Mill Road Site is part of the HP
(620–640 Page Mill Road) federal Superfund Site.
State
California Environmental Protection Agency and California Hazardous Waste Control Act
The California EPA (CalEPA) implements and enforces a statewide hazardous materials
program established by Senate Bill 1802 to consolidate, coordinate, and make consistent the
administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement activities for the following
environmental and emergency management programs for hazardous materials:


Hazardous materials release response plans and inventories (business plans)



California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program



Underground Storage Tank Program



Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act requirements for spill prevention, control, and
countermeasure plans



Hazardous waste generator and on-site hazardous waste treatment programs

California Uniform Fire Code, hazardous materials management plans, and hazardous material
inventory statements. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), within CalEPA, is
responsible for the enforcement of the Hazardous Waste Control Act (California Health and Safety
Code, Section 25100 et seq.), which creates the framework under which hazardous wastes are
managed in California. The law provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program
that administers and implements the provisions of the federal RCRA cradle-to-grave waste
management system in California. It also provides for the designation of California-only hazardous
waste and development of standards that are equal to, or in some cases more stringent than, federal
requirements. While the Hazardous Waste Control Act is generally more stringent than RCRA,
until the EPA approves the California hazardous waste control program (which is charged with
regulating the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste), both the state and
federal laws apply in California. The Hazardous Waste Control Act lists 791 chemicals and
approximately 300 common materials that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for identifying,
packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; establishes permit
requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies some wastes that
cannot be disposed of in landfills.
According to Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), substances having a
characteristic of toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, or reactivity are considered hazardous waste
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(22 CCR 66261.1 et seq.). Hazardous wastes are hazardous substances that no longer have a
practical use, such as material that has been abandoned, discarded, spilled, or contaminated, or is
being stored prior to proper disposal.
Toxic substances may cause short-term or long-lasting health effects, ranging from temporary effects
to permanent disability or death. For example, toxic substances can cause eye or skin irritation,
disorientation, headache, nausea, allergic reactions, acute poisoning, chronic illness, or other adverse
health effects if human exposure exceeds certain levels (the level depends on the substance
involved). Carcinogens (substances known to cause cancer) are a special class of toxic substances.
Examples of toxic substances include most heavy metals, pesticides, and benzene (a carcinogenic
component of gasoline). Ignitable substances (e.g., gasoline, hexane, and natural gas) are hazardous
because of their flammable properties. Corrosive substances (e.g., strong acids and bases such as
sulfuric (battery) acid or lye) are chemically active and can damage other materials or cause severe
burns upon contact. Reactive substances (e.g., explosives, pressurized canisters, and pure sodium
metal, which reacts violently with water) may cause explosions or generate gases or fumes.
Other types of hazardous materials include radioactive and biohazardous materials. Radioactive
materials and wastes contain radioisotopes, which are atoms with unstable nuclei that emit ionizing
radiation to increase their stability. Radioactive waste mixed with chemical hazardous waste is
referred to as “mixed wastes.” Biohazardous materials and wastes include anything derived from
living organisms. They may be contaminated with disease-causing agents, such as bacteria or
viruses (22 CCR 66261.1 et seq.).
California Accidental Release Prevention Program
Similar to the Federal Risk Management Program, the CalARP Program includes additional state
requirements as well as an additional list of regulated substances and thresholds. The regulations
of the program are contained in 19 CCR, Division 2, Chapter 4.5. The intent of the CalARP
Program is to provide first responders with basic information necessary to prevent or mitigate
damage to public health, safety, and the environment from the release or threatened release of
hazardous materials.
California Health and Safety Code
In California, the handling and storage of hazardous materials is regulated by Division 20,
Chapter 6.95, of the California Health and Safety Code. Under Sections 25500–25543.3,
facilities handling hazardous materials are required to prepare a hazardous materials business
plan. Hazardous materials business plans contain basic information about the location, type,
quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials stored, used, or disposed of in the state.
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Chapter 6.95 of the Health and Safety Code establishes minimum statewide standards for
hazardous materials business plans. Each business shall prepare a hazardous materials business
plan if that business uses, handles, or stores a hazardous material (including hazardous waste) or an
extremely hazardous material in disclosable quantities greater than or equal to the following:


500 pounds of a solid substance



55 gallons of a liquid



200 cubic feet of compressed gas



A hazardous compressed gas in any amount (highly toxic with a threshold limit value of
10 parts per million or less)



Extremely hazardous substances in threshold planning quantities.

In addition, in the event that a facility stores quantities of specific, acutely hazardous materials
above the thresholds set forth by California code, facilities are also required to prepare a risk
management plan and California accidental release plan. The risk management plan and
accidental release plan provide information about the potential impact zone of a worst-case
release and require plans and programs designed to minimize the probability of a release and
mitigate potential impacts.
California Human Health Screening Levels
California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) have been developed by the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment specifically to protect human health. The CHHSLs
represent the soil and soil gas concentrations considered by CalEPA to be below thresholds of
concern for risks to human health. The CHHSLs were developed using standard exposure
assumptions and checking toxicity values established by the EPA and CalEPA (CalEPA 2005).
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration is the primary agency responsible
for worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace. California Occupational
Safety and Health Administration standards are generally more stringent than federal regulations.
The employer is required to monitor worker exposure to listed hazardous substances and notify
workers of exposure (8 CCR 337 et seq.). The regulations specify requirements for employee
training, availability of safety equipment, accident prevention programs, and hazardous
substance exposure warnings.
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California Fire Code
The California Fire Code is Chapter 9 of Title 24 of the CCR. It is created by the California
Building Standards Commission, and it is based on the International Fire Code created by the
International Code Council. It is the primary means for authorizing and enforcing procedures and
mechanisms to ensure the safe handling and storage of any substance that may pose a threat to
public health and safety. The California Fire Code regulates the use, handling, and storage
requirements for hazardous materials at fixed facilities. The California Fire Code and the
California Building Code use a hazard classification system to determine what protective
measures are required to protect fire and life safety. These measures may include construction
standards, separations from property lines, and specialized equipment. To ensure that these
safety measures are met, the California Fire Code employs a permit system based on hazard
classification. The code is updated every 3 years.
Regional and Local
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels
The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) environmental
screening levels (ESLs) represent conservative concentration thresholds designed to be
protective of the environment and human health. Concentrations below ESLs are not thought to
require additional action or impose land use restriction, unless site-specific conditions warrant
otherwise (SFB RWQCB 2007, 2013).
City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan
The Hazardous Waste section of Chapter 5 of the Comprehensive Plan, describes the City of
Palo Alto’s (City’s) existing hazardous materials concerns, efforts to remediate known
contamination sites, and programs to reduce the use of hazardous materials. Goal N-6 calls for
“An environment free of the damaging effects of biological and chemical hazardous materials”
(City of Palo Alto 2007). Several related policies and programs follow Goal N-6, which the City
is implementing in an effort to reach this goal.
City of Palo Alto Municipal Code
Hazardous materials are regulated by Title 17 of the City’s Municipal Code. The intent of this
title is to protect life and property through the prevention of unauthorized discharges of
hazardous materials. Title 17 includes regulations pertaining to underground storage tanks,
hazardous materials management plans, inventories, inspections and records, remedial action,
enforcement, and compliance.
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3.2.2

Existing Conditions

Environmental Setting
The elevation of the project site is approximately 32 feet above mean sea level, and the site has a
general topographic gradient to the northeast. The geology underlying the project site consists of
Quaternary alluvial sediments mapped as Qpa. These sediments consist of irregularly
interbedded clay, silt, sand and gravel.
The project site is located in the Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin, Santa Clara SubBasin. Beneficial uses of this groundwater sub-basin include municipal and domestic water
supply. Groundwater in the vicinity of the project site generally flows north–northeast. The
regional groundwater flow direction appears to be influenced by dewatering that occurs at the
Oregon Expressway Undercrossing pump station, located approximately 350 feet northeast of
the project site.
Two regional aquifers have been identified in the alluvium: the A-aquifer, which extends from
approximately 13 to 55 feet below ground surface (bgs), and the B-aquifer, which extends from
approximately 60 to 120 feet bgs (Stellar 2013). Within the A-aquifer there are three sand zones,
the A1 Upper (A1U) zone, encountered at approximately 13 to 20 feet bgs, the A1 zone, found at
approximately 20 to 35 feet bgs, and the A2 zone, found at approximately 35 to 55 feet bgs. The
A1U zone is the shallowest aquifer in the vicinity of the project site (Environ 1994).
Groundwater wells in the vicinity of the project site are monitored as part of ongoing
groundwater investigation activities the region, as discussed below. In June 2013, depth to
groundwater at a well screened in the A1U zone located approximately 200 feet east of the
project site was about 20 feet bgs. Depth to water in a well screened in the A1 zone, located
adjacent to the eastern corner of the project site, was about 18 feet bgs. During the sampling
activities conducted by Stellar in 2013 as part of the Phase I/II ESA, groundwater was first
encountered under the site at approximately 19 feet bgs.
Hazardous Materials
Information on past and current activities and former chemical use at the project site was
obtained from a review of the Stellar Phase I/II ESA. Information regarding regional
environmental conditions that have potentially impacted the project site or may impact the
project site in the future was assessed through a review of the Stellar Phase I/II ESA and
reports from nearby sites obtained from the State Water Resources Control Board “Geotracker”
online database.

2555 Park Boulevard Project Draft EIR
August 2014, revised April 2015

8194
3.2-6

3.2 – HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Site History
Based on a review of aerial photographs, a single-family dwelling appears to have existed on the
project site as early as 1888. In the 1940s and 1950s, a dry-cleaning operation existed on the
project site. By 1964, the project site had been redeveloped with the existing office building.
The project site was not found to be listed in any local, state, or federal regulatory databases and
is not listed on any list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65962.5. No prior on-site releases of hazardous materials have been reported as
occurring on the project site. Chemicals associated with dry-cleaning activities—which include
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) such as Stoddard solvent (a mixture of gasoline range
petroleum hydrocarbons), tetrachloroethylene (PCE), and trichloroethylene (TCE)—may have
been used on the site as part of the dry-cleaning operation during the 1940s and 1950s.
Construction of the existing office building on the project site pre-dates the 1990 federal
regulations prohibiting the use of asbestos containing materials (ACMs) in buildings and the
Consumer Products Safety Commission 1978 ban against the sale of lead-based paints. A survey
of ACMs, lead-containing materials (LCMs), and lead-containing paints/coatings was performed
as part of the Phase I site investigation, and the building was found to contain ACMs, LCMs, and
lead-containing paints/coatings.
Potential On-Site Use or Release of Hazardous Chemicals
The project site is not included in any local, state, or federal databases associated with the use or
release of hazardous chemicals. However, as described above, VOCs, including PCE, TCE and
Stoddard solvent, may have been used as part of the historical on-site dry-cleaning operation.
In 2013, soil, sub-slab soil vapor, and groundwater were sampled at the project site as part of the
Phase II site investigation. Concentrations of Title-22 metals and petroleum hydrocarbons in the
soils sampled were found to be “naturally occurring or de-minimus.” VOCs were not detected in
the soils sampled; however, EPA-recommended procedures and DTSC guidelines for sampling
VOCs in soil were not followed. VOCs, including PCE, were detected in sub-slab soil gas in the
vicinity of the former dry-cleaning building. The soil gas concentration of PCE exceeded the
residential and commercial San Francisco Bay RWQCB ESLs and CHHSLs. Stellar concludes
that these VOCs are associated with a shallow source in soil contained to the area beneath former
dry-cleaning operations.
As discussed below, PCE and TCE were detected in groundwater below the California maximum
concentration levels at locations judged by Stellar to be upgradient and downgradient of the
former dry-cleaning building. According to Stellar, the presence of PCE and TCE in
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groundwater beneath the project site is likely associated with regional groundwater
contamination and not from on-site sources.
Regional Groundwater Contamination
The following sites were identified as being located upgradient or crossgradient of the project
site and within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site and as having a record of use or release of
hazardous chemicals:


240 South California Street: This site is located approximately 575 feet to the west
(up/crossgradient) of the subject property and listed as a Historic Dry Cleaner.



Hewlett Packard (HP), 620–640 Page Mill Road: Groundwater contaminated with PCE
and TCE beneath this site is associated with the COE Study Area. The site is found on the
National Priorities List, which lists known releases or threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants considered of national priority.

The project site is located within a regional plume of groundwater contaminated with VOCs,
including PCE and TCE. This plume is investigated through a network of groundwater
monitoring wells associated with the COE Study Area, which covers a roughly 192-acre area that
encompasses the project site. Groundwater contamination in the COE Study Area is associated
with several sites including the HP sites at 640 Page Mill Road and 395 Page Mill Road, and the
former Varian Associates Inc. (Varian) Site at 601 California Avenue. The 640 Page Mill Road
Site is part of the HP (620–640 Page Mill Road) federal Superfund Site. Groundwater in much of
the COE Study Area is contaminated with VOCs, including PCE and TCE and their degradation
products. HP and Varian have been identified as the responsible parties for this groundwater
contamination and have accepted financial responsibility to investigate and remediate the plume
under the regulatory oversight of the RWQCB.
VOC-impacted groundwater within the COE Study Area will likely persist for many years despite
active, ongoing remediation. Recent groundwater data from those wells nearest the project site
were reviewed. PCE and TCE were detected at concentrations up to 60 micrograms per liter (ug/L)
and 3 ug/L within approximately 200 feet of the project site in 2011. PCE and TCE were detected
approximately 75 feet southeast (crossgradient) of the project site at 24 ug/L and 2.6 ug/L. None of
the additional VOCs analyzed were detected. None of the VOCs analyzed were detected in June
2013 at a well located just to the east of the project site. The project site is depicted as being
outside of the >5 ug/L TCE concentration boundary and within the >50 ug/L PCE concentration
boundary, which are the ESLs for TCE and PCE, respectively (SFB RWQCB 2013).
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Through the Geotracker online database, records were obtained from the following additional
sites in the vicinity of the project site with open site investigations:


Shell, 299 South California Avenue. This site is located approximately 500 feet
southwest (upgradient) of the project site and is listed on Geotracker as a leaking
underground storage tank site that is undergoing cleanup. Groundwater beneath the Shell
site is contaminated with VOCs associated with gasoline, including benzene, fuel
oxygenates, and diesel and gasoline range total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHd and
TPHg). The most recent available groundwater data from the site was obtained from the
Groundwater Monitoring Report – Third Quarter 2013. Groundwater contamination
associated with the site is monitored at five wells. The furthest downgradient of these
wells is located approximately 375 feet southwest of the project site. The following
constituents were detected in this well in July 2013: Toluene at 0.54 ug/L, TPHd at 620
ug/L, and TPHg at 3,000 ug/L. None of the other VOCs or fuel oxygenates analyzed were
detected. The concentration of toluene is below the California maximum contaminant
level. The concentrations of TPHd and TPHg exceed San Francisco Bay RWQCB ESLs
of 100 ug/L (SFB RWQCB 2013).



Minkoff Group (Former Premier Properties), 385–399 Sherman Avenue. This site is
located approximately 800 feet southwest of the project site. A letter from the San
Francisco Bay RWQCB, dated June 8, 2010, notes that 8.6 ug/L of TCE was detected in a
groundwater grab sample collected at the Minkoff site, which exceeds the ESL for TCE
of 5 ug/L (SFB RWQCB 2013). However, the letter concludes that the groundwater
contamination beneath this site likely originates from the HP and Varian sites associated
with the COE Study Area.

3.2.3

Thresholds of Significance

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and are used by the City to determine
the significance of potential hazards and hazardous materials impacts. The City’s Initial Study
Checklist includes Criteria A through J. As demonstrated in the Initial Study completed for this
project (and included in Appendix A to this EIR), the project would have no impacts related to
Criteria C through I. As evaluated in this EIR, impacts from hazards and hazardous materials
would be significant if the proposed project would:
(A) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
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(B) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.
(J)

3.2.4

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment from existing hazardous
materials contamination by exposing future occupants or users of the site to
contamination in excess of soil and groundwater cleanup goals developed for the site.

Impact Discussion

Since both project options have the same development footprint, the impacts to hazards and
hazardous materials described below would be the same for either the Parking Complaint or the
Parking Exemption options.
(A)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Construction Impacts
A variety of hazardous substances and wastes would be stored, used, and generated on the
project site during construction of the proposed project. These would include fuels for machinery
and vehicles, new and used motor oils, cleaning solvents, paints, and storage containers and
applicators containing such materials. Accidental spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or pressure
releases involving hazardous materials represent a potential threat to human health and the
environment if not properly treated. Accident prevention and containment are the responsibility
of the construction contractors, and provisions to properly manage hazardous substances and
wastes are typically included in construction specifications. The project proponent would be
required to monitor all contractors for compliance with applicable regulations, including
regulations regarding transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous
wastes. Impacts would be potentially significant (Impact HAZ-1). Mitigation is provided in
Section 3.2.5 requiring adherence to the construction specifications and applicable regulations
regarding hazardous materials and hazardous waste, which would reduce the impact to a lessthan-significant level.
As described in Section 3.2.2, the Asbestos and Lead Survey and Evaluation (ProTech 2013) of
the project site identified ACMs, lead-based paint/coatings, and LCMs in the existing building
proposed for demolition. The survey recommended that any ACMs that may be impacted during
demolition be removed prior to commencing demolition activities. Therefore, demolition of the
existing building would require the disposal of hazardous materials, which could result in a
significant impact (Impact HAZ-2). With implementation of the mitigation identified in Section
3.2.5, this impact would be less than significant.
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Based on the results of the Phase II site investigation, soils impacted with VOCs and/or
petroleum hydrocarbons may be encountered during project excavation. The Phase I/II ESA
recommends that following demolition and prior to commencing excavation activities, additional
soil samples be collected in the vicinity of the former dry-cleaning operation near where PCE
was detected in soil vapor. Due to the potential for contaminated soils to be encountered and
disposed of during excavation, a significant impact would result (Impact HAZ-3). Mitigation is
provided in Section 3.2.5 to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Operational Impacts
Once constructed, the proposed project would not use hazardous materials, outside of cleaning
products, air conditioning and heating unit chemicals, landscaping chemicals, and fertilizers. All
chemicals used on site would be required to be managed in accordance with the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and
the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (22 CCR, Division 4.5). Through compliance with
these regulations, operation of the proposed project would not result in the transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials. Thus, impacts related to creation of a significant hazard to the
public or the environment as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant.
(B)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

Construction Impacts
The entire project site would be excavated to a maximum depth of 23 feet bgs to accommodate
the basement parking garage. This depth is approximately 4 feet below the depth of stabilized
groundwater encountered under the project site during the Phase II investigation activities (19
feet bgs). The geotechnical investigation prepared for the proposed project determined that the
highest projected groundwater level at the project site is 12.5 feet bgs (Murray Engineers Inc.
2013). Therefore, groundwater contaminated with VOCs and petroleum hydrocarbons may be
encountered during excavation and could be released into the environment. In addition, based on
the results of the Phase II site investigation, concentrations of VOCs in groundwater at the
project site meet drinking water standards and concentrations of diesel (TEHd) in groundwater at
the site do not require treatment prior to discharge. However, dewatering activities during
excavation could pull groundwater with higher concentrations of contaminants, in particular PCE
and TCE associated with the COE Study Area plume, onto the project site, which could result in
the release of these hazardous materials. Impacts would therefore be significant (Impact HAZ4), and would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the mitigation
provided in Section 3.2.5.
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Operational Impacts
The Phase II site investigation determined that the VOC soil gas contamination associated with
the former dry cleaning building would be removed during the proposed excavation of the
project site, as described above. This removal, in conjunction with the determination that
concentrations of VOCs in groundwater meet drinking water standards, would eliminate the need
for VOC vapor intrusion measures, including a sub-slab depressurization system or VOCinhibiting membrane. However, higher concentrations of PCE were detected in COE Study Area
groundwater monitoring well F65A1U approximately 200 feet west of the project site. As
described previously, the groundwater contamination in the COE study area is likely to persist in
the region for some time. It is therefore possible that groundwater containing concentrations of
VOCs higher than those detected at the project site could migrate onto the project site or be
temporarily pulled onto the project site as a result of dewatering activities.
The concentration of PCE detected most recently at monitoring well F65A1U, 60 ug/L, is less
than the vapor intrusion-related groundwater ESLs for residential and commercial land use (63
ug/L and 640 ug/L, respectively) for soils that are a mixture of fine- and course-grained
components, as is the case beneath the project site (SFB RWQCB 2013). Stabilized groundwater
was measured beneath the project site at 19 feet bgs. The depressions accommodating the
parking machines would likely sit below the water table at least some of the time. Volatilization
from groundwater could result in vapor with the potential to intrude into these depressions and
migrate into the main parking area, including into the elevator and stairwells connecting the
basement parking garage to the office building above. However, the proposed installation of a
Certco Corflex or similar waterproofing/vapor barrier membrane would prevent the migration of
vapor from groundwater into the indoor air of the basement parking garage.
Furthermore, even if vapor were to migrate through the waterproofed basement slab surfaces, the
garage ventilation may limit the ability of vapor concentrations to build up in the garage. The
DTSC Vapor Intrusion Guidance assigns a default indoor air exchange rate of 1 air change per
hour (ACH) for site-specific screening evaluations of commercial buildings (DTSC 2011). Most
enclosed commercial garages have exchange rates that are higher than typical commercial
buildings (Krarti and Ayari 2001). The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 2011
Standard for Parking Structures (NFPA 88A) requires a ventilation system capable of
continuously providing 1 cubic foot per minute per square foot of floor area, which corresponds
to 6 ACH for a garage with a ceiling height of 10 feet (NFPA 2011). For enclosed automatedtype parking structures, NFPA 88A requires ventilation that can continuously provide 2 ACH
(NFPA 2011). Because the magnitude of vapor intrusion-related ESLs are in part a function of
indoor air exchange rate, this higher exchange rate would limit the risk of exposure to harmful
indoor air concentrations by reducing the time available for these concentrations to build up. The
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ventilation of the basement garage would involve circulating fresh air from the ground floor
through the garage and evacuating exhaust air out through the roof.
Although it is unlikely that vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater would create a
significant hazard, there is the potential for the release of hazardous materials during operation of
the proposed project. Therefore, the impact would be significant (Impact HAZ-5) and mitigation
is provided in Section 3.2.5 to reduce this impact to less than significant.
(J)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
from existing hazardous materials contamination by exposing future occupants or
users of the site to contamination in excess of soil and groundwater cleanup goals
developed for the site?

As described in response to thresholds A and B, VOC soil gas contamination associated with the
former dry-cleaning building that was located on the project site would be removed during the
proposed excavation of the project site. However, higher concentrations of PCE were detected in
the COE Study Area approximately 200 feet west of the project site, and it’s possible that
groundwater containing concentrations of VOCs higher than those detected at the project site
could migrate onto the project site or be temporarily pulled onto the project site as a result of
dewatering activities. The depressions accommodating the parking machines would likely sit
below the water table at least some of the time, and volatilization from groundwater could result
in vapor with the potential to intrude into these depressions and migrate into the main parking
area, including into the elevator and stairwells connecting the basement parking garage to the
office building above. However, the proposed installation of a Certco Corflex or similar
waterproofing/vapor barrier membrane would prevent the migration of vapor from groundwater
into the indoor air of the basement parking garage. Even if vapor were to migrate through the
waterproofed basement slab surfaces, the garage ventilation would limit the ability of vapor
concentrations to build up in the garage. As described for Impact HAZ-5 above, although it is
unlikely that vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater would create a significant hazard,
there is the potential for the release of hazardous materials during operation of the proposed
project. Therefore, the impact would be significant (Impact HAZ-6) and mitigation is provided
in Section 3.2.5 to reduce this impact to less than significant.

3.2.5

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures would reduce Impact HAZ-1:
MM-HAZ-1 Hazardous materials shall not be disposed of or released onto the ground, the
underlying groundwater, or any surface water. Totally enclosed containment shall
be provided for all trash. All construction waste, including trash and litter,
garbage, other solid waste, petroleum products and other potentially hazardous
2555 Park Boulevard Project Draft EIR
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materials, shall be removed to a waste facility permitted to treat, store, or dispose
of such materials.
MM-HAZ-2 A project-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) and Site Mitigation Plan
(SMP) shall be prepared by the project applicant and approved by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prior to issuance of grading or building
permits from the City of Palo Alto. The HASP and SMP shall be implemented
during construction activities. The SMP shall outline strategies for managing
contaminated soil and groundwater encountered during project construction and
shall discuss the following:


Results of previous environmental investigations at the site



Anticipated contaminants of concern to be encountered



The procedures and protocols of determining of the extent of the impact of
soil gas from the former dry cleaner



Development plans



Likely disposal fate of excavated material based on excavation plan and
contaminants of concerns identified, if any



Dewatering contingency options



Stormwater management options



Monitoring and soil management procedures



Regulatory considerations



Planned procedures and notifications.

The SMP shall include provisions for hazardous substance management,
handling, storage, disposal, and emergency response. Hazardous materials spill
kits shall be maintained on site for small spills.
Copies of the HASP and SMP shall be maintained on site during demolition,
excavation, and construction of the proposed project. All workers on the project
site shall be familiarized with these documents.
The following mitigation measures would reduce Impact HAZ-2:
MM-HAZ-3 A scope of work for asbestos abatement and guidelines for proper asbestos
removal shall be prepared following local, state, and federal regulations for any
necessary removal of asbestos in accordance with the ProTech survey. The Bay
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Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) shall be notified at least 10
working days prior to any asbestos removal. Monitoring during abatement shall
be conducted to ensure regulatory compliance. Construction teams working with
ACMs must possess a handling license and a certificate of registration issued by
the California Department of Industrial Relations-Division of Occupational Safety
and Health (Cal/OSHA). All abatement workers shall have annual Asbestos
Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) training. The minimum level of
training that construction workers must complete also includes annual EPA
Asbestos Operations and Maintenance training. Only particular types of
equipment and methods of demolition are permitted under State and Federal
regulations. ACMs and LCMs are wetted down to prevent the formation of dust
within (and outside of) the project site, or they are vacuumed up with a highefficiency particulate absorption (HEPA) machine to ensure the containment of
95% of particles 0.3 microns (10-6 meters) or larger in diameter (HEPA
Corporation 2004). Prior to permitting demolition workers and other construction
workers to enter the site, the hazardous waste construction team shall inspect the
site for final clean-up. Final clean-up of ACMs shall be conducted by visual
inspection and phase contrast microscopy or transmission electron microscopy.
Final clean-up of LCMs shall be conducted by visual inspection and HEPA
vacuuming of suspect dust and debris (SCA Environmental 2012). Demolition
shall not commence until the removal of ACMs and LCMs from the site has been
confirmed by a certified contractor.Following asbestos abatement and removal, a
final visual inspection and clearance air monitoring should be performed to certify
that industry clearance standards are met.
MM-HAZ-4 Every contractor/employer who performs work at project site shall assess
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal-OSHA) worker
protection rules, California Department of Public Health certification
requirements, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards, and state
and federal disposal requirements. Any demolition activities likely to disturb leadbased paint/coatings or lead containing materials (LCMs) shall be carried out by a
contractor trained and qualified to conduct lead-related construction work, and all
lead-related work shall be performed in accordance with the U.S. Office of
Housing and Urban Development guidelines (ProTech 2013). Asbestoscontaining materials (ACMs) must be disposed of in accordance with the EPA’s
Asbestos National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, and LCMs
must be handled in accordance with the Cal-OSHA Construction Lead Standard
(CCR Title 8, Section 1432.1) and disposed of in accordance with California
Department of Toxic Substances Control and EPA requirements for hazardous
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waste. Demolition plans and contract specifications shall incorporate any
necessary abatement measures required under these guidelines and regulations.
MM-HAZ-5 A qualified environmental specialist shall inspect the site buildings for the
presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury, and other hazardous
building materials prior to demolition. If found, these materials shall be managed
in accordance with the Metallic Discards Act and other state and federal
guidelines and regulations. Demolition plans and contract specifications shall
incorporate any necessary abatement measures in compliance with the Metallic
Discards Act of 1991 (California Public Resource, Section 42160–42185),
particularly Section 42175, Materials Requiring Special Handling for the removal
of mercury switches, PCB-containing ballasts, and refrigerants.
The following mitigation measure would reduce Impact HAZ-3 and Impact HAZ-4:
MM-HAZ-6 Soil samples shall be collected at discrete depth intervals to characterize
impacted areas. Impacted soils identified by this sampling shall be segregated
and managed per BAAQMD Rule 8-40, which regulates aeration of
contaminated soil, as applicable, and in accordance with state and federal
waste regulations. Excavated soil, particularly in the vicinity of the former dry
cleaner, shall be screened during excavation using a field photoionization
detector. Soil thought to be potentially contaminated with volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) shall be segregated and characterized. This soil may
potentially be profiled as listed dry cleaner wastes for the purposes of proper
disposal in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.
MM-HAZ-7 A dewatering plan and detailed groundwater extraction design shall be prepared
for the proposed project. The dewatering plan shall outline procedures that will
be used to lower groundwater levels during excavation and specify the number
of groundwater dewatering wells with dedicated pumps that will be installed
around the site perimeter throughout project duration. Extracted groundwater
can go to a Publicly Owned Treatment Work (POTW) or to the storm drain
network in accordance with a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. A plan for groundwater discharge pre-treatment shall be
developed and kept on-hand should implementation be necessary. The detailed
groundwater extraction design shall outline chemical testing and thresholds as
required by the POTW or NPDES permit. It shall also provide the dewatering
systems layout and well construction information, including depths, screened
intervals, and pump settings.
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The following mitigation measure would reduce Impact HAZ-5 and Impact HAZ-6:
MM-HAZ-8 The building plans shall include installation of a Certco Corflex or similar
waterproofing/vapor barrier membrane to prevent the migration of vapor from
groundwater into the indoor air of the basement parking garage. The building
plans shall also demonstrate that garage ventilation equipment is sufficient to
meet the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 2011 Standard for
Parking Structures (NFPA 88A) to continuously provide a minimum of two air
changes per hour. The applicant shall monitor indoor air quality in the basement
garage to confirm that the waterproofing/vapor barrier membrane and garage
ventilation effectively maintain indoor air VOC concentrations at levels not
harmful to health (i.e., below appropriate environmental screen levels). An
initial round of sampling shall be conducted upon construction completion and
quarterly for the first year of operation. For each sampling event, a minimum of
two 24-hour integrated indoor air samples shall be collected from the basement
garage along with one 24-hour integrated air sample from an exterior location
representative of ambient/background conditions. Sampling and analytical
procedures shall be conducted in accordance with the Department of Toxic
Substance Control Vapor Intrusion Guidance (DTSC 2011). Results from the
indoor air sampling shall be compared to established regulatory indoor air
thresholds for residential and commercial use. The data shall be evaluated
following the 1-year monitoring period.

3.2.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

With implementation of mitigation measures MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-8, the
proposed project’s impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced to
less than significant.
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3.3

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

This section addresses potential traffic and circulation impacts from implementation of the
proposed 2555 Park Boulevard project (proposed project) based on the Traffic Impact Analysis
prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc. (included as Appendix G of this Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)).

3.3.1

Regulatory Setting

Federal
There are no federal regulations for traffic and circulation that would be applicable to the
proposed project or the project area.
State
California Department of Transportation
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the public agency responsible for
designing, building, operating, and maintaining California’s state highway system, which
consists of freeways, highways, expressways, toll roads, and the area between the roadways and
property lines. Caltrans is also responsible for permitting and regulating the use of state
roadways. Caltrans’ construction practices require temporary traffic control planning during any
activities that interfere with the normal function of a roadway.
Local
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Plan
The Valley Transportation Plan 2040 (VTP 2040) is the countywide long-range transportation
plan for Santa Clara County. As the congestion management agency for the county, the Santa
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) periodically updates this 25-year plan. VTP 2040
provides a planning and policy framework for developing and delivering future transportation
projects. Location-specific improvements for all modes of travel are covered in program areas.
The plan also identifies existing and future transportation needs through a systematic approach
based on input from local jurisdictions, elected officials, and the community.
The VTP feeds into the Regional Transportation Plan, prepared by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission for the Bay Area region. In 2013, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission adopted Plan Bay Area, an integrated transportation and land-use strategy through
2040 that marks the nine-county region’s first long-range plan to meet the requirements of
Senate Bill 375 by tying together regional housing needs allocation and regional transportation
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planning in an effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Plan Bay Area is the successor to
Transportation 2035, the Regional Transportation Plan adopted in 2009.
VTA Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines
The VTA, as part of its role as the congestion management agency for the county, has developed
guidelines for preparing transportation impact analyses. The guidelines are intended to be used
by member agencies as part of their regular process of evaluating land-use decisions and may be
viewed as a minimum scope for assessing transportation impacts. The guidelines include
methodology for existing and future scenarios, project impacts, and thresholds of significance for
transportation facilities that are part of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) system.
City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan
The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan includes goals, policies, and programs to
address the transportation needs of the City of Palo Alto (City). The vision for the Transportation
Element is to provide accessible, attractive, economically viable, and environmentally sound
transportation options for residents, employers, employees, and visitors. The first three goals of
the element emphasize a balanced transportation system with transit, pedestrian, and bicycle
modes as viable options. Goals 4 and 5 address the roadway system hierarchy and protection of
residential neighborhoods. Goal 6 calls for a high level of safety for motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists. The remaining goals address special transportation needs, parking, regional
transportation, and air transportation. The element does not include level-of-service standards or
other standards applicable to individual development projects.
City of Palo Alto Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan (City of Palo Alto 2012) strategically guides
public and private investments in non-motorized transportation facilities and related programs. The
plan includes coverage of pedestrian issues, priorities, and design standards in addition to revising
the proposed bikeway network and design guidelines. The plan contains policy vision, design
guidance, and specific recommendations to increase walking and biking rates. The plan supports
the City’s Comprehensive Plan but is also applicable to the review of individual projects.

3.3.2

Existing Conditions

Existing Roadway Conditions
The following are descriptions of the primary roadways in the vicinity of the project site.
U.S. Route 101 (US‐101) is a freeway facility located north of the project site. Generally, US‐
101 serves Santa Clara County and the San Francisco Bay Area’s major population centers,
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providing vital connectivity along California’s Pacific Ocean coastline. Primary access to the
project site from US‐101 is provided at the Oregon Expressway interchange. US‐101 currently
serves approximately 206,000 vehicles per day with four travel lanes in each direction in the
vicinity of Oregon Expressway.
El Camino Real (State Route 82) is a major arterial roadway located south of the project site
that parallels US‐101, providing similar connectivity between the Bay Area’s population and
employment centers. Access to the project site from El Camino Real is provided at multiple
intersections between California Avenue and Oregon Expressway and Page Mill Road. El
Camino Real currently accommodates approximately 41,000 vehicles per day with three travel
lanes in each direction.
Oregon Expressway is an expressway facility located east of the project site. This facility
provides primary connectivity for the project to US‐101. South of El Camino Real, the route
name changes to Page Mill Road. More broadly speaking, Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road
provides a vital link between Interstate 280 (I‐ 280) and US‐101.
Park Boulevard is a minor facility whose primary function is to provide access to residential and
commercial uses located north of El Camino Real and west of Oregon Expressway. East of the
project site, Park Boulevard provides access to Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road. Park
Boulevard has one travel lane in each direction with parallel parking and bike lanes on both sides.
Grant Avenue is a minor facility whose primary function is to provide access to residential and
commercial uses located north of El Camino Real and west of Oregon Expressway. Grant Avenue
has one travel lane in each direction with parallel parking on both sides between Birch Street and El
Camino Real, and is one‐way northbound with perpendicular parking on the west side between Birch
Street and the project site. North of the project site, Grant Avenue is closed to through traffic.
California Avenue is a major collector whose primary function is to link the residential and
commercial uses to the north of El Camino Real to the residential and educational uses to the
south. California Avenue has two lanes in each direction with angled parking on both sides north
of El Camino Real. California Avenue parallels Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road, providing
access to the project site from the west.
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit Facilities
The project area is served by a complete sidewalk network. Park Boulevard is a Class II bicycle
route (striped) that connects to California Avenue, a Class III bicycle route (signed only). South of
El Camino Real, both California Avenue and Page Mill Road are Class II bicycle routes.
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The project area is extensively served by transit: local bus routes 22 and 89; express bus routes
101, 102, 103, 104, and 182; Rapid Bus 522; and DB (Dumbarton Express Bus) Route 1. The
project site is in close proximity (1/10 mile) of the California Avenue Caltrain station.
Traffic Impact Analysis Methodology
As provided in the City and VTA guidelines for preparing transportation impact analyses,
analysis of significant environmental impacts to transportation facilities is based on the concept
of level of service (LOS)1. The LOS of a facility is a qualitative measure used to describe
operational conditions. LOS ranges from A (best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst),
which represents heavy delay and a facility that is operating at or near its functional capacity. For
this study, LOS was determined using methods defined in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) and appropriate traffic analysis software.
The City and VTA require that impacts to signalized intersections be evaluated based on the
average delay that each vehicle passing through the intersection would experience. Table 3.3-1
presents signalized intersection LOS definitions.
Table 3.3-1
Signalized Intersection Level of Service Criteria
Level of Service (LOS)
A
B+
B
BC+
C
C-

Average Control Delay Per
Vehicle (Sec/Veh)
≤ 10.0
10.1–12.0
12.1–18.0
18.1–20.0
20.1–23.0
23.1–32.0
32.1–35.0

Level of Service (LOS)
D+
D
DE+
E
EF

Average Control Delay Per
Vehicle (Sec/Veh)
35.1–39.0
39.1–51.0
51.1–55.0
55.1–60.0
60.1–75.0
75.1–80.0
> 80.0

Source: VTA 2009.

In accordance with the 2000 HCM, the LOS for unsignalized intersections is determined by the
movement through the intersection that experiences the greatest amount of delay. Table 3.3-2
presents unsignalized intersection LOS definitions as defined by 2000 HCM.

1

It is noted that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research has recently released Draft CEQA Guidelines
amendments that would provide criteria and metrics by which to evaluate transportation impacts that are not
associated with LOS and would preclude analysis of transportation impacts based solely on vehicle congestion.
However, those amendments have not been adopted, and the City’s and VTA’s traffic impact assessment
guidelines remain applicable and appropriate for use in this EIR.
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Table 3.3-2
Unsignalized Intersection Level of Service Criteria
Level of Service (LOS)
A
B
C
D
E
F

Control Delay (Sec/Veh)
0–10
>10–15
>15–25
>25–35
>35–50
>50

Source: Transportation Research Board 2000, cited in Appendix G.

Study Area Intersections
The study area for the proposed project includes the following intersections (Figure 3.3-1):
1. Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue
2. El Camino Real at California Avenue
3. El Camino Real at Grant Avenue
4. El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road (CMP Facility)
5. Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at Park Boulevard
6. Birch Street at Grant Avenue
Existing (2013) Conditions
Weekday AM and PM peak-period intersection turning movement traffic counts were conducted
for each of the study intersections. These counts were conducted between the hours of 7:00 a.m.
and 9:00 a.m., and 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Grant Avenue at El Camino Real and Grant Avenue
at Park Boulevard counts were conducted on October 10, 2013, and California Avenue at El
Camino Real counts were conducted on May 7, 2013. For the other study intersections, existing
volumes were provided by City staff based on data collection conducted in January 2013.
Existing (2013) peak-hour turning movement volumes are presented in Figure 3.3-2. Table 3.3-3
presents the peak-hour intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario.
Table 3.3-3
Existing (2013) Intersection Levels of Service
#
1
2
3

Intersection
Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue
El Camino Real at California Avenue
El Camino Real at Grant Avenue
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Traffic
Control
TWSC a
Signal b
TWSC a

AM Peak Hour
Delay (seconds) LOS
11.6 (SB LTR)
B
12.8
B
21.7 (EB L)
C

PM Peak Hour
Delay (seconds)
LOS
14.6 (SB LTR)
B
19.5
B24.4 (WB L)
C
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Table 3.3-3
Existing (2013) Intersection Levels of Service
#
4
5
6

Intersection
El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page
Mill Road
Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at Park
Boulevard
Birch Street at Grant Avenue

Traffic
Control
Signal b

AM Peak Hour
Delay (seconds) LOS
50.3
D

PM Peak Hour
Delay (seconds)
LOS
45.0
D

TWSC a

21.8 (SB LTR)

C

19.4 (SB LTR)

C

AWSC b

10.6

B

8.7

A

= Delay refers to average control delay for worst movement, noted in parentheses.
b = Delay refers to average control delay for the entire intersection.
TWSC = Two Way Stop‐Controlled, AWSC = All Way Stop-Controlled, SB= Southbound, EB = Eastbound, L= Left Turn Movement, T= Through
Movement, R= Right Turn Movement
a

As shown in Table 3.3-3, the study intersections currently operate at acceptable LOS during the
AM and PM peak-hour periods.
Background (2015) Conditions
Background conditions for this analysis were established as 2015, the year during which the proposed
project is anticipated to be completed and fully occupied. To identify year 2015 traffic conditions, 2
years of background traffic growth and traffic volumes from four approved or reasonably foreseeable
projects (441 Page Mill Road, 2755 El Camino Real, 3159 El Camino Real, and 385 Sherman Avenue)
were incorporated according to the information and direction offered by City staff. In addition, traffic
from a project that is no longer considered reasonably foreseeable, the 27 University Avenue project,
was removed from the projected traffic volumes generated by the City’s traffic model. To supplement
the list-based approach annual growth rates were also calculated for the intersections of El Camino
Real at California Avenue and El Camino Real at Page Mill Road and Oregon Expressway based on
data contained in the 2013 and 2035 city traffic model. The higher of the growth rates at these
intersections was determined and applied to the intersections of Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue and
El Camino Real at Grant Avenue. The growth factors used in this analysis are presented in Table 3.3-4.
Table 3.3-4
Traffic Volume Growth Factors
#
1

Intersection
Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue

2

El Camino Real at California Avenue

3

El Camino Real at Grant Avenue

4

El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road
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Peak Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Annual Growth Rate
1.017259
1.014449
1.017259
1.014449
1.017259
1.014449
1.007333
1.007760
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Table 3.3-4
Traffic Volume Growth Factors
#
5

Intersection
Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at Park Boulevard

6

Birch Street at Grant Avenue

Peak Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM

Annual Growth Rate
1.017259
1.014449
1.017259
1.014449

Table 3.3-5 provides a summary of the intersection analysis and Figure 3.3-3 provides the AM
and PM traffic volumes for this analysis scenario (Background Conditions without project). As
indicated in Table 3.3-5, all study area intersections would operate at acceptable LOS during the
AM and PM peak hours in the 2015 background scenario.
Table 3.3-5
Background (2015) Intersection Levels of Service

#
1
2
3
4
5
6

Intersection
Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue
El Camino Real at California Avenue
El Camino Real at Grant Avenue
El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill
Road
Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at Park
Boulevard
Birch Street at Grant Avenue

Traffic
Control
TWSCa
Signalb
TWSCa
Signal

AM Peak Hour
Delay
(seconds)
LOS
11.8 (SB LTR)
B
13.1
B
24.3 (EB L)
C
56.4
E+

PM Peak Hour
Delay
(seconds)
LOS
15.3 (SB LTR)
C
19.9
B26.2 (WB L)
D
48.5
D

TWSCa

23.0 (SB LTR)

C

20.5 (SB LTR)

C

AWSCb

11.1

B

8.8

A

= Delay refers to average control delay for worst movement, noted in parentheses
Delay refers to average control delay for entire intersection
TWSC = Two Way Stop Controlled, AWSC = All Way Stop-Controlled, SB = Southbound, WB = Westbound, EB = Eastbound, L = Left Turn
Movement, T = Through Movement, R = Right Turn Movement
a

b=

3.3.3

Thresholds of Significance

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), and the VTA’s Traffic Impact Analysis
Guidelines, and are used by the City to determine the significance of potential transportation and
traffic impacts. The City’s Initial Study Checklist includes Criteria A through P. As
demonstrated in the Initial Study completed for this project (and included in Appendix A to this
EIR), the project would have no impacts related to Criteria C and D. As evaluated in this EIR,
impacts to transportation and traffic would be significant if the proposed project would:
(A)

Exceed the capacity of the existing circulation system, based on an applicable measure of
effectiveness (as designated in a general plan policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into account all
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relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.
(B)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to
level of service (LOS) standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

(E)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

(F)

Result in inadequate parking capacity that impacts traffic circulation and air quality?

(G)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities)?

(H)

Cause a local (City of Palo Alto) intersection to deteriorate below LOS D and cause an
increase in the average stopped delay for the critical movements by four seconds or more and
the critical volume/capacity ratio (V/C) value to increase by 0.01 or more?

(I)

Cause a local intersection already operating at LOS E or F to deteriorate in the average
stopped delay for the critical movements by four seconds or more?

(J)

Cause a regional intersection to deteriorate from an LOS E or better to LOS F or cause
critical movement delay at such an intersection already operating at LOS F to increase by
four seconds or more and the critical V/C value to increase by 0.01 or more?

(K)

Cause a freeway segment to operate at LOS F or contribute traffic in excess of 1% of
segment capacity to a freeway segment already operating at LOS F?

(L)

Cause any change in traffic that would increase the Traffic Infusion on Residential
Environment (TIRE) index by 0.1 or more?

(M)

Cause queuing impacts based on a comparative analysis between the design queue length and
the available queue storage capacity? Queuing impacts include, but are not limited to,
spillback queues at project access locations; queues at turn lanes at intersections that block
through traffic; queues at lane drops; queues at one intersection that extend back to impact
other intersections; and spillback queues on ramps?

(N)

Impede the development or function of planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities?

(O)

Impede the operation of a transit system as a result of congestion?

(P)

Create an operational safety hazard?
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3.3.4

Impact Discussion

Traffic Characteristics of the Proposed Project
Project Vehicle Trip Generation
The number of vehicle trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed project was derived
using data included in Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE). The project proposes to replace the existing 10,800-square-foot
office building on the project site with a 24,466-square-foot office building. Table 3.3-6 presents
the vehicle trip generation data for the proposed project. As shown, the proposed project is
estimated to generate 246 total net new daily vehicle trips, with 35 new vehicle trips occurring
during the AM peak‐hour, and 18 new vehicle trips occurring during the PM peak‐hour.
The Parking Exemption project option incorporates a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program into the project, in accordance with the requirements of Palo Alto Municipal Code
(PAMC) Section 18.52.050(d). Under the TDM program, all eligible building employees would be
provided Go Passes, which allow for unlimited use of CalTrain. The TDM program would encourage
building employees to use the transit facilities proximate to the project site, including the California
Avenue CalTrain station located one-tenth of a mile from the site and the VTA and Dumbarton
Express bus routes on El Camino Real and Oregon Expressway located three-tenths of a mile from the
site. Under the Parking Exemption project option, it is expected that vehicle trip generation from the
project site would be slightly less than the Parking Compliant project option. Because the Parking
Compliant project option would generate more vehicle trips than the Parking Exemption option, the
analysis of project impacts presented in this chapter is based on the Parking Compliant option. Impacts
under the Parking Exemption option would be less than those under the Parking Compliant option.
Table 3.3-6
Proposed Project Vehicle Trip Generation
Time
Period
Daily

AM
Peak

Land Use (Size)
Existing General Office Building (‐8.675
KSF)
Proposed General Office Building
(24.466 KSF)
Existing General Office Building (‐8.675
KSF)
Proposed General Office Building
(24.466 KSF)

Regression Equation
Ln(Trips) = 0.76 x Ln(Size) + 3.68

In
‐103

Trips
Out
‐103

Total
‐206

Ln(Trips) = 0.76 x Ln(Size) + 3.68

226

226

452

Net New Vehicle Trips
Ln(Trips) = 0.80 x Ln(Size) + 1.57

123
‐24

123
‐3

246
‐27

Ln(Trips) = 0.80 x Ln(Size) + 1.57

55

7

62

31

4

35

Net New Vehicle Trips
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Table 3.3-6
Proposed Project Vehicle Trip Generation
Time
Period
PM
Peak

Land Use (Size)
Existing General Office Building (‐8.675
KSF)
Proposed General Office Building
(24.466 KSF)

Regression Equation
Trips = 1.12 x Size + 78.45

In
‐15

Trips
Out
‐73

Trips = 1.12 x Size + 78.45

18

88

106

3

15

18

Net New Vehicle Trips

Total
‐88

Source: Trip Generation Manual, 9 Edition, ITE; cited in Appendix G.
Note: KSF = 1,000 square feet
th

Project Trip Distribution
The distribution of project traffic to the surrounding roadway network was performed based on
existing traffic data, general knowledge of project area traffic patterns, and engineering
judgment. Historical turning movement counts at the intersection of Oregon Expressway and El
Camino Real revealed that there is a fairly even split of traffic on all four legs of the intersection
when averaging the AM and PM peak periods. Trip distribution assumptions were developed
based on collection and analysis of existing traffic data collection, consideration of the local
roadway configuration, and the distribution of land uses throughout the City and the project
region. The project trip distribution percentages were developed based on these factors and are
illustrated in Figure 3.3-4. The resulting AM and PM peak‐hour traffic volumes attributed to the
proposed project are illustrated in Figure 3.3-5.
Impact Statements
(A)

Would the project exceed the capacity of the existing circulation system, based on an
applicable measure of effectiveness (as designated in a general plan policy, ordinance,
etc.), taking into account all relevant components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

The proposed project is estimated to generate 246 total new daily vehicle trips, with 35 new
vehicle trips occurring during the weekday AM peak‐hour, and 18 new vehicle trips occurring
during the weekday PM peak‐hour.
Existing (2013) Plus Proposed Project
Peak‐hour traffic associated with the proposed project was added to the existing traffic volumes
and LOS was determined for each study intersection. Table 3.3-7 provides a summary of the
intersection analysis, and Figure 3.3-6 provides the AM and PM peak‐hour traffic volumes at the
study intersections for this analysis scenario.
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Table 3.3-7
Existing (2013) Plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service

#
1

Intersection
Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue

2

El Camino Real at California Avenue

3

El Camino Real at Grant Avenue

4

El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/
Page Mill Road

5

Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at
Park Boulevard

6

Birch Street at Grant Avenue

Analysis
Scenario+
Exist.
Exist.+PP
Exist.
Exist.+PP
Exist.
Exist.+PP
Exist.
Exist.+ PP
Exist.

Traffic
Control

Exist.+ PP

AWSCb

TWSCa
Signalb
TWSCa
Signal
TWSCa

AM Peak‐Hour
LO
Delay (sec)
S
11.6 (SB LTR)
B
12.4 (SB LTR)
B
12.8
B
13.0
B
21.7 (EB L)
C
22.0 (EB L)
C
50.3
D
50.8
D
21.8 (SB LTR)
C
21.9 (SB LTR)
C
10.6
B
10.7
B

PM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
14.6 (SB LTR)
15.4 (SB LTR)
19.5
19.5
24.4 (WB L)
24.4 (WB L)
45.0
45.3
19.4 (SB LTR)
19.4 (SB LTR)
8.7
8.7

B
C
B‐
B‐
B
B
D
D
C
C
A
A

+

Exist. = Existing (2013), Exist. + PP = Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project
= Delay refers to average control delay for worst movement, noted in parentheses
b = Delay refers to average control delay for the entire intersection
TWSC = Two Way Stop‐Controlled, AWSC = All Way Stop-Controlled, SB = Southbound, EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, L= Left Turn
Movement, T = Through Movement, R = Right Turn Movement
a

As indicated in Table 3.3-7, which summarizes the results of the intersection analysis worksheets
included in the Traffic Impact Analysis appendices, the study intersections would continue to operate
from LOS B to LOS D with the addition of project traffic during the AM and PM peak‐hours.
Background (2015) Plus Proposed Project
Peak‐hour traffic associated with the proposed project was added to the Background (2015)
traffic volumes and LOS was determined for each study intersection. Table 3.3-8 provides a
summary of the intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. Figure 3.3-7 provides
the AM and PM traffic volumes for this analysis scenario.
Table 3.3-8
Background (2015) Plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service
#
1

Intersection
Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue

2

El Camino Real at California Avenue

3

El Camino Real at Grant Avenue
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Analysis
Scenario+
Back.
Back.+PP
Back.
Back.+PP
Back.

Traffic
Control
TWSCa
Signalb
TWSCa

AM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
11.8 (SB LTR)
B
12.6 (SB LTR)
B
13.1
B
13.4
B
24.3 (EB L)
C

PM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
15.3 (SB LTR)
C
16.3 (SB LTR)
C
19.9
B‐
19.9
B‐
26.2 (WB L)
D
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Table 3.3-8
Background (2015) Plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service
#

Intersection

4

El Camino Real at Oregon
Expressway/Page Mill Road

5

Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at
Park Boulevard

6

Birch Street at Grant Avenue

Analysis
Scenario+
Back.+PP
Back.
Back.+PP
Back.
Back.+PP
Back.
Back.+PP

Traffic
Control
Signal
TWSCa
AWSCb

AM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
24.6 (EB L)
C
56.4
E+
57.0
E+
23.0 (SB LTR)
C
23.1 (SB LTR)
C
11.1
B
11.2
B

PM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
26.2 (WB L)
D
48.5
D
48.9
D
20.5 (SB LTR)
C
20.6 (SB LTR)
C
8.8
A
8.8
A

+

Back. = Background (2015), Back. + PP = Background (2015) plus Proposed Project.
a = Delay refers to average control delay for worst movement, noted in parentheses
b = Delay refers to average control delay for the entire intersection
TWSC = Two Way Stop‐Controlled, AWSC = All Way Stop-Controlled, SB= Southbound, EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, L= Left Turn
Movement, T= Through Movement, R= Right Turn Movement

As indicated in Table 3.3-8, the study intersections continue to operate from LOS A to LOS E+
with the addition of project traffic during the AM and PM peak‐hours in the 2015 scenario.
Impacts to Circulation System Capacity in 2013 and 2015 Conditions
As discussed above and shown in Tables 3.3-7 and 3.3-8, the vehicle trips generated by the
proposed project would slightly increase average delays at some of the study area intersections,
but all intersections would continue to operate at acceptable LOS. The proposed project would
not significantly change operating conditions at any of the study intersections based on the
significance thresholds defined by VTA and the City. Specifically, because each intersection
would operate at LOS E or better with the addition of the project-generated vehicle trips, the
project’s impacts would remain less than significant.
Peak-Hour Traffic Signal Warrant Evaluation
A planning-level assessment of the need for traffic signalization was performed for the
unsignalized study intersections. This evaluation was performed consistent with the peak‐hour
warrant methodologies noted in Section 4C of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices, 2012 Edition. As stated on page 21 and shown in Table 12 of the TIA, the addition of
the proposed project does not result in the peak‐hour signal warrant to be satisfied.
The project proposes to construct a curb extension, or “bulb-out,” within the existing on-street
parking lane at the northwest corner of the Grant-Park intersection. This bulb-out would provide
protection for vehicles exiting Grant to stop at the stop bar and then slowly inch out within the
width of the bulb-out to verify that there are no conflicting vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians
prior to proceeding through the intersection.
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The project also proposes to install crosswalks at the intersection of Grant Avenue and Park
Boulevard. In addition, the bike lane would be required to be painted through the intersection in
order to maximize visibility of oncoming bicycle traffic. These additions would ensure that
conflicts between pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles would be minimized.
Because the traffic generated by the proposed project would not generate sufficient traffic to
meet any peak hour signal warrants for unsignalized intersections, the project’s potential impact
on the capacity of unsignalized intersections is less than significant.
As the Parking Exemption project option would result in slightly fewer vehicle trips, the impacts would
remain less than significant. The increases in delays at each intersection reflected in Tables 3.3-7 and
3.3.-8 would be the same or slightly lower under the Parking Exemption option, and the project would
not generate sufficient traffic to meet any peak hour signal warrants for unsignalized intersections.
(B)

Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including but not limited to level of service (LOS) standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

Study Intersection #4, El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road, is a CMP facility.
As shown in Tables 3.3-7 and 3.3-8, this intersection operates at LOS D under existing conditions
and is expected to operate at LOS E+ (in the AM peak-hour) and D- (in the PM peak-hour) in the
year 2015. The addition of proposed project traffic would not lower the LOS to below level E,
which is the standard for CMP facilities. The potential impact is less than significant.
By slightly reducing trip generation from the project site, the Parking Exemption project option
would result in the same or slightly reduced traffic impacts as the Parking Compliant project
option, with LOS at study intersection 4 remaining at LOS E or better.
(E)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The proposed project would maintain existing levels of access to the project site and would not
increase vehicle congestion on other roadways and intersections in the area. The project would
not adversely affect emergency access and responses within the vicinity or at the project site.
Therefore the potential impact is less than significant.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same impacts to emergency access as
the Parking Compliant project option.
(F)

Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity that impacts traffic circulation
and air quality?

Under the City’s zoning ordinance, the proposed project is required to provide 1 parking space
for every 250 square feet of gross building space. In total, the proposed project is required to
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provide 98 parking spaces based on the total square footage of 24,466. Pursuant to PAMC
Section 18.52.050, the parking requirement for the proposed building has been adjusted to
exclude the 1,346-square-foot break area, since the break area would be used by employees only,
which reduces the required number of parking spaces to 92 spaces. The proposed Parking
Compliant project option would meet the City’s requirement for 92 parking spaces with the use
of parking machines as described in Chapter 2, Project Description.
Vehicle queuing at the parking garage access driveway on Grant Avenue was evaluated by
Kimley-Horn in a supplemental analysis included as Figure 3.3-8. For this assessment, a
statistical analysis was performed to estimate the probability of the vehicle queue at this garage
entrance reaching the point where it would spill back onto Grant Avenue and potentially block
through traffic. The statistical analysis included the following assumptions:


The focus of this analysis is the weekday AM peak hour period, where traffic demand
entering the project parking garage (and potential for queueing) would be the highest.



Based on the current project site plans, it was estimated that about two vehicles can queue
within the garage entrance without impeding traffic on Grant Avenue.



The parking lifts within the garage require about one to two minutes load/unload a
vehicle. If a space is individualized to a particular car, as all of the spaces are proposed to
be, the time to load/unload a vehicle is at the shorter end of the one to two minute range.



The peak inbound demand at the garage driveway is 31 vehicles per hour, as shown in
Table 3.3-6. The entry level of the parking garage includes 23 machine/lift spaces. This
represents about 26% of all the available parking garage spaces; however, for this
analysis, it is conservatively assumed that 50% of the inbound vehicles will experience
delay associated with the ground level parking machines during loading.



Random arrivals are assumed for vehicles entering the garage.

Based on this supplemental analysis, it was determined that it is very unlikely (less than 3%
probability, assuming a 2-minute load time) that three cars or more would queue at the garage
entrance and block through traffic on Grant Avenue during the AM peak hour period. Even if
the average load time at each parking machine was conservatively increased to three minutes,
there would be a less than 10% probability that at least three cars would queue back at the garage
entry during this period.”
While some employees and visitors to the building could choose to park off site, the project
would meet the City’s parking requirements, and there is no evidence that inadequate parking
capacity would have a substantial adverse effect on traffic circulation and air quality. The project
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to parking.
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Parking Exemption Option
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project includes a “Parking Exemption” option,
which would include the same building size and floor-area-ratio (FAR) as the “Parking Compliant”
option described above; however, a TDM program would be included in the proposed project,
which would support a 10% parking reduction, resulting in a total of 82 on-site parking spaces. The
TDM program would encourage employees to use alternative transportation modes such as
CalTrain, the VTA and Dumbarton Express bus routes, and bicycles. The TDM program would be
implemented for the life of the building and may be adjusted over time, in coordination with the
City, as the transportation network evolves. As described above, while some employees and
visitors to the building could choose to park off site, the project, under the Parking Exemption
option, would meet the City’s parking requirements, and there is no evidence that inadequate
parking capacity would have a substantial adverse effect on traffic circulation and air quality. The
Parking Exemption option would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to parking.
(G)

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities)?

As noted in Section 3.3.1, the project site is served by pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities. The
proposed project would not adversely affect existing or proposed facilities, or conflict with adopted
policies, plans, and programs. As a commercial trip attracter, the proposed project is consistent
with the use identified for the project site in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan (City
of Palo Alto 2012). In addition, the proposed project would slightly improve the function of the
bike lane on Park Boulevard by removing a curb cut that exists on Park Boulevard. By limiting all
vehicle access to the site to the driveway on Grant Avenue, the proposed project would prevent
vehicle traffic from turning right across the bike lane on Park Boulevard, which would reduce the
potential for conflicts between bicyclists and motor vehicles. The proposed project would have no
impact with respect to alternative transportation.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same impacts as the Parking
Compliant project option described above.
(H)

Would the project cause a local (City of Palo Alto) intersection to deteriorate below
LOS D and cause an increase in the average stopped delay for the critical movements
by four seconds or more and the critical volume/capacity ratio (V/C) value to increase
by 0.01 or more?

As described under the discussion of Impact Statement A, the proposed project would not cause
a local intersection to deteriorate below LOS D, would not cause an increase in the average
stopped delay of at least four seconds, and would not cause the V/C ratio to increase by 0.01 or
more. The potential impact is less than significant.
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The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same or slightly reduced impacts to
local intersections as the Parking Compliant project option.
(I)

Would the project cause a local intersection already operating at LOS E or F to
deteriorate in the average stopped delay for the critical movements by four seconds
or more?

None of the local study intersections currently operate at less than LOS D. Under either the
Parking Compliant or the Parking Exemption options, the proposed project would have no
impact related to adding four or more seconds of delay to a local intersection already operating
at LOS E or F.
(J)

Would the project cause a regional intersection to deteriorate from an LOS E or better
to LOS F or cause critical movement delay at such an intersection already operating at
LOS F to increase by four seconds or more and the critical V/C value to increase by
0.01 or more?

Intersection #4 (El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road) is considered a regional
intersection. As discussed in Impact Statement B above, this intersection operates at LOS D
under existing conditions and is expected to operate at LOS E+ (in the AM peak-hour) and D- (in
the PM peak-hour) in the year 2015. The addition of proposed project traffic would not lower the
LOS to below level E. The potential impact is less than significant.
By slightly reducing trip generation from the project site, the Parking Exemption project option
would result in the same or slightly reduced traffic impacts as the Parking Compliant project
option, with LOS at study intersection #4 remaining at LOS E or better.
Note that this intersection would operate at LOS F in the PM peak-hour in year 2035 with project
scenario. The potential impacts under that scenario are evaluated in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts.
(K)

Would the project cause a freeway segment to operate at LOS F or contribute traffic in
excess of 1% of segment capacity to a freeway segment already operating at LOS F?

The proposed project would generate 246 new trips per day. In the project vicinity, US 101
carries approximately 206,000 vehicles per day. As an eight-lane facility, this volume indicates
LOS F conditions. To achieve LOS E conditions, an eight-lane facility could accommodate
160,000 vehicles per day. The project would generate fewer than 1,600 trips (1% of the segment
capacity). El Camino Real (State Route 82) carries 41,000 vehicles per day in the vicinity of the
project. As a six lane facility, this indicates LOS D conditions. The additional trips generated by
the project would not cause the LOS on El Camino Real to fall below LOS D. The potential
impacts would be less than significant.
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The Parking Exemption project option would generate slightly fewer vehicle trips than the
Parking Compliant option. Under the Parking Exemption option, the project would not add
trips that exceed 1% of segment capacity to US-101 and would not cause LOS on El
Camino Real to fall below LOS D. Therefore, the Parking Exemption option would result
in the same less than significant traffic impacts as the Parking Compliant project option
described above.
(L)

Would the project cause any change in traffic that would increase the Traffic Infusion
on Residential Environment (TIRE) index by 0.1 or more?

According to the trip distribution shown on Figure 3.3-4, the proposed project would not
directly increase traffic volumes on residential streets (as identified in the Comprehensive
Plan). Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to changes in the
TIRE index.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same trip distribution pattern as the
Parking Compliant project option described above and would also result in no impact related to
changes in the TIRE index.
(M)

Would the project cause queuing impacts based on a comparative analysis
between the design queue length and the available queue storage capacity?
Queuing impacts include, but are not limited to, spillback queues at project access
locations; queues at turn lanes at intersections that block through traffic; queues
at lane drops; queues at one intersection that extend back to impact other
intersections; and spillback queues on ramps?

Consistent with the VTA’s requirements, near‐term (Existing and Background) queuing impacts
have been evaluated and quantified by comparing the calculated queues for critical study
intersection movements. For this evaluation, the relative queues without and with the addition of
the proposed project are the primary focus.
For the queuing analysis, the anticipated vehicle queues for critical movements affected by the
addition of the proposed project were evaluated, as shown on the vehicle queue worksheets
included in the Traffic Impact Analysis appendices. Results of the queuing evaluation are
presented in Table 3.3-9.
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Table 3.3-9
Intersection Queuing Evaluation Results for Select Locations
AM Peak‐Hour
Available
95% Queue
Storage
feet (# cars)
Intersection / Analysis Scenario
Movement
#2, El Camino Real at California Avenue
EBL
Existing (2013)
120
154 (6)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
165 (7)
Background (2015)
171 (7)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
184 (8)
SBR
Existing (2013)
50
119 (5)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
122 (5)
Background (2015)
124 (5)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
126 (6)
SBL
Existing (2013)
+
143 (6)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
143 (6)
Background (2015)
151 (6)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
152 (6)
#3, El Camino Real at Grant Avenue
EBL
Existing (2013)
100
18 (1)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
18 (1)
Background (2015)
21 (1)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
22 (1)
#4, El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road
SBL
Existing (2013)
210
267 (11)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
269 (11)
Background (2015)
290 (12)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
292 (12)
NBL
Existing (2013)
340
680 (27)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
685 (27)
Background (2015)
726 (29)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
732 (29)
#5, Page Mill Road/Oregon Expressway at Park Boulevard
NBL
Existing (2013)
325
21 (1)
Existing plus Proposed Project (2013)
26 (2)
Background (2015)
24 (1)
Background plus Proposed Project (2015)
28 (2)

PM Peak‐Hour
Available
95% Queue
Storage
feet (# cars)

120

214 (9)
216 (9)
225 (9)
226 (9)

50

156 (6)
159 (6)
161 (7)
165 (7)

+

253 (10)
253 (10)
264 (11)
254 (11)

100

13 (1)
13 (1)
15 (1)
15 (1)

210

377 (15)
380 (15)
403 (17)
405 (17)

340

560 (22)
561 (22)
589 (24)
591 (24)

325

12 (1)
12 (1)
13 (1)
14 (1)

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology per Traffix, cited in Appendix G.
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As presented in Table 3.3-9, the addition of the proposed project adds minor additional queuing
to the study intersections. More specifically, at each study intersection approach the additional
queuing from the proposed project contributes less than one car length (25 feet).
None of the described conditions, including spillback across intersections, would occur. This
potential impact is less than significant.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in slightly reduced trip generation compared
to the Parking Compliant project option and would therefore result in the same or slightly shorter
vehicle queues, and impacts would be the same as under the Parking Compliant option.
(N)

Would the project impede the development or function of planned pedestrian or
bicycle facilities?

As discussed under criteria G, the proposed project would not impede the development of
planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities. The project would provide an effective sidewalk width
along Park Boulevard of greater than 10 feet and would eliminate one curb cut on Park
Boulevard that currently allows vehicles to turn right across the existing bicycle lane. The project
proposes to construct a bulb-out at the northwest corner of the Grant-Park intersection. This
bulb-out would improve the visibility of pedestrians at intersection corners and reduce the total
distance that pedestrians are required to cross. In reducing the total crossing distance, the
likelihood of a conflict between vehicles and pedestrians would also be reduced. The project
would have a less-than-significant impact related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same impacts as the Parking
Compliant project option described above.
(O)

Would the project impede the operation of a transit system as a result of congestion?

The primary transit service in the project vicinity is on California Avenue. As described above,
the proposed project would not introduce a substantial amount of traffic (none of the study
intersections would be significantly impacted) and would not create substantial congestion. The
potential impact is less than significant.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same or slightly reduced impacts as
the Parking Compliant project option described above.
(P)

Would the project create an operational safety hazard?

The proposed project would not introduce substantial volumes of vehicle traffic,
incompatible traffic (such as heavy equipment), or structures and facilities that would create
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a transportation safety hazard. The proposed project would have no impact with respect to
operational safety hazards.
The Parking Exemption project option would result in the same impacts as the Parking
Compliant project option described above.

3.3.5

Mitigation Measures

No significant traffic impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed project; therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

3.3.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Since no mitigation measures are required, impacts would remain less than significant.
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CHAPTER 4
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
4.1

INTRODUCTION

Although the environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant when that
project is considered independently, the combined effects of several projects may be
significant when considered collectively. Such impacts are considered “cumulative impacts.”
Section 15355 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines defines
cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (14 CCR 15000 et
seq.). Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for analyzing significant
cumulative impacts in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). According to this section of the
CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “need not provide as great detail as is
provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by
standards of practicality and reasonableness.” The discussion should also focus only on
significant effects resulting from the project’s incremental effects and the effects of other
projects. According to Section 15130(a)(1), “An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not
result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.”
However, substantial cumulative impacts more often result from the combined effect of past,
present, and future projects located in proximity to the project under review. Therefore, it is
important for a cumulative impacts analysis to be viewed over time and in conjunction with other
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments whose impacts might
compound or interrelate with those of the project under review.

4.2

METHODOLOGY

According to Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impact analysis may be
conducted and presented by either of two methods: (1) a list of past, present, and probable
activities producing related or cumulative impacts; or (2) a summary of projections contained in
an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document that
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions
contributing to the cumulative impact. Both approaches have been utilized in the cumulative
analysis presented in this chapter, as discussed below.
First the cumulative impacts analysis for cultural resources and hazardous materials is based on a list
of projects within the 2555 Park Boulevard project’s (proposed project’s) study area that either have
applications submitted or approved, are under construction, or have recently been completed. The
cumulative projects identified in the study area are listed in Table 4-1.
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Table 4-1
Cumulative Projects
Name/Location
1451–1601 California Avenue
Residential projects on Bryant Street
160 North California Avenue
200 Lowell Avenue and 450 Lowell Avenue
636 Middlefield Road
Residential projects on Middlefield Road
385 Sherman Avenue

195 Page Mill Road

441 Page Mill Road
2755 El Camino Real

3159 El Camino Real

Description
Demolition of 290,220 square feet of office / research and development space;
construction of 68 single-family and 112 multifamily dwelling units.
Several projects proposing modifications to, or demolition and reconstruction of,
existing single-family homes on Bryant Street.
Modification to existing single-family home.
Modification to existing single-family homes.
Demolition of one single-family home and construction of three new singlefamily homes.
Several projects proposing modifications to or demolition and reconstruction of
existing single-family homes on Middlefield Road.
Demolition of 21,600-square-foot office building and construction of a mixeduse building with four residential units, 51,020 square feet of office, and two
levels of underground parking.
Construction of 82 residential rental units in 104,174 square feet on the second and
third floors of a new three-story mixed use building (Park Plaza) with 47,917 square
feet of ground floor commercial use (primarily for research and development use,
but inclusive of up to 2,400 square feet of ground floor retail use, including space for
at least a 1,200-square-foot “retail food and beverage establishment”).
Construction of a 35,537-square-foot, three-story mixed-use building with retail,
office, rental residential units, and one level of underground parking.
Demolition of the existing Valley Transportation Authority parking lot and
construction of a four-story, 33,500-square-foot commercial building with three
levels of below grade parking.
Construction of a five-story, 55-foot-tall, 75,042-square-foot building, replacing
an existing 900-square-foot commercial building to establish 48 residential
apartment units, and commercial and retail uses on the 1.6-acre site. The
proposal includes retention of 6,661 square feet of floor area (3127 El Camino
Real) and the existing parking structure at 440 Portage Avenue. Parking spaces
provided for 223 vehicles would include mechanical parking lifts.

Second, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) methodology for considering
cumulative transportation impacts relies on use of a computer model that estimates future
cumulative traffic volumes based on expected changes in population and employment over time.
This projection-based approach is described further in the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix G
of this EIR). Adjustments were made to the model projections to remove a project that is no
longer considered reasonably foreseeable (27 University Avenue).

4.3

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The discussion below evaluates the potential for the proposed project to contribute to an adverse
cumulative impact on the environment. For issues addressed in this Draft EIR, the thresholds used
to determine significance are those presented in each of the sections of Chapter 3, Environmental
2555 Park Boulevard Project Draft EIR
August 2014
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Analysis. For each resource area, an introductory statement is made regarding what would amount
to a significant cumulative impact in that resource area. Discussion is then presented regarding the
potential for the identified cumulative projects to result in such a cumulative impact, followed by
discussion of whether the proposed project’s contribution to any cumulative impact would be
cumulatively considerable.
As described in Section 3.1 through 3.3 of this Draft EIR, both project options have the same
impacts; therefore, the cumulative impacts discussed below would be the same for either the
Parking Compliant or the Parking Exemption options.

4.3.1

Cultural and Historic Resources

A cumulative impact to cultural resources would occur if projects combine to adversely affect
one or more cultural resources listed or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR).
Cumulative impacts may result in a substantial, adverse change in the significance of a
resource, potentially jeopardizing its eligibility for listing on the NRHP and CRHR. As
described in Section 3.1, Cultural and Historic Resources, the proposed project would result in
a significant impact due to the demolition of the existing building on site, which is considered
to be a historic resource based on its eligibility for listing on the CRHR. There are no buildings
listed on the City of Palo Alto’s (City’s) Historic Inventory in the immediate project vicinity;
however, a building listed on the NRHP is located approximately 0.5 mile north of the project
site at 100 Waverly Oaks. Additionally, there are examples of Mid-Century Modern
architectural style in the vicinity of the project, though they are not listed on any cultural
resources list. However, these buildings are not anticipated to be physically altered or
otherwise impacted due to past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. Given the City’s
development history, it is likely that other buildings constructed in the early 1960s may be
altered or proposed for demolition, which could contribute to changes in architectural styles
and patterns in the City. However, many of these buildings have been already altered as part of
routine building maintenance and improvements and may not be eligible for listing on the
NRHP or CRHR. Finally, through recordation of the historic features and information,
knowledge of any historic structures would be retained. Therefore, while ongoing impacts to
cultural and historic resources may occur, the proposed project’s contribution to the ongoing
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

4.3.2

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would result from projects that
combine to increase exposure to hazards and hazardous materials. As described in Section 3.2,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would result in significant impacts
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related to the potential for disposal and accidental release of hazardous materials during
construction. In addition, the project could result in a significant impact during operation due to
the potential for vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater below the site. With
implementation of mitigation measures MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-8, impacts would be
reduced to below a level of significance.
Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the proposed project have the
potential to result in similar impacts due to the presence of contaminated groundwater and
hazardous materials in existing buildings that could be released during demolition or remodeling,
and the potential for use of hazardous materials. However, these projects would also be required
to comply with the applicable state and federal regulations pertaining to hazardous materials and
would be required to implement mitigation measures to ensure impacts remain below a level of
significance. Impacts related to the presence of contaminated groundwater are generally sitespecific in that there is potential for individuals to be exposed to trichloroethylene (TCE) through
migration of vapor from the groundwater into a building. Any TCE released to the outside air
would disperse quickly. Therefore, building construction in the cumulative scenario would not
contribute to a local or regional increase in health hazards associated with exposure to TCE.
Similarly, exposure to hazardous building materials during demolition or remodeling is a sitespecific issue, where individuals within or adjacent to the project site could be exposed to air
contaminants released through the demolition activities, but these activities would not lead to a
localized increase in air contaminant concentrations. Finally, based on existing general plan and
zoning designations, the land within the California-Olive-Emerson (COE) study area is not
expected to support land uses that use or transport substantial amounts of hazards material and
would not increase exposure to hazardous materials in the project vicinity. Therefore, impacts to
hazards and hazardous materials would not be cumulatively considerable.

4.3.3

Transportation and Traffic

Cumulative traffic impacts result when the vehicle trips contributed to the circulation system
from anticipated increases in population and employment exceed the capacity of the system.
As described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would not result
in any significant project-specific impacts to traffic. Under the Parking Compliant project
option, the project would generate a total of 246 new daily trips, with 35 new AM peak-hour
trips and 18 new PM peak-hour trips. In addition, both the Parking Compliant project option
and the Parking Exception project option meet the City’s parking requirements. Nonetheless,
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects have the potential to cause a substantial
increase in traffic in the vicinity of the proposed project, which could cause a significant
impact. The traffic analysis considered whether the project’s contribution to any significant
cumulative impact would be considerable.
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This analysis was conducted by adding peak‐hour traffic associated with the proposed project
to the Future (2035) traffic volumes and determining the resulting levels of service (LOS) at
each study intersection.
Future traffic volumes for the intersections of El Camino Real at California Avenue and El
Camino Real at Page Mill Road and Oregon Expressway were provided from the City’s 2035
traffic model. To achieve year 2035 traffic conditions for the intersections of Park Boulevard at
Grant Avenue and El Camino Real at Grant Avenue, 22 years of background traffic growth from
Existing (2013) Conditions were incorporated. In addition, completion of the exclusive
westbound left-turn lane at the Oregon Expressway intersection with Park Boulevard was
assumed in the Future (2035) Conditions (construction of this lane is a requirement of the 195
Page Mill Road project). As previously noted, traffic from a project that was determined to no
longer be considered as reasonably foreseeable, the 27 University Avenue project, was removed
from the projected traffic volumes generated by the City’s traffic model. Figure 4-1 provides the
AM and PM traffic volumes for the Future (2035) Conditions.
Peak-hour traffic associated with the proposed project was added to the Future (2035) traffic
volumes and levels of service were determined at the study intersections. Table 4-2 provides a
summary of the intersection analysis, and Figure 4-2 provides the AM and PM traffic volumes
for the Future (2035) Plus Proposed Project Conditions.
Table 4-2
Future (2035) Plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service
#
1

Intersection
Park Boulevard at Grant Avenue

2

El Camino Real at California Avenue

3

El Camino Real at Grant Avenue

4

El Camino Real at Oregon
Expressway/Page Mill Road

5

Oregon Expressway at Park Boulevard

6

Birch Street at Grant Avenue

Analysis
Scenario+
Future
Future+PP
Future
Future+PP
Future
Future+PP
Future
Future+PP
Future
Future+PP
Future
Future+PP

Traffic
Control
TWSCa
Signalb
TWSCa
Signal
TWSCa
AWSCb

AM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
12.5 (SB LTR)
B
13.3 (SB LTR)
B
14.8
B
15.0
B
81.2 (EB L)
F
83.9 (EB L)
F
58.0
E+
58.7
E+
32.7 (SB LTR)
D
32.7 (SB LTR)
D
12.8
B
12.9
B

PM Peak‐Hour
Delay (sec)
LOS
17.2 (SB LTR)
C
18.1 (SB LTR)
C
22.7
C+
22.8
C+
65.9 (WB L)
F
65.9 (WB L)
F
81.9
F
82.6
F
25.7 (SB LTR)
D
25.8 (SB LTR)
D
9.1
A
9.1
A

+

Future = Future (2035), Future. + PP = Future (2035) plus Proposed Project.
= Delay refers to average control delay for worst movement, noted in parentheses
b = Delay refers to average control delay for the entire intersection
TWSC = Two Way Stop‐Controlled, AWSC = All Way Stop-Controlled, SB= Southbound, EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, L= Left Turn
Movement, T= Through Movement, R= Right Turn Movement
Bold = Substandard
a
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As indicated in Table 4-2, the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the AM
and PM peak-hours in the 2035 with project scenario.
Although Intersection #3 (El Camino Real at Grant Avenue) would operate at LOS F in the AM
peak-hour, the addition of the proposed project increases the average control delay for the critical
movement by only 2.7 seconds and increases the movement’s volume/capacity (V/C) ratio by
0.015. This intersection would also operate at LOS F in the PM peak-hour during which the
addition of the proposed project does not increase the average control delay for the critical
movement or the movement’s V/C ratio. Therefore, the project’s contribution to traffic at this
intersection would be less than significant, as determined by the VTA standards of significance.
Intersection #4 (El Camino Real at Oregon Expressway/Page Mill Road) would operate at LOS F
in the PM peak-hour. The addition of the proposed project increases the average control delay for
the critical movement by only 0.7 seconds and increases the movement’s V/C ratio by 0.002.
These increases do not satisfy the VTA standards of significance, and the project’s contribution
to the cumulative impact at this intersection would be less than cumulatively considerable and
therefore less than significant.
Since the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of additional trips
compared to the cumulative background conditions, would not cause an increase in delay or
the V/C ratio that would exceed the VTA standards of significance, and would not cause the
LOS for an intersection to degrade, the proposed project’s contribution to a cumulative impact
would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant.
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CHAPTER 5
ALTERNATIVES
5.1

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Environmental
Impact Reports (EIRs) are required to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project,
or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). An EIR “must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation” (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). The alternatives discussion is required
even if these alternatives “would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives,
or would be more costly” (14 CCR 15126.6(b)).
The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence that the alternative
is in fact “feasible.” The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies with the decision
makers for a given project who must make the necessary findings addressing the feasibility of
alternatives for avoiding or substantially reducing a project’s significant environmental effects
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21081; see also 14 CCR 15091).

5.2

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The primary objectives of the 2555 Park Boulevard project (proposed project) are set forth in
Chapter 2, Project Description, of this Draft EIR and consist of the following:


Redevelop the 2555 Park Boulevard site with a safe, healthy, and energy efficient
building that meets current standards for structural design, site and building accessibility,
and hazardous materials.



Develop a new office building on the site that generates increased rental income and
supports the vision of the City’s Draft California Avenue Area Concept Plan, specifically
Goal CACP-3 which calls for promoting Park Boulevard as a hub of innovation and
entrepreneurship for small new companies and supports related planning initiatives such
as the Pedestrian Transit-Oriented Development (PTOD) overlay and Bicycle and
Pedestrian Transportation Plan.



Double the usable square footage of a transit-accessible site by increasing the building
height to three stories and providing parking at grade and underground.



Create a pedestrian and bicycle friendly street frontage with wide sidewalks, amenities,
and street trees.



Provide adequate parking to ensure the project is fully parked on site.
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5.3

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

This section discusses three alternatives to the proposed project, including the No Project
Alternative. The No Project Alternative is a required element of an EIR pursuant to Section
15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines that examines the environmental effects that would occur if
the project were not to proceed. The other alternatives are discussed as part of the “range of
reasonable alternatives.” The alternatives addressed in this section are listed below, followed by
a more detailed discussion of each:
1. No Project Alternative
2. Building Preservation Alternative
3. Pedestrian/Transit-Oriented Development (PTOD) Alternative
As described in Sections 3.1 through 3.3 of this Draft EIR, both project options have the same
impacts; therefore, the alternatives analysis discussed below would be the same for either the
Parking Compliant or the Parking Exemption options.

5.3.1

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition with
the existing 10,800-square-foot general office building and surface parking for 28 cars. No
demolition or construction would occur, and there would be no change in use or increase in
office space.
Cultural and Historic Resources
As described in Section 3.1, Cultural and Historic Resources, the proposed project could
result in significant impacts to unknown archaeological resources; however, mitigation
measure CUL-1 would ensure that impacts remain below a level of significance. In addition,
demolition of the existing building on the project site would result in a significant impact to a
historic resource, and although mitigation measure CUL-2 would reduce this impact, it
would still remain significant and unavoidable. The No Project Alternative would not involve
any demolition or excavation of the project site. The existing building, which has been
determined eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Places (CRHR), would
remain on the site with no alterations, and the existing aboveground parking lot would
remain. It is noted that the existing parking lot does not provide enough spaces to meet the
City’s parking standards for the existing office building on site. Since no demolition or
excavation of the site would occur, the No Project Alternative would have reduced impacts
on cultural resources compared to the proposed project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
As described in Section 3.2, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would result
in significant impacts related to the potential for disposal and accidental release of hazardous
materials during construction but these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with implementation of mitigation measures. In addition, the proposed project could result in a
significant impact during operation due to the potential for vapor intrusion from contaminated
groundwater below the site, but these impacts would also be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with implementation of mitigation measures. Specifically, implementation of mitigation
measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 would ensure that the project’s impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials would be reduced to below a level of significance. Under the No Project
Alternative, the existing building would not be demolished and construction of a new building
and parking garage would not occur. The existing building is known to contain lead- and
asbestos-containing materials, which would remain under this alternative and could pose a threat
to the public if released. However, the No Project Alternative would avoid impacts associated
with construction of the new building, as well as operational impacts associated with the
potential for contaminated groundwater to intrude through the subterranean parking garage. For
these reasons, the No Project Alternative would have a reduced potential to result in significant
impacts compared to the proposed project and would avoid the need to implement mitigation
measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8.
Transportation and Traffic
As described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would not result in
any significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required. Under the No Project
Alternative, there would be no increase in traffic since the square footage of office space would
remain unchanged. There would also be no increase in parking on the project site Traffic
conditions under the No Project Alternative would be similar to the proposed project overall, but
the potential project benefit of reducing demand for off-site parking would not be realized.
Relationship to Project Objectives
The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives since the site would
remain unchanged and the building would not meet current standards for design, access,
hazardous materials, or seismic safety. The No Project Alternative would not increase the usable
square footage and associated rental income of the site, nor would it enhance the street frontage
to create a pedestrian and bicycle friendly environment.
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5.3.2

Building Preservation Alternative

The Building Preservation Alternative would involve retrofitting the existing building instead
of demolishing it and building a new building. In order to bring the existing building up to
current codes, several improvements would be necessary, while others would not be feasible
due to site constraints. For example, 15 additional parking spaces would be needed to meet the
City of Palo Alto’s (City’s) code; however, the site cannot accommodate additional parking
spaces within its current limits. Some of the improvements to the existing building that would
be necessary under this alternative include seismic retrofitting, restroom upgrades, addition of
an elevator, replacement of the interior stairway (the current stairway is an open riser design,
which is typical for the Mid-Century architectural style but no longer meets the California
Building Code requirements), lead-based paint and asbestos removal, mechanical and electrical
system upgrades, and installation of interior fire safety sprinklers and building insulation.
Seismic retrofits could involve cross-bracing of the ground floor to provide lateral support for
the structure, which would alter the building’s appearance in a way that would adversely affect
the character of the Mid-Century Modern aesthetic. All activities to retrofit the building would
need to reflect consideration of the following factors to maximize preservation of the
building’s historic features:


Historic materials should be preserved and retained to the greatest extent possible and not
replaced wholesale in the process of seismic strengthening;



New seismic retrofit systems, whether hidden or exposed, should respect the character
and integrity of the historic building and be visually compatible with it in design; and,



Seismic work should be “reversible” to the greatest extent possible to allow removal for
future use of improved systems and traditional repair of remaining historic materials.

Further, retrofitting activities would be required to be conducted in compliance with The Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, which identify approaches for
working with historic buildings, including preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration. Coderequired work to make buildings functional and safe is an integral component of each approach
identified in the standards. While some seismic upgrading work is more permanent than reversible,
care must be taken to preserve historic materials to the greatest extent possible and for new work to
have a minimal visual impact on the historic appearance of the building.
Cultural and Historic Resources
As described in Section 3.1, the proposed project could result in significant impacts to unknown
archaeological resources; however, mitigation measure MM-CUL-1 would ensure that impacts
remain below a level of significance. In addition, demolition of the existing building on the
project site would result in a significant impact to a building determined eligible for listing on the
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CRHR and therefore considered to be a historic resource. Although mitigation measure CUL-2
would reduce this impact, it would still remain significant and unavoidable. The Building
Preservation Alternative would require extensive building repairs and retrofitting, as described
above, that may diminish some of the building historic qualities; however, the existing building
would not be demolished. Therefore, this alternative would reduce the impact on the historic
resource compared to the proposed project but would still result in a significant and unavoidable
impact on the historic resource.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
As described in Section 3.2, the proposed project would result in significant impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials, but these impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant
levels with implementation of mitigation measures. The project would result in impacts related to
the potential for disposal and accidental release of hazardous materials during construction and
impacts during operation due to the potential for vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater
below the site. With implementation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8, impacts
would be reduced to below a level of significance. The Building Preservation Alternative would
not involve demolition of the existing building, nor would it include a subterranean parking
garage. Although lead-based paint and asbestos could be removed under this alternative, overall
construction impacts would be reduced since the building would not be demolished and the site
would not be fully excavated for the parking garage. In addition, the potential impacts related to
contaminated groundwater would be reduced due to the absence of the subterranean parking
garage. For these reasons, the Building Preservation Alternative would have a reduced potential
to result in significant impacts compared to the proposed project. Mitigation measures HAZ-1
through HAZ-5 would be required under the Building Preservation Alternative, but mitigation
measures HAZ-6 through HAZ-8 would not be needed to ensure that all hazards and hazardous
materials impacts are reduced to less-than-significant levels.
Transportation and Traffic
As described in Section 3.3, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts and
no mitigation measures are required. Under the Building Preservation Alternative, there would
be no increase in traffic since the square footage of office space would remain unchanged.
However, the project site is currently under-parked and would continue to provide less parking
than is required by City code. Therefore, the Building Preservation Alternative would not
improve upon the current parking conditions. Overall, traffic conditions under the Building
Preservation Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, but the potential project
benefit of reducing demand for off-site parking would not be realized.
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Relationship to Project Objectives
The Building Preservation Alternative provides for improvements in the building to achieve
compliance with many code requirements. However it would not be feasible to comply with all
code requirements. This alternative would not meet the project objectives of increasing the
usable square footage of the site, improving the pedestrian and bicycle environment, or providing
adequate parking on the site.

5.3.3

PTOD Alternative

Under the PTOD Alternative, the project site would be rezoned as part of the California Avenue
PTOD Combining District, which allows for higher density residential uses within walking
distance of the California Avenue Caltrain station. The project site would be redeveloped as a
mixed-use development with both multifamily residential and commercial uses. Given the size of
the project site at 0.3 acre, the maximum development allowed under the PTOD Alternative
would include up to 12 dwelling units and approximately 16,000 square feet of commercial uses.
The maximum height of the new building would be 40 feet. Parking and open space would be
required to be provided on site per City standards. An underground parking garage would likely
be needed to accommodate the required number of spaces on the site.
Cultural and Historic Resources
As described in Section 3.1, the proposed project could result in significant impacts to unknown
archaeological resources; however, mitigation measure CUL-1 would ensure that impacts remain
below a level of significance. In addition, demolition of the existing building on the project site
would result in a significant impact to a historic resource (a building determined to be eligible for
listing on the CRHR), and although mitigation measure CUL-2 would reduce this impact, it
would still remain significant and unavoidable. Under the PTOD Alternative, the existing
building would be demolished and replaced with a new mixed-use development. The demolition
of the historic resource would result in a significant impact that would remain significant and
unavoidable after mitigation. This construction would have the same potential as the proposed
project to encounter unknown archeological resources. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources
would be similar to the proposed project.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
As described in Section 3.2, the proposed project would result in significant impacts that can be
reduced to less-than-significant levels related to the potential for disposal and accidental release
of hazardous materials during construction. In addition, operation of the proposed project could
result in a significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the
potential for vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater below the site. Implementation of
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mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 is required to ensure that impacts would be reduced
to less-than-significant levels. The PTOD Alternative would result in similar impacts during
construction due to the presence of lead and asbestos in the existing building that would be
demolished. Similarly, the PTOD Alternative would have similar operational impacts related to
the potential for intrusion from contaminated groundwater since underground parking would
likely be needed. For these reasons, the PTOD Alternative would have similar impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials as the proposed project.
Transportation and Traffic
As described in Section 3.3, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts and
no mitigation measures are required. The PTOD Alternative would allow for a mix of
multifamily residential and commercial uses on the site, which would generate an increase in
traffic compared to the existing conditions on the site. Based on trip generation rates from the
Institute of Traffic Engineers, the PTOD Alternative would be expected to generate a total of 31
trips during each of the peak hours. This is slightly less traffic than the proposed project would
generate. Additionally, given the pedestrian- and transit-oriented design required under the
PTOD Alternative, there might be a slight reduction in trip generation compared to the proposed
project. Since the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts to traffic and the
PTOD Alternative would generate less traffic than the proposed project, impacts under the
PTOD Alternative would also be less than significant.
Relationship to Project Objectives
The PTOD Alternative would meet some of the project objectives since it would redevelop the
site with a building that meets current standards and would increase the usable square footage of
the site. This alternative would also meet the objectives related to pedestrian and bicycle friendly
features and providing adequate parking.

5.4

SUMMARY MATRIX

A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each
alternative is provided in Table 5-1 to summarize the comparison with the proposed project. The
matrix also indicates whether the alternative meets the project objectives as defined in Chapter 2.
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Table 5-1
Alternatives Impact Summary

Environmental Issue
Cultural and Historic Resources

Proposed
Project Impacts
Before
Mitigation
S

Proposed
Project
Impacts with
Mitigation
S

S

LTS

LTS
Yes

LTS
Yes

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
Transportation and Traffic
Meets Most Project Objectives?

No Project
Alternative

Building
Preservation
Alternative

▼

▼1

PTOD
Alternative
▬

▼

▼

▬

▬
No

▬
No

▬
Yes

▲ Alternative is likely to result in greater impacts to issue when compared to proposed project.
▬ Alternative is likely to result in similar impacts to issue when compared to proposed project.
▼Alternative is likely to result in reduced impacts to issue when compared to proposed project.
LTS = Less-than-significant impact.
S = Significant impact.
1
In the Building Preservation Alternative, the impact to historic resources would remain significant and unavoidable.

5.5

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

As indicated in Table 5-1, the No Project Alternative and Building Preservation Alternative
would result in the least environmental impacts and would be the environmentally superior
alternatives. However, Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that if the
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. In this case, the
environmentally superior alternative is the Building Preservation Alternative.
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CHAPTER 6
OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
This chapter includes the following other considerations that are required to be discussed in an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR):


Effects Not Found to be Significant (Section 6.1)



Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts (Section 6.2)



Significant and Irreversible Environmental Effects (Section 6.3)



Growth Inducement (Section 6.4).

6.1

EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT

This section discusses California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental issue
areas that were found not to be significant during the Initial Study (IS) process. The IS was
released for public review along with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR on April 4,
2014. As described in the IS (Appendix A) and summarized below, the 2555 Park Boulevard
project (proposed project) would result in less-than-significant impacts or no impacts in the
following areas:


Aesthetics: The proposed project would not substantially alter any public views, remove
scenic resources, or create new sources of light and glare that could adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views. The proposed project would not substantially shadow any
public open space. Comments received on the NOP/IS addressed the potential for the
proposed building to create shadowing effects on neighboring private property. These
effects are considered to be less than significant. The majority of the portion of the
proposed building nearest to adjacent properties to the north complies with the 37-foot
height limit for this site, and the northeast corner of the building is stepped back
approximately 8 feet from the rest of the building faced along that plane. The tensile roof
terrace canopy is at least 55 feet south of the property line and would not cast substantial
shadows on adjacent private property.



Agricultural and Forest Resources: The project site is fully developed and does not
support agricultural or forest resources. There are no agricultural or forest resources in
the project vicinity. The proposed project would have no impact on these resources.



Air Quality: Air pollutant emissions during demolition and construction would remain
below the applicable daily standards, as demonstrated by the emissions modeling presented
in the IS. The project size is less than the applicable screening thresholds, indicating that
operational emissions would also remain below the applicable daily standards.
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Biological Resources: The project site is fully developed and biological resources on site
are limited to trees. The trees to be removed as part of the proposed project are not
species identified as “protected” under the City of Palo Alto’s (City’s) municipal code,
and their removal would not conflict with local ordinances. The proposed project would
have no impact on biological resources.



Geology, Soils, and Seismicity: No active or potentially active faults cross the project
site, the project site is not located in an area that is susceptible to earthquake-induced
liquefaction or landslides, and the site is now known to contain expansive soil.
Compliance with the California Building Code and the City’s standard conditions of
approval would ensure that impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity remain less
than significant.



Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2010
CEQA Guidelines establish screening thresholds based on project size to identify projects
that would have less-than-significant greenhouse gas emissions. For office land uses, the
screening size is 53,000 square feet. The proposed project would develop a 24,466square-foot office, indicating that operational emissions of greenhouse gases would
remain below the applicable daily standards.



Hydrology and Water Quality: The project site is fully developed, and the proposed
project would not substantially change the amount of impervious surface area on the
project site; nor would the project rely on groundwater for its water supply. The proposed
project would not alter existing grades in the area and would not change drainage patterns
or lead to increased erosion or sedimentation of nearby waterways. Compliance with the
City’s standard conditions of approval would ensure that impacts related to hydrology
and water quality would remain less than significant.



Land Use and Planning: The proposed project is consistent with the existing use of the
project site, and the proposed office land use is consistent with the existing general plan
and zoning designations for the site. The proposed project would have no impact related
to land use and planning.



Mineral Resources: The project site is fully developed and is not known to support
mineral resources. There are no known mineral resources in the project vicinity. The
proposed project would have no impact on these resources.



Noise: The proposed office building would not involve activities that generate substantial
levels of noise, and the primary sources of noise from the project would be construction
noise, traffic noise, and noise from rooftop mounted mechanical equipment. The IS states
that during construction, noise levels can be as high as 89 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at
50 feet from the noise source and that construction noise levels typically vary throughout
the day. With a typical exterior-to-interior noise attenuation of 25 dB, the construction
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noise levels would not expose adjacent residences to interior noise levels in excess of 64
dB, which is a level that does not substantially interfere with conversation and sleep.
Regarding noise during project operation, the analysis in the IS considers noise levels on
Park Boulevard and Grant Avenue and finds that noise levels would not change
substantially compared to existing conditions; the IS also states that noise generated by
the rooftop mechanical equipment must meet the City’s noise ordinance requirements for
maximum noise levels at the property lines. Specifically, the ordinance requires that noise
from rooftop equipment must be no more than 6 dB greater than the existing noise
conditions when measured at the property line. This ensures that noise increases would
remain less than significant. Finally, the noise generated by the on-site parking machines
would be contained within the parking garage, the walls of which would consist of 12inch thick poured in place concrete. The noise generated by the operation of the
mechanical parking lift is similar to that of a garage door opening and closing. This noise
would not be audibly different than existing noises in the project vicinity. Moreover, aAs
stated in the Charles M. Salter Associates memo included in Appendix H, the concrete
walls would provide approximately 60 dB of noise attenuation, resulting in
approximately 8 dB of noise from the parking machines being audible from outside the
building, which would be a less-than-significant increase. Based on this analysis and
compliance with the applicable requirements, the proposed project’s noise impacts on
neighboring land uses would be less than significant. Concerns were raised in the scoping
comments that noises from special events that may occur on the building’s rooftop
terrace could result in adverse impacts to neighbors associated with noise. Special events
are not a typical activity at office buildings. The rooftop terrace is proposed to be used for
employee breaks. The use of amplified sound on the terrace is not proposed. Any such
activities would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Noise Ordinance.


Population and Housing: The proposed project would not demolish or construct
residential dwelling units. The proposed building would support more employment
opportunities than can be accommodated in the existing building, but it would not
substantially increase employment in the City. The proposed project would have no
impacts related to population and housing.



Public Services: The proposed project would not impact the provision of public services
since it is located in an urban area that is currently served by the City, and it would not
cause an increase in population that would demand additional services. The proposed
project would have no impacts on public services.



Recreation: The proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in the use of
recreational facilities in the area or construct new recreational facilities. The proposed
project would have no impacts related to recreation.

2555 Park Boulevard Project Draft EIR
August 2014, revised April 2015

8194
6-3

6 – OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS



Utilities and Service Systems: The proposed project would not substantially increase the
demand on existing utilities and service systems, and no impacts to these services are expected.

Additional information and discussion regarding the effects found not to be significant can be
found in the IS, which is included as Appendix A of this EIR, and is available for review on the
City’s website at www.cityofpaloalto.org.

6.2

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Implementation of the project-specific mitigation measures identified in Chapter 3,
Environmental Analysis, would reduce all significant impacts to below a level of significance,
with the exception of the impact to historic resources. Mitigation measure CUL-2 would reduce
the impact; however, since the proposed project would demolish an eligible historic resource,
there is no feasible mitigation measure that would be sufficient to avoid a substantial adverse
change in the resource. Therefore, Impact CUL-2 would be significant and unavoidable.

6.3

SIGNIFICANT AND IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

The CEQA Guidelines mandate that the EIR must address any significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented
(14 CCR 15126(c)). An impact would fall into this category if:


The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources



The primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future
generations of people to similar uses



The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential
environmental incidents associated with the project



The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project results in
wasteful use of energy).

Determining whether the proposed project may result in significant irreversible changes requires a
determination of whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a way that there
would be little possibility of restoring them. The project site is currently developed and is located
within an urbanized area; therefore, as determined in the project’s IS, impacts to biological resources
would be less than significant. Because no significant mineral resources were identified within the
project site, no significant impacts related to these issues would result from development of the
project site. Natural resources in the form of building materials would be used in the construction of
the proposed project; however, their use is not expected to negatively impact the availability of these
resources. Due to the scale of the proposed project, the use of construction materials and
nonrenewable resources is not unusual or extraordinary, and, as a result, there would be no
significant irreversible environmental effects related to resource consumption during construction.
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On a permanent, long-term basis, the proposed project would consume energy; however, energysaving measures are included as part of the proposed project as described in Chapter 2, Project
Description. Therefore, this would not be considered a significant irreversible environmental change.

6.4

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

CEQA requires a discussion of ways in which the proposed project could be growth inducing.
The CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth inducing if it fosters economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing either directly or indirectly in the surrounding
environment (14 CCR 15126.2[d]). New employees from commercial or industrial development
and new population from residential development represent direct forms of growth. These direct
forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and inducing
additional economic activity in the area. A project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or
removing barriers to growth, or by creating a condition that attracts additional population or new
economic activity.
The proposed project would provide additional office space in the City by increasing the usable
office space by approximately 12,469 square feet. This increase in office space would
accommodate additional employees and could indirectly induce a small amount of growth
because some employees would seek housing and purchase foods and services in the area.
However, the potential for growth inducement due to the increase in office space is not
considered substantial because the scale of the expected increase in employment opportunities is
insufficient to trigger noticeable changes in the housing market or demand for local goods and
services. In addition, construction of the proposed project would be temporary and these shortterm construction jobs are anticipated to be filled by workers who, for the most part, reside in the
surrounding areas.
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CHAPTER 8
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