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Section 1 
Introduction 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The EIR Process Following Release of the Draft EIR 

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), was prepared by the City of Palo Alto (City) to disclose the potential environmental effects of 
the Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Project (SUMC Project).  
The Draft EIR, issued for public review on May 20, 2010, includes a description of the SUMC 
Project, an assessment of its potential effects, a description of possible mitigation measures to reduce 
significant effects that were identified in the Draft EIR, and a consideration of alternatives that could 
address potential impacts.  The SUMC Project would involve demolition, replacement, and expansion 
of existing medical facilities at the SUMC Sites, which are comprised of the 56-acre Main SUMC Site 
and the 9.9-acre Hoover Pavilion Site.  The SUMC Project sponsors are the Stanford Hospital and 
Clinics (SHC), the Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital (LPCH), and the Stanford University School of 
Medicine (SoM).  See below for a further description of the SUMC Project. 

The 69-day public review period for the Draft EIR began on May 20, 2010 and ended July 27, 2010.  
During this time frame, the document was reviewed by various State, regional, and local agencies, as 
well as by interested organizations and individuals.  Comment letters on the Draft EIR were received 
from 10 public agencies, three City Council members, three private organizations (including the 
SUMC Project sponsors), and 34 private individuals.  The public review period also included six 
Planning and Transportation Commission (Commission) hearings, five City Council hearings, one 
Architectural Review Board (ARB) hearing, and one Historic Resources Board (HRB) hearing, for a 
total of 13 public hearings.  The Commission and City Council hearings were open to the public and 
comments during the hearings were received from members of the public, commissioners, City 
Councilmembers, and members of the ARB and HRB.  Please see Section 2, List of Commentors, for 
a listing of all agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR. 

This document responds to written and oral comments on the Draft EIR that were raised during the 
public review period, and contains revisions intended to correct, clarify, and amplify the Draft EIR.  
The responses and revisions in this document substantiate and confirm or correct the analyses contained 
in the Draft EIR.  No new significant environmental impacts and no substantial increase in the severity 
of an earlier identified impact have resulted from responding to comments.  However, as a result of the 
Draft EIR review process, the previously identified significant and unavoidable level of service (LOS) 
impact on three Menlo Park intersections would now be reduced to less-than–significant levels through 
identified mitigation measures.  Also, the cumulative impacts pertaining to toxic air contaminants 
would now be less than significant.  Also, the SUMC Project’s contribution to global climate change 
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would now be less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation.  Lastly, the numbers of Protected 
Trees that would be removed by the SUMC Project and Tree Preservation Alternative have been 
clarified.  These changes to the previously identified significant and unavoidable impacts are discussed 
below and addressed in detail in Section 3 of this document.   

Together, the previously released Draft EIR and this “Responses to Comments” document constitute 
the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR).  As the lead agency, the City of Palo Alto must 
certify the Final EIR before action can be taken on the SUMC Project.  Certification requires that the 
lead agency make findings that the Final EIR complies with CEQA. 

Project Description 

The SUMC Project would demolish, renovate, and replace on-site structures, thereby adding 
approximately 1.3 million square feet of net new floor area, broken down as follows:  

 Demolition, renovation, and construction of SHC facilities, providing a net increase of 
approximately 824,000 square feet; 

 Demolition, renovation, and construction of LPCH facilities, resulting in approximately 
442,000 additional square feet;  

 Demolition of four existing SoM buildings and construction of three replacement buildings, 
with no net increase in square feet;  

 Demolition of shops and storage space, renovation of existing Hoover Pavilion, and net 
addition of approximately 46,000 square feet of new medical, office, research, clinic, and 
administrative facilities at the Hoover Pavilion Site for medical offices for community 
practitioners and SUMC-related medical offices, clinical facilities, and support uses;  

 Demolition of existing parking spaces and construction of 2,985 new and replacement spaces, 
for a net increase of 2,053 spaces to address additional demand for the SUMC Project, to be 
located in surface parking and above- and underground structures; 

 Construction of a new road connecting Sand Hill Road and Welch Road, and provision of 
interior driveways and improved circulation connections, including the extension of Quarry 
Road to Roth Way;  

 Widening of Welch Road by the addition of a third lane to accommodate left turns in both 
directions; and 

 Related on-site and off-site improvements. 

The SUMC Project sponsors have applied to the City for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, rezoning, 
architectural review, annexation of 0.75 acres adjacent to the SoM, and a possible Development 
Agreement.  In addition, the City may require a Conditional Use Permit for the SUMC Project.  The 
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EIR is intended to satisfy CEQA’s environmental review requirements applicable to the City’s approval 
of each of the requested entitlements, execution of the requested or required Development Agreement 
with the SUMC Project sponsors, subsequent City approvals and/or modifications to the SUMC Project 
as proposed, approvals by other responsible agencies, and construction and operation of the SUMC 
Project.  

Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.  Section 21100(b)(2)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that 
an EIR identify any significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the SUMC Project is 
implemented.  Most impacts identified for the SUMC Project would either be less than significant or 
could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  However, the Draft EIR, on pages S-93, 4-1, and 
5-2, identifies the following significant and unavoidable project-level and cumulative impacts, some of 
which would no longer be significant and unavoidable per revisions to the analysis:  

 Deterioration of intersection LOS during Peak Hour conditions at three Menlo Park 
intersections (Middlefield Road and Willow Road, Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road, and 
University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway).  However, per revisions to the LOS analysis, all 
significant intersection impacts from the SUMC Project would now be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with identified mitigation measures, and the SUMC Project would no longer 
have significant and unavoidable intersection LOS impacts; 

 Increased average daily traffic on four Menlo Park roadway segments, on Marsh Road, Sand 
Hill Road, Willow Road, and Alpine Road; 

 Emission of criteria air pollutants (NOx) during construction, on both a project level and 
cumulative level; 

 Emission of criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx, PM10) during operation, on both a project level 
and cumulative level;  

 Contribution to cumulative emissions of TACs.  However, per revisions to the cumulative TAC 
and fine particulate matter analysis, cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter and emissions 
would now be less than significant and the SUMC Project would no longer have significant and 
unavoidable cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter impacts; 

 Emission of greenhouse gases.  However, per revisions to the climate change analysis, the 
SUMC Project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable, and 
the SUMC Project’s consistency with the City of Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan would be 
less than significant with identified mitigation measures.  As such, the SUMC Project would no 
longer have a significant and unavoidable contribution to global climate change; 

 Temporary but substantial noise during construction, on both a project level and cumulative 
level; 
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 Emission of ambulance noise along a new route along Sand Hill Road into the proposed 
Durand Way extension, so that noise levels at roadside residences would increase by a level 
considered unacceptable under the City’s Comprehensive Plan; 

 Demolition of an historical structure, the 1959 Hospital Building complex (also referred to as 
the Stone Building complex), which is a significant and unavoidable impact on both a project 
and cumulative level; and 

 Removal of up to 74 Protected Trees, as defined in City of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection and 
Management Regulations, which is a significant and unavoidable impact on both a project level 
and a cumulative level. While the Draft EIR identified the loss of up to 71 Protected Trees, per 
revisions to the analysis, this number has been corrected to 74 Protected Trees. 

Additionally, the analysis of the Tree Preservation Alternative included pile-driving activities during 
construction.  It has been determined by the SUMC Project sponsors that pile-driving may be required 
in order to construct the replacement SHC Hospital.  Also the SUMC Project sponsors have identified 
the Tree Preservation Alternative as a preferred site plan such that, going forward, refinements to 
project design would focus on the site plan for the Tree Preservation Alternative.  As such, the Draft 
EIR addresses pile driving impacts under the Tree Preservation Alternative scenario.  The Draft EIR 
indicates that potential pile-driving activities would result in significant and unavoidable noise effects to 
nearby residents. 

Revisions to the Previously Identified Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.  As indicated above, 
some revisions to the previously identified significant and unavoidable impacts have resulted from 
responding to comments on the Draft EIR.  This Responses to Comments document addresses the 
following revisions: 

 First, the significant and unavoidable LOS impacts during Peak Hour conditions at three Menlo 
Park intersections (Middlefield Road and Willow Road, Bayfront Expressway and Willow 
Road, and University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway) has now been reduced.  After 
receiving input from the City of Menlo Park, the City of Palo Alto has now determined that the 
impact these intersections would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 2 in Section 3 of this document for a detailed explanation of this change 
to the Draft EIR. 

 Second, a revised analysis of cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter emissions has been 
completed for the SUMC Project using the methodology and thresholds established by the 2010 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines. This quantified 
analysis replaces the qualitative analysis in the Draft EIR and yields more accurate results, 
which show that all cumulative estimates for cancer risk, chronic non-cancer Health Indexes 
(HI), and annual average PM2.5 concentration would be below the BAAQMD cumulative 
significance thresholds for on-site patient receptors and maximally exposed off-site residential 
receptors within the zone of influence.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 3 in Section 3 of 
this document for a detailed explanation of this change to the Draft EIR. 
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 Third, the City has reevaluated the Draft EIR analysis of the SUMC Project’s greenhouse gas 
emissions.  The reevaluation has determined that, compared to the Business as Usual (BAU) 
scenario, the SUMC Project would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by more than 30 percent.  
Also, the SUMC Project would be consistent with the goals of the City’s Climate Protection 
Plan after implementation of identified mitigation measures.  As such, the SUMC Project’s 
contribution to global climate change would be less than cumulatively considerable after 
mitigation.  A major driver for the change in this conclusion is that the City has determined 
that, from a global perspective, increased patient/visitor trips would not constitute new trips 
that would result from the SUMC expansion.  This is because patients would be expected to 
seek medical treatment somewhere, even if the SUMC Hospitals were not expanded. Please 
refer to Staff-Initiated Change 4 in Section 3 of this document for a detailed explanation of this 
change to the Draft EIR. 

 Fourth, the City has clarified the number of Protected Trees to be removed by the SUMC 
Project.  The City has determined that a total of 74 Protected Trees would be removed under 
the SUMC Project, rather than 71 Protected Trees.  Under the Tree Preservation Alternative, 
up to 59 Protected Trees potentially would be removed.  Staff-Initiated Change 6, in Section 3 
of this document, provides this clarification under the SUMC Project and the Tree Preservation 
Alternative.  The significant and unavoidable conclusion in the Draft EIR would remain. 

Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR shall 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 a 
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  Therefore, in addition to the SUMC 
Project, the Draft EIR considers and evaluates seven alternatives, as well as variations on those 
alternatives, as enumerated below.  These alternatives are described in more detail in Section 5 of the 
Draft EIR. 

 No Project Alternative A: Retrofitting Only/ No New Structures.  Under No Project 
Alternative A, only those Hospital facilities that could be modified to meet the 2013 and 2030 
deadlines would be retrofitted.  No new buildings would be constructed.  In the long-term, 
portions of the Hospital facilities would not meet SB 1953 requirements for the 2030 deadline, 
and one or both of the Hospitals would be closed.  Under this alternative, there would be no 
new construction at the Hoover Pavilion Site and the interior of the existing Hoover Pavilion 
building would not need to be renovated to relocate the users of 1101 Welch Road.  No 
rezoning, annexation, or changes to existing land use designations would be required.  

 No Project Alternative B:  Replace SB 1953 Noncompliant Structures at Maximum 
Allowable FAR.  Under No Project Alternative B, Hospital facilities that are not compliant 
with OSHPD structural standards would be replaced with new structures.  New structures 
would be built out to the maximum size allowed under PF zoning.  In addition, the LPCH 
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would continue to use its existing facilities, with non-structural renovations made to 
noncompliant critical care areas.  No rezoning, annexation, or changes to existing land use 
designations would be required to replace the SB 1953 noncompliant buildings with the 
maximum allowable FAR.  It is assumed that No Project Alternative B would be completed by 
2015. 

 Reduced Intensity Alternative A:   Right-Size SHC and LPCH Facilities without Adding 
Beds.  Under Reduced Intensity Alternative A, noncompliant facilities would be demolished 
and replaced with new structures.  Construction of new Hospital facilities would be limited to 
the minimum additional square footage required to right-size the existing LPCH and SHC 
facilities without adding space for additional growth.  All other uses on the Main SUMC Site 
would remain the same as under current conditions, subject to minor seismic retrofit work.  In 
addition, the Hoover Pavilion would be internally renovated to accommodate additional clinic 
and office uses; however, no new structures would be constructed at this site.  Unlike the 
previous two alternatives, the implementation of Reduced Intensity Alternative A would require 
rezoning of the Main SUMC Sites to accommodate proposed development intensities because 
the PF-zoned area is almost entirely built out under existing conditions.   

 Reduced Intensity Alternative B:  Right-Size SHC and LPCH Facilities Plus Add Floor 
Area in an Amount Less Than the SUMC Project.  Reduced Intensity Alternative B would 
include all of the components of Reduced Intensity Alternative A, but would also include 
additional square footage for clinics/medical offices, research facilities, and other non-Hospital 
uses.  The additions under Reduced Intensity Alternative B would be approximately 60 percent 
of the floor area of the SUMC Project medical offices and 60 percent of the floor area of the 
SUMC Project Hospital space above the amounts needed for right-sizing.   

 Tree Preservation Alternative.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would seek to avoid the 
significant and unavoidable impact from the removal of Protected Trees, in particular, 
Protected Trees that are considered both biological and aesthetic tree resources (as defined in 
more detail in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources).  The Tree Preservation 
Alternative would have the same development program as the proposed SUMC Project, 
including the same site plan and square footages for the LPCH Hospital and clinic/medical 
office buildings and for the Hoover Pavilion Site.  In addition, the Tree Preservation 
Alternative would include the same square footages for the SHC Hospital and clinic/medical 
office buildings and the FIM 1 building as under the SUMC Project; however, the site plan and 
building footprints for the SHC and FIM 1 would be different to avoid the removal of 
Protected Trees.  As indicated above, the SUMC Project sponsors have identified the Tree 
Preservation Alternative as a preferred site plan such that, going forward, refinements to 
project design would focus on the site plan for the Tree Preservation Alternative.   

 Historic Preservation Alternative.  The Historic Preservation Alternative would seek to avoid 
the SUMC Project’s significant and unavoidable impact from demolition of the Stone Building 
complex, which is considered a historic resource.  Under the Historic Preservation Alternative, 
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the Stone Building complex would be used as clinics, medical offices and SoM research labs, 
and not used as hospital buildings, as defined by the Office of Statewide Health Planning and 
Development (OSHPD).  As such, all Hospital functions would be moved out of the 1959 
Hospital Building complex, as is contemplated under the SUMC Project, and the new SHC and 
LPCH Hospital buildings would be constructed.     

 Village Concept Alternative.  The Village Concept Alternative would include the SUMC 
Project as proposed, but in addition would provide opportunities to enhance the SUMC Project 
by creating a more walkable, bikeable, mixed-use, transit-oriented, and well-connected urban 
environment.  The Village Concept Alternative includes City recommendations that 490 
previously approved, but not yet constructed, housing units along Quarry Road and Pasteur 
Drive, on Stanford lands, be affordable units that would be dedicated for occupancy by SUMC 
Project employees.  Under the City’s recommendation, these housing units would be 
constructed within two to four years after the issuance of building permits for the SUMC 
Project.  The Village Concept Alternative would also include specific pedestrian linkages 
between the SUMC Project, the Stanford Shopping Center, Stanford University, the PAITS, 
and downtown, with corresponding urban design recommendations.   

In addition to the No Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR identifies Reduced Intensity Alternative A as 
the environmentally superior SUMC Project alternative.  The alternatives as presented in the Draft EIR 
are examples of potentially feasible alternatives that would reduce the impacts of the SUMC Project, 
attempt to meet the majority of objectives, and promote a functional site plan.  Therefore, the 
alternatives included in the Draft EIR represent a range of reasonable alternatives to the SUMC 
Project, but are not meant to limit the City Council and the Commission in determining the best option 
for the SUMC Project.  It is at the discretion of City Council whether to approve portions of the 
proposed alternatives that would mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts, while rejecting 
the alternatives that are deemed to be infeasible.  As such, the final SUMC Project could be the SUMC 
Project as proposed in the Draft EIR, an alternative to the SUMC Project, or a combination of the 
SUMC Project and different alternatives. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT  

Under CEQA, the City is required, after completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain 
comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the SUMC Project, and to 
provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  As the lead agency, the 
City of Palo Alto is also required to respond to significant environmental issues raised in the review 
and consultation process. 

This Responses to Comments document has been prepared to respond to public agency and general 
public comments received on the Draft EIR for the SUMC Project, which was circulated for a 69-day 
public review period, May 20, 2010 to July 27, 2010, and to respond to comments received at the 13 
hearings that took place during that same time period.  This document contains the public comments 
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received on the Draft EIR, written responses to those comments, and changes made to the Draft EIR in 
response to the comments.   

The Responses to Comments document provides clarification and further substantiation for the analysis 
and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, the responses correct and remedy minor 
technical mistakes or errors identified in the Draft EIR.  The purpose of the Responses to Comments 
document is to address concerns raised about the adequacy of the Draft EIR and the process by which 
the City of Palo Alto conducted the CEQA process.  Comments that express an opinion about the 
merits of the SUMC Project or SUMC Project alternatives, rather than the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
of the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA, are not examined in this document.  This document 
does not provide a response regarding the merits of the SUMC Project or SUMC Project alternatives.  
Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines stipulates that responses should pertain to major or significant 
environmental issues raised by commentors.  As explained earlier, the previously released Draft EIR 
and this “Responses to Comments” document constitute the Final EIR.  

1.3 HOW TO USE THIS REPORT 

This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and consists 
of six sections:  (1) Introduction, (2) List of Commentors, (3) Staff-Initiated Changes and Master 
Responses, (4) Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR, (5) Responses to Oral Comments on 
the Draft EIR, and (6) Revisions to the Draft EIR.  Section 1 reviews the purpose and contents of this 
Responses to Comments document.  Section 2 lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals 
who submitted comments on the Draft EIR.  In addition, Section 3 provides Staff-Initiated Changes and 
Master Responses to comments that were raised on multiple occasions and warrant a single 
comprehensive response.  Following the Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses, Section 4 
contains each comment letter and written response to the individual comments.  Section 5 contains 
comments made by speakers at the public hearings during circulation of the Draft EIR, and the 
responses to these comments.  In Sections 4 and 5, specific comments within each comment letter or 
oral testimony at the public hearings have been bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter or 
transcript.  Each commentor has been assigned a discrete comment letter or speaker number, as listed 
in Section 2.  Responses to each of these comments follow each comment letter in Section 4 and follow 
the transcripts reproduced in Section 5.  For the most part, the responses provide explanatory 
information or additional discussion of text in the Draft EIR.  In some instances, the response 
supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for accuracy or clarification.  New text that has 
been added to the Draft EIR is indicated with underlining.  Text that has been deleted is indicated with 
strikethrough.  Finally, Section 6 provides a comprehensive listing of the text changes to the Draft EIR 
that have resulted from responding to comment or staff-initiated changes.    
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Section 2 
List of Commentors 

2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Comment letters on the Draft EIR were received from 10 public agencies, three City Council members, 
three private organizations, and 34 individuals, as listed below.  The public agencies, organizations, and 
individuals listed below are in the order that their comments are presented in Section 4 of this document.  
Following this list, an alphabetized list of these agencies, organizations, and individuals is provided in 
order to help the commentor find their responses more easily. 

Public Agencies 

1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Scott 
Morgan (letter dated July 7, 2010)   

2. Department of Toxic Substances, Andrew Berna-Hicks, P.E. (letter dated June 7, 2010) 

3. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Michael T. Burns (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

3a.  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, CMA Planning Department, Robert 
Swierk, AICP (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

4. Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County, Dunia Noel (letter dated June 
17, 2010) 

5. County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department, Jim Eggemeyer (letter dated July 
27, 2010) 

6. County of San Mateo Manager, David Boesch (letter dated August 2, 2010) 

7. City of East Palo Alto Community Development Department, Planning Division, Brent 
Butler (letter dated July 26, 2010) 

8. City of Menlo Park, Richard Cline, Mayor (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

9. Town of Portola Valley, Stephen Toben, Mayor (letter dated July 21, 2010) 

10. Palo Alto Unified School District, Kevin Skelly, Ph.D. (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

11. City of Palo Alto Utilities Department, Water-Gas-Wastewater Engineering, Roland Ekstrand 
(letter dated August 2, 2010) 

City Council Letters 

12. Councilmember Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated June 14, 2010)   

13. Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) 
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14. Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) 

15. Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) 

16. Councilmember Greg Schmid, City Council (letter dated June 30, 2010) 

17. Councilmember Greg Schmid, Mayor Patrick Burt, and Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, 
City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) 

18. Councilmember Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

19. Councilmember Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

Private Organizations 

20. Committee for Green Foothills, Brian A. Schmidt (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

21. Middlefield North Neighborhood Association, John Guislin (letter dated May 21, 2010) 

22. Stanford University Medical Center, Michael J. Peterson (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

22a. Stanford University Medical Center, Barbara Schussman (letter dated February 24, 
2009)   

22b.  Stanford University Medical Center, Michael J. Peterson (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

22c.   Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated January 9, 2010)   

22d.   Stanford University Medical Center, Barbara Schussman (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

22e.   Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated July 20, 2010)   

Individuals 

23. Brian and Susan Anuskewicz (letter dated July 27, 2010)  

24. Dorothy Bender (letter dated July 23, 2010) 

25. Melvin and Aviva Bernstein (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

26. Charlie Bourne (letter dated July 24, 2010) 

27. Irv Brenner (letter dated July 21, 2010) 

28. Beth Bunnenberg (letter dated July 22, 2010) 

29. Diane Churchill (letter dated June 10, 2010) 

30. Katrina and James Currier (letter dated July 21, 2010) 

31. Janet Davis (letter dated May 22, 1010) 

32. Janet Davis (letter dated June 22, 2010) 

33. Janet Davis (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

34. Natalie Fisher (letter dated May 25, 2010) 
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35. Margaret Fruth (letter dated August 26, 2010) 

36. Michael Griffin (letter dated June 24, 2010) 

37. Michael Griffin (letter dated July 12, 2010) 

38. Ken Hake (letter dated July 21, 2010) 

39. David Haray (Letter dated July 19, 2010) 

40. Alan Hess (letter dated July 26, 2010) 

41. Richard Heydt (letter dated July 23, 2010) 

42. John Hultgren (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

43. Tom Jordan (letter dated July 15, 2010) 

44. Tom Jordan (letter dated July 21, 2010) 

45. Yoriko Kishimoro (letter dated July 15, 2010) 

46. Libby Lucas (letter dated July 23, 2010) 

47. Libby Lucas (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

48. Wayne Martin (letter dated June 5, 2010) 

49. Wayne Martin (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

50. Wayne Martin (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

51. Stepheny McGraw (letter dated July 8, 2010) 

52. Doug Moran (letter dated May 24, 2010) 

53. Bob Moss (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

54. Stephanie Munoz (letter dated June 29, 2010) 

55. Sidney Overland (letter dated July 22, 2010) 

56. Nancy Peterson (letter dated May 22, 2010) 

57. Richard Placone (letter dated July 10, 2010) 

58. Rich Rollins (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

59. Steve Schmidt (letter dated July 6, 2010) 

60. Jeannie and Tony Seigman (letter dated July 25, 2010) 

61. David A. Stonestrom (letter dated July 27, 2010) 

62. Soa Tsung, MD (letter dated May 28, 2010) 

63. Jaya Virmani, MD (letter dated May 28, 2010)   
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Alphabetical List of Public Agencies, City Council, Private Organizations, and Individuals 
Submitting Written Comments on the Draft EIR 

Brian and Susan Anuskewicz (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 23 

Dorothy Bender (letter dated July 23, 2010) – Letter 24 

Andrew Berna-Hicks, P.E., Department of Toxic Substances (dated June 7, 2010) – Letter 2  

Melvin and Aviva Bernstein (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 25 

David Boesch, County of San Mateo Manager (letter dated August 2, 2010) – Letter 6 

Charlie Bourne (letter dated July 24, 2010) – Letter 26 

Irv Brenner (letter dated July 21, 2010) – Letter 27 

Beth Bunnenberg (letter dated July 22, 2010) – Letter 28 

Michael T. Burns, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (letter dated July 27, 2010) –Letter 3 

Brent Butler, City of East Palo Alto Community Development Department, Planning Division (letter 
dated July 26, 2010) – Letter 7 

Diane Churchill (letter dated June 10, 2010) – Letter 29 

Richard Cline, Mayor, City of Menlo Park (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 8 

Katrina and James Currier (letter dated July 21, 2010) – Letter 30 

Janet Davis (letter dated May 22, 1010) – Letter 31 

Janet Davis (letter dated June 22, 2010) – Letter 32 

Janet Davis (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 33 

Jim Eggermeyer, County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department (letter dated July 27, 
2010) – Letter 5 

Roland Ekstrand, City of Palo Alto Utilities Department (letter dated August 2, 1010) – Letter 11 

Natalie Fisher (letter dated may 25, 2010) – Letter 34 

Margaret Fruth (letter dated August 26, 2010) – Letter 35 

Michael Griffin (letter dated June 24, 2010) – Letter 36 

Michael Griffin (letter dated July 12, 2010) – Letter 37 

John Guislin, Middlefield North Neighborhood Association (letter dated May 21, 2010) – Letter 21 

Ken Hake (letter dated July 21, 2010) – Letter 38 

David Haray (Letter dated July 19, 2010) – Letter 39 

Alan Hess (letter dated July 26, 2010) – Letter 40 

Richard Heydt (letter dated July 23, 2010) – Letter 41 

Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated June 14, 2010) – Letter 12 
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Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 18 

Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 19 

John Hultgren (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 42 

Tom Jordan (letter dated July 15, 2010) - Letter 43 

Tom Jordan (letter dated July 21, 2010) - Letter 44 

Yoriko Kishimoro (letter dated July 15, 2010) – Letter 45 

Libby Lucas (letter dated July 23, 2010) – Letter 46 

Libby Lucas (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 47 

Wayne Martin (letter dated June 5, 2010) – Letter 48 

Wayne Martin (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 49 

Wayne Martin (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 50 

Stepheny McGraw (letter dated July 8, 2010) – Letter 51 

Doug Moran (letter dated may 24, 2010) – Letter 52 

Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (dated July 7, 2010) 
– Letter 1 

Bob Moss (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 53 

Stephanie Munoz (letter dated June 29, 2010) – Letter 54 

Dunia Noel, Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County (letter dated June 17, 
2010) – Letter 4  

Sidney Overland (letter dated July 22, 2010) – Letter 55 

Michael J. Peterson, Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 22  

Michael J. Peterson, Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated July 27, 2010)  - Letter 22b 

Nancy Peterson (letter dated May 22, 2010) – Letter 56 

Richard Placone (letter dated July 10, 2010) – Letter 57 

Rich Rollins (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 58 

Councilmember Greg Schmid, City Council (letter dated June 30, 2010) – Letter 16 

Councilmember Greg Schmid, Mayor Patrick Burt, and Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City 
Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) – Letter 17 

Brian A. Schmidt, Committee for Green Foothills (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 20 

Steve Schmidt (letter dated July 6, 2010) – Letter 59 

Barbara Schussman, Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated February 24, 2009) – Letter 
22a   
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Barbara Schussman, Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 22d  

Jeannie and Tony Seigman (letter dated July 25, 2010) – Letter 60 

Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) – Letter 13 

Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) – Letter 14 

Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010) – Letter 15 

Kevin Skelly, Ph.D., Palo Alto Unified School District (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 10 

David A. Stonestrom (letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 61 

Robert Swierk, AICP, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority CMA Planning Department 
(letter dated July 27, 2010) – Letter 3a 

Stephen Toben, Mayor, Town of Portola Valley (letter dated July 21, 2010) 

Soa Tsung, MD (letter dated May 28, 2010) – Letter 62 

Jaya Virmani, MD (letter dated May 28, 2010) – Letter 63 

2.2 COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Comments were received at six Planning and Transportation Commission (Commission) hearings, five 
City Council hearings, one Architectural Review Board (ARB) hearing, and one Historic Resources 
Board (HRB) hearing, for a total of 13 public hearings. In delineating the discrete comments received at 
the public hearings, the following codes have been used to identify commentors and comments; these 
codes are reflected in the transcripts from the public hearings:  

PTC  –  Comments made at the Planning and Transportation Commission hearings 

CC  –  Comments made at the City Council hearings 

ARB  –  Comments made at the Architectural Review Board hearing 

HRB  –  Comments made at the Historic Resources Board hearing 

PTC1 – Planning and Transportation Commission hearing (June 2, 2010) 

The following commissioners provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber – Chair 

Susan Fineberg 

Eduardo Martinez  

Arthur Keller 

Lee Lippert 

Greg Tanaka 
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In addition to the commissioners, the following members of the public provided comments on the Draft 
EIR during this hearing: 

Robert Moss 

Sherri Sager 

PTC2 – Planning and Transportation Commission hearing (June 9, 2010) 

The following commissioners provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber – Chair 

Eduardo Martinez  

Arthur Keller 

Greg Tanaka 

No members of the public provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing. 

PTC3 – Planning and Transportation Commission hearing (June 16, 2010) 

The following commissioners provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber – Chair 

Arthur Keller 

Lee Lippert 

Eduardo Martinez 

Susan Fineberg 

Greg Tanaka 

In addition to the commissioners, the following members of the public provided comments on the Draft 
EIR during this hearing: 

Michael Griffin 

Robert Moss 

PTC4 – Planning and Transportation Commission hearing (June 24, 2010) 

The following commissioners provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber – Chair 

Arthur Keller 

Lee Lippert 
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Eduardo Martinez 

Susan Fineberg 

Greg Tanaka 

In addition to the commissioners, the following members of the public provided comments on the Draft 
EIR during this hearing: 

Michael Griffin 

PTC5 – Planning and Transportation Commission hearing (June 30, 2010) 

The following commissioners provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber- Chair 

Arthur Keller 

Susan Fineberg 

Greg Tanaka 

Eduardo Martinez 

In addition to the commissioners, the following members of the public provided comments on the Draft 
EIR during this hearing: 

Robert Moss 

PTC6 – Planning and Transportation Commission hearing (July 7, 2010) 

The following commissioners provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Arthur Keller 

Eduardo Martinez 

Susan Fineberg 

Lee Lippert 

Daniel Garber – Chair 

Greg Tanaka 

In addition to the commissioners, the following members of the public provided comments on the Draft 
EIR during this hearing: 

Robert Moss 
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CC1 – City Council hearing (June 7, 2010) 

The following City Councilmembers provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Sid Espinosa – Vice Mayor 

Karen Holman 

Nancy Shepherd 

Gregory Scharff 

Greg Schmid 

In addition to the Councilmembers, the following Commissioner and members of the public provided 
comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Eduardo Martinez – Planning and Transportation Commissioner 

Larry Taylor  

Crystal Gamage 

Stephen Player 

Stephanie Munoz 

Mark Lawrence 

Brian Steen 

Joseph Hopkins 

Jim Rebosio 

Alison Cormack 

Craig Thom 

Susie Thom 

Robert Moss 

CC2 – City Council hearing (June 14, 2010) 

The following City Councilmembers provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Patrick Burt – Mayor 

Karen Holman 

Gail Price 

Gregory Scharff 

Greg Schmid 

Yiaway Yeh 
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In addition to the Councilmembers, the following Commissioner and members of the public provided 
comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Eduardo Martinez – Planning and Transportation Commissioner 

Stanley Mayerson 

Brian Schmidt 

Robert Moss 

Stephanie Munoz 

A. Gladys Stavn 

CC3 – City Council hearing (July 12, 2010) 

The following City Councilmembers provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Patrick Burt – Mayor 

Sid Espinosa – Vice Mayor 

Karen Holman 

Gail Price 

Gregory Scharff 

Greg Schmid 

Nancy Shepherd 

Yiaway Yeh 

In addition to the Councilmembers, the following Commissioner and members of the public provided 
comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber – Chair 

Walt Hays 

Arden Anderson 

Harry Dennis 

Hal Mickelson 

Michael Griffin 

Traci Fallecker 

Carn Cappel 

Alan Grundmann 

Michele Grundmann 
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Nancy Peterson 

Boyd Smith  

Norman Beamer  

Stephanie Munoz 

Tom Jordan 

Robert Moss 

CC4 – City Council hearing (July 19, 2010) 

The following City Councilmembers provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Patrick Burt – Mayor 

Sid Espinosa – Vice Mayor 

Karen Holman 

Gail Price 

Gregory Scharff 

Greg Schmid 

Yiaway Yeh 

In addition to the Councilmembers, the following members of the public provided comments on the Draft 
EIR during this hearing: 

David Haray 

Beth Bunnenberg 

CC5 – City Council hearing (July 26, 2010) 

The following City Councilmembers provided comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Patrick Burt – Mayor 

Karen Holman 

Gail Price 

Gregory Scharff 

Nancy Shepherd 

In addition to the Councilmembers, the following Commissioner and members of the public provided 
comments on the Draft EIR during this hearing: 

Daniel Garber – Chair 
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Michael Weiland 

Adele Ullman 

Paul Cole  

Bonnie Balfour 

Mary Ann Carmack 

Bruce Codding 

Fred Taleghani 

Richard Greene 

George Liddle 

Howard Wolf 

Beth Bunnenberg 

Raymond Neal 

Bruce Baker 

Robert Moss 

Herb Borock  

Stephanie Munoz 

ARB1- Architectural Review Board Hearing (July 1, 2010) 

The following Architectural Review Board Members provided comments on the Draft EIR during this 
hearing: 

Alexander Lew – Chair 

Clare Malone Prichard – Vice Chair 

Judith Wasserman 

Heather Young 

HRB1- Historic Resources Board Hearing (July 7, 2010) 

The following Historic Resources Board Members provided comments on the Draft EIR during this 
hearing: 

David Bower – Chair 

Natalie Loukianoff – Vice Chair 

Martin Bernstein 

Beth Bunnenberg 
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Roger Kohler 

Michael Makinen 

Alphabetical List of Commissioners, City Councilmembers, ARB Members, HRB Members, and 
Individuals Submitting Oral Comments on the Draft EIR 

Arden Anderson, Public- CC3 

Bruce Baker, Public – CC5 

Bonnie Balfour, Public –CC5 

Norman Beamer, Public – CC3 

Martin Bernstein, Board Member, Historic Resources Board – HRB1 

Herb Borock, Public - CC5 

David Bower, Chair, Historic Resources Board- HRB1 

Beth Bunnenberg, Historic Resource Board – HRB1 

Beth Bunnenberg, Public – CC4, CC5 

Patrick Burt, Mayor, City Council – CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5 

Caren Cappell, Public – CC3 

Mary Ann Carmack, Public – CC5 

Bruce Codding, Public – CC5 

Paul Cole, Public – CC5 

Alison Cormack, Public – CC1 

Harry Dennis, Public – CC3 

Sid Espinosa, Vice Mayor, City Council – CC1, CC3, CC4 

Traci Fallecker, Public – CC3 

Susan Fineberg, Commissioner, Planning and Transportation Commission – PTC1, PTC3, PTC4, 
PTC5, PTC6 

Crystal Gamage, Public – CC1 

Daniel Garber, Chair, Planning and Transportation Commission – PTC1, PTC2, PTC3, PTC4, 
PTC5, PTC6, CC3, CC5 

Richard Greene, Public - CC5 

Michael Griffin, Public – PTC3, PTC4, CC3 

Alan Grundmann, Public – CC3 

Michele Grundmann, Public – CC3 

David Haray, Public – CC4 
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Walt Hays, Public – CC3 

Karen Holman, Councilmember, City Council – CC1, CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5 

Joseph Hopkins, Public – CC1 

Tom Jordan, Public – CC3 

Arthur Keller, Commissioner, Planning and Transportation Commission – PTC1, PTC2, PTC3, 
PTC4, PTC5, PTC6 

Roger Kohler, Boardmember, Historic Resources Board – HRB1 

Mark Lawrence, Public – CC1 

Alexander Lew, Chair, Architectural Review Board – ARB1 

George Liddle, Public – CC5 

Lee Lippert, Commissioner, Planning and Transportation Commission – PTC1, PTC3, PTC4, PTC6 

Natalie Loukianoff, Vice Chair, Historic Resources Board – HRB1 

Michael Makinen, Boardmember, Historic Resources Board – HRB1 

Eduardo Martinez, Commissioner, Planning and Transportation Commission – PTC1, PTC2, PTC3, 
PTC4, PTC5, PTC6, CC1, CC2 

Stanley Mayerson, Public – CC2 

Hal Mickelson, Public – CC3 

Robert Moss, Public – PTC1, PTC3, PTC5, PTC6, CC1, CC2, CC3, CC5  

Stephanie Munoz, Public – CC1, CC2, CC3, CC5 

Raymond Neal, Public – CC5 

Nancy Peterson, Public – CC3 

Stephen Player, Public – CC1 

Gail Price, Councilmember, City Council – CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5 

Clare Malone Prichard, Vice Chair, Architectural Review Board – ARB1 

Jim Rebosio, Public – CC1 

Sheri Sager, Public – PTC1 

Gregory Scharff, Councilmember, City Council – CC1, CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5 

Greg Schmid, Councilmember, City Council – CC1, CC2, CC3, CC4 

Brian Schmidt, Public – CC2 

Nancy Shepherd, Councilmember, City Council – CC1, CC3, CC5 

Boyd Smith, Public – CC3 

A. Gladys Stavn, Public – CC2 
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Brian Steen, Public – CC1 

Fred Taleghani, Public – CC5 

Greg Tanaka, Commissioner, Planning and Transportation Commission – PTC 1, PTC2, PTC3, 
PTC4, PTC5, PTC6 

Larry Taylor, Public – CC1 

Craig Thom, Public – CC1 

Susie Thom, Public – CC1 

Adele Ullman, Public – CC5 

Judith Wasserman, Boardmember, Architectural Review Board – ARB1 

Michael Weiland, Public – CC5 

Howard Wolf, Public – CC5 

Yiaway Yeh, Councilmember, City Council – CC2, CC3, CC4 

Heather Young, Boardmember, Architectural Review Board – ARB1 
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Section 3 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section presents changes and additions to the Draft EIR that City of Palo Alto (City) staff have 
identified as necessary to correct errors, revisit impact assumptions, or to offer further explanation.  
These changes are referred to here as Staff-Initiated Changes.  This section also contains Master 
Responses to address comments that were raised repeatedly and provide information in a 
comprehensive, easily-located discussion that clarifies and elaborates upon the analyses in the Draft 
EIR.  The Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses presented below address the following topics. 

Staff-Initiated Changes 

 Staff-Initiated Change 1: Quantified SUMC Project Transit Analysis 

 Staff-Initiated Change 2:  Changes to Intersection Impact Conclusions  

 Staff-Initiated Change 3:  Changes to Analysis of Cumulative Health Risk from Toxic Air 
Contaminants  

 Staff-Initiated Change 4:  Changes to Calculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change Analysis of the SUMC Project and its 
Alternatives 

 Staff-Initiated Change 5:  Impacts of the Proposed Hoover Pavilion Renovation and Site 
Development on the Hoover Pavilion’s Potential Status as a 
Historic Resource  

 Staff-Initiated Change 6:  Changes to Protected Tree Numbers and Mitigation Measures 
Under the SUMC Project and the Tree Preservation Alternative   

 Staff-Initiated Change 7:  Changes to Table 3.13-8, SUMC Project 2025 Indirect 
Housing Demand by County/City Based on Existing SUMC 
Employee Zip Code Distribution 

 Staff-Initiated Change 8:  Changes to Trip Generation and Level of Service Analysis of 
Alternatives to the SUMC Project 

Master Responses 

 Master Response 1: Viability of the Caltrain GO Pass Mitigation Measure and 
Alternative Mitigation Measures to the GO Pass 

 Master Response 2:  Other Traffic Mitigation Measures 



3-2 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 
 Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

 Master Response 3:  Background Growth and Cumulative Traffic Impacts  

 Master Response 4:  Construction Traffic 

 Master Response 5:  Connection of Pasteur Drive and Roth Way 

 Master Response 6:  Cost of Transportation-Related Mitigation Measures and Fair 
Share Calculations 

 Master Response 7:  Impact on City’s Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio and 
Mitigation Regarding Affordable Housing 

 Master Response 8:  Range of Alternatives Analyzed and Consideration of 
Alternatives in the SUMC Project Approval Process 

 Master Response 9:  Merits of the SUMC Project and Alternatives 

 Master Response 10:  Response to Comments Not Applicable to CEQA and Not 
Applicable to SUMC Project 

 Master Response 11:  City Process for Reviewing and Deciding on SUMC Project 

 Master Response 12:  Development Agreement 

3.2 STAFF-INITIATED CHANGES 

Staff-Initiated Change 1:  Quantified SUMC Project Transit Analysis 

Introduction 

Staff-Initiated Change 1 addresses comments 3.3, 3.4, 3a.2, 3a.3, 3.a4, 3a.5, 3a.6, 3a.8, 5.4, 8.18, 
22.29, 22.32, 22.33, 22.34, 22.37, 22.38, 22.92, 22.c.1, 45.7, PTC1.31, PTC1.77, PTC3.5, 
PTC3.24, PTC3.38, PTC3.39, PTC3.42, PTC6.3, PTC6.70, CC3.53, and CC3.68. 

Staff-Initiated Change 1 provides a quantified analysis of potential Stanford University Medical Center 
(SUMC) Project impacts on transit.  Staff-Initiated Change 1 supersedes Impact TR-7 on pages 3.4-77 
to 3.4-81 of the Draft EIR.  First, Staff-Initiated Change 1 determines if the additional SUMC Project 
transit users would adversely impact the transit services (buses and Caltrain) serving Palo Alto, either 
with or without the GO Pass that is part of Mitigation Measure TR-2.3.  The SUMC Project would 
have a significant impact if the total ridership (with the SUMC Project) would be greater than the 
operational capacity of each particular transit route.  As explained below, the SUMC Project would not 
significantly impact bus or Caltrain service in either direction, with or without the GO Pass.  Second, 
Mitigation Measure TR-7.1 has been revised.  The City has identified an alternative requirement to the 
provision of transit centers on site, as discussed below.  In addition, Staff-Initiated Change 1 provides 
the text revisions to the Draft EIR that result from the two above changes. 



Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-3 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

SUMC Project Transit Impacts 

Existing Transit Services.  There are currently 12 bus routes (excluding the Marguerite shuttles) 
serving the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Station (PAITS), in addition to Caltrain.  These transit 
services are provided by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), San Mateo County 
Transit (SamTrans), City of Palo Alto shuttles, operators for the Dumbarton Express, and Caltrain.  
Table 3.2-1 lists the service providers, their corresponding routes, and the current frequency of 
service.  Four Caltrain trains in the Peak Hour, and at least four local shuttles, three East Bay buses, 
three northbound transit buses, and six southbound transit buses serve the PAITS during the Peak 
Hour. 

 

Table 3.2-1 
Transit Service at the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Station 

Service Provider Routes Peak Hour Frequency 

VTA 22, 35, 522 10 to 30 minutes per direction 

SamTrans 280, 281, 297a, 390, 397a, KX 30 to 60 minutes per direction 

City of Palo Alto Crosstown Shuttle, 
Embarcadero Shuttle (loop) 

60 minutes per direction 
15 to 20 minutes 

Joint operators Dumbarton Express 15 to 20 minutes per direction 

Peninsula Corridor Joint 
Powers Board (PCJPB) 

Caltrain 15 minutes per direction 

Source: VTA, 2010. 

Note:   

a. Services do not operate during Peak Hours. 
 

SUMC Project Ridership.  The SUMC Project would increase SUMC employment from 
approximately 8,300 employees to approximately 10,600 employees by 2025.1  According to the 
SUMC Project sponsors, the current mode split for public bus (excluding the Marguerite shuttles) and 
Caltrain is 4.7 percent and 3.6 percent, respectively.2  While the mode split for buses is expected to 
remain approximately the same into the future, implementation of the proposed GO Pass program 
under Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 (see Draft EIR, page 3.4-76) would cause the mode split for Caltrain 
to increase to 15.8 percent in 2025.   

Table 3.2-2 presents SUMC Project trips for buses and Caltrain in 2025 with and without the GO Pass 
program.  These trips are in addition to transit travel by existing employees.  Table 3.2-2 shows Peak 
Periods trips that would generally occur between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 p.m. and 
6:00 p.m.  The Peak Hour is the highest hour during the Peak Period.  The Peak Hour represents 55 

                                              
1 Employment numbers applied to the SUMC Project transportation analysis are based on employment 

identified in the following memorandum: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, Analysis of GO Pass 
Program for Hospital Employees, September 22, 2008, pp. 9-10.  See Appendix H to the Transportation 
Impact Analysis, which is provided as Appendix C of the Draft EIR. 

2 Fehr & Peers, Analysis of GO Pass Program for Hospital Employees, September 2008. 
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percent of the Peak Period volume.  The AM and PM Peak Hours would be identical with the AM 
volumes inbound and the PM volumes outbound at the PAITS.  The calculations are shown in 
Appendix S of this document. 

 

Table 3.2-2 
SUMC Project-Related Bus and Caltrain Trips With and  

Without the Caltrain GO Pass 

 
Without GO Pass With GO Pass 

Bus Caltrain Total Bus Caltrain Total 

Peak Period Trips 77 59 136 77 981 1,058 

Peak Hour Trips 43 33 76 43 540 583 
Source: AECOM, 2010. 

 

Bus Trip Assignment.  The Peak Hour trips presented in Table 3.2-2 are assigned to the different bus 
routes in order to determine passenger loads associated with the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project 
trips are distributed according to the same distributions presented in Section 3.4 and Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR.  Table 3.2-3 presents the assignment of SUMC Project trips to the different bus routes.  
Appendix S of this document presents the calculation details.   

 

Table 3.2-3 
Assignment of SUMC Project Trips to Bus Service 

Transit Service Area 
Total Peak Hour 

Project Trips 

Maximum Peak 
Hour Project Trips 
per individual bus 

East Bay - Bus (Dumbarton Express) 4 2 

North of Palo Alto - Bus (#390, KX) 17 6 

South of Palo Alto - Bus (#22, #35, #522) 18 3 

Within Palo Alto - Bus (city shuttles) 4 1 

East Palo Alto - Bus (#280, #281) 1 1 

Total     44a - 
Source: AECOM, 2010. 

Note: 

a. Total differs slightly from Table 3.2-2 due to rounding. 

 

Given the low number of additional SUMC Project trips that would be added to existing bus service, 
the SUMC Project would not significantly impact bus service.  The small number of SUMC Project 
transit users would not hinder the ability of VTA and SamTrans to meet future demand.  As such, the 
remaining discussion focuses on the potential impact of the SUMC Project on Caltrain services. 
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2025 Caltrain Ridership without SUMC Project.  Table 3.2-4 presents the AM Peak Period 
passenger activity extracted from the February 2010 Caltrain Annual Passenger Counts.3  The AM 
Peak Period is defined as all trains departing the San Francisco or San Jose Diridon Stations from start 
of service to 9:00 a.m.  Based on the current Caltrain schedule, there are 13 northbound and 10 
southbound trains serving the PAITS in the AM Peak Period.  The AM Peak Period ridership data for 
northbound and southbound service is presented in Table 3.2-4.  Similar levels of ridership are 
expected in the PM Peak Period. 

The number of passengers remaining on the trains at each station was calculated using the “on-off” 
passenger counts.  Based on this data, during the AM Peak Period, the average number of passengers 
onboard a northbound train arriving at the PAITS during the AM Peak Period is 354 passengers.  The 
average number of passengers on a southbound train approaching at the PAITS during the AM Peak 
Period is about 418.  

Assuming that transit ridership would grow at the same rate as the average growth rate obtained from 
the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting Model (1.6 percent per year), the average number of passengers 
on board a northbound Caltrain train approaching the PAITS during the AM Peak Period in 2025 
would be 435 passengers.  The average number of passengers onboard a southbound Caltrain arriving 
at the PAITS during the AM Peak Period in 2025 would be 514 passengers.  Assuming a seated train 
capacity of 650 passengers, the 2025 AM Peak Period Caltrain load factor would be between 67 
percent and 79 percent capacity. 

2025 Caltrain Ridership with SUMC Project.  The total new AM Peak Period SUMC Project 
Caltrain trips with the GO Pass (Mitigation Measure TR-2.3) would be 981 trips.  This translates to an 
average addition of 39 trips on each northbound train and 47 trips on each southbound train during the 
AM Peak Period; approximately six to seven percent of each train’s capacity.  Appendix S presents the 
detailed assumptions and calculations.  As a result, this increase in Peak Period ridership would 
increase the average number of passengers on a northbound train to 474 and on a southbound train to 
561.  The 2025 AM Peak Period average load factor per train with the SUMC Project (with GO Pass) 
would be between 72 percent and 86 percent; within the operating capacity.  The actual load factor 
would vary among the individual trains, and some trains could have standing passengers just as they do 
today. 

 

                                              
3 Caltrain, February 2010 Caltrain Annual Passenger Counts: Key Findings, May 14, 2010, website: 

http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Stats+and+Reports/Ridership/2010_Caltrain_Ridership_Counts.pdf, 
accessed: December 7, 2010. 
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Table 3.2-4 
2010 February Caltrain AM Peak Period Passenger Activitya 

Station 

Northbound 

On Train 

Southbound 

On Train On Off On Off 

San Francisco  0 4,900 1 2,104 0 2104 

22nd Street  1 33 4,901 773 10 2,867 

Bayshore  11 15 4,933 56 3 2,920 

South San Francisco  51 147 4,937 37 48 2,909 

San Bruno  108 55 5,033 88 17 2,980 

Millbrae  216 770 4,980 795 49 3,726 

Burlingame  167 67 5,534 133 49 3,810 

San Mateo  324 150 5,434 353 123 4,040 

Hayward Park  27 30 5,260 34 40 4,034 

Hillsdale  718 229 5,263 312 203 4,143 

Belmont  65 33 4,774 60 45 4,158 

San Carlos  140 124 4,742 229 206 4,181 

Redwood City  529 252 4,726 250 458 3973 

Menlo Park  228 247 4,449 156 429 3700 

Palo Alto  659 790 4,468 161 1,399 2462 

California Avenue  186 144 4,599 53 224 2291 

San Antonio  190 13 4,557 28 62 2257 

Mountain View  1,108 117 4,380 108 1,254 1,111 

Sunnyvale  1,180 57 3,389 19 113 1,017 

Lawrence  121 51 2266 18 217 818 

Santa Clara  208 42 2,196 5 138 685 

College Park  0 32 2,030 0 101 584 

San Jose Diridon  1,339 30 2,062 2 562 24 

Tamien  506 79 753 0 23 1 

Capitol  21 3 326 0 0 1 

Blossom Hill  43 4 308 0 0 1 

Morgan Hill  105 0 269 0 0 1 

San Martin  45 0 164 0 0 1 

Gilroy  119 0 119 0 0 1 

TOTAL  8,416 8,416  5,773 5,773  

Source:  AECOM, 2010; http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Stats+and+Reports/Ridership/2010_Caltrain_Ridership_Counts.pdf.  

Note: 

a. 5:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. (Caltrain Peak Period) 
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Caltrain Service Cuts.  Caltrain recently announced that it will cut four trains from its schedule as 
part of a plan to balance its budget.  Another component of the plan is to raise fares, including raising 
the annual cost of the GO Pass from $140 to $155.  The cut in service would affect two trains in the 
AM, one departing from San Francisco and one departing from San Jose at 9:30 a.m., and two trains 
in the PM, one departing from San Francisco and one departing from San Jose at 2:30 p.m.  With this 
service cut, the number of trains per day would be reduced to 86.  Since these cuts are outside of the 
peak commute times, they would not affect this analysis or the ability of Caltrain to accommodate 
additional SUMC passengers during the Peak Hours. 

Conclusion.  The above analysis demonstrates that the SUMC Project would not adversely impact 
either AM or PM Peak Hour bus service in Palo Alto.  Based on the available AM data, the SUMC 
Project would also not adversely impact the Caltrain service in either direction, with and without the 
GO Pass.  It likewise follows that the SUMC Project would also not adversely impact the PM Peak 
Period service.  The PM Peak Period has a wider spread and as such, it is expected that the train 
ridership without the SUMC Project would be marginally lower than the AM Peak Period.  Adding the 
SUMC Project trips would therefore not exceed an average load factor of 1.00 (100 percent of seated 
capacity).  Caltrain would be able to accommodate the expected increase in SUMC Project ridership 
during the PM Peak Period as well.  Nonetheless, mitigation is being required as discussed below. 

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-80, Mitigation Measure TR-7.1 is revised, along with the other affected 
sections of the Draft EIR, as shown below.  In lieu of requiring transit centers in the site plans, City 
staff has determined that it would be appropriate to require the SUMC Project sponsors to incorporate 
enhanced bus stops at the Stanford Hospital and Clinics (SHC) and at the Hoover Pavilion to 
accommodate the Marguerite shuttles into the design of the SUMC Project.  The enhanced bus stops 
shall provide riders with shelter, seating, lighting, signage, maps, route information (bus lines served 
and schedules), and bike parking as necessary.  With this revised mitigation measure as well as revised 
Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 (see Master Response 2), impacts would be less than significant, as 
concluded in the Draft EIR. 

This quantified transit service analysis demonstrates that existing VTA bus service would be sufficient 
to accommodate transit demand created by the SUMC Project.  Any expansion of transit service for the 
SUMC Project would be confined to the Marguerite Shuttles and the U-Line.  Therefore, payment by 
the SUMC Project to fund a portion of the Crosstown Shuttle, VTA Commuter Bus Services, the 
Menlo Park Shuttle, or expansion of Marguerite service into Palo Alto is not required.  Please refer to 
Master Response 2 for a further discussion on these transit services.  In view of the above analysis, 
Draft EIR Summary, Section 3.4, and Section 5 have been revised as outlined below. 
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Summary.  Draft EIR text on pages S-44 through S-45 in Table S-4 is revised as follows: 

Table S-4 
SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

TR-7. Transit Impacts.  
Implementation of the 
SUMC Project could 
impeded the operation pf 
the transit system as a 
result of increased 
ridership, and result in a 
significant impact.  The 
SUMC Project would not 
adversely impact either AM 
or PM Peak Hour bus 
service in Palo Alto or 
Caltrain service.  
Nonetheless, mitigation to 
provide enhanced bus stops 
and shuttle service is 
identified here. 

SLTS Mitigation Measure TR-7.1 involves the addition of 
transit centers enhanced bus stops to the SUMC 
Project’s site plans, and Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 
involves financial contributions towards the expansion 
of transit service. Implementation of these measures 
would reduce ensure that the the SUMC Project’s transit 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

TR-7.1 Incorporate Transit Centers Enhanced Bus 
Stops Into Site Plans.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors shall revise their SUMC Project site 
plan to incorporate two transit centers 
enhanced bus stops to reduce the impacts to 
transit service caused by the SUMC Project.  
These transit centers enhanced bus stops shall 
be located at Hoover Pavilion and at SHC, 
and shall be on off-street facilities.  The 
transit centers enhanced bus stops shall 
accommodate three to four two buses 
simultaneously, and shall have shelters, 
seating, lighting, signs, maps, bus schedules, 
and bicycle parking.  On-street bus stops 
along Welch Road and Quarry Road shall also 
be provided, but the transit centers enhanced 
bus stops shall accommodate the majority of 
transit riders and shall be located to maximize 
the convenience of employees, patients and 
visitors.  One transit center enhanced bus stop 
shall be located in the vicinity of Welch Road 
and Pasteur Drive to serve SHC. The other 
transit center enhanced bus stop shall be 
located near the entrance to Hoover Pavilion.  
Both of these transit centers enhanced bus 
stops shall provide the focal point for transit 
use for the SUMC. 

TR-7.2 Provide Expanded Transit Service.  The 
SUMC Project Ssponsors shall fund expansion 
of the Marguerite Shuttle service between the 
SUMC and PAITS, and shall make a fair 
share financial contribution to the cost of 
expanding existing bus service of the 
Marguerite, Crosstown and Menlo Park 
Shuttle U-Line bus services, and to the VTA 
Community Bus Service. 

 Marguerite Shuttle.  The SUMC Project 
Ssponsors shall fund expansion of make a 

SU N/A 
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financial contribution to expand the 
Marguerite shuttle service into Palo Alto 
between SUMC and PAITS. 

 U-Line.  The SUMC Project Ssponsors 
shall use reasonable efforts to assure that 
the controlling transit agency maintains .  
Arrangements with AC Transit shall be 
made to increase U Line service (such as 
decreasing headways) to meet the 
increase in demand attributable to the 
SUMC Project, and ensure that load 
factors of less than 1.0 on the U-Line.  

 Crosstown Shuttle.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors shall participate in operating the 
Palo Alto Crosstown Shuttle service by 
contributing to the Citywide Traffic 
Impact Fee, which would include 
covering the costs of this service.  Then 
current fee is $2,861 per net new PM 
Peak Hour trips.  A portion of Stanford’s 
Citywide Traffic Impact Fee shall be used 
by the City to expand City Shuttle 
services. 

 VTA Community Bus Service.  The 
SUMC Project Sponsors shall contribute 
to fund the project’s fair share of Palo 
Alto’s share of expanded VTA 
Community Bus Service. 

 Menlo Park Shuttle Bus.  The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall pay into the City of 
Menlo Park shuttle fee at $0.105 per 
square foot of new development annually 
or a percentage agreed between Menlo 
Park and SUMC Project sponsors.  In 
Menlo Park, the contribution shall be tied 
to the amount of project traffic added to 
analyzed roadway segments and 
intersections. 

Section 3.4, Transportation.  Draft EIR text on page 3.4-77, Impact TR-7,  is revised as follows: 

TR-7. Transit Impacts.  Implementation of the SUMC Project could impede the operation of 
the transit system as a result of increased ridership, and result in a significant impact.  (S)  The 
SUMC Project would not adversely impact either AM or PM Peak Hour bus service in Palo 
Alto or Caltrain service.  Nonetheless, mitigation to provide enhanced bus stops and shuttle 
service is identified here. (LTS) 

Draft EIR text on page.4-78, first paragraph, is revised as follows: 

The SUMC Project would increase on-site employment by 2,242 full-time equivalent 
employees and would also increase visitorship, and result in increased ridership.  The resulting 
increase in ridership could exceed capacity in the various transit services to and from the 
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SUMC Sites.  As such, the SUMC Project could result in a significant impact on transit. 
However, as discussed in Staff-Initiated Change 1 of the Responses to Comments document, 
transit capacity can accommodate the SUMC Project, with or without the GO Pass mitigation 
measure. 

Draft EIR text on pages 3.4-79 through 3.4-80, in Section 3.4, Transportation, starting at the third 
paragraph on page 3.4-79, is revised as follows: 

Enhanced Bus Stops Transit Centers.  The projected increase in transit ridership would require 
the provision addition of enhanced bus stops mini transit centers at the SUMC.  These transit 
centers bus stops would be located at Hoover Pavilion and at SHC and would be on off-street 
facilities.  The transit centers enhanced bus stops would accommodate three to four two buses 
simultaneously, have shelters, seating, lighting, signs, maps, bus schedules, and bicycle parking.  
On-street bus stops along Welch Road and Quarry Road would also be provided, but the transit 
centers enhanced bus stops would accommodate the majority of transit riders and would be located 
to maximize the convenience of employees, patients and visitors.  One transit center enhanced bus 
stop in the vicinity of Welch Road and Pasteur Drive to serve SHC and another near the entrance 
to Hoover Pavilion would provide the focal point for transit use for SUMC.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors shall revise their SUMC site plan to incorporate two transit hubs enhanced bus stops as 
noted above to reduce the impacts to transit service caused by the proposed expansion. 

Expand Transit Service.  The Marguerite, Crosstown and Menlo Park Shuttle services and the 
VTA Community U-Line Bus service would may need to be expanded to meet the projected 
increase in demand.  In some cases, additional capacity would might need to be provided, in the 
form of new routes, or additional buses and higher frequencies on existing routes.   

 Marguerite Shuttle.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall expand fund expansion of the 
Stanford University Marguerite shuttle service to PAITS as necessary to support additional 
ridership created by issuing GO Passes to all SUMC employees into Palo Alto.  Specifically, 
Marguerite shuttles shall connect the SUMC to downtown Palo Alto and the areas 
surrounding the downtown.  Currently, Marguerite shuttle routes A and B do not extend into 
downtown Palo Alto.  While the Marguerite shuttle DT and M routes do extend into 
downtown areas, they do not operate during the majority of the day.  This expanded shuttle 
service could follow new routes or an extension of existing routes.  Current headways on 
existing routes shall be maintained with the expansion. 

 U-Line.  Arrangements with AC Transit shall be made to increase U Line service (such as 
decreasing headways) to meet the increase in demand attributable to the SUMC Project, and 
ensure that The SUMC Project sponsors shall use reasonable efforts to assure that the 
controlling transit agency maintains a load remain factor below 1.0 on the U-Line.   

 Crosstown Shuttle.  The City of Palo Alto currently operates the Crosstown Shuttle.  More 
efficient transit service may be provided by providing this service as a part of the Marguerite 
Shuttle.  SUMC should participate in operating the Palo Alto Crosstown Shuttle service. 
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 VTA Community Bus Service.  In 2007, the VTA adopted a new Bus Service Operating 
Plan which made major modifications to the current bus transit network.  The plan 
introduced Community Bus Service throughout Santa Clara County, which features smaller 
vehicles with an identity tied to the individual communities served.  As part of that plan, 
local communities are required to cover 25 percent of the cost if they want to have the 
service free of charge to the riders. 

 Menlo Park Shuttle Bus.  SUMC should contribute to additional shuttle bus service to 
Menlo Park, as a means of mitigating the increase in daily traffic on minor arterials and 
collector streets in the City. 

Draft EIR text on pages 3.4-80 through 3.4-81, Mitigation Measures TR-7.1 and TR-7.2, are revised 
as follows: 

Mitigation Measure TR-7.1 involves the addition of transit centers enhanced bus stops to the 
SUMC Project’s site plans, and Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 involves financial contributions 
towards the expansion of transit service. Implementation of these measures would reduce ensure 
that the SUMC Project’s transit impacts to a less-than-significant level. (LTS) 

TR-7.1 Incorporate Transit Centers Enhanced Bus Stops Into Site Plans.  The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall revise their SUMC Project site plan to incorporate two 
transit centers enhanced bus stops to reduce the impacts to transit service caused by 
the SUMC Project.  These transit centers enhanced bus stops shall be located at 
Hoover Pavilion and at SHC, and shall be on off-street facilities.  The transit 
centers enhanced bus stops shall accommodate three to four two buses 
simultaneously, and shall have shelters, seating, lighting, signs, maps, bus 
schedules, and bicycle parking.  On-street bus stops along Welch Road and Quarry 
Road shall also be provided, but the transit centers enhanced bus stops shall 
accommodate the majority of transit riders and shall be located to maximize the 
convenience of employees, patients and visitors.  One transit center enhanced bus 
stop shall be located in the vicinity of Welch Road and Pasteur Drive to serve 
SHC. The other transit center enhanced bus stop shall be located near the entrance 
to Hoover Pavilion.  Both of these transit centers enhanced bus stops shall provide 
the focal point for transit use for the SUMC. 

TR-7.2 Provide Expanded Transit Service.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall fund 
expansion of the Marguerite shuttle service between the SUMC and PAITS, and 
shall make a fair share financial contribution to the cost of expanding existing bus 
service of the Marguerite, U-Line bus service Crosstown, and Menlo Park Shuttle 
bus services, and to the VTA Community Bus Service. 

 Marguerite Shuttle.  The SUMC project sponsors shall make a financial 
contribution to expand fund expansion of the Marguerite shuttle service into 
Palo Alto between SUMC and PAITS. 
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 U-Line.  The SUMC project sponsors shall make a financial contribution 
towards the operation of the U Line use reasonable efforts to assure that the 
controlling transit agency maintains .  Arrangements with AC Transit shall be 
made to increase U Line service (such as decreasing headways) to meet the 
increase in demand attributable to the SUMC Project, and ensure that load 
factors remain below of less than 1.0 on the U-Line. 

 VTA Community Bus Service.  The SUMC project sponsors shall contribute 
to fund the project’s fair share of Palo Alto’s share of expanded VTA 
Community Bus Service. 

 Menlo Park Shuttle Bus.  The SUMC Project Sponsors shall pay into the City 
of Menlo Park shuttle fee at $0.105 per square foot of new development 
annually or a percentage agreed between Menlo Park and SUMC Project 
sponsors.  In Menlo Park, the contribution shall be tied to the amount of 
project traffic added to analyzed roadway segments and intersections. 

Section 5, Alternatives.  Draft EIR text on page 5-115, seventh paragraph, under Reduced Intensity 
Alternative B, is revised as follows: 

Transit Impacts.  Just as with the SUMC Project, Reduced Intensity Alternative B would increase 
on-site employment and visitoriship, and this increase would in turn result in increased ridership on 
the routes serving the SUMC Sites.  The resulting increase in ridership could exceed the capacity 
of the various transit services to and from the SUMC Sites.  As such, the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative B could result in a significant impact on transit. would not adversely impact either AM 
or PM Peak Hour bus service in Palo Alto or Caltrain service, with or without to GO Pass 
mitigation measure.  Nonetheless, mitigation to provide enhanced bus stops and shuttle service is 
identified here. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-116, second paragraph, under Reduced Intensity Alternative B, is revised as 
follows: 

However, the success of the TDM program would also mean increased transit ridership.  This 
increased ridership could push load factors above 1.0, indicating overcrowding on the buses.  
Impacts to transit service are considered a significant impact according to City of Palo Alto 
criteria. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-116, third paragraph, under Reduced Intensity Alternative B, is revised as 
follows: 

Therefore, with implementation of the following mitigation measures involving the addition of two 
transit centers enhanced bus stops at LPCH and SHC and Hoover Pavilion, and the expansion of 
transit service, this alternative would have a less-than-significant transit impact, like the SUMC 
Project. (S/LTS) 
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 TR-7.1: Incorporate Transit Centers Enhanced Bus Stops into Site Plans 

 TR-7.2: Provide Expanded Public Transit Service 

Draft EIR text on page 5-143, third and fifth paragraphs under the Tree Preservation Alternative, is 
revised as follows: 

Transit Impacts.  Just as with the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation Alternative would 
increase on-site employment, and this increase would in turn result in increased ridership on the 
routes serving the SUMC Sites.  The resulting increase in ridership could exceed the capacity of 
the various transit services to and from the SUMC Sites.  As such, the Tree Preservation 
Alternative could result in a significant impact on transit.  would not adversely impact either AM 
or PM Peak Hour bus service in Palo Alto or Caltrain service, with or without to GO Pass 
mitigation measure.  Nonetheless, mitigation to provide enhanced bus stops and shuttle service is 
identified here. 

The success of the TDM program under Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 would also mean increased 
transit ridership.  This increased ridership could push load factors above 1.0, indicating 
overcrowding on buses.  Impacts to transit service in the Study Area are considered a significant 
impact according to City of Palo Alto criteria. 

Draft EIR text in the last paragraph on page 5-143, under the Tree Preservation Alternative, is revised 
as follows: 

With implementation of the following mitigation measures involving the modification of project 
design to include the addition of two transit centers enhanced bus stops, and the expansion of 
public transit service, this alternative would have a less-than-significant transit impact, like the 
SUMC Project. (S/LTS) 

 TR-7.1: Incorporate Transit Centers Enhanced Bus Stops into Site Plans 

 TR-7.2: Provide Expanded Public Transit Service 

Draft EIR text on page 5-172, fourth paragraph, under Historic Preservation Alternative, is revised as 
follows: 

Transit Impacts.  Just as with the SUMC Project, the Historic Preservation Alternative would 
increase on-site employment and visitoriship, and this increase would in turn result in increased 
ridership on the routes serving the SUMC Sites.  The resulting increase in ridership could exceed 
the capacity of the various transit services to and from the SUMC Sites.  As such, the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative B could result in a significant impact on transit. would not adversely impact 
either AM or PM Peak Hour bus service in Palo Alto or Caltrain service, with or without to GO 
Pass mitigation measure.  Nonetheless, mitigation to provide enhanced bus stops and shuttle service 
is identified here. 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-173, first paragraph, under Historic Preservation Alternative, is revised as 
follows: 

However, the success of the TDM program would also mean increased transit ridership.  This 
increased ridership could push load factors above 1.0, indicating overcrowding on the buses.  
Impacts to transit service are considered a significant impact according to City of Palo Alto 
criteria. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-173, second paragraph, under the Historic Preservation Alternative, is revised 
as follows: 

Therefore, with implementation of the following mitigation measures involving the modification of 
the SUMC Project’s design to include the addition of two transit centers enhanced bus stops, and 
the expansion of public transit service, this alternative would have a less-than-significant transit 
impact, like the SUMC Project. (S/LTS) 

 TR-7.1: Incorporate Transit Centers Enhanced Bus Stops into Site Plans 

 TR-7.2: Provide Expanded Public Transit Service 

Draft EIR text on page 5-203, second and fifth paragraphs under the Village Concept Alternative, is 
revised as follows: 

Transit Impacts.  The transit oriented design of the Village Concept Alternative, combined with 
the increase in employment and activity at the SUMC Sites, could result higher ridership on the 
transit routes serving the SUMC Sites and the larger Village Concept Study Area.  The resulting 
increase in ridership could exceed the capacity of the various transit services to and from the 
SUMC Sites and the larger Village Concept Study Area.  As such, the Village Concept Alternative 
could result in a significant impact on transit.  Just as with the SUMC Project, the Village Concpet 
Alternative would not adversely impact either AM or PM Peak Hour bus service in Palo Alto or 
Caltrain service, with or without to GO Pass mitigation measure.  Nonetheless, mitigation to 
provide enhanced bus stops and shuttle service is identified here. 

However, the combination of the enhanced TDM program and the transit-oriented focus of this 
alternative would translate into increased transit ridership.  This increased ridership could push load 
factors on many of the local shuttles to above 1.0, indicating overcrowding on the buses.  Impacts to 
transit service in the Study Area are considered a significant impact according to City of Palo Alto 
criteria. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-203, seventh paragraph, under the Village Concept Alternative, is revised as 
follows: 

 TR-7.1: Incorporate Transit Centers Enhanced Bus Stops into Site Plans 

 TR-7.2: Provided Expanded Transit Service 
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Staff-Initiated Change 2:  Changes to Intersection Impact Conclusions 

Introduction 

Staff-Initiated Change 2 addresses Comments 3a.12, 8.6, 8a.4, 8a.6, 8.12, 8.13, 8.14, 8.22, 8.25, 
8a.1, 17.4, 20.8, 20.13, 20.14, 20.15, 20.16, 22.11, 22.14, 22.15, 26.3, 26.4, 31.1, 36.4, 37.5, 
59.1, PTC1.31, PTC1.60, PTC1.70, PTC3.13, PTC6.3, PTC6.4, PTC6.66, PTC6.86, 
PTC6.87,CC1.9, CC3.10, CC3.30, CC3.59, CC3.71, and CC5.6.  

This discussion provides staff-initiated changes to the analysis and conclusions under Impact TR-2, 
Intersection Level of Service, on pages 3.4-45 to 3.4-70 of the Draft EIR.  Changes to this analysis 
have been driven by updates to intersection geometry; adjustments to Mitigation Measure TR-2.1, 
which requires the SUMC Project sponsors to install traffic-adaptive signal technology at specified 
intersections; expansion of the Study Area for the transportation analysis; and inclusion of the latest 
intersection improvement measures identified in the City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact 
Fee Study Report.  In addition to changes to Section 3.4, Transportation, this Staff-Initiated Change 
also shows the edits to the corresponding sections that would also change, such as the Summary, 
Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations, and Section 5, Alternatives. 

Updated Intersection Geometry 

The intersection geometries for the intersections of El Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue (intersection 
#1) and Marsh Road/US 101 Southbound Off-Ramp (intersection #49) have been updated.  Please see 
Appendix T for a revised depiction of the intersection geometries.  As a result of this update, the level 
of service (LOS) calculations for the Existing, 2025 No Project, and 2025 Project scenarios are revised 
through this discussion.  The revisions to the text, tables, and figures in the Draft EIR are specified 
below.  However, no changes to significance conclusions described in the Draft EIR result from the 
updated geometry.  As described in the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would not result in a significant 
impact to intersections #1 or #49. 

Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology   

The previous analysis assumed that there is currently no traffic-adaptive signal technology at the 
following intersections in the City of Menlo Park under Existing and 2025 scenarios:   

 El Camino Real/Valparaiso-Glenwood Avenue (intersection #1) 

 El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue (intersection #2) 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood-Menlo Avenue (intersection #3) 

 El Camino Real/Roble Avenue (intersection #4) 

 El Camino Real/Middle Avenue  (intersection #5) 

 El Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue (intersection #6) 

 El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road-Alma Street (intersection #7) 
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 El Camino Real/Quarry Road (intersection #8) 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road-Santa Cruz Avenue (intersection #27) 

 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road (intersection #30) 

 Oak Avenue/Sand Hill Road-Vine Street (intersection #31) 

 El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue (intersection #44) 

 El Camino Real and Encinal Road (intersection #47) 

However, it has now been clarified that the above intersections do currently feature traffic-adaptive 
signal technology.  The Draft EIR identified a significant impact at the El Camino Real/Ravenswood 
Avenue and Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road intersections (intersections #3 and #30, respectively).  
However, given the current traffic-adaptive signal technology at these intersections, the modified 
intersection analysis for these intersections indicates that they would no longer be significantly 
impacted by the SUMC Project.  The number of impacted intersections (before mitigation) has been 
reduced by one during both Peak Hours, to four in the AM Peak Hour and 11 in the PM Peak Hour.  
Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 on pages 3.4-66 to 3.4-67 of the Draft EIR requires the SUMC Project 
sponsors to contribute towards installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology at impacted 
intersections where future traffic-adaptive signal technology has been planned.  Mitigation Measure 
TR-2.1 is revised to exclude intersections in Menlo Park that already have such technology.  
Additionally, improvements to intersections #3 and #30 described in Table 3.4-18 of the Draft EIR 
would no longer be needed as mitigation.  

Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 is revised to include a fair share contribution towards traffic-adaptive 
signal technology at the two following Menlo Park intersections.  However, it should be noted that 
additional contributions towards Menlo Park’s Traffic Impact Fee Program (beyond that required in 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.1) will be made by the SUMC Project sponsors, as discussed in Master 
Response 6.  

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18)  

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue (intersection #46)  

As described in the Draft EIR, the impact at intersection #18 would be mitigated to less than significant 
after implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-2.1, TR-2.2, TR-2.3, and TR-2.4.  Also, the 
significant impact at intersection #46 would be mitigated to less than significant after implementation of 
Mitigation Measures TR-2.1, TR-2.2, and TR-2.3.  However, as a result of the recalculation of effects 
due to changes in traffic-adaptive signal technology assumptions and mitigation, the significant impacts 
at intersections #18 and #46 would also be mitigated to less than significant through Mitigation 
Measure TR-2.1 alone.  No additional mitigation would be needed at intersections #18 and #46. 
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Expanded Study Area   

The Study Area for the transportation analysis has been expanded to include the US 101 freeway 
segment between Marsh Road and Woodside Road.  The LOS calculations for this segment under the 
Existing, 2025 No Project, and 2025 Project scenarios are provided in the text and table changes later 
in this discussion.  As shown, the evaluation of this freeway segment determined that the SUMC 
Project would not result in a significant impact on this freeway segment.  As such, the Draft EIR 
conclusion remains that the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant impact on freeway 
segments.   

Also, the Study Area has been expanded to include the following five intersections (#67 through #71): 

 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway (intersection #67) 

 Durham Street/Willow Road (intersection #68) 

 Middlefield Road/Marsh Road (intersection #69) 

 Newbridge Street/Willow Road (intersection #70) 

 West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero Road (unsignalized) (intersection #71) 

The LOS calculations for these intersections under the Existing, 2025 No Project, and 2025 Project 
scenarios are provided in the text and table changes later in this discussion.  The additional evaluation 
determined that the SUMC Project would result in less-than-significant impacts at intersections #67 
through #71.   

Inclusion of Roadway Improvements under the City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation 
Impact Fee Study Report   

Table 3.4-18 of the Draft EIR identifies roadway improvements that would mitigate LOS impacts 
resulting from the SUMC Project.  Table 3.4-18 indicates which improvements are considered feasible, 
and which are not feasible or only potentially feasible.  Table 3.4-18 indicates the identified roadway 
improvements at Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18), Middlefield Road/Ravenswood 
Avenue (intersection #46), Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road (intersection #52), and Bayfront 
Expressway/University Avenue (intersection #53), would either be potentially feasible or not feasible.  
These intersections are all within Menlo Park boundaries.  However, upon its review of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR), the City of Menlo Park indicated that 
the City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact Fee Study Report includes roadway 
improvements at intersections #18, #46, #52, and #53.  This Transportation Impact Fee Study Report 
establishes a nexus between anticipated growth in Menlo Park and necessary improvements to local 
transportation facilities, and serves as a basis for requiring traffic impact fees for implementing 
transportation improvements.4  As a result, the roadway improvements that would mitigate LOS 

                                              
4 City of Menlo Park, City of Menlo Park Traffic Impact Fee Program, Draft Report, August 14, 2009, 

http://www.menlopark.org/departments/eng/SS1-attachmentA.pdf, accessed December 5, 2010. 
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impacts resulting from the SUMC Project at intersections #18 and #46 are now considered to be 
feasible.  However, as explained above in discussing traffic-adaptive signal technology, no 
improvements to intersections #18 and #46 would be necessary.  Impacts at intersection #18 can be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level by traffic-adaptive signal technology.  Impacts at intersection 
#46 can be reduced by a combination of traffic-adaptive signal technology and an enhanced 
transportation demand management (TDM) program.   

With respect to intersections #52 and #53, the fact that these intersection improvements have been 
identified in the City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact Fee Study Report and thus will be 
funded is a strong indication that these improvements can and will feasibly be completed.  Because 
these intersections are within the jurisdiction of Caltrans, any such improvements would be subject to 
Caltrans review and approval.  C/CAG is considering and potentially recommending improvements to 
intersection #52 in conjunction with its Willow Road Traffic Study (a component of its Peninsula 
Gateway Corridor 2020 Traffic Study).  Based on a meeting between Menlo Park and Caltrans, it does 
not appear that Caltrans has many issues or concerns with the proposed improvements for intersection 
#52.  It is therefore unlikely that Caltrans would oppose such approval to the City of Menlo Park for 
improvements to these intersections.  It is also unlikely that Caltrans would have any objections to the 
suggested improvements for intersection #53. Ultimately, the determination of whether these 
improvements are, in fact, feasible is a determination that will have to be made by the City of Palo 
Alto City Council.  However, it is the opinion of City of Palo Alto staff, based upon its experience 
with the Caltrans review and approval process and its assessment of the improvements in question, that 
these improvements for intersections #52 and #53 are feasible. 

The Draft EIR, on page 3.4-66, concluded that the SUMC Project would have significant and 
unavoidable impacts on the intersections of Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18), Bayfront 
Expressway/Willow Road (intersection #52), and University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway 
(intersection #53).  However, the impacts on these three intersections, as well as all other intersections 
that would be significantly impacted prior to mitigation, would now be less than significant after 
mitigation.  

The corresponding changes to the figures, tables, and text in Draft EIR are presented in detail under 
Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Summary.  As explained above, Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 is revised to exclude intersections that 
already have traffic-adaptive signal technology.  Additionally, improvements to intersections #3 and 
#30 described in Draft EIR Table 3.4-18 would no longer be needed as mitigation.  As such, 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 is revised to delete these intersections.  Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 is also 
revised to include a fair share contribution towards traffic-adaptive signal technology at additional 
intersections in the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park.   
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As a result, Draft EIR text on pages S-34 through S-36, Table S-4, is revised as follows:   

MITIGATION MEASURES.  Given the magnitude of the SUMC Project’s intersection 
impacts, there is no single feasible mitigation measure that can reduce the impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  However, there are a range of measures that, when taken 
individually, would each contribute to a partial reduction in the SUMC Project’s 
impacts.  When combined, these measures could result in a substantial reduction in the 
SUMC Project’s impacts.   

Under all combinations of feasible mitigation measures below, impacts of the SUMC 
Project on intersection LOS would remain significant and unavoidable.  Of all of the 
feasible combinations, the one that would have the largest reduction in impact, and that 
mitigates the greatest number of the intersection impacts, is The combination of 
mitigation measures involving traffic-adaptive signal technology, additional bicycle and 
pedestrian undercrossings, enhanced Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program, and feasible intersection improvements.  This combination of 
mitigation measures would reduce the SUMC Project impacts to a less-than-significant 
level at all of the impacted intersections during the AM and PM Peak Hours.  However, 
intersection impacts would remain significant and unavoidable in the PM Peak Hour at 
three intersections with mitigation. 

TR-2.1 Install Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall 
contribute to the Palo Alto Citywide Traffic Impact Fee program, for the 
installation of traffic-adaptive signals.  However, this fee is not structured to 
mitigate one hundred percent of project related impacts, and an additional fee 
could be imposed by the City on the SUMC Project sponsors to mitigate the 
remaining share of the SUMC Project impacts.  In Menlo Park, the SUMC 
Project sponsors shall contribute their fair share amount, which shall be tied to 
the amount of traffic added to analyzed intersections by the SUMC Project.  
The SUMC Project sponsors’ contributions shall apply towards the installation 
of traffic-adaptive signals as listed below. 

 Sand Hill Road (Oak Creek to Shopping Center) - 4 signals 

 Arboretum Road (Shopping Center to Palm Drive) - 3 signals 

 Embarcadero Road (Bryant to Saint Francis) - 7 signals 

 University Avenue (Palm to Lincoln) - 13 signals 

 Lytton Avenue (Alma to Middlefield) - 10 signals 

 Hamilton Avenue (Alma to Middlefield) - 10 signals 

 Middlefield Road (San Antonio to Homer) - 9 signals 

 Charleston Road (Alma to Middlefield) - 2 signals 

 El Camino Real (northern city limits of Menlo Park Palo Alto to southern 
city limits of Palo Alto) – signals would require approval of Caltrans 

In addition, the SUMC Project sponsors shall pay a fair share contribution 
towards installation of traffic-adaptive signals at the below significantly-
impacted intersections in Menlo Park.  These intersections are among those at 
which Menlo Park anticipates installing traffic-adaptive signals: 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18)  

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue (intersection #46)  

TR-2.2 Fund Additional Bicycle and Pedestrian Undercrossings.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors shall contribute their fair share to the cost of construction of the 
Everett Avenue undercrossing of the Caltrain tracks in Palo Alto and the Middle 

LTSSU 
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Avenue undercrossing in Menlo Park.  In Palo Alto, there is a Citywide Traffic 
Impact Fee program that the SUMC Project sponsors shall contribute to.  
However, this fee is not structured to mitigate one hundred percent of the 
SUMC Project related impacts, and an additional fee may be imposed by the 
City to mitigate the remaining share of the SUMC Project impacts.  In Menlo 
Park, the fair share contribution shall be tied to the amount of traffic added to 
analyzed intersections by the SUMC Project.  The construction of the Everett 
Avenue and Middle Avenue undercrossings would reduce traffic volumes on 
nearby streets, such as Ravenswood Avenue and University Avenue.  

 
Draft EIR text on pages S-38 through S-40, Table S-4, is revised as follows: 

TR-2.4 Fund or Implement those Intersection Improvements that Have Been 
Determined to be Feasible.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall implement the 
following measures:  

 For the intersection of El Camino Real/Page Mill Road – Oregon 
Expressway, the SUMC Project sponsors shall pay a fair share towards 
(1) provision of exclusive right-turn lane for westbound Oregon 
Expressway, in addition to the two through lanes, (2) increasing the 
cycle length to 160 seconds.  Improvements to the westbound right turn 
lane would require right-of-way from the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation (VTA) park-and-ride lot. 

 At the intersection of Arboretum Road/Galvez Street, the SUMC Project 
sponsors shall install a traffic signal. 

 At the intersection of Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road, the SUMC 
Project sponsors shall pay a fair share towards providing one more right-
turn lane for eastbound Willow Road.   

 At the intersection of Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue, the 
SUMC Project sponsors shall pay a fair share towards widening 
southbound Bayfront Expressway to include an additional through lane 
and re-stripe the exclusive right turn lane to a shared through right turn 
lane.  As a result, two additional receiving lanes in the southbound 
direction on Bayfront Expressway would be needed. 

TR-2.5 Coordinate with Other Jurisdictions for Potentially Feasible Roadway 
Improvements.  The City of Palo Alto shall work with other jurisdictions to 
try to achieve feasibility for the following roadway improvements or 
adjustments.  In the event that one or more of the below improvements would 
then be determined to be feasible, the SUMC Project sponsors shall pay their 
fair share towards implementation of the improvements, if a fair share 
contribution would apply.    

 Alpine Road/I-280 Northbound Off-Ramp - Signalize this intersection. 
The City shall coordinate with Caltrans regarding feasibility of these 
improvements. 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue - Re-stripe the exclusive right-turn 
lane on southbound El Camino Real to a shared through/right lane.  
Also, provide an additional through lane for northbound El Camino Real 
by removing the right-turn slip island.  Also, provide an exclusive right-
turn lane for eastbound Menlo Avenue.  The City shall coordinate with 
the City of Menlo Park and Caltrans regarding feasibility of these 
improvements. 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road - Provide one more right-turn lane 
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for eastbound Willow Road and make the right-turn movement for 
southbound Bayfront Expressway “overlap” with the left-turn of 
eastbound Willow Road.  The intersection has signals for the right-turn 
movement for southbound Bayfront Expressway, but the “overlap” 
phase is not implemented.  The City shall coordinate with the City of 
Menlo Park regarding feasibility of these improvements. 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue - Provide an additional exclusive 
left-turn lane for northbound Middlefield Road.  The City shall 
coordinate with the City of Menlo Park regarding feasibility of this 
improvement.   

 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West – Request that Santa 
Clara County change the signal cycle length at this intersection to 90 
seconds. The City shall coordinate with the County of Santa Clara 
regarding feasibility of this adjustment. 

 

Draft EIR text on page S-93, first bullet of the significant and unavoidable impact list is deleted as 
follows: 

 Deterioration of intersection level of service during Peak Hour conditions at three two 
Menlo Park intersections (Middlefield Road and Willow Road, Bayfront Expressway and 
Willow Road. and University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway); 

Section 3.4, Transportation.  Draft EIR text on page 3.4-6, first paragraph under Study Area 
Intersections, is revised as follows: 

The traffic study analyzed a total of 66 71 intersections.3  Sixty-four of these intersections are 
signalized and the following six seven are unsignalized: 

 Galvez Street/Arboretum Road 

 Stanford Road/Bowdoin Street 

 I-280 Northbound Off-Ramp/Alpine Road 

 I-280 Southbound Off-Ramp/Alpine Road 

 Page Mill/I-280 Northbound Off-Ramp 

 Page Mill/I-280 Southbound Off-Ramp 

 West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero Road 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-6, first sentence in the fifth paragraph under Study Area Intersections, is 
revised as follows: 

The Transportation Impact Analysis analyzed a total of 66 71 intersections in the City of Palo Alto, 
City of Menlo Park, and City of East Palo Alto.  
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Footnote 3 on page 3.4-6 of the Draft EIR has been deleted as follows: 

3 The 66  intersections include five intersections that were split into two directions, including 
Junipero Serra Boulevard and Campus Drive, Marsh Road and US 101, Welch Road and 
Pasteur Drive, I-280 and Alpine Road, and I-280 and Page Mill Road. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-10, first full paragraph, is revised as follows: 

Freeway Segments.  The following six seven freeway segments were analyzed: 

 US 101 north of Marsh Road 

 US 101 north of University Avenue 

 US 101 south of University Avenue 

 US 101 south of Embarcadero/Oregon Expressway 

 I-280 north of Sand Hill Road 

 I-280 south of Alpine Road 

 I-280 south of Page Mill Road 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-17, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

During the PM Peak Hour, the following seven eight intersections operate at unsatisfactory levels 
of service: 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard – Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Rd (LOS F) [intersection #23] 

 Galvez Street/Arboretum Road (LOS F) [intersection #37] 

 Willow Road/Bayfront Expressway (LOS E) [intersection #52] 

 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway (LOS E) [intersection #53] 

 Bay Road/University Avenue (LOS E) [intersection #54] 

 I-280 NB Off-Ramp/Alpine Road (LOS F) [intersection #62] 

 Foothill Expressway/Arastradero Road (LOS E) [intersection #66] 

 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway (LOS E) [intersection #67] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-18, third sentence in the first paragraph under Freeway Segments, is 
revised as follows: 

These include the segments of US 101 north of Marsh Road, north of University Avenue, south of 
University Avenue, and south of Embarcadero/Oregon Expressway. 
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Draft EIR text on page 3.4-33, second and third sentence in the fifth paragraph, is revised as follows: 

During the AM Peak Hour, the following 11 12 intersections would operate at unsatisfactory levels 
of service.  Of these 11 12 intersections, six seven would operate at LOS E and five would operate 
at LOS F in the AM Peak Hour. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-34, after the sixth bullet in the first bulleted list, is added as follows: 

 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway (LOS E) [intersection # 67] 

Draft EIR text page 3.4-34, first bullet in the second bulleted list, is deleted and one more bullet is 
added as follows: 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue (LOS E) [intersection #3] 

 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway (LOS E) [intersection # 67] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-50, first paragraph is revised, as follows: 

As seen in Table 3.4-17, a total of five four intersections would be significantly impacted by the 
SUMC Project during the AM Peak Hour: 

Draft EIR text page 3.4-50, third bullet in the first bulleted list, is deleted as follows: 

 Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue [intersection #30] – LOS would change from LOS D to 
E and therefore this intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC Project. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-50, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

A total of 12 11 intersections would be significantly impacted by the SUMC Project during the PM 
Peak Hour: 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-50, first bullet in the second bulleted list, is deleted as follows: 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #3] – LOS would remain at E but at 
least one critical movement for this State-controlled, Menlo Park intersection exceeded 0.8 
seconds.  This intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC Project. 

Draft EIR text in the fourth paragraph on page 3.4-55 is revised as follows: 

Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology.  Traffic-adaptive signals technology were was first 
implemented in Palo Alto along the Charleston-Arastradero corridor.  It has also been installed 
at intersections along El Camino Real (between Encinal Avenue and Quarry Road), Sand Hill 
Road (at Oak Avenue – Vine Street, and Santa Cruz Avenue),  and at Santa Cruz 
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road.  This technology reduces overall intersection 
delay by sensing traffic movements as they approach the intersection and adjusting the signal 
indications to serve those vehicles.  The City estimates that overall intersection delay can be 
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reduced by up to 12 percent with the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology.  
Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 requires Stanford University to make a fair-share financial 
contribution towards the implementation of traffic-adaptive signals at impacted intersections. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-56, after third bullet in the first bulleted list, is added as follows:  

In addition, the City of Menlo Park has identified the following intersections for implementation of 
a traffic-adaptive technology:  

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18) 

 Sand Circle/Sand Hill Road/I-280 (intersection #28) 

 Sharon Park Drive/Sand Hill Road (intersection #29) 

 Middlefield Road/Ringwood Avenue (intersection #45) 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue (intersection #46) 

 Marsh Road/Bay Road (intersection #48) 

 Marsh Road/US 101 SB Off-Ramp (intersection #49) 

 Marsh Road/US 101 NB Off-Ramp (intersection #50) 

 Willow Road/Bay Road (intersection #51) 

 Durham Street/Willow Road (intersection #68) 

 Middlefield Road/Marsh Road (intersection #69) 

 Newbridge Street/Willow Road (intersection #70) 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-56, second sentence in the first full paragraph, is added as follows: 

However, the following four three intersections would remain significantly impacted. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-56, second bullet in the second bulleted list, is deleted as follows: 

 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road [intersection #30] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-56, second full paragraph, is revised as follows: 

In the PM Peak Hour, implementation of traffic-adaptive signal technology would alleviate impacts 
at the following three four intersections. 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #3] 

 El Camino Real/Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway [intersection #16] 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue [intersection #19] 
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 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #46] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-56, third full paragraph, is revised as follows: 

However, the following nine seven intersections would remain significantly impacted. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-56, the fourth bulleted list, is revised as follows: 

 El Camino Real/University Avenue-Palm Drive [intersection #10] 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard – Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road [intersection #23] 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West [intersection #26] 

 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street [intersection #37] 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #46] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-58, the second paragraph and the second bulleted list, are revised as 
follows: 

In the PM Peak Hour, combining bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings with traffic-adaptive signal 
technology would not result in any change in the number of intersection adversely impacted by the 
SUMC Project.  As with the implementation of traffic-adaptive signal technology by itself, 
implementation of the combination of traffic-adaptive signal technology and bicycle and pedestrian 
undercrossings would alleviate impacts at the following three four intersections: 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #3] 

 El Camino Real/Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway [intersection #16] 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue [intersection #19] 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #46] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-58, third paragraph and third bulleted list, is revised as follows: 

The same nine seven intersections would remain significantly impacted even with implementation 
of both traffic-adaptive signal technology (Mitigation Measure TR-2.1) and bicycle and pedestrian 
undercrossings (Mitigation Measure TR-2.2): 

 El Camino Real/University Avenue-Palm Drive [intersection #10] 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard – Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road [intersection #23] 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West [intersection #26] 
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 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street [intersection #37] 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #46] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-61, the second sentence of the first paragraph, is revised as follows: 

SUMC Project impacts at all five four previously affected intersections would be alleviated. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-61, second paragraph and second bulleted list, is revised as follows: 

In the PM Peak Hour, significant impacts at eight seven intersections would be alleviated.  
However, the following four three intersections would remain significantly impacted: 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street [intersection #37] 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road [intersection #52] 

 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway [intersection #53] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-61, fifth paragraph and third bulleted list, is revised as follows: 

Intersection improvements have been identified at the following 13 three intersections:.  These 
intersections would remain impacted after implementing Priority 1 – 3 Mitigation Measures: 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #3] 

 El Camino Real/University Avenue – Palm Drive [intersection #10] 

 El Camino Real/Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway [intersection #16] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-62, the following bullets are deleted as follows: 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue [intersection #19] 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard – Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road [intersection #23] 

 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West [intersection #26] 

 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road [intersection #30] 

 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street [intersection #37] 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue [#46] 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road [intersection #52] 

 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway [intersection #53] 

 Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp [intersection #62] 
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Draft EIR text on page 3.4-62, second sentence of the second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

The improvements to intersections in the City of Menlo Park are from the City’s General Plan 
2009 Menlo Park Traffic Impact Fee Report. 

In view of the changes to Table 3.4-18 on page 3.4-63 of the Draft EIR, Draft EIR text on page 3.4-
65, first paragraph, is revised as follows:  

The three feasible intersection improvements in Table 3.4-18 were combined with the other three 
higher priority mitigation measures, to determine what the combined impact of all four mitigation 
measures would be.  Implementation of the feasible improvements would be required under 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.4.  Mitigation Measure TR-2.5 requires the City of Palo Alto to work 
with other jurisdictions towards achieving feasibility for improvements that have been determined 
to be potentially feasible; subsequently, the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to pay their 
fair share towards those improvements determined to be feasible.  However, since feasibility of 
those potentially feasible improvements is uncertain, then Mitigation Measure TR-2.5 is not 
counted towards post-mitigation conclusion for the SUMC Project.  If the following four mitigation 
measures: 

 Traffic-adaptive signal technology (Mitigation Measure TR-2.1) 

 Additional bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings (Mitigation Measure TR-2.2) 

 Enhanced Transportation Demand Management (Mitigation Measure TR-2.3) 

 Feasible intersection improvements (Mitigation Measure TR-2.4) 

were to be implemented together, they would completely mitigate the SUMC Project’s intersection 
impacts during both the AM and PM Peak Hours.  SUMC Project impacts at all five previously 
affected intersections would be alleviated. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-66, first paragraph, is deleted as follows: 

In the PM Peak Hour, SUMC Project impacts at nine intersections would be alleviated.  However, 
the following three intersections would remain significantly impacted: 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road [intersection #52] 

 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway [intersection #53] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-66, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

Summary.  The results of the above sequential analysis are summarized in Table 3.4-19.  Under 
all at least one combinations of feasible mitigation measures, impacts of the SIMC SUMC Project 
on intersection LOS would remain significant and unavoidable be less than significant.  Of all of 
the feasible combinations, the one that would have the largest reduction in impact, and that 
mitigates the greatest number of the intersection impacts, would be the combination of traffic-
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adaptive signal technology (Priority 1), additional bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings (Priority 
2), enhanced Travel Transportation Demand Management program (Priority 3), and feasible 
intersection improvements (Priority 4).  This combination of mitigation measures would reduce the 
SUMC Project impacts to a less-than-significant level at all of the impacted intersections during the 
AM and PM Peak Hours.  However, intersection impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable in the PM Peak Hour at the following three intersections with mitigation. 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road [intersection #18] 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road [intersection #52] 

 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway [intersection #53] 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-66, lines two through five of Table 3.4-19, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-19 
Summary of Mitigation of Intersection Impacts 

Combination of Mitigation 
Measures 

# of Remaining AM 
Peak Hour 

Intersections Impacted 

# of Remaining 
PM Peak Hour 
Intersections 

Impacted 
Significance Level with 

Mitigation 

P1 4 3 9 7 SU 

P1 + P2 3 2 9 7 SU 

P1 + P2 + P3 0 4 3 SU 

P1 + P2 + P3 + P4 0 3 0 SULTS 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Note: SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
 

In view of the proposed traffic-adaptive signal technology in the City of Menlo Park, the list of 
implementation locations has been added as the last bullet of Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 on page 
3.4-67. In addition, Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 is revised to exclude intersections that already have 
traffic-adaptive signal technology and is also revised to include a fair share contribution towards traffic-
adaptive signal technology at additional intersections in the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  As a 
result, Draft EIR text on pages 3.4-66 through 3.4-67, Mitigation Measure TR-2.1, is revised as 
follows:  

TR-2.1 Install Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology. The SUMC Project sponsors shall 
contribute to the Palo Alto Citywide Traffic Impact Fee program, for the installation 
of traffic-adaptive signals.  However, this fee is not structured to mitigate one 
hundred percent of project related impacts, and an additional fee could be imposed 
by the City on the SUMC Project sponsors to mitigate the remaining share of the 
SUMC Project impacts.  In Menlo Park, the SUMC Project sponsors shall 
contribute their fair share amount, which shall be tied to the amount of traffic added 
to analyzed intersections by the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project sponsors’ 
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contributions shall apply towards the installation of traffic-adaptive signals as listed 
below. 

 Sand Hill Road (Oak Creek to Shopping Center) - 4 3 signals  

 Arboretum Road (Shopping Center to Palm Drive) - 3 signals 

 Embarcadero Road (Bryant to Saint Francis) - 7 signals 

 University Avenue (Palm to Lincoln) - 13 signals 

 Lytton Avenue (Alma to Middlefield) - 10 signals 

 Hamilton Avenue (Alma to Middlefield) - 10 signals 

 Middlefield Road (San Antonio to Homer) - 9 signals 

 Charleston Road (Alma to Middlefield) - 2 signals 

 El Camino Real (northern city limits of Menlo Park Palo Alto to southern city 
limits of Palo Alto) – signals would require approval of Caltrans 

In addition, the SUMC Project sponsors shall pay a fair share contribution towards 
installation of traffic-adaptive signals at the below significantly-impacted 
intersections in Menlo Park.  These intersections are among those at which Menlo 
Park anticipates installing traffic-adaptive signals: 

 Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18) 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue (intersection #46)  

Mitigation Measure TR-2.4 on page 3.4-69 is revised as follows: 

TR-2.4 Fund or Implement those Intersection Improvements that Have Been Determined to 
be Feasible.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall implement the following measures: 

 For the intersection of El Camino Real/Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway, 
the SUMC Project sponsors shall pay a fair share towards (1) provision of 
exclusive right-turn lane for westbound Oregon Expressway, in addition to the 
two through lanes, (2) increasing the cycle length to 160 seconds.  
Improvements to the westbound right turn lane would require right-of-way 
from the VTA park-and-ride lot. 

 At the intersection of Arboretum Road/Galvez Street, the SUMC Project 
sponsors shall install a traffic signal. 

 At the intersection of Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road, the SUMC Project 
sponsors shall pay a fair share towards providing one more right-turn lane for 
eastbound Willow Road.   

 At the intersection of Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue, the SUMC 
Project sponsors shall pay a fair share towards widening southbound Bayfront 
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Expressway to include an additional through lane and re-stripe the exclusive 
right turn lane to a shared through right turn lane.  As a result, two additional 
receiving lanes in the southbound direction on Bayfront Expressway would be 
needed. 

Draft EIR text on pages 3.4-69 through 3.4-70, Mitigation Measure TR-2.5 is, deleted as follows: 

TR-2.5 Coordinate with Other Jurisdictions for Potentially Feasible Roadway 
Improvements.  The City of Palo Alto shall work with other jurisdictions to try to 
achieve feasibility for the following roadway improvements or adjustments.  In the 
event that one or more of the below improvements would then be determined to be 
feasible, the SUMC Project sponsors shall pay their fair share towards 
implementation of the improvements, if a fair share contribution would apply.    

 Alpine Road/I-280 Northbound Off-Ramp - Signalize this intersection. The 
City shall coordinate with Caltrans regarding feasibility of these 
improvements. 

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue - Re-stripe the exclusive right-turn lane 
on southbound El Camino Real to a shared through/right lane.  Also, provide 
an additional through lane for northbound El Camino Real by removing the 
right-turn slip island.  Also, provide an exclusive right-turn lane for eastbound 
Menlo Avenue.  The City shall coordinate with the City of Menlo Park and 
Caltrans regarding feasibility of these improvements. 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road - Provide one more right-turn lane for 
eastbound Willow Road and make the right-turn movement for southbound 
Bayfront Expressway “overlap” with the left-turn of eastbound Willow Road.  
The intersection has signals for the right-turn movement for southbound 
Bayfront Expressway, but the “overlap” phase is not implemented.  The City 
shall coordinate with the City of Menlo Park regarding feasibility of these 
improvements. 

 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue - Provide an additional exclusive left-
turn lane for northbound Middlefield Road.  The City shall coordinate with 
the City of Menlo Park regarding feasibility of this improvement.   

 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West – Request that Santa Clara 
County change the signal cycle length at this intersection to 90 seconds. The 
City shall coordinate with the County of Santa Clara regarding feasibility of 
this adjustment. 

Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations.  Draft EIR text on page 4-1 first bullet of the significant and 
unavoidable impact list is deleted as follows: 

 Deterioration of intersection level of service during Peak Hour conditions at three Menlo 
Park intersections (Middlefield Road and Willow Road, Bayfront Expressway and Willow 
Road, and University Avenue and  Bayfront Expressway);  
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Section 5, Alternatives.  Draft EIR text on page 5-2, first bullet of the significant and unavoidable 
impact list, is revised as follows: 

 Deterioration of intersection level of service during Peak Hour conditions at three Menlo 
Park intersections (Middlefield Road and Willow Road, Bayfront Expressway and Willow 
Road, and University Avenue and  Bayfront Expressway); 

Please see Staff-Initiated Change 8 for revisions to the Draft EIR text regarding transportation impacts 
on Alternatives. 

In addition, comments were submitted on the Draft EIR that requested specific edits, as listed below: 

In response to Comments 31.1 and 59.1, included in Section 4 of this document, Draft EIR Figure 3.4-
2 on page 3.4-20 and Figure 3.4-3 on page 3.4-21 have been revised to show a Class I bike facility 
along Alpine Road, between the intersection of Alpine Road/Junipero Serra Boulevard and just north of 
Stowe Lane.  Please refer to Appendix T of this document for the revised Figure 3.4-2 and Figure 
3.4-3. 

In response to Comment 3a.12, included in Section 4 of this document, Draft EIR Figure 3.4-9 on page 
3.4-48 is revised (see Table 3.2-5 above).  Please refer to Appendix T of this document for the revised 
Figure 3.4-9. 

In response to Comment 8a.3, included in Section 4 of this document, additional information has been 
added after the first sentence of second paragraph of TR-1 on page 3.4-40 as follows: 

Figure 3.4-6 illustrates the proposed truck routes in the near vicinity of the SUMC Sites and Figure 
3.4-7 illustrates the designated truck routes in the City of Menlo Park.  The City of Menlo Park 
requires truck route permits for truck travel on Menlo Park streets.   

Revised Figures.  As a result of the changes listed above, a number of figures from the Draft EIR and 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) are revised.  These revisions are listed 
in Table 3.2-5.  The corresponding figures from the Transportation Impact Analysis are also listed in 
Table 3.2-5.  All revised figures are included as Appendix T of this document and the revised figures 
from Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation, are also included in this section.  For revised figures from 
the Transportation Impact Analysis, please see Appendix T.  Please note that all revised figures, as 
included below and in Appendix T, are included in their entirety and fully replace figures in the Draft 
EIR.  For the sake of legibility, replaced figures do not show strikethroughs and underlines. 
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Table 3.2-5 
List of Draft EIR Figure Changes 

Draft EIR Figure 
Number and Page Figure Title Changes 

Transportation 
Impact Analysis 
Figure Number 

3.4-1 
Page 3.4-3 

Transportation Analysis 
Study Area and 
Intersections 

Added locations of five new study intersections (#67-#71).  
Revised Figure 3.4-1 replaces Figure 3.4-1 in the Draft 
EIR.  

1-1 

N/A Existing Intersection 
Geometry 

Added existing geometry of five new study intersections 
(#67 through #71) and updated geometry for intersections 
#1 and #49. See Appendix T of this document. 

2-1 

N/A Existing Traffic 
Volumes 

Added existing volumes of five new study intersections (#67 
through #71). See Appendix T of this document. 

2-2 

3.4-2 
Page 3.4-20 

Existing Bicycle 
Facilities in the vicinity 
of the SUMC Sites 

Amended Class I bike facilities along Alpine Road.  Revised 
Figure 3.4-2 replaces Figure 3.4-2 in the Draft EIR. 

2.4 

N/A 2025 Intersection 
Geometry 

Added 2025 geometry of five new study intersections (#67 
through #71) and updated geometry for intersections #1 and 
#49. See Appendix T of this document. 

3-1 

N/A 2025 Background 
Without SUMC Project 
Volumes 

Added 2025 without project volumes of five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71). See Appendix T of this 
document. 

3-2 

3.4-9 
Page 3.4-48 

SUMC Trip Distribution 
(Regional) 

Moved the ‘21%’ (from south of the SUMC Sites along US 
101) from between Oregon Expressway and San Antonio 
Road to south of San Antonio Road.  Revised Figure 3.4-9 
replaces Figure 3.4-9 in the Draft EIR. 

3-3 

N/A 2025 SUMC Only 
Project Volumes 

Added 2025 SUMC Project volumes of five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71). See Appendix T of this 
document. 

3-5 

N/A Existing Volumes with 
SUMC 

Added existing + SUMC Project volumes of five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71). See Appendix T of this 
document. 

3-6 

N/A 2025 Traffic Volumes 
with SUMC 

Added 2025 with SUMC volumes of five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71). See Appendix T of this 
document. 

3-7 

N/A Development Locations Replaced with East Palo Alto Truck Routes. See Appendix 
T of this document. 

3.11 

N/A - (Additional figure) Development Locations (formerly Figure 3.11). See 
Appendix T of this document. 

3.12 

N/A Intersection Mitigation 
Geometry Modifications 

Updated mitigation measures for intersections #18, #46, #52 
and #53 based on City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation 
Impact Fee Study Report and removed mitigation measure 
for #3 and #30 as they are no longer impacted by the SUMC 
Project. See Appendix T of this document. 

4-1 

Source:  AECOM, 2010. 

Note:  N/A = not used in Draft EIR, please refer to the Transportation Impact Analysis. 
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Revised Tables.  As a result of the changes listed above, a number of tables from the Draft EIR and 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) are also revised.  These revisions, and 
the corresponding tables from the Draft EIR, are listed in Table 3.2-6, below.  All Draft EIR tables 
that are revised are included in this section at the end of Staff-Initiated Change 2.  All tables that were 
included in the Transportation Impact Analysis, but not in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, are included in 
Appendix T of this document.  The revised tables in their entirety replace the corresponding tables in 
the Draft EIR and the Transportation Impact Analysis.  For the sake of legibility, replaced text and 
numbers are not stricken or underlined in the tables unless otherwise denoted. 

 

Table 3.2-6 
List of Draft EIR Table Changes 

Draft EIR 
Table Number 

and Pages Table Title Changes 

Transportation 
Impact Analysis 
Table Number 

3.4-1 
Pages 3.4-7 

through 3.4-9 

List of Study 
Intersections 

Added information of five new study intersections (#67 through 
#71).  Revised Table 3.4-1 replaces Table 3.4-1 in the Draft 
EIR. 

1-1 

3.4-6 
Pages 3.4-14 

through 3.4-16 

Existing Peak Hour 
Intersection Level of 
Service 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
existing conditions and revised LOS for intersections #1 and 
#49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised Table 3.4-6 replaces 
Table 3.4-6 in the Draft EIR. 

2-4 

3.4-8 
Page 3.4-18 

Freeway Segment Level 
of Service 

Added information for the new study segment between Marsh 
Road and Woodside Road along US 101.  Revised Table 3.4-8 
replaces Table 3.4-8 in the Draft EIR.  Additional text has been 
underlined. 

2-6 

3.4-12 
Pages 3.4-35 

through 3.4-37 

LOS of Study 
Intersection for 2025 No 
Project 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
2025 No Project conditions and revised LOS for intersections 
#1 and #49 due to updated geometry and revised LOS for 
intersections #1 and #49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS 
for five new study intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised 
Table 3.4-12 replaces Table 3.4-12 in the Draft EIR. 

3-1 

N/A LOS Comparison with 
Existing + SUMC 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
existing conditions and revised LOS for intersections #1 and 
#49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71). See Appendix T of this 
document. 

3-3 

3.4-15 
Page 3.4-39 

2025 No Project 
Freeway LOS 

Added 2025 information for the new study segment between 
Marsh Road and Woodside Road along US 101.  Revised 
Table 3.4-15 replaces Table 3.4-15 in the Draft EIR.  
Additional text has been underlined. 

3-6 

3.4-17 
Pages 3.4-51 

through 3.4-53 

LOS Comparison with 
SUMC Only in 2025 – 
SUMC Only Project 
Impact 

Revised LOS for intersections #1-#8, #27, #30, and #31 due to 
presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 2025 No 
Project conditions and revised LOS for intersections #1 and #49 
due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new study 
intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised Table 3.4-17 replaces 
Table 3.4-17 in the Draft EIR. 

3-4 
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Table 3.2-6 
List of Draft EIR Table Changes 

Draft EIR 
Table Number 

and Pages Table Title Changes 

Transportation 
Impact Analysis 
Table Number 

N/A Summary of Impacted 
Locations 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
existing and 2025 No Project conditions and revised LOS for 
intersections #1 and #49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS 
for five new study intersections (#67 through #71). See 
Appendix T of this document. 

3-5 

3.4-18 
Pages 3.4-63 

through 3.4-65 

Intersection 
Improvements 

Updated mitigation measures for intersections #18, #46, #52, 
and #53 based on City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation 
Impact Fee Study Report and removed mitigation measures for 
intersections #3 and #30 as they are no longer impacted by the 
SUMC Project.  Revised Table 3.4-18 replaces Table 3.4-18 in 
the Draft EIR. 

4-4 

3.4-23 
Page 3.4-74 

2025 With SUMC 
Project Freeway 
Analysis 

Added 2025 analysis results for the new study segment between 
Marsh Road and Woodside Road along US 101.  Revised 
Table 3.4-23 replaces Table 3.4-23 in the Draft EIR.  
Additional text has been underlined. 

3-7 

N/A Summary of SUMC 
Impact with Traffic-
Adaptive Technology 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
2025 No Project conditions and revised LOS for intersections 
#1 and #49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new 
study intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised LOS for 
intersections #18, #28, #29, #45, #46, and #48 through #51 due 
to Menlo Park’s proposed implementation of traffic-adaptive 
signal technology as mitigation measures. See Appendix T of 
this document. 

4-1 

N/A Summary of SUMC 
Impact with Traffic-
Adaptive Technology 
and Bicycle and 
Pedestrian 
Undercrossings 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
2025 No Project conditions and revised LOS for intersections 
#1 and #49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new 
study intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised LOS for 
intersections #18, #28, #29, #45, #46, and #48 through #51 due 
to Menlo Park’s proposed implementation of traffic-adaptive 
signal technology as mitigation measures. See Appendix T of 
this document. 

4-2 

N/A Summary of SUMC 
Project Impact with 
TDM, Bicycle and 
Pedestrian 
Undercrossings and 
Traffic-Adaptive 
Technology 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
2025 No Project conditions and revised LOS for intersections 
#1 and #49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new 
study intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised LOS for 
intersections #18, #28, #29, #45, #46, and #48 through #51 due 
to Menlo Park’s proposed implementation of traffic-adaptive 
signal technology as mitigation measures. See Appendix T of 
this document. 

4-3 

N/A LOS Comparison for 
Roadway Mitigation 

Updated LOS for intersections #18, #46, #52 and #53 based on 
City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact Fee Study 
Report and removed intersections #3 and #30 as they are no 
longer impacted by the SUMC Project. See Appendix T of this 
document. 

4-5 
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Table 3.2-6 
List of Draft EIR Table Changes 

Draft EIR 
Table Number 

and Pages Table Title Changes 

Transportation 
Impact Analysis 
Table Number 

N/A Summary of SUMC 
Project Impact with 
Remote Parking, 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Undercrossings and 
Traffic-Adaptive 
Technology 

Revised LOS for intersections #1 through #8, #27, #30, and 
#31 due to presence of traffic-adaptive signal technology under 
2025 No Project conditions and revised LOS for intersections 
#1 and #49 due to updated geometry.  Added LOS for five new 
study intersections (#67 through #71).  Revised LOS for 
intersections #18, #28, #29, #45, #46, and #48 through #51 due 
to Menlo Park’s proposed implementation of traffic-adaptive 
signal technology as mitigation measures. See Appendix T of 
this document. 

4-6 

Source: AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Note:  N/A = not used in Draft EIR, please refer to the Transportation Impact Analysis. 

 

Revised Table 3.4-1 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 1-5 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

List of Study Intersections 

# Intersections City/Jurisdiction Source and Date of Count 

1 El Camino Real and Valparaiso Avenue  Menlo Park AECOM October 2009 
2 El Camino Real and Santa Cruz Avenue Menlo Park MP October 2006 
3 El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue Menlo Park AECOM October 2009 
4 El Camino Real and Roble Avenue Menlo Park MP October 2006 
5 El Camino Real and Middle Avenue Menlo Park MP October 2006 
6 El Camino Real and Cambridge Avenue Menlo Park MP October 2006 
7 El Camino Real and Sand Hill Road and Alma Street Palo Alto AECOM February 2008 
8 El Camino Real and Quarry Road Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
9 Alma Street and Lytton Avenue Palo Alto AECOM October 2007 
10 El Camino Real and University Avenue and Palm Drive* Palo Alto PA October 2008 
11 El Camino Real and Embarcadero Road and Galvez Street Palo Alto PA October 2009 
12 El Camino Real and Churchill Avenue   Palo Alto AECOM September 2009 
13 El Camino Real and Serra Street-Park Boulevard Palo Alto AECOM October 2007 
14 El Camino Real and Stanford Avenue Palo Alto AECOM October 2007 
15 El Camino Real and California Avenue Palo Alto PA May 2009 
16 El Camino Real and Page Mill Road Palo Alto PA October 2008 
17 Woodland Avenue and University Avenue East Palo Alto PA October 2008 
18 Middlefield Road and Willow Road Menlo Park AECOM October 2009 
19 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue Palo Alto AECOM October 2007 
20 Middlefield Road and University Avenue Palo Alto PA October 2008 
21 Middlefield Road and Embarcadero Road Palo Alto PA October 2008 
22 Alma Street and Churchill Avenue Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
23 Junipero Serra Boulevard and Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road Palo Alto PA October 2008 
24 Junipero Serra Boulevard and Stanford Avenue Santa Clara County AECOM October 2007 
25 Junipero Serra Boulevard and Campus Drive East  Santa Clara County AECOM October 2007 
26 Junipero Serra Boulevard and Campus Drive West  Santa Clara County PA Monitoring October 2006 
27 Junipero Serra Boulevard and Alpine Road and Santa Cruz Avenue Menlo Park MP October 2006 
28 Sand Circle and Sand Hill Road/I-280 Menlo Park AECOM September 2009 
29 Sand Hill Road Sharon Park Menlo Park MP November 2006 
30 Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road  Menlo Park PA October 2008 
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Revised Table 3.4-1 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 1-5 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

List of Study Intersections 

# Intersections City/Jurisdiction Source and Date of Count 

31 Oak Avenue and Sand Hill Road Menlo Park MP November 2006 
32 Stockfarm Road and Sand Hill Road and Oak Creek Drive Palo Alto AECOM October 2007 
33 Pasteur Drive and Sand Hill Road Palo Alto AECOM October 2007 
34 Arboretum Road and Sand Hill Road Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
35 Arboretum Road and Quarry Road Palo Alto PA October 2008 
36 Arboretum Road and Palm Drive  Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2007 
37 Galvez Street and Arboretum Road  Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
38 El Camino Real and Charleston Road and Arastradero Road  Palo Alto AECOM February 2008 
39 Alma Street and Charleston Road  Palo Alto PA October 2008 
40 Middlefield Road and Charleston Road  Palo Alto PA October 2008 
41 Middlefield Road and Hamilton Avenue  Palo Alto AECOM February 2008 
42 Alma Street and Hamilton Avenue  Palo Alto AECOM February 2008 
43 University Drive and Santa Cruz Avenue   Menlo Park MP October 2006 
44 El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue  Menlo Park AECOM October 2009 
45 Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue  Menlo Park MP October 2008 
46 Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue  Menlo Park AECOM October 2009 
47 El Camino Real and Encinal Road   Menlo Park MP October 2006 
48 Bay Road and Marsh Road  Menlo Park MP November 2006 
49 Marsh Road and US 101 SB off Ramp  Menlo Park MP November 2006 
50 Marsh Road and US 101 NB off Ramp  Menlo Park MP November 2006 
51 Bay Road and Willow Road  Menlo Park MP October 2006 
52 Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road  Menlo Park MP October 2006 
53 Bayfront Expressway and University Avenue  Menlo Park AECOM February 2008 
54 Bay Road and University Avenue  East Palo Alto Fehr & Peers September 2007 
55 Donohoe Street University Avenue  East Palo Alto AECOM September 2009 
56 Welch Road and Quarry Road  Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
57 Durand Way and Sand Hill Road  Palo Alto AECOM February 2008 
58 Pasteur Drive NB and Welch Road  Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
59 Pasteur Drive SB and Welch Road  Palo Alto PA Monitoring October 2006 
60 Durand Way Extension and Welch Road  Palo Alto N/A 
61 Bowdoin Street and Stanford Road  Palo Alto AECOM February 2008 
62 Alpine Road and I-280 NB Off-Ramp  Palo Alto AECOM October 2008 
63 Alpine Road and I-280 SB Off-Ramp   Palo Alto AECOM October 2008 
64 Page Mill Road and I-280 NB Off-Ramp  Palo Alto AECOM January 2009 
65 Page Mill Road and I-280 SB Off-Ramp  Palo Alto AECOM January 2009 
66 Foothill Expressway and Arastradero Road  Santa Clara County PA October 2008 
67 Middlefield Road and Oregon Expressway  Palo Alto PA October 2008 
68 Durham Street and Willow Road  Menlo Park AECOM September 2010 
69 Middlefield Road and Marsh Road  Menlo Park AECOM September 2010 
70 Newbridge Street and Willow Road  East Palo Alto AECOM October 2010 
71 West Bayshore Road and Embarcadero Road  Palo Alto AECOM October 2010 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Note:  *Two separate intersections analyzed as a single intersection because of their proximity to each other. 
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Revised Table 3.4-6 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 2-4 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

Existing Intersection Level Of Service 

 Intersection 

AM PM 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay 
Critical 

V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay LOS 
Avg 

Delay 
Critical 

V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay 
1 El Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue C 28.2 0.660 30.6 C- 32.6 0.665 33.6 

2 El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue B+ 10.7 0.503 10.3 B 15.4 0.568 15.8 

3 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue D+ 35.2 0.786 37.5 D 41.0 0.847 50.1 

4 El Camino Real/Roble Avenue A 9.2 0.427 8.3 B+ 10.1 0.454 8.2 

5 El Camino Real/Middle Avenue C+ 21.3 0.694 25.4 C- 32.1 0.822 34.8 

6 El Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue B+ 11.8 0.561 13.0 B+ 10.9 0.507 5.9 

7 El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road-Alma Street C+ 21.2 0.567 30.1 C 31.2 0.618 37.2 

8 El Camino Real/Quarry Road B 12.1 0.369 16.3 C+ 20.2 0.478 11.4 

9 Alma Street/Lytton Avenue B 16.7 0.517 16.8 C 25.5 0.848 30.4 

10 El Camino Real/University Avenue-Palm Drive C 30.1 0.714 33.4 D+ 37.6 0.790 41.6 

11 El Camino Real/Embarcadero Road-Galvez Street D 44.7 0.729 47.5 D 45.4 0.753 48.1 

12 El Camino Real/Churchill Avenue C 26.0 0.569 31.2 C 23.1 0.596 33.9 

13 El Camino Real/Serra Street-Park Boulevard B 17.2 0.473 21.7 C 25.9 0.664 30.1 

14 El Camino Real/Stanford Avenue C+ 22.5 0.449 17.0 C+ 22.3 0.608 25.8 

15 El Camino Real/California Avenue C 25.0 0.563 26.4 C 27.4 0.628 27.5 

16 El Camino Real/Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway D 50.1 0.910 55.9 D 46.6 0.868 52.0 

17 Woodland Avenue/University Avenue C 31.2 0.646 30.4 D+ 38.2 0.789 44.0 

18 Middlefield Road/Willow Road C- 34.1 0.562 33.3 D 50.8 0.838 57.3 

19 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue C 24.2 0.664 24.6 D+ 37.5 0.806 40.0 

20 Middlefield Road/University Avenue  C 26.1 0.462 27.0 C 27.7 0.527 30.0 

21 Middlefield Road/Embarcadero Road D+ 37.3 0.572 39.2 D+ 35.7 0.620 38.1 

22 Alma Street/Churchill Avenue B- 19.1 0.657 16.6 C 27.2 0.769 30.6 

23 Junipero Serra Boulevard-Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road F 83.9 1.048 103.3 F 82.3 0.995 103.1 

24 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Stanford Avenue B 12.3 0.614 17.1 B 15.1 0.616 18.5 

25 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive East B+ 11.5 0.489 16.4 B 12.7 0.463 15.4 

26 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West D+ 36.3 0.611 43.4 C- 34.5 0.766 40.9 

27 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road-Santa Cruz Avenue C 23.8 0.723 27.2 C 27.1 0.745 28.2 

28 Sand Hill Cir- I-280/Sand Hill Road C- 34.6 0.704 29.2 B- 19.3 0.696 21.4 

29 Sharon Park Drive/Sand Hill Road  C 23.5 0.644 19.9 C+ 20.6 0.625 22.7 

30 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road  C 29.6 0.900 37.7 C- 33.5 0.662 34.1 

31 Oak Avenue/Sand Hill Road - Vine Street A 8.1 0.651 8.8 A 6.0 0.675 7.1 

32 Stock Farm Road/Sand Hill Road  B 15.4 0.562 16.5 C 25.3 0.666 27.2 

33 Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road  C+ 20.4 0.585 22.0 C+ 22.5 0.534 22.8 

34 Arboretum Road Sand Hill Road  C+ 20.4 0.443 22.0 C 24.8 0.601 27.8 

35 Arboretum Road/Quarry Road C 31.5 0.513 32.2 C 28.6 0.604 31.4 

36 Arboretum Road/Palm Drive C+ 22.6 0.822 27.4 C+ 20.6 0.723 21.9 

37 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street/(unsignalized) D 25.6 0.643 25.6 F 54.6 0.938 54.6 

38 El Camino Real/Charleston Road  D 47.4 0.723 47.0 D 49.7 0.834 51.9 

39 Alma Street/Charleston Road D 39.4 0.744 40.2 D 41.1 0.816 44.7 

40 Middlefield Road/Charleston Road D 39.4 0.618 41.5 D 41.7 0.727 43.4 

41 Middlefield Road/Hamilton Avenue  B- 18.5 0.336 18.7 B- 18.6 0.375 19.0 



Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-41 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

Revised Table 3.4-6 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 2-4 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

Existing Intersection Level Of Service 

 Intersection 

AM PM 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay 
Critical 

V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay LOS 
Avg 

Delay 
Critical 

V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay 
42 Alma Street/Hamilton Avenue  B+ 11.3 0.503 12.8 C+ 21.1 0.618 21.8 

43 University Drive/Santa Cruz Avenue C+ 21.8 0.449 26.9 C 27.7 0.520 30.1 

44 El Camino Real/Oak Grove Avenue C 25.4 0.529 23.7 C 29.4 0.566 31.1 

45 Middlefield Road/Ringwood Avenue C 28.7 0.614 31.2 C 28.4 0.713 33.6 

46 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue C+ 21.1 0.666 28.6 C 26.5 0.767 36.2 

47 El Camino Real/Encinal Road B 15.6 0.592 12.8 B 16.9 0.616 17.9 

48 Bay Road/Marsh Road  B 12.4 0.510 13.6 B+ 11.9 0.451 13.0 

49 Marsh Road/US 101 SB Off-Ramp B- 18.2 0.744 20.5 B- 19.8 0.789 20.6 

50 Marsh Road/US 101 NB Off-Ramp B 14.0 0.514 14.7 B 14.1 0.783 15.9 

51 Bay Road/Willow Road B- 18.4 0.625 22.4 B 15.9 0.524 19.4 

52 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road  C 28.3 0.708 40.8 E 61.7 1.024 71.1 

53 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway  C 24.7 0.921 49.5 E- 80.0 1.095 90.9 

54 Bay Road/University Avenue  C- 34.5 0.713 36.4 E 71.5 1.064 89.9 

55 Donohoe Street/University Avenue  D- 51.9 0.896 55.0 D+ 38.0 0.791 42.9 

56 Welch Road/Quarry Road C+ 20.8 0.552 23.9 C+ 21.4 0.539 23.1 

57 Durand Way/Sand Hill Road A 6.1 0.315 9.1 A 5.8 0.398 7.7 

58 Pasteur Drive NB/Welch Road  A 8.4 0.328 10.1 B+ 10.4 0.402 10.8 

59 Pasteur Drive SB/Welch Road  B+ 10.6 0.351 8.9 A 7.7 0.240 8.2 

60 Durand Way Extension/Welch Road          

61 Bowdoin Street/Stanford Road/(unsignalized) B 13.5 0.671 13.5 B 11.7 0.536 11.7 

62 Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) F 158.1 1.851 158.1 F 82.8 1.252 82.8 

63 Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp  (unsignalized) F 80.7 1.124 80.7 C 17.7 0.426 17.7 

64 Page Mill/I-280 NB Off-Ramp/(unsignalized) D 30.9 0.506 30.9 B 11.9 0.146 11.9 

65 Page Mill Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) F 98.0 1.309 98.0 D 30.9 0.984 30.9 

66 Foothill Expressway/Arastradero Road  E 64.1 0.573 96.1 E+ 56.9 0.622 73.6 

67 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway D 47.1 0.665 53.0 E+ 56.1 0.660 60.4 

68 Durham Street/Willow Road B 15.7 0.709 17.0 B 13.8 0.595 12.8 

69 Middlefield Road/Marsh Road C 24.1 0.711 34.3 C 26.6 0.766 41.0 

70 Newbridge Street/Willow Road D 40.0 0.749 44.8 D+ 37.2 0.688 47.3 

71 West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero Road (unsignalized) F 663.9 2.542 663.9 F 442.2 1.631 442.2 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Note: Shading indicates intersection operating at LOS E or F.  
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Revised Table 3.4-8 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 2-6 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

Freeway Segment Level of Service 

Freeway Segment Direction AADT LOS (AM) LOS (PM) 

US 101 North of  Marsh Road NB 
SB 

194,000 F 
F 

F 
F 

US 101 North of University Avenue NB 
SB 

192,000 F 
F 

F 
F 

US 101 South of University Avenue NB 
SB 

200,000 F 
F 

F 
F 

US 101 South of Embarcadero 
Road/Oregon Expressway 

NB 
SB 

202,000 E 
D 

F 
F 

I-280 north of Sand Hill Road NB 
SB 

102,000 D 
D 

D 
D 

I-280 south of Alpine Road NB 
SB 

103,000 C 
D 

C 
C 

I-280 south of Page Mill Road NB 
SB 

109,000 D 
C 

C 
D 

Source: Caltrans 2008 Counts, 2009 San Mateo CMP & 2008 Santa Clara CMP. 
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Revised Table 3.4-12 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-1 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

LOS of Study Intersections for 2025 – No Project 

 Intersection 

AM PM 

LOS 

Avg 

Delay 
Critica
l V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay LOS 

Avg 

Delay 
Critical 

V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

1 El Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue C- 33.3 0.806 38.0 D 40.8 0.877 44.0 

2 El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue B 13.9 0.552 13.2 B- 18.9 0.614 19.0 

3 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue D 40.9 0.902 45.4 D- 51.8 0.962 67.6 

4 El Camino Real/Roble Avenue A 8.4 0.535 7.9 B+ 11.1 0.528 9.9 

5 El Camino Real/Middle Avenue C+ 23.0 0.810 29.1 D+ 36.6 0.925 41.1 

6 El Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue B 13.5 0.687 16.4 B 12.2 0.573 18.0 

7 El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road-Alma Street C+ 22.4 0.607 31.3 C- 32.3 0.726 39.7 

8 El Camino Real/Quarry Road B 12.4 0.497 15.8 C+ 20.1 0.579 14.1 

9 Alma Street/Lytton Avenue B- 18.1 0.628 18.9 D+ 38.4 0.975 51.5 

10 El Camino Real/University Avenue-Palm Drive E- 79.5 1.107 98.3 D- 51.6 0.943 61.3 

11 El Camino Real/Embarcadero Road-Galvez Street D 49.9 0.853 55.0 E+ 55.5 0.936 63.3 

12 El Camino Real/Churchill Avenue C 24.5 0.667 30.8 C 23.1 0.757 34.8 

13 El Camino Real/Serra Street-Park Boulevard B- 18.7 0.536 24.5 C 26.5 0.727 31.6 

14 El Camino Real/Stanford Avenue C 23.8 0.540 17.9 C 27.7 0.733 33.0 

15 El Camino Real/California Avenue C 25.8 0.698 28.0 C 28.1 0.756 29.7 

16 El Camino Real/Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway E 66.6 1.032 82.9 E 67.2 1.038 84.4 

17 Woodland Avenue/University Avenue D 40.6 0.843 41.4 D- 51.6 0.962 66.7 

18 Middlefield Road/Willow Road D+ 36.4 0.657 40.3 E 60.1 0.922 67.6 

19 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue D 41.7 0.874 44.8 D- 54.5 0.955 60.1 

20 Middlefield Road/University Avenue  C 28.7 0.608 31.0 C- 33.3 0.815 38.5 

21 Middlefield Road/Embarcadero Road D 41.3 0.666 43.4 D+ 38.8 0.672 41.2 

22 Alma Street/Churchill Avenue C 23.5 0.773 30.1 D+ 36.0 0.930 45.3 

23 Junipero Serra Boulevard-Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road F 126.0 1.230 177.0 F 109.2 1.136 151.4 

24 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Stanford Avenue B 14.2 0.721 20.6 C+ 20.6 0.794 25.6 

25 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive East B 14.0 0.606 19.8 B 13.6 0.618 16.9 

26 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West D 50.8 0.687 62.3 E- 79.8 0.995 103.8 

27 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road-Santa Cruz Avenue C- 32.2 0.902 36.5 D 42.9 0.963 44.6 

28 Sand Hill Cir- I-280/Sand Hill Road D+ 36.9 0.723 31.5 C+ 22.4 0.722 25.1 

29 Sharon Park Drive/Sand Hill Road  C 30.7 0.842 29.6 C 27.8 0.892 32.8 

30 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road  D 46.2 1.067 72.2 D 39.3 0.832 39.4 

31 Oak Avenue/Sand Hill Road -Vine Street A 7.9 0.702 9.1 A 7.9 0.847 9.8 

32 Stock Farm Road/Sand Hill Road  B 17.0 0.627 19.6 C- 34.4 0.833 42.7 

33 Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road  B- 18.5 0.585 20.0 C 26.8 0.678 31.0 

34 Arboretum Road/Sand Hill Road  C+ 20.5 0.520 23.4 C 30.6 0.689 39.4 

35 Arboretum Road/Quarry Road C 31.6 0.517 32.3 C 28.8 0.610 31.7 

36 Arboretum Road/Palm Drive C 24.6 0.856 30.5 C+ 21.2 0.744 23.1 

37 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street/(unsignalized) E 38.8 0.772 38.8 F 230.5 1.463 230.5 

38 El Camino Real/Charleston Road  D- 53.1 0.877 55.3 E 65.4 0.992 75.0 

39 Alma Street/Charleston Road E+ 55.8 0.965 62.0 E- 76.2 1.055 87.8 

40 Middlefield Road/Charleston Road D 46.6 0.828 49.4 D 47.5 0.848 51.5 

41 Middlefield Road/Hamilton Avenue  B 17.0 0.508 17.9 B- 18.7 0.431 19.3 

42 Alma Street/Hamilton Avenue  B 14.3 0.590 16.1 C+ 20.6 0.694 22.4 

43 University Drive/Santa Cruz Avenue C+ 22.8 0.612 30.0 C 29.5 0.718 37.3 

44 El Camino Real/Oak Grove Avenue C 26.8 0.655 25.7 C 30.8 0.745 29.9 
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(Revised Table 3-1 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

LOS of Study Intersections for 2025 – No Project 

 Intersection 

AM PM 

LOS 

Avg 

Delay 
Critica
l V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay LOS 

Avg 

Delay 
Critical 

V/C 

Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

45 Middlefield Road/Ringwood Avenue C 30.4 0.704 34.0 C- 33.8 0.868 43.6 

46 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue C 30.6 0.865 41.6 D- 54.1 1.008 73.4 

47 El Camino Real/Encinal Road B 17.8 0.658 15.8 B- 18.7 0.686 20.9 

48 Bay Road/Marsh Road  B 13.3 0.606 14.9 B 12.6 0.537 13.9 

49 Marsh Road/US 101 SB Off-Ramp C+ 22.7 0.885 27.7 C 27.6 0.939 31.2 

50 Marsh Road/US 101 NB Off-Ramp B 15.1 0.612 16.0 C+ 21.3 0.932 25.0 

51 Bay Road/Willow Road B- 18.8 0.648 23.0 B 17.5 0.619 21.2 

52 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road  D 42.5 0.969 65.3 F 115.6 1.221 147.7 

53 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway  D 43.5 1.057 86.8 F 104.6 1.167 120.8 

54 Bay Road/University Avenue  D+ 38.8 0.836 43.7 F 96.1 1.166 129.2 

55 Donohoe Street/University Avenue  E 73.9 1.018 81.6 D 43.0 0.899 51.4 

56 Welch Road/Quarry Road C+ 20.9 0.558 24.1 C+ 21.4 0.541 23.1 

57 Durand Way/Sand Hill Road B 12.1 0.662 10.4 B- 19.5 0.617 19.4 

58 Pasteur Drive NB/Welch Road  A 8.8 0.354 10.3 B+ 10.5 0.433 10.9 

59 Pasteur Drive SB/Welch Road  B+ 10.1 0.310 10.1 A 8.5 0.272 9.0 

60 Durand Way Extension/Welch Road  C- 32.5 0.732 37.9 C 26.8 0.631 26.4 

61 Bowdoin Street/Stanford Road/(unsignalized) C 23.5 0.887 23.5 D 31.4 0.921 31.4 

62 Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) F 323.6 2.474 323.6 F 205.7 1.789 205.7 

63 Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp  (unsignalized) F 273.7 1.705 273.7 C 24.7 0.558 24.7 

64 Page Mill/I-280 NB Off-Ramp/(unsignalized) E 44.6 0.632 44.6 C 16.1 0.276 16.1 

65 Page Mill Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) F 122.6 1.386 122.6 F 100.9 1.497 100.9 

66 Foothill Expressway/Arastradero Road  F 105.8 0.743 185.0 F 97.0 0.811 140.0 

67 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway E 61.5 0.856 67.8 E- 77.9 0.992 90.7 

68 Durham Street/Willow Road B 15.6 0.674 16.7 B 15.3 0.703 16.0 

69 Middlefield Road/Marsh Road C 31.9 0.882 48.3 D 43.0 0.978 70.4 

70 Newbridge Street/Willow Road D 40.9 0.777 46.3 D 42.6 0.813 53.9 

71 West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero Road (unsignalized) F 1128.8 4.017 1128.8 F 594.7 2.024 594.7 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Note: Shading indicates intersection operating at LOS E or F.  
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Revised Table 3.4-17 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-4 of Appendix C) 

LOS Comparison with SUMC only in 2025 – SUMC Only Project Impact 

Intersection 

2025AM 2025AM+SUMC Compare 2025PM 2025PM + SUMC Compare 

LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 
(sec) 

Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? 

1 
El Camino Real/Valparaiso 
Avenue C- 33.3 0.806 38.0 C- 33.5 0.829 38.9 0.9 0.023 N D 40.8 0.877 44.0 D 41.8 0.897 45.8 1.8 0.02 N 

2 
El Camino Real/Santa Cruz 
Avenue 

B 13.9 0.552 13.2 B 13.6 0.579 13.0 -0.2 0.027 N B- 18.9 0.614 19.0 B- 18.7 0.638 18.8 -0.2 0.024 N 

3 
El Camino Real/Ravenswood 
Avenue 

D 40.9 0.902 45.4 D 43.1 0.936 49.2 3.8 0.034 N D- 51.8 0.962 67.6 D- 54.7 0.969 61.2 -6.3 0.007 N 

4 El Camino Real/Roble Avenue A 8.4 0.535 7.9 A 8.2 0.557 7.8 -0.1 0.022 N B+ 11.1 0.528 9.9 B+ 10.8 0.549 9.8 -0.2 0.021 N 

5 El Camino Real/Middle Avenue C+ 23.0 0.810 29.1 C 23.3 0.834 29.7 0.5 0.024 N D+ 36.6 0.925 41.1 D+ 38.3 0.954 44.4 3.3 0.029 N 

6 
El Camino Real/Cambridge 
Avenue 

B 13.5 0.687 16.4 B 13.6 0.710 16.5 0.2 0.023 N B 12.2 0.573 18.0 B+ 11.4 0.566 6.5 -11.4 
-

0.007 
N 

7 
El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road-
Alma Street C+ 22.4 0.607 31.3 C 24.9 0.617 31.9 0.5 0.01 N C- 32.3 0.726 39.7 C- 33.7 0.754 40.7 1.0 0.028 N 

8 El Camino Real/Quarry Road B 12.4 0.497 15.8 B 14.2 0.546 18.5 2.7 0.049 N C+ 20.1 0.579 14.1 C+ 22.6 0.627 13.7 -0.4 0.048 N 

9 Alma Street/Lytton Avenue B- 18.1 0.628 18.9 B- 19.1 0.668 20.6 1.7 0.04 N D+ 38.4 0.975 51.5 D 43.0 1.005 59.5 8.0 0.03 N 

10 
El Camino Real/University 
Avenue-Palm Drive  

E- 79.5 1.107 98.3 F 95.8 1.165 120.9 22.6 0.058 Y D- 51.6 0.943 61.3 E 71.0 1.017 79.8 18.5 0.074 Y 

11 
El Camino Real/Embarcadero 
Road-Galvez Street D 49.9 0.853 55.0 D- 51.2 0.875 56.9 1.9 0.022 N E+ 55.5 0.936 63.3 E+ 57.0 0.948 65.3 2.0 0.012 N 

12 El Camino Real/Churchill Avenue C 24.5 0.667 30.8 C 24.7 0.690 31.2 0.4 0.023 N C 23.1 0.757 34.8 C 23.3 0.769 35.3 0.5 0.012 N 

13 
El Camino Real/Serra Street-Park 
Drive 

B- 18.7 0.536 24.5 B- 18.5 0.542 24.4 -0.1 0.006 N C 26.5 0.727 31.6 C 26.4 0.743 31.6 0.0 0.016 N 

14 El Camino Real/Stanford Avenue C 23.8 0.540 17.9 C 23.5 0.557 17.7 -0.2 0.017 N C 27.7 0.733 33.0 C 27.6 0.749 33.0 0.0 0.016 N 

15 El Camino Real/California Avenue C 25.8 0.698 28.0 C 25.8 0.716 28.1 0.1 0.018 N C 28.1 0.756 29.7 C 28.1 0.773 29.8 0.1 0.017 N 

16 
El Camino Real/Page Mill Road-
Oregon Expressway E 66.6 1.032 82.9 E 71.7 1.058 91.0 8.1 0.026 Y E 67.2 1.038 84.4 E 70.7 1.054 89.7 5.3 0.016 Y 

17 
Woodland Avenue/University 
Avenue 

D 40.6 0.843 41.4 D 40.9 0.858 42.3 0.9 0.015 N D- 51.6 0.962 66.7 D- 53.4 0.977 69.9 3.2 0.015 N 

18 Middlefield Road/Willow Road D+ 36.4 0.657 40.3 D+ 37.0 0.690 41.2 0.9 0.033 N E 60.1 0.922 67.6 E 66.8 0.966 76.0 8.4 0.044 Y 

19 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue D 41.7 0.874 44.8 D 47.8 0.904 51.8 7.0 0.03 N D- 54.5 0.955 60.1 E+ 59.0 0.976 65.7 5.6 0.021 Y 

20 Middlefield Road/University C 28.7 0.608 31.0 C 28.9 0.618 31.2 0.2 0.01 N C- 33.3 0.815 38.5 C- 33.8 0.830 39.5 1.0 0.015 N 
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Revised Table 3.4-17 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-4 of Appendix C) 

LOS Comparison with SUMC only in 2025 – SUMC Only Project Impact 

Intersection 

2025AM 2025AM+SUMC Compare 2025PM 2025PM + SUMC Compare 

LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 
(sec) 

Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? 

Avenue 

21 
Middlefield Road/Embarcadero 
Road D 41.3 0.666 43.4 D 41.2 0.679 43.5 0.1 0.013 N D+ 38.8 0.672 41.2 D+ 38.7 0.684 41.3 0.1 0.012 N 

22 Alma Street/Churchill Avenue C 23.5 0.773 30.1 C 23.9 0.787 20.5 -9.6 0.014 N D+ 36.0 0.930 45.3 D+ 37.2 0.940 47.3 2.0 0.01 N 

23 
Junipero Serra Boulevard-Foothill 
Expressway/Page Mill Road F 126.0 1.230 177.0 F 127.5 1.236 180.0 3.0 0.006 N F 109.2 1.136 151.4 F 112.9 1.152 157.7 6.3 0.016 Y 

24 
Junipero Serra Boulevard/Stanford 
Avenue 

B 14.2 0.721 20.6 B 14.8 0.752 21.7 1.1 0.031 N C+ 20.6 0.794 25.6 C+ 21.5 0.805 26.3 0.7 0.011 N 

25 
Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus 
Drive East B 14.0 0.606 19.8 B 14.7 0.636 21.1 1.3 0.03 N B 13.6 0.618 16.9 B 13.8 0.628 17.0 0.1 0.01 N 

26 
Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus 
Drive West D 50.8 0.687 62.3 D- 54.5 0.697 62.9 0.6 0.01 N E- 79.8 0.995 103.8 F 83.9 1.005 108.2 4.4 0.01 Y 

27 
Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine 
Road-Santa Cruz Avenue 

C- 32.2 0.902 36.5 C- 33.4 0.915 38.0 1.5 0.013 N D 42.9 0.963 44.6 D 45.4 0.978 47.3 2.7 0.015 N 

28 
Sand Hill Cir- I-280/Sand Hill 
Road  

D+ 36.9 0.723 31.5 D+ 38.6 0.744 33.0 1.5 0.021 N C+ 22.4 0.722 25.1 C+ 22.7 0.743 25.6 0.5 0.021 N 

29 Sharon Park Drive/Sand Hill Road  C 30.7 0.842 29.6 C 31.3 0.863 30.7 1.1 0.021 N C 27.8 0.892 32.8 C 28.9 0.912 34.4 1.6 0.02 N 

30 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road  D 46.2 1.067 72.2 D- 54.4 1.120 89.0 16.7 0.053 N D 39.3 0.832 39.4 D 40.5 0.853 40.6 1.1 0.021 N 

31 
Oak Avenue/Sand Hill Road -Vine 
Street 

A 7.9 0.702 9.1 A 8.1 0.735 9.3 0.3 0.033 N A 7.9 0.847 9.8 A 8.8 0.878 11.1 1.3 0.031 N 

32 Stock Farm Road/Sand Hill Road  B 17.0 0.627 19.6 B 17.4 0.652 20.3 0.7 0.025 N C- 34.4 0.833 42.7 D 41.7 0.868 53.8 11.1 0.035 N 

33 Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road  B- 18.5 0.585 20.0 C+ 20.7 0.631 23.3 3.3 0.046 N C 26.8 0.678 31.0 C 29.3 0.698 34.4 3.4 0.02 N 

34 Arboretum Road/Sand Hill Road  C+ 20.5 0.520 23.4 C+ 22.2 0.591 26.1 2.7 0.071 N C 30.6 0.689 39.4 C- 34.0 0.716 45.1 5.7 0.027 N 

35 Arboretum Road/Quarry Road C 31.6 0.517 32.3 C- 33.0 0.589 33.8 1.5 0.072 N C 28.8 0.610 31.7 C 29.2 0.657 33.3 1.6 0.047 N 

36 Arboretum Road/Palm Drive C 24.6 0.856 30.5 C 28.7 0.907 37.4 6.9 0.051 N C+ 21.2 0.744 23.1 C+ 22.2 0.766 24.3 1.2 0.022 N 

37 
Arboretum Road/Galvez 
Street/(unsignalized) E 38.8 0.772 38.8 E 45.4 0.819 45.4 6.6 0.047 Y F 230.5 1.463 230.5 F 263.1 1.543 263.1 32.6 0.08 Y 

38 El Camino Real/Charleston Road  D- 53.1 0.877 55.3 D- 53.7 0.889 56.3 1.0 0.012 N E 65.4 0.992 75.0 E 66.7 0.999 76.7 1.7 0.007 N 

39 Alma Street/Charleston Road E+ 55.8 0.965 62.0 E+ 57.7 0.976 64.6 2.6 0.011 N E- 76.2 1.055 87.8 E- 78.8 1.065 91.3 3.5 0.01 N 

40 Middlefield Road/Charleston Road D 46.6 0.828 49.4 D 46.7 0.830 49.5 0.1 0.002 N D 47.5 0.848 51.5 D 47.7 0.850 51.7 0.2 0.002 N 
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Revised Table 3.4-17 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-4 of Appendix C) 

LOS Comparison with SUMC only in 2025 – SUMC Only Project Impact 

Intersection 

2025AM 2025AM+SUMC Compare 2025PM 2025PM + SUMC Compare 

LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 
(sec) 

Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? 

41 
Middlefield Road/Hamilton 
Avenue  B 17.0 0.508 17.9 B 17.9 0.532 19.0 1.1 0.024 N B- 18.7 0.431 19.3 B- 19.2 0.453 19.8 0.5 0.022 N 

42 Alma Street/Hamilton Avenue  B 14.3 0.590 16.1 B 15.6 0.618 17.5 1.4 0.028 N C+ 20.6 0.694 22.4 C+ 21.1 0.703 22.8 0.4 0.009 N 

43 
University Drive/Santa Cruz 
Avenue C+ 22.8 0.612 30.0 C 23.0 0.617 30.2 0.2 0.005 N C 29.5 0.718 37.3 C 29.6 0.723 37.5 0.2 0.005 N 

44 
El Camino Real/Oak Grove 
Avenue 

C 26.8 0.655 25.7 C 26.7 0.683 25.6 -0.1 0.028 N C 30.8 0.745 29.9 C 30.9 0.771 30.3 0.4 0.026 N 

45 
Middlefield Road/Ringwood 
Avenue 

C 30.4 0.704 34.0 C 30.4 0.707 34.1 0.1 0.003 N C- 33.8 0.868 43.6 C- 33.9 0.870 43.9 0.3 0.002 N 

46 
Middlefield Road/Ravenswood 
Avenue C 30.6 0.865 41.6 C- 32.1 0.880 43.5 1.9 0.015 N D- 54.1 1.008 73.4 E+ 57.1 1.022 77.2 3.8 0.014 Y 

47 El Camino Real/Encinal Road B 17.8 0.658 15.8 B 17.7 0.680 15.9 0.1 0.022 N B- 18.7 0.686 20.9 B- 18.6 0.706 20.9 0.0 0.02 N 

48 Bay Road/Marsh Road  B 13.3 0.606 14.9 B 13.3 0.614 14.9 0.0 0.008 N B 12.6 0.537 13.9 B 12.6 0.545 13.9 0.0 0.008 N 

49 Marsh Road/US 101 SB Off-Ramp C+ 22.7 0.885 27.7 C 23.6 0.901 29.4 1.7 0.016 N C 27.6 0.939 31.2 C 28.2 0.945 32.3 1.1 0.006 N 

50 Marsh Road/US 101 NB Off-Ramp B 15.1 0.612 16.0 B 15.1 0.612 16.0 0.0 0 N C+ 21.3 0.932 25.0 C+ 21.3 0.932 25.0 0.0 0 N 

51 Bay Road/Willow Road B- 18.8 0.648 23.0 B- 18.6 0.666 23.0 0.0 0.018 N B 17.5 0.619 21.2 B 17.8 0.670 16.8 -4.4 0.051 N 

52 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road  D 42.5 0.969 65.3 D 43.6 0.981 67.9 2.6 0.012 N F 115.6 1.221 147.7 F 119.2 1.232 152.3 4.6 0.011 Y 

53 
University Avenue/Bayfront 
Expressway  

D 43.5 1.057 86.8 D 44.6 1.064 89.3 2.5 0.007 N F 104.6 1.167 120.8 F 107.7 1.176 124.5 3.7 0.009 Y 

54 Bay Road/University Avenue  D+ 38.8 0.836 43.7 D+ 38.9 0.840 43.9 0.2 0.004 N F 96.1 1.166 129.2 F 97.1 1.170 130.6 1.4 0.004 N 

55 Donohoe Street/University Avenue  E 73.9 1.018 81.6 E 74.9 1.022 82.9 1.3 0.004 N D 43.0 0.899 51.4 D 43.0 0.899 51.4 0.0 0 N 

56 Welch Road/Quarry Road C+ 20.9 0.558 24.1 C 24.1 0.645 29.4 5.3 0.087 N C+ 21.4 0.541 23.1 C 25.1 0.614 30.0 6.9 0.073 N 

57 Durand Way/Sand Hill Road B 12.1 0.662 10.4 B 13.4 0.698 12.5 2.1 0.036 N B- 19.5 0.617 19.4 C+ 20.1 0.648 20.2 0.8 0.031 N 

58 Pasteur Drive NB/Welch Road  A 8.8 0.354 10.3 A 8.9 0.385 10.4 0.1 0.031 N B+ 10.5 0.433 10.9 B+ 10.7 0.464 10.9 0.0 0.031 N 

59 Pasteur Drive SB/Welch Road  B+ 10.1 0.310 10.1 B+ 10.3 0.363 10.4 0.3 0.053 N A 8.5 0.272 9.0 A 8.7 0.303 9.2 0.2 0.031 N 

60 
Durand Way Extension/Welch 
Road  

C- 32.5 0.732 37.9 D+ 37.6 0.772 45.9 8.0 0.04 N C 26.8 0.631 26.4 C 28.7 0.660 27.9 1.5 0.029 N 

61 
Bowdoin Street/Stanford 
Road/(unsignalized) C 23.5 0.887 23.5 C 23.7 0.889 23.7 0.2 0.002 N D 31.4 0.921 31.4 D 31.8 0.923 31.8 0.4 0.002 N 
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Revised Table 3.4-17 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-4 of Appendix C) 

LOS Comparison with SUMC only in 2025 – SUMC Only Project Impact 

Intersection 

2025AM 2025AM+SUMC Compare 2025PM 2025PM + SUMC Compare 

LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 
(sec) 

Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) LOS 

Avg 
Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg 
Crit 
Del 
(sec) 

∆ 
Avg 
Crit 

Delay 

∆ 
Crit 
V/C Impact? 

62 
Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp 
(unsignalized) F 323.6 2.474 323.6 F 335.5 2.524 335.5 11.9 0.05 Y F 205.7 1.789 205.7 F 215.8 1.830 215.8 10.1 0.041 Y 

63 
Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp  
(unsignalized) 

F 273.7 1.705 273.7 F 277.3 1.719 277.3 3.6 0.014 N C 24.7 0.558 24.7 D 25.1 0.563 25.1 0.4 0.005 N 

64 
Page Mill/I-280 NB Off-
Ramp/(unsignalized) 

E 44.6 0.632 44.6 E 45.5 0.639 45.5 0.9 0.007 N C 16.1 0.276 16.1 C 16.1 0.276 16.1 0.0 0 N 

65 
Page Mill Road/I-280 SB Off-
Ramp (unsignalized) F 122.6 1.386 122.6 F 123.5 1.387 123.5 0.9 0.001 N F 100.9 1.497 100.9 F 101.9 1.503 101.9 1.0 0.006 N 

66 
Foothill Expressway/Arastradero 
Road  F 105.8 0.743 185.0 F 105.1 0.745 184.2 -0.8 0.002 N F 97.0 0.811 140.0 F 96.7 0.814 139.5 -0.5 0.003 N 

67 
Middlefield Road/Oregon 
Expressway 

E 61.5 0.856 67.8 E 62.2 0.867 68.7 0.9 0.011 N E- 77.9 0.992 90.7 E- 79.5 1.002 93.3 2.6 0.01 N 

68 Durham Street/Willow Road B 15.6 0.674 16.7 B 15.8 0.711 17.4 0.7 0.037 N B 15.3 0.703 16.0 B 15.3 0.716 16.3 0.3 0.013 N 

69 Middlefield Road/Marsh Road C 31.9 0.882 48.3 C- 33.2 0.899 50.4 2.1 0.017 N D 43.0 0.978 70.4 D 44.1 0.987 72.7 2.3 0.009 N 

70 Newbridge Street/Willow Road D 40.9 0.777 46.3 D 41 0.787 46.4 0.1 0.01 N D 42.6 0.813 53.9 D 42.7 0.817 54.1 0.2 0.004 N 

71 
West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero 
Road (unsignalized) 

F 1128.8 4.017 1128.8 F 1200.9 4.228 1200.9 72.1 0.211 N F 594.7 2.024 594.7 F 626.8 2.102 626.8 32.1 0.078 N 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Note: Shading indicates intersection operating at LOS E or F. 
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Revised Table 3.4-15 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-6 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

2025 No Project Freeway LOS 

 
Direction 

No. of 
Mixed 
Lanes 

Peak 
Period 

Volume 
(pc/hr) LOS 

U.S. 101 Segment      

1 
Marsh Road to Woodside 
Road  

NB 4 
AM 5940 F 

PM 5730 F 

2 
Woodside Road to Marsh 
Road 

SB 3 
AM 5430 F 

PM 4380 F 

13 
University Avenue to Willow 
Road 

NB 3 
AM 6660 F 

PM 6000 F 

24 
University Avenue to Willow 
Road 

SB 3 
AM 5580 F 

PM 4530 F 

35 
University Avenue to 
Embarcadero/Oregon E'way 

NB 3 
AM 5910 F 

PM 5540 F 

46 
University Avenue to 
Embarcadero/Oregon E'way 

SB 3 
AM 5170 F 

PM 4210 F 

57 
Embarcadero/Oregon 
Expressway to San Antonio 
Road 

NB 3 
AM 7610 F 

PM 6030 F 

68 
Embarcadero/Oregon 
Expressway to San Antonio 
Road 

SB 3 
AM 6510 F 

PM 5720 F 

I-280 Segment      

1 
Sand Hill Road to Woodside 
Road 

NB 4 
AM 6310 D 

PM 8790 E 

2 
Sand Hill Road to Woodside 
Road 

SB 4 
AM 9430 F 

PM 6210 D 

3 
Alpine Road to Page Mill 
Road 

NB 4 
AM 7350 D 

PM 8220 D 

4 
Alpine Road to Page Mill 
Road 

SB 4 
AM 8920 E 

PM 7030 D 

5 
Page Mill Road to El Monte 
Avenue 

NB 4 
AM 9660 F 

PM 7450 D 

6 
Page Mill Road to El Monte 
Avenue 

SB 4 
AM 7100 D 

PM 8480 E 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 
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Revised Table 3.4-23 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 3-7 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 
2025 with SUMC Project Freeway Analysis 

  Direction 

No. of 
Mixed 
Lanes 

Peak 
Period 

Total 
Capacity 

Total 
Project 
Trips 

Project 
Trips 
with 
HOV 
adj 

% 
Capacity 
Added 
with 
HOV 
Adj 

Analysis 
Required 

 U.S. 101 Segment         

1 
Marsh Road to 
Woodside Road  

NB 4 
AM 9200 21 17 0.18 % NO 

PM 9200 61 49 0.53 % NO 

2 
Woodside Road to 
Marsh Road 

SB 3 
AM 6900 65 49 0.71 % NO 

PM 6900 23 17 0.33 % NO 

3 
University Avenue to 
Willow Road 

NB 3 
AM 6900 3 2 0.03% NO 

PM 6900 10 8 0.11% NO 

4 
University Avenue to 
Willow Road 

SB 3 
AM 6900 10 8 0.11% NO 

PM 6900 4 3 0.04% NO 

5 
University Avenue to 
Embarcadero/Oregon 
E'way 

NB 3 
AM 6900 27 20 0.30% NO 

PM 6900 10 7 0.11% NO 

6 
University Avenue to 
Embarcadero/Oregon 
E'way 

SB 3 
AM 6900 9 7 0.10% NO 

PM 6900 26 20 0.28% NO 

7 
Embarcadero/Oregon 
Expressway to San 
Antonio Road 

NB 3 
AM 6900 82 61 0.89% NO 

PM 6900 29 22 0.32% NO 

8 
Embarcadero/Oregon 
Expressway to San 
Antonio Road 

SB 3 
AM 6900 26 20 0.28% NO 

PM 6900 77 58 0.84% NO 

 I-280 Segment         

1 
Sand Hill Road to 
Woodside Road 

NB 4 
AM 9200 18 18 0.20% NO 

PM 9200 53 53 0.58% NO 

2 
Sand Hill Road to 
Woodside Road 

SB 4 
AM 9200 57 57 0.62% NO 

PM 9200 20 20 0.22% NO 

3 
Alpine Road to Page 
Mill Road 

NB 4 
AM 9200 27 27 0.29% NO 

PM 9200 10 10 0.11% NO 

4 
Alpine Road to Page 
Mill Road 

SB 4 
AM 9200 6 6 0.07% NO 

PM 9200 25 25 0.27% NO 

5 
Page Mill Road to El 
Monte Avenue 

NB 4 
AM 9200 48 48 0.52% NO 

PM 9200 17 17 0.18% NO 

6 
Page Mill Road to El 
Monte Avenue 

SB 4 
AM 9200 15 15 0.16% NO 

PM 9200 45 45 0.49% NO 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 
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Revised Table 3.4-18 of Draft EIR 
(Revised Table 4-4 of Draft EIR Appendix C) 

Intersection Improvements 

# Intersection 
Peak 
Hour Jurisdiction Roadway Mitigation Feasible? 

37 Arboretum 
Road/Galvez 
Street 

AM/ 
PM 

PA Signalize the intersection.  Signalization of this 
intersection is feasible.  Traffic signal warrants 
are met. This mitigation measure was previously 
identified in the Sand Hill Road EIR and was also 
assumed as an improvement in the Cancer Center 
EIR. 

Yes 

52 Bayfront 
Expressway/ 
Willow Road 

PM Caltrans Under Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact 
Fee Study Report, the proposed improvement is 
to provide one more right-turn lane for eastbound 
Willow Road.   

The intersection has signals for the right-turn 
movement for southbound Bayfront but the 
‘overlap’ phase is not implemented.  The SUMC 
Project TIA recommends making the right-turn 
movement for southbound Bayfront Expressway 
'overlap' with the left-turn of eastbound Willow 
Road to further improve the intersection 
performance.  However, the SUMC Project 
impact can be mitigated with only the additional 
eastbound right-turn lane provision.  
Implementation of both measures is physically 
possible.   

This intersection is located in Menlo Park.  
Changes to the traffic signal would require 
consent from Caltrans and Menlo Park.  This 
mitigation is considered feasible as Caltrans is 
likely to accept the proposal. 

Yes 

53 University 
Avenue/ 
Bayfront 
Expressway 

PM Caltrans Under Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact 
Fee Study Report, the proposed improvements 
are: Widen southbound Bayfront Expressway to 
include an additional through lane and re-stripe 
the exclusive right turn lane to a shared through 
right turn lane.  As a result, two additional 
receiving lanes in the southbound direction on 
Bayfront Expressway would be needed. 

This intersection is located in Menlo Park.  
Changes to the traffic signal would require 
consent from Caltrans and Menlo Park.  This 
mitigation is considered feasible as Caltrans is 
likely to accept the proposal. 

Yes 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2010. 
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Staff-Initiated Change 3: Changes to Analysis of Cumulative Health Risk from Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TACs) 

Introduction  

Staff-Initiated Change 3 addresses Comments 7.34, 22.43, and CC3.1. 

Section 3.5, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR provides a qualitative analysis of cumulative emissions of 
toxic air contaminants (TACs) under Impact AQ-8.  Staff-Initiated Change 3 provides a quantified 
health risk analysis for the cumulative scenario.  This analysis replaces the qualitative cumulative 
analysis under Impact AQ-8 on pages 3.5-26 through 3.5-27 of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to 
Appendix U of this document for complete analysis of cumulative health risks from TACs and fine 
particulate matter associated with the SUMC Project. 

Quantified Analysis of Cumulative Health Risk from Toxic Air Contaminants  

Previous Cumulative Analysis Health Risk from Toxic Air Contaminants.  When the SUMC 
Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released and the Draft EIR was circulated, the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) provided methodology and significance criteria for the 
environmental analysis of development projects in the document California Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines), which it had adopted in December 1999 and had not been revised.  
The 1999 CEQA Guidelines made the following recommendation (on page 19) with respect to the 
analysis of cumulative air quality impacts from Bay Area projects and the significance findings from 
such analysis:    

In a jurisdiction with a general plan consistent with the Clean Air Plan, a project may be 
proposed that is not consistent with that general plan because it requires a general plan 
amendment (GPA). In such instances, the cumulative impact analysis should consider the 
difference(s) between the project and the original (pre-GPA) land use designation for the site 
with respect to motor vehicle use and potential land use conflicts. A project would not have a 
significant cumulative impact if: vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from the project would not be 
greater than the VMT that would be anticipated under the original land use designation, and 2) 
the project would not result in sensitive receptors being in close proximity to sources of 
objectionable odors, toxics or accidental releases of hazardous materials. 

The cumulative air quality analysis contained in the Draft EIR relied on the recommendations of the 
1999 CEQA Guidelines for its methodology and significance criteria.  Aspects of the 1999 CEQA 
Guidelines motivating the Draft EIR’s finding that the SUMC Project’s cumulative TAC impacts were 
significant and unavoidable include the following: 

 The SUMC Project would require a General Plan Amendment and zoning change to proceed.  
Further, the Draft EIR found that there would be a net increase in VMT from the more 
intensive development proposed for the SUMC Sites, and the air quality analysis found that the 
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net criteria air pollutant emissions for the SUMC Project would exceed BAAQMD thresholds 
for ozone precursors and particulate matter. 

 The SUMC Project would include new TAC sources, new on-site TAC-sensitive receptors, and 
contain design features that could affect the TAC exposures of existing and future off-site 
sensitive receptors. 

In addition, other more recent findings were taken into account in arriving at the Draft EIR’s 
significant and unavoidable finding, specifically:  

 BAAQMD TAC risk modeling studies, conducted after the adoption of the 1999 CEQA 
Guidelines, found that the Bay Area’s highest TAC emissions occur in certain urban core 
areas, including eastern San Mateo County, specifically in the communities of Redwood City 
and East Palo Alto.  Consequently, health risks in Palo Alto are likely to be substantially 
higher than the Bay Area average (e.g., a median cancer risk of 500 to 700 in a million, 
compared with the 1999 CEQA Guidelines 10 in a million significance threshold for 
development projects undergoing CEQA analysis). 

 Although reduction in TAC emissions has been given priority by federal, State, and local 
agencies, and regulations are in place to bring about substantial reductions over the next 5 or 
10 years, there is still no regional plan in place to reduce the Bay Area’s TAC health risk to 
acceptable levels within a foreseeable time frame. 

 The Health Risk Assessment preformed for the SUMC Project (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) 
found that TACs from SUMC Project construction and operational sources would not exceed 
the project-level significance thresholds established by the 1999 CEQA Guidelines (i.e., a 
cancer risk of 10 in a million and a non-cancer chronic hazard index of 1.0), but SUMC 
Project construction-related cancer risk to off-site maximally exposed residential receptors 
would be very close to the cancer risk threshold (i.e., 9.6 in a million, compared to the 10 in a 
million threshold).   

The SUMC Project would introduce new TAC sources to the SUMC Sites and the vicinity, while Palo 
Alto already has high TAC background concentrations due to regional TAC sources.  In addition, the 
closeness of the SUMC Project’s incremental cancer risk is close to the BAAQMD threshold and the 
SUMC Project is the largest project on the list of cumulative projects expected to be developed in the 
City of Palo Alto.  As such, there is ample justification, in the absence of other more specific 
quantitative methodology and criteria in the 1999 CEQA Guidelines, for regarding SUMC Project TAC 
emissions as making a “cumulatively considerable” contribution to the high background TAC risk (i.e., 
greater than 700 in a million) that affects Palo Alto now and into the foreseeable future.  Thus, the 
Draft EIR concludes that the SUMC Project’s cumulative TAC impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

Revised Cumulative Analysis Health Risk from Toxic Air Contaminants.  On June 2, 2010, the 
BAAQMD adopted a revised version of its CEQA Guidelines.  The resolution approving the new 
guidelines states that the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines apply only to projects with NOPs issued 
and environmental analyses begun on or after the date of adoption.  In addition, at the December 10, 
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2010 Board meeting, the BAAQMD revised the effective dates for the risk and hazards thresholds for 
new receptors from January 1, 2011 to May 1, 2011.  Although the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
have not been generally applied to the SUMC Project, as a conservative measure, the City of Palo has 
requested that a cumulative TAC analysis be completed for the SUMC Project using the methodology 
and thresholds established by the revised CEQA Guidelines.  A summary of the methodology and 
thresholds established by the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and the findings of the SUMC Project 
cumulative TAC analysis are presented below. 

The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines methodology recommends evaluation of cumulative TAC and 
fine particulate matter impacts at sensitive receptors within a “zone of influence” extending 1,000 feet 
from the property line of a development project site and including the effects of all substantial TAC and 
fine particulate matter sources within this zone of influence.  The SUMC Project cumulative analysis 
estimated the excess lifetime cancer risks, the non-cancer hazard indices (HIs), and the PM2.5 
concentrations at sensitive receptor locations that are attributable to mobile sources (i.e., surface streets 
with traffic exceeding 10,000 vehicles per day, including El Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, Quarry 
Road, Campus Drive, and Welch Road) and stationary sources (i.e., existing and proposed diesel 
generators, truck loading docks, the Cardinal Cogen power plant, and two gas-dispensing facilities) 
within the zone of influence around the SUMC Sites.  Such risk and hazard estimates were obtained 
using air dispersion models approved by the EPA and recommended by the BAAQMD (i.e., 
CAL3QHCR for mobile sources, and AERMOD for stationary sources).  Consistent with the 
BAAQMD’s definition of a sensitive receptor, cumulative impacts were evaluated for patients at the 
new SHC and Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital (LPCH) Hospital buildings, and at the location of the 
maximally exposed off-site residential receptor (MEIR) identified in the cumulative health risk analysis 
for the SUMC Project (Appendix U of this document).  The results of the cumulative analysis were 
compared with the following cumulative significance thresholds as identified in the 2010 BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines: 

 An excess lifetime cancer risk of more than 100 in one million;  

 A chronic non-cancer HI greater than 10.0; and 

 An incremental increase in the annual average PM2.5 of 0.8 μg/m3 or greater. 

Estimates for project-level construction and operational TAC impacts are available from the SUMC 
Project Health Risk Assessment (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) where their significance was assessed 
according to the following significance thresholds: 

 An excess lifetime cancer risk of more than 10 in one million; and 

 A chronic non-cancer HI greater than 1.0. 

As presented in Table 3.5-9 on page 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR, project-level cancer and non-cancer TAC 
impacts were found to be less than significant for maximally exposed on-site patient and worker 
receptors, and for off-site residential and other sensitive receptors.  It is important to note that the 2010 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines retained the same project-level cancer and chronic non-cancer 
significance thresholds as the 1999 CEQA Guidelines, but added a new 0.3 μg/m3 project-level 
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threshold for PM2.5.  The project-level TAC impacts of PM2.5 were not assessed in the SUMC Project 
Health Risk Assessment, but PM2.5 emissions from SUMC Project mobile and stationary sources were 
estimated, compared with 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines thresholds for criteria pollutants, and 
found to be less than significant in the Draft EIR.    

The results of the cumulative analysis are listed separately by source in Table 3.5-11 in Draft EIR Text 
Revisions, and then totaled for all operational sources.  Table 3.5-11 is a new table that was not 
included in the Draft EIR.  Construction TAC emissions would not be individually significant (per 
Impact AQ-4 of the Draft EIR) and, if added to operational emissions, would not contribute to 
cumulative TAC levels exceeding BAAQMD thresholds. All cumulative estimates for cancer risk, 
chronic non-cancer HI, and annual average PM2.5 concentration would be below the 2010 BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines cumulative significance thresholds for on-site patient receptors and maximally 
exposed off-site residential receptors within the zone of influence.  Thus, the SUMC Project would 
have a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to TACs and fine particulate matter. 

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Summary.  Table S-4 on pages S-50 and S-51 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows. 

Table S-4 
SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

AQ-8. Cumulative 
Construction and 
Operational TAC and fine 
particulate matter 
Emissions. SUMC Project 
TAC and fine particulate 
matter emissions could 
contribute considerably to 
the health risk of sensitive 
receptors on and near the 
SUMC Project site and, 
thus, have a significant 
cumulative impact., and 
TAC and fine particulate 
matter emissions from 
other sources within a 
1,000-foot zone of 
influence of the Main 
SUMC Site, would have a 
less-than-significant 
cumulative impact on 
public health. 

SLTS MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2 
(Implement Equipment Exhaust Emission Reduction 
Measures) has been identified primarily to reduce 
construction-phase criteria pollutant emissions, but it would 
also reduce Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions. 
However, the emissions of criteria and DPM emissions 
from project construction sources were based on current 
best estimates of the type, number, and duration of use of 
the SUMC Project construction equipment. While some 
additional reductions of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 
would be expected with Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2, 
where their implementation is feasible, their potential 
additional reductions were not included in the SUMC 
Project’s DPM estimates that were the basis of the Health 
Risk Assessment. However, it is not likely that the 
additional reductions in SUMC Project TAC emissions 
resulting from their implementation would reduce the 
SUMC Project health risk to the point where it would not 
be cumulatively considerable in the context of Palo Alto’s 
high TAC background levels. Thus, SUMC Project TAC 
emissions would remain cumulatively significant even after 
the implementation of all feasible TAC reduction measures. 

None required. 

SU N/A 
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Draft EIR text on page S-93, fifth bullet, is deleted as follows: 

 Contribution to cumulative emissions of toxic air contaminants;  

Table S-5 on page S-99 has been revised as follows: 

Table S-5 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Projecta 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 

No Project 
Alternative 

B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Air Quality 
Cumulative 
Impacts 

S/SU S/SULTS S/SU S/SU S/SU S/SU S/SU S/SU 

Section 3.5, Air Quality.  Draft EIR text on page 3.5-26, fourth paragraph, has been revised as 
follows: 

AQ-8. Cumulative Construction and Operational TAC and Fine Particulate Matter 
Emissions. SUMC Project TAC and fine particulate matter emissions could contribute 
considerably to the health risk of sensitive receptors on and near the SUMC Project 
site and, thus, have a significant cumulative impact.  , and TAC and fine particulate 
matter emissions from other sources within a 1,000-foot zone of influence of the Main 
SUMC Site, would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on public health. 
(SLTS) 

Draft EIR text starting on page 3.5-26, last paragraph, and continuing on page 3.5-27 has been revised 
as follows: 

Under the Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) program, the BAAQMD identified 
communities in the Bay Area subject to high TAC emissions, with sensitive populations that 
could be affected by them. During Phase I of CARE, the BAAQMD developed a preliminary 
Bay-Area-wide TAC emissions inventory (for the Year 2000) and compiled demographic and 
health-statistics data to identify sensitive populations. Five TACs (i.e., DPM, 1,3 butadiene, 
benzene, hexavalent chromium, and formaldehyde) were estimated to be responsible for about 
97 percent of the Bay Area’s cumulative cancer risk, with DPM alone accounting for about 80 
percent of this risk. The major sources of DPM were identified as on-road and off-road heavy 
duty diesel trucks and construction equipment. BAAQMD risk modeling studies indicate that 
exposure to DPM results in a Bay Area average cancer risk of 500-700 in a million.  However, 
the Bay Area’s highest DPM emissions were found to occur in the urban core areas of eastern 
San Francisco, western Alameda, central Santa Clara, and eastern San MateoCounties (the 
latter including Redwood City and East Palo Alto), where cancer risks were found to be 
substantially higher than the regional average. 
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The Health Risk Assessment conducted for the SUMC Project found that DPM from project 
construction equipment would be the main TAC emitted. But it also evaluated operational DPM 
emissions from the facility’s emergency generators and delivery trucks and determined health 
risks from both source categories. The health risks from both the SUMC Project’s construction 
and operational sources were found to be less than the BAAQMD’s TAC exposure significance 
threshold (i.e., 10 chances in a million of contracting cancer over a lifetime exposure). 
However, the SUMC Sites are adjacent to a BAAQMD-identified CARE “Priority 
Community,” where the background DPM cancer risk is likely substantially greater than the 
Bay Area average 500 to 700 in a million. Although reduction in DPM from diesel engines has 
been given priority by federal, State, and local agencies, and regulations are in place to bring 
about substantial reduction of DPM from diesel engines over time, there is still no regional 
modeling study that predicts when remediation can be expected of the Bay Area’s elevated 
DPM health risk identified in the CARE studies. Furthermore, the SUMC Project is the largest 
project compared to the list of cumulative projects expected to be developed in the City of Palo 
Alto (see Appendix B). Consequently, SUMC Project TAC emissions must be considered 
cumulatively considerable even though the health risk they pose to the local population is 
relatively small (i.e., 10 in a million) in comparison to the background TAC risk (i.e., greater 
than 700 in a million) that affects Palo Alto and environs. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2 (Implement Equipment Exhaust 
Emission Reduction Measures) has been identified primarily to reduce construction-phase 
criteria pollutant emissions, but it would also reduce DPM emissions. However, the emissions 
of criteria and DPM emissions from project construction sources were based on current best 
estimates of the type, number, and duration of use of the SUMC Project construction 
equipment. While some additional reductions of TACs would be expected with Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1.2, where their implementation is feasible, their potential additional reductions 
were not included in the SUMC Project’s DPM estimates that were the basis of the Health Risk 
Assessment. However, it is not likely that the additional reductions in SUMC Project TAC 
emissions resulting from their implementation would reduce the SUMC Project health risk to 
the point where it would not be cumulatively considerable in the context of Palo Alto’s high 
TAC background levels. Thus, SUMC Project TAC emissions would remain cumulatively 
significant even after the implementation of all feasible TAC reduction measures. (SU) 

The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines methodology recommends evaluation of cumulative 
TAC and fine particulate matter impacts at sensitive receptors within a “zone of influence” 
extending 1,000 feet from the property line of a development project site and including the 
effects of all substantial TAC and fine particulate matter sources within this zone of influence.  
The SUMC Project cumulative analysis estimated excess the lifetime cancer risks, the non-
cancer hazard indices (HIs), and the PM2.5 concentrations at sensitive receptor locations that are 
attributable to mobile sources (i.e., surface streets with traffic exceeding 10,000 vehicles per 
day, including El Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, Quarry Road, Campus Drive, and Welch 
Road) and stationary sources (i.e., existing and proposed diesel generators, truck loading 
docks, the Cardinal Cogen power plant, and two gas-dispensing facilities) within the zone of 
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influence around the SUMC Sites.  Such risk and hazard estimates were obtained using air 
dispersion models approved by the EPA and recommended by the BAAQMD (i.e., 
CAL3QHCR for mobile sources, and AERMOD for stationary sources).  Consistent with the 
BAAQMD’s definition of a sensitive receptor, cumulative impacts were evaluated for patients 
at the new SHC and LPCH hospital buildings, and at the location of the maximally exposed 
off-site residential receptor (MEIR) identified in the Health Risk Assessment for the SUMC 
Project.  The results of the cumulative analysis were compared with the following cumulative 
significance thresholds identified in the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines: 

 An excess lifetime cancer risk of more than 100 in one million;  

 A chronic non-cancer HI greater than 10.0; and 

 An incremental increase in the annual average PM2.5 of 0.8 μg/m3 or greater. 

Estimates for project-level construction and operational TAC impacts are available from the 
SUMC Project Health Risk Assessment where their significance was assessed according to the 
following significance thresholds: 

 An excess lifetime cancer risk of more than 10 in one million; and 

 A chronic non-cancer HI greater than 1.0. 

As presented in Table 3.5-9, project-level cancer and non-cancer TAC impacts were found to 
be less than significant for maximally exposed on-site patient and worker receptors, and for 
off-site residential and other sensitive receptors.   

The results of the cumulative analysis are listed separately by source and then totaled for all 
operational sources in Table 3.5-11.  Construction TAC emissions were not found to be 
individually significant (per Impact AQ-4) and, if added to operational emissions, would not 
contribute to cumulative TAC levels exceeding BAAQMD thresholds. All cumulative estimates 
for cancer risk, chronic non-cancer HI and annual average PM2.5 concentration would be below 
the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines cumulative significance thresholds for on-site patient 
receptors and maximally exposed off-site residential receptors within the zone of influence.  
Thus, the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact related to TACs 
and fine particulate matter BAAQMD 2010 CEQA Guidelines.  (LTS) 
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Table 3.5-11 is a new table, which has been inserted as follows after the revised text on page 3.5-27 of 
the Draft EIR: 

Table 3.5-11  
Cumulative Impacts from the SUMC Project Sources and Other Sources within the Project Site 

Zone of Influence  

Modeled 
Source 

Cancer Risk 
(per million) Chronic Hazard Index 

PM2.5 Concentration 
(ug/m3) 

SHC 
Patient 

LPCH 
Patient 

Offsite 
Resident 

SHC 
Patient 

LPCH 
Patient 

Offsite 
Resident 

SHC 
Patient 

LPCH 
Patient 

Offsite 
Resident 

Project 
Diesel 
Generators 

0.6 0.06 

1.4a 

0.005 0.0001 

0.0005a 

0.03 0.0007 

0.0025 
Project 
Loading 
Docks 

0.007 0.015 0.00006 0.00004 0.0003 0.0002 

Existing 
Point 
Sourcesb 

0.2 0.0 2.6 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.008 0.006 0.005 

Existing 
Loading 
Docks 

0.1 0.2 7.1 0.0008 0.0006 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.01 

Traffic 0.2 0.6 14.3 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.06 0.05 0.15 

Gas 
Dispensing 
Facility 

0.1 0.3 2.0 0.002 0.002 0.002 0 0 0 

Total 
Cumulative 
Sources 

1.2 1.1 27.0 0.01 0.006 0.01 0.1 0.1 0.2 

BAAQMD 
Cumulative 
CEQA 
Threshold 

100 10 0.8 

Cumulative 
Impact? 

No No No No No No No No No 

Source: Environ, January 2011. 

Note:  

a. Only total risk, HI and PM2.5 exposures from combined generator and loading dock sources were determined, not the 
individual contributions from each source type. 

b. Modeled sources include onsite and offsite diesel generators and the cogeneration power plant. 

 

Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations.  Draft EIR text on page 4-1, fifth bullet, is deleted as 
follows: 

 Contribution to cumulative emissions of toxic air contaminants; 
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Section 5, Alternatives.  Draft EIR text on page 5-2, fifth bullet, is deleted as follows: 

 Contribution to cumulative emissions of toxic air contaminants;  

Table 5-8 on page 5-52 has been revised as follows.  Note that although the cumulative TAC impacts 
for the SUMC Project and its alternatives would have less-than-significant cumulative impacts, all 
alternatives except for No Project Alternative A would still have significant and unavoidable 
cumulative construction NOx emissions, as shown in the table below.  

Table 5-8 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Projecta 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 

No Project 
Alternative 

B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Air Quality 
Cumulative 
Impacts 

S/SU S/SULTS S/SU S/SU S/SU S/SU S/SU S/SU 

Draft EIR text on page 5-58, third paragraph, for No Project Alternative A, has been revised as 
follows: 

Cumulative Impacts.  The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of 
TACs during construction and operation were determined to have a cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under No Project Alternative A, emissions of 
NOx during construction would likely not exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District’s (BAAQMD’s) 80 lbs/day threshold However, the TACs emitted during construction, 
though likely posing a lesser heath risk than those of the SUMC Project, would still make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the high TAC background levels of the area in which 
the SUMC Sites are located. Consequently, this alternative’s cumulative TAC impacts would 
be cumulatively significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2 would help reduce TAC emissions 
from this alternative, but not to a less than considerable level. Consequently Therefore, this 
alternative’s construction NOx emissions cumulative TAC impacts would be less than 
cumulatively significant. The TACs and fine particulate matter emitted during construction and 
operation, in combination with TACs and fine particulate matter emitted within the zone of 
influence for the SUMC Sites, would likely not exceed the cumulative significance thresholds 
of the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (S/SULTS) 

Draft EIR text on page 5-76, first paragraph, for No Project Alternative B, has been revised as 
follows: 

Cumulative Impacts. The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of 
TACs during construction and operation were identified as making cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under No Project Alternative B, emissions of 
NOx during construction would also potentially exceed the BAAQMD’s 80 lbs/day threshold, 
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and could contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The TACs and fine particulate matter 
emitted during construction and operation, though likely posing a lesser heath risk than those of 
the SUMC Project, would also make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the high TAC 
background levels of the area in which the SUMC Sites are located.  in combination with 
TACs and fine particulate matter emitted within the zone of influence for the SUMC Sites, 
would likely not exceed the cumulative significance thresholds of the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines.  Consequently, this alternative’s cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter 
impacts would be less than cumulatively significant. The same construction-period mitigation 
measure mentioned above would help reduce TAC emission from this alternative, but not to a 
less than considerable level. Consequently Therefore, only this alternative’s construction NOx 
emissions and cumulative TAC impacts would be cumulatively significant. (S/SU) 

Draft EIR text on page 5-95, second full paragraph, for Reduced Intensity Alternative A, has been 
revised as follows: 

Cumulative Impacts. The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of 
TACs during construction and operation were identified as making cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under Reduced Intensity Alternative A, 
emissions of NOx during construction would also potentially exceed the BAAQMD’s 80 
lbs/day threshold, and could contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The TACs and fine 
particulate matter emitted during construction and operation, though likely posing a lesser heath 
risk than those of the SUMC Project, would also make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the high TAC background levels of the area in which the SUMC Sites are 
located.  in combination with TACs and fine particulate matter emitted within the zone of 
influence for the SUMC Sites, would likely not exceed the cumulative significance thresholds 
of the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  Consequently, this alternative’s cumulative TAC 
and fine particulate matter impacts would be less than cumulatively significant. The same 
construction-period Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2, mentioned above, would help reduce TAC 
emission from this alternative, but not to a less than considerable level. Consequently 
Therefore, only this alternative’s construction NOx emissions and cumulative TAC impacts 
would be cumulatively significant. (S/SU) 

Draft EIR text on page 5-118, last paragraph, for Reduced Intensity Alternative B, has been revised as 
follows: 

Cumulative Impacts. The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of 
TACs during construction and operation were identified as making cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under Reduced Intensity Alternative B, 
emissions of NOx during construction would also potentially exceed the BAAQMD’s 80 
lbs/day threshold, and could contribute to significant cumulative impacts.  The TACs and fine 
particulate matter emitted during construction and operation, though likely posing a lesser heath 
risk than those of the SUMC Project, would also make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the high TAC background levels of the area in which the SUMC Sites are 
located.  in combination with TACs and fine particulate matter emitted within the zone of 
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influence for the SUMC Sites, would likely not exceed the cumulative significance thresholds 
of the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  Consequently, this alternative’s cumulative TAC 
and fine particulate matter impacts would be less than cumulatively significant. The same 
construction-period Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2, mentioned above, would help reduce TAC 
emission from this alternative, but not to a less than considerable level Consequently 
Therefore, only this alternative’s construction NOx emissions and cumulative TAC impacts 
would be cumulatively significant. (S/SU) 

Draft EIR text on page 5-146, second full paragraph, for the Tree Preservation Alternative, has been 
revised as follows.  Please note that Table 5-11A, as provided below, is new and not included in the 
Draft EIR: 

Cumulative Impacts. The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of TACs 
during construction and operation were identified as making cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under the Tree Preservation Alternative, emissions 
of NOx during construction would not potentially exceed the BAAQMD’s 80 lbs/day threshold, but 
and could still contribute to significant cumulative impacts on future regional ozone levels. Similar 
to the SUMC Project, tThe TACs and fine particulate matter emitted during construction of the 
Tree Preservation Alternative would also make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the high 
TAC background levels of the area in which the SUMC Sites are located.  and operation, in 
combination with TACs and fine particulate matter emitted within the zone of influence for the 
SUMC Sites, would not exceed the cumulative significance thresholds of the 2010 BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines, as demonstrated by the cumulative risk assessment shown in Table 5-11A. 
Consequently, this alternative’s cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter impacts would be less 
than cumulatively significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-1.2 would help reduce TAC emission from 
this alternative, but not to a less than considerable level. Consequently Therefore, only this 
alternative’s construction NOx emissions and cumulative TAC impacts would be cumulatively 
significant. (S/SU) 

 AQ-1.2: Implement Diesel Emission Reduction Measures 



 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-63 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

Table 5-11A  
Cumulative Impacts from the Tree Preservation Alternative and Other Sources within the Project Site 

Zone of Influence  

Modeled Source 

Cancer Risk 
(per million) Chronic Hazard Index 

PM2.5 Concentration 
(ug/m3) 

SHC 
Patient 

LPCH 
Patient 

Offsite 
Resident 

SHC 
Patient 

LPCH 
Patient 

Offsite 
Resident 

SHC 
Patient 

LPCH 
Patient 

Offsite 
Resident 

Project Diesel 
Generators 

0.06 0.07 
1.0a 

0.0006 0.0002 
0.0004a 

0.003 0.0009 
0.002 

Project Loading Docks 0.007 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Existing Point Sourcesb 0.2 0.4 2.8 0.002 0.002 0.0 0.008 0.006 0.005 

Existing Loading Docks 0.1 0.2 7.0 0.0008 0.0006 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.01 

Traffic 0.3 0.6 17.5 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.1 0.1 0.18 

Gas Dispensing Facility 0.1 0.3 2.0 0.002 0.002 0.002 0 0 0 

Total Cumulative 
Sources 

0.8 1.6 30.0 0.01 0.006 0.01 0.1 0.07 0.2 

BAAQMD Cumulative 
CEQA Threshold 

100 
 

10 
 

0.8 

Cumulative Impact? No No No No No No No No No 

Source: Environ, January 2011. 

Note: 

a. Only total risk, HI and PM2.5 exposures from combined generator and loading dock sources were determined, not the individual 
contributions from each source type. 

b. Modeled sources include onsite and offsite diesel generators and the cogeneration power plant. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-175, first full paragraph, for the Historic Preservation Alternative, has been 
revised as follows: 

Cumulative Impacts. The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of 
TACs during construction and operation were identified as making cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under the Historic Preservation Alternative, 
emissions of NOx during construction would also potentially exceed the BAAQMD’s 80 
lbs/day threshold, and could contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The TACs and fine 
particulate matter emitted during construction, though likely posing a lesser heath risk than 
those of the SUMC Project, would also make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
high TAC background levels of the area in which the SUMC Sites are located. in combination 
with TACs and fine particulate matter emitted within the zone of influence for the SUMC Sites, 
would likely not exceed the cumulative significance thresholds of the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines.  Consequently, this alternative’s cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter 
impacts would be less than cumulatively significant. The same construction period Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1.2, mentioned above, would help reduce TAC emission from this alternative, but 
not to a less than considerable level. Consequently Therefore, only this alternative’s 
construction NOx emissions and cumulative TAC impacts would be cumulatively significant. 
(S/SU) 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-206, first full paragraph, for the Village Concept Alternative, has been 
revised as follows: 

Cumulative Impacts. The SUMC Project’s emissions of NOx during construction and of 
TACs during construction and operation were identified as making cumulatively considerable 
contributions to significant cumulative impacts. Under the Village Concept Alternative, 
emissions of NOx during construction would also exceed the BAAQMD’s 80 lbs/day threshold, 
and could contribute to significant cumulative impacts.  and tThe TACs and fine particulate 
matter emitted during construction and operation, being the same as for the SUMC project, 
would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the high TAC background levels of the 
area in which the SUMC Sites are located. The same construction-period Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1.2, mentioned above, would help reduce TAC emission from this alternative, but not to a 
less than considerable level. Consequently, in combination with TACs and fine particulate 
matter emitted within the zone of influence for the SUMC Sites, would likely not exceed the 
cumulative significance thresholds of the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Consequently, 
this alternative’s cumulative TAC and fine particulate matter impacts would be less than 
cumulatively significant.  Therefore, only this alternative’s construction NOx emissions and 
cumulative TAC impacts would be cumulatively significant. (S/SU) 

Staff-Initiated Change 4:  Changes to Calculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change Analysis of the SUMC Project and its Alternatives 

Introduction 

Staff-Initiated Change 4 addresses Comments 8.36, 8.38, 9.9, 22.45, 22.46, 22.48, 22.53, 22.99, 
22.100, 22.101, 22d.1, 22d.3, 22d.4, 22d.5, PTC3.37, PTC4.16, PTC4.23, PTC4.38, PTC4.40, 
PTC4.47, PTC4.50, PTC4.55, PTC4.57, PTC4.62, PTC4.63, PTC6.16, PTC6.21, PTC6.64, 
PTC6.73, PTC6.80, PTC6.83, PTC6.89, PTC6.93, CC3.20, and CC5.4. 

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR, the City identified several revisions with respect to the 
greenhouse gas emissions calculations and climate change analysis of the SUMC Project and its 
alternatives.  In addition to the revisions below, greenhouse gas calculation revisions are provided as 
Appendix V of this document.  The following discussion of this staff-initiated change is summarized by 
major revision topic, as outlined below:   

 Patient and Visitor Trips.  The analysis of the greenhouse gas emissions has been revised to 
omit visitor and patient vehicle trip emissions from the comparison of SUMC Project-
generated emissions to a Business as Usual (BAU) scenario.  This information continues to 
be provided for full disclosure of all activities.  However, it is not relevant to the BAU 
comparison because patients would be expected to seek medical treatment whether or not 
the SUMC facilities are expanded. 
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 State-Adopted AB 32 Scoping Plan Measures.  The analysis of the emissions inventory for 
the SUMC Project now includes the AB 32 Scoping Plan Measures that are currently 
mandated by regulation. 

 Reduced Emissions from the Central Energy Plant.  Since energy-savings components of the 
SUMC Project would reduce the amount of chilled water and steam needed for the Hospitals, 
the revised analysis reduces emissions calculations from the Central Energy Plant. 

 Energy Efficiency Rating of the SUMC Project.  The analysis has been revised to include a 
30 percent energy efficiency rating of the Hospital facilities under the SUMC Project. 

 Other Corrections and/or Text Changes in the Analysis.  This portion of Staff-Initiated 
Change 4 includes text changes to address the inconsistencies and minor errors in the Draft 
EIR analysis. 

 Adjustments to Alternatives.  The alternatives presented in Section 5 of the Draft EIR have 
also been revised to reflect the edits above.  

Patient and Visitor Trips 

Patients and visitors are a function of need rather than a function of the SUMC Project. Even if the 
SUMC Project is not implemented, the patients and visitors would need to go to another facility.  The 
emissions from the travel of patients and visitors would occur with or without the SUMC Project.  
According to the Stanford EIR – Revised VMT Calculation for SUMC Memo by AECOM dated 
January 20, 2011 (Appendix W of this document), the patients and visitors account for 60 percent and 
the employees account for 40 percent of the daily vehicle trips to the Hospitals.5  The average daily 
miles per trip are 31.8 and 20.8 for patients/visitors and employees, respectively.  Taking into account 
the difference in average trip lengths, employees account for 30.36 percent of the total vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT).  For purposes of comparing SUMC Project greenhouse gas emissions to a BAU 
scenario, patient and visitor trips have been removed from the analysis. 

The transportation demand management (TDM) measures that are part of the SUMC Project and that 
have been identified as mitigation would reduce the employee trips.  While the transit orientation of the 
SUMC Project and shuttles may help to reduce visitor trips, the SUMC Project cannot dictate how 
patients or visitors reach the Hospitals.  Particular to patient trips, health and safety issues are a 
priority over trip reductions.  Therefore, it is not assumed that implementation of TDM would 
significantly reduce vehicle trips of patients and visitors.  

State Adopted AB 32 Scoping Plan Measures 

The measures within the AB 32 Scoping Plan are necessary for the reduction of State emissions to 
reach the 30 percent below BAU reduction target.  These staff-initiated revisions have been 
implemented to account for the reductions afforded by State measures that have been mandated since 

                                              
5  Dennis Struecker, P.E., and Nichole Seow, AECOM Transportation, Memorandum to Trixie Martelino, 

Stanford EIR - Revised VMT Calculation for SUMC, January 20, 2011. 
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adoption of AB 32. The measures are taken into account in the BAU comparison by applying them to 
the reduced emissions scenarios.  The State Measures that have been mandated since adoption of AB 
32, and their afforded reductions, include: 

 AB 1109 Energy Efficiency Light Standard (37 percent of non-residential electrical usage is 
from lighting and AB 1109 reduces energy usage from lighting by 25 percent).  

 Updated Title 24 Standards (for medical office buildings only, energy efficiency is 
increased to 15 percent beyond 2004 Title 24 requirements).   

 Increased efficiency of combined heat and power facilities (increases energy efficiency for 
electricity and natural gas usage by 7.6 percent). 

 Vehicle Reductions are shown in Table 3.2-7 by year and vehicle class. Vehicle classes 
are: LDA – Light duty automobile, LDT1 – light duty trucks <3,750 lbs, LDT2 – light 
duty trucks 3,751 lbs to 5,750 lbs; MDT – medium duty trucks; and HD – heavy duty 
trucks. 

Table 3.2-7 
Vehicle Reductions for Year 2025 and 2015 

State Measure LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDT HD Bus 
Motor 
cycle 

Motor 
home 

2025 (Percent) 
Pavley I & II Reduction 26.87 24.86 17.60 17.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Executive Order S-1097 Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard 

7.20 7.20 7.20 7.20 7.20 7.20 7.20 7.20 

Tire Pressure Program 6.90 6.90 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.90 0.00 
Low Rolling Resistance Tires 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 
Low Friction Engine Oils 1.70 1.70 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.70 0.00 
Cool Paints/Reflective Glazing on Vehicles 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 
Goods Movement Efficiency Standard 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.60 1.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2015 (Percent) 
Pavley I & II Reduction 10.74 9.38 6.54 6.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Executive Order S-1097 Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard 

3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 

Tire Pressure Program 3.45 3.45 3.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.45 0.00 
Low Rolling Resistance Tires 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 
Low Friction Engine Oils 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.00 
Cool Paints/Reflective Glazing on Vehicles 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 
Goods Movement Efficiency Standard 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Sources:   

BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District Greenhouse Gas Model (BGM Version 1.1.9 Beta ),  2010. 

CARB: Climate change proposed scoping plan. Volume 2: analysis and documentation. December 12, 2008. Accessed 
November 2010 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/appendix2.pdf.; 

CARB: Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data – 2020 Forecast.  Accessed November 2010. 
  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm 
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Reduced Emissions from the Central Energy Plant 

The increase in energy efficiency with the energy conservation measures included in the SUMC Project 
would in turn reduce the amount of steam and chilled water required for the operation of the SUMC 
Project compared with BAU. The revised analysis takes into account this energy efficiency increase 
and reduces the amount of energy needed for steam and chilled water accordingly. For the non-
Hospital facilities, such as medical office buildings and other areas subject to Title 24 standards, a 
reduction of 30 percent compared with 2004 Title 24 standards is applied, which equates to a 15 
percent efficiency increase beyond current (2008) Title 24 requirements, which were placed in effect 
since 2010.  For the Hospital buildings not subject to Title 24, a reduction in energy equal to the 
efficiency beyond typical hospitals (30 percent) is applied.   

Energy Efficiency Ratings of the SUMC Project 

The SUMC Project sponsors have provided design and engineering data demonstrating that the SUMC 
Project Hospital facilities would operate 30 percent more efficiently than a typical hospital (based on a 
comparison to the hospital energy consumption data base used by the Environmental Protection 
Agency).  This level of efficiency would in turn reduce the energy consumed by the Hospital facilities 
by 30 percent.   Therefore, indirect sources greenhouse gas emissions associated with the energy needs 
of the Hospitals show a 30 percent reduction from “Business as Usual,” which is a typical hospital 
facility. 

Other Corrections and/or Text Changes in the Analysis  

This section addresses the inconsistencies and minor errors in the Draft EIR analysis.  In particular, 
text changes with respect to the following topics were changed as a result of the previous analysis 
revisions and staff comments: 

 Mitigation Measure CC-1.1:  The language of Mitigation Measure CC-1.1 has been changed 
to reflect that commissioning of the SUMC Project would occur one year after beginning 
operation and would perform annual energy efficiency check-ups of the facilities thereafter.   

 Mitigation Measure CC-1.2:  The language of Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 has been revised to 
indicate that the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to participate in a renewable 
energy program, but not the City’s Palo Alto Green renewable energy program.   

 Inconsistent VMT Values.  The VMT values used in Section 3.6, Climate Change, and 
Appendix H of the Draft EIR were slightly different than those used in Appendix E of the Draft 
EIR, which provided VMT calculations by AECOM Transportation.  The differences are due 
to rounding within the URBEMIS2007 model that was used to determine the CO2 emissions for 
SUMC Project vehicle trips.  The CO2 emissions for the SUMC Project have now been 
updated as part of this Staff-Initiated Change 4 based on the revised VMT calculations to for 
employees and visitors/patients, as noted below.  However, there are still differences, albeit 
slighter differences, in the VMT due to rounding in the URBEMIS model. 
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 Title 24 Citations.  The Draft EIR text has been updated throughout to clarify that the Title 24 
standards only applies to the medical office buildings and not the Hospital facilities.  

 VMT Calculations for Construction Workers.  Greenhouse gas emissions from the 
construction worker commutes for the SUMC Project have been calculated based on the 
revisions to the VMT analysis as presented by AECOM Transportation (Appendix W of this 
document).  Construction is assumed to take place in two phases. During Phase 1, the average 
daily employees would be approximately 833, which would result in an estimated daily mileage 
of 22,660.  During Phase 2, the average daily employees would be 106, which would result in 
an estimated daily mileage of 2,880.  The estimated daily miles traveled are used here to 
determine the emissions of greenhouse gases with respect to construction worker commutes.  
The daily miles traveled are multiplied by the grams/mile for carbon dioxide, methane, and 
nitrous oxide. Then, the total grams/mile are converted to metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (MT CO2e).  Greenhouse gas emissions from commuter vehicles would total 
30,359.31 MT CO2e and total greenhouse gas emissions from construction worker commuting 
are estimated at approximately 36,573.23 MT CO2e for the duration of the construction 
activities. Calculations are provided in Appendix V of this document.   

Resulting Changes to Conclusions in Section 3.6, Climate Change, of the Draft EIR 

As a result of the changes listed above for Section 3.6, Climate Change, of the Draft EIR, the 
conclusions in the Draft EIR have been revised.  The analysis in the Draft EIR indicated that the 
Emissions Reduction Program proposed for the SUMC Project would not result in a 30 percent 
reduction compared to BAU, even with mitigation, and as such would result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts from global climate change (Impact CC-2 
starting on page 3.6-59 of the Draft EIR).  The Draft EIR also found that the Emissions Reduction 
Program for the SUMC Project would not be sufficient to further the goals of the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan (Impact CC-1 starting on page 3.6-26 of the Draft EIR).  However, Mitigation 
Measures CC-1.1 through CC-1.5 were identified to help the SUMC Project meet the goals of the 
City’s Climate Protection Plan.   

With the revisions listed above, in particular the removal of patient and visitor trips from the BAU 
comparison, the SUMC Project, including its Emissions Reduction Program and regulations adopted 
since the CARB Scoping Plan, would result in a 36.09 percent reduction compared to BAU, as shown 
in the revised Table 3.6-7, below.  With implementation of the Emissions Reduction Program, 
regulatory requirements, and the GO Pass mitigation measure, the SUMC Project would result in a 
44.09 reduction compared to BAU, as shown in the revised Table 3.6-9, provided later in this 
discussion.  As such, the conclusion under Impact CC-2 of the Draft EIR is now revised such that the 
SUMC Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to climate change 
impacts with respect to quantified greenhouse gas emissions, without mitigation measures. 

The consistency analysis for the SUMC Project compared to the individual Climate Protection Plan 
Policies (Table 3.6-5, as revised below), reflects that most components of the Emissions Reduction 
Program would be consistent with the policies of the Climate Protection Plan; however, revised 
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versions of the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR would still be required.  As such, with 
mitigation, the SUMC Project would comply with and would further all of the individual goals and 
policies of the City’s Climate Protection Plan. 

Adjustments to Alternatives 

Re-evaluation of each alternative was required as a result of the above changes.  Additionally, this 
Staff-Initiated Change 4 applies revisions to the quantified VMT under the Village Concept Alternative.  
As explained in more detail in Staff-Initiated Change 8, the analysis of the Village Concept Alternative 
in Section 5 of the Draft EIR added background traffic growth, including trips from the Stanford 
University CP/GUP, to the trip generation from the Village Concept Alternative housing component.  
However, the City has since determined that the trips generated by CP/GUP housing at the Quarry 
Road sites should be replaced with new trips that would be generated by the recommended housing 
occupants under the Village Concept Alternative.  The new trips from the recommended housing 
occupants also account for trips from SUMC employee spouses, who would create traffic in the 
immediate area during the AM and PM Peak Hours as they commute to jobs, take children to school, 
etc.  In addition, trip generation from housing under Village Concept Alternative analysis has been re-
evaluated to include the relocation or displacement of the postdoctoral fellows and medical residents to 
off-campus locations.  As such, the trip generation under the Village Concept Alternative analysis has 
been revised, and the VMT under the Village Concept Alternative has also been revised.  The resulting 
VMT and overall greenhouse gas emissions under the Village Concept Alternative would be higher 
than the VMT and overall greenhouse gas emissions of the SUMC Project, considering these changes. 

As a result of the changes to the SUMC Project analysis and the associated changes to each of the 
alternatives, the SUMC Project and each of the alternatives, except the Historic Preservation 
Alternative, would result in a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change 
with mitigation.  The Historic Preservation Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to climate change because an Emissions Reduction Program for minimizing greenhouse 
gas emissions would only be associated with new building operation.  The energy efficiencies of the 
preserved buildings would remain as they are, which would result in a potential increase in emissions 
beyond what is presented for the SUMC Project and would potentially result in an emission reduction 
of less than 30 percent from BAU. 

The resulting text and table changes related to this section are presented below.   

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Revised Tables.  A number of tables from the Draft EIR have been revised, including Summary Table 
S-4 (Draft EIR pages S-51 through S-53); Table 3.6-3 (Draft EIR page 3.6-11); Table 3.6-4 (Draft EIR 
page 3.6-30); Table 3.6-6 (Draft EIR page 3.6-51); Table 3.6-7 (Draft EIR page 3.6-52); Table 3.6-8 
(Draft EIR page 3.6-56); Table 3.6-9 (page 3.6-57); Table 5-13 (Draft EIR page 5-206); Table 5-14 
(Draft EIR page 5-207); and Tables 5-15 and 5-16 (Draft EIR page 5-209).  All tables that have been 
revised since the Draft EIR are included below under their respective sections.   
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Summary.  Table S-4 starting on page S-51 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:6  

Table S-4 
SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

CC-1. Furthering Goals 
and Individual Policies of the 
Palo Alto Climate Protection 
Plan.  The proposed 
Emissions Reduction 
Program would minimize 
greenhouse gas emission 
increases associated with the 
proposed development 
program.  However, the 
proposed Emissions 
Reduction Program would 
not be sufficient to further 
the goals some of the 
individual policies of the 
City’s Climate Protection 
Plan.   

S MITIGATION MEASURES.  The mitigation measures 
below, which in addition to the proposed Emissions 
Reduction Program, would enable the SUMC Project to 
meet all of the individual policies of the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan. further minimize the increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions from this project However, 
even with these measures the SUMC Project would 
contravene the goals in the City’s Climate Protection 
Plan and would have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change.     

CC-1.1 Commission and Retro-Commission Energy 
Systems for New Buildings. New 
construction and existing buildings altered by 
construction of for the SUMC Project shall 
undergo commissioning76 of energy and 
HVAC systems during construction and on 
an annual basis during the first five years of 
operation within one year following building 
occupancy.  The commissioning process 
shall follow the standards of the American 
Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 
Guideline 0-2005 or the International 
Performance Measurement and Verification 
Protocol (MVP).  The SUMC Project 
sponsors shall provide the City of Palo Alto 
with commissioning verification data within 
12 months of OSHPD (or City) certificate of 
occupancy for each new SUMC Project 
building component (parking structures 
excluded).  These components shall include: 
SHC Hospital (Phase 1), SHC Hospital 
(Phase 2), LPCH Hospital Expansion, 
Hoover Medical Office Building, School of 
Medicine (FIM 1, FIM 2 and FIM 3) and 
429,000 square feet of clinic space for SHC. 
The commissioning of the new SHC and 
LPCH Expansion Hospitals shall be 
conducted as part of LEED Enhanced 
Commissioning in compliance with the 
ASHRAE Guideline 0-2005.  During years 

SULTS 

                                              
6  There are no text changes to Mitigation Measures CC-1.3 and CC-1.5.  See also the revised Table S-4, 

SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of 
this document. 
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Table S-4 
SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

two to five after completion of the entire 
SUMC Project, the SUMC Project sponsors 
shall annually provide the City of Palo Alto 
with an EPA Energy Star Statement of 
Energy Performance report for each new 
building component.  This report shall be 
generated using the EPA Energy Star 
Portfolio Manager system. Building profiles 
and consumption details entered in the 
Portfolio Manager system and a resulting 
energy efficiency rating is provided based on 
similar facilities (i.e., academic teaching 
facility, community hospital, free-standing 
surgery center, etc.)  This process would 
ensure that new and existing energy systems 
would perform interactively according to 
construction documents, the SUMC Project 
design intent and the owner’s operational 
needs. 

CC-1.2 Participate in Palo Alto Green Energy 
Program, Other Equivalent Renewable 
Energy Program, or combination thereof.  a 
Renewable Energy Program.  Under the Palo 
Alto Green program, residential, business 
and industrial customers purchase renewable 
energy equivalent to their electricity needs at 
an additional cost of 1.5 cents per kWh 
above standard electric rates.  The SHC and 
LPCH Project sponsors facilities shall 
participate in this a renewable energy 
program approved by the City to partially 
offset electricity emissions; develop new 
renewable generation sources in 
collaboration with the CPAU; incorporate a 
renewable energy source (such as 
photovoltaics) into the SUMC Project, or a 
combination thereof, such that a minimum of 
54,640 MWh of electricity usage is offset 
annually. and/or otherwise promote 
expansion of the use of renewable energy by 
CPAU customers (“Renewable Energy 
Program”).  The Renewable Energy 
Program shall be approved by the City and 
need not directly reduce the emissions from 
the SUMC Project facilities, and may be 
designed to promote expansion of the use of 
renewable energy by CPAU customers, 
either by providing a new source of 
renewable energy, educating the public about 
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Table S-4 
SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

use of renewable energy, or contributing to 
research and development of renewable 
energy sources. 

CC-1.4 Prepare Waste Reduction Audit. The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall perform a waste 
reduction audit of waste management 
practices at the hospitals prior to 
construction of new facilities and after 
completion of the SUMC Project to 
determine post-project diversions.  This audit 
shall be repeated annually, and with the 
results being made available to the public or 
to City of Palo Alto staff. 

 

Table S-4 starting on page S-53 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

Table S-4 
SUMC Project Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 

Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

CC-2 Emit Significant 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
The proposed Emissions 
Reduction Program would 
minimize the greenhouse gas 
emission increases associated 
with the proposed 
development program, 
although and the proposed 
Emissions Reduction Program 
along with regulations 
adopted after the CARB 
Scoping Plan would not 
reduce emissions to 30 36.09 
percent below BAU 
(excluding emissions from 
patients and visitor trips).  
Therefore the SUMC project 
would not result in have a 
cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate 
change.  (S LTS) 

SLTS None required.  

MITIGATION MEASURE.  Mitigation Measures CC-1.1 
through CC-1.5, and TR-2.3 would reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions.  In addition, to further reduce impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions, the City shall 
consider the feasibility of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

However, even with the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, the anticipated emissions would 
remain above both the City of Palo Alto’s Climate 
Protection Plan and the CARB’s reduction emission 
goals of 30 percent below BAU emissions.  Because 
these reduction levels cannot be achieved, the SUMC 
Project would emit significant amounts of greenhouse 
gases and would have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change.  

SULTS 
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Draft EIR text on page S-93, sixth bullet, has been deleted as follows: 

 Emission of greenhouse gases, which would contravene the City’s ability to meet emission 
reduction goals in the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan and which would have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change;  

Table S-5 on page S-99 has been revised as follows: 

Table S-5 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Projecta 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 

No Project 
Alternative 

B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Climate Change 

Consistency with 
Individual 
Policies of the 
Climate 
Protection Plan 

S/SU 
LTS 

LTS LTS LTS S/LTS S/SU 
LTS 

S/SU S/SU 
LTS 

Result in 
Significant 
Emissions of 
Greenhouse 
Gases 

S/SU 
LTS 

LTS LTS LTS S/LTS S/SU 
LTS 

S/SU S/SU 
LTS 

Section 3.6, Climate Change.  Draft EIR text on page 3.6-9, third bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 Vehicular Emissions, Non-Fleet Vehicles.  The inventory includes quantification of the 
emissions associated with employee, patient, and visitor vehicles based on an estimate of 
the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) to and from the SUMC Sites.  The VMT was calculated 
by AECOM Transportation30 based on the commuting patterns of existing employees and 
patients (see Appendix E W of the Final EIR).  The VMT calculations assume that 60 
percent of the daily trips are made by patients and 40 percent made by employees.  Using 
employee and patient origin data (zip codes) provided in the project application, distances 
from these origins to the SUMC Sites were estimated.  An average trip length was applied 
to the trip generation factors in the Transportation Impact Analysis.  CO2 emissions 
associated with existing VMT were calculated using CARB’s URBEMIS 2007 model, 
while N2O and CH4 were calculated using CCAR fuel emissions factors.  Because patient 
and visitor trips would be expected to occur somewhere in the region or global 
environment whether or not SUMC facilities are expanded, this component of the vehicular 
emissions is not included in the comparison to a BAU scenario. 
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Table 3.6-3 on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

Table 3.6-3 
Existing Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions, SHC, LPCH, and SoM 

 Units Consumed Emissions (MT CO2e) 

Source of Emissions 
SHC and 

LPCH SoM Total 
SHC and 

LPCH SoM Total 

Natural Gas (therms) 331,429 0 331,429 1,759 0 1,759 

Diesel Generators (gallons) 13,707 0 13,707 139 0 139 

Medical Nitrous Oxide (cubic feet) 8,815 0 8,815 137 0 137 

Fleet Vehicle Fuels (gallons) 41,864 0 41,864 356 0 356 

Helicopter Fuel (gallons) 75,297 0 75,297 721 0 721 

Electricity (MWh) a 63,365 12,223 75,588 14,979 2,889 17,869 

Steam and Chilled Water (MBtu) N/A 131,765 131,765 28,050 11,991 40,041 

Non-fleet Employee Vehicular 
Emissions (VMT)b 

N/A N/A 600,246 
182,431 

N/A N/A 102,619 
31,189 

Solid Waste (tons)c N/A N/A 3,700 N/A N/A 1,324 

Subtotal for BAU Comparison      93,533d 

Non-fleet Patient and Visitor 
Vehicular Emissions (VMT)b, e 

N/A N/A 417,815 N/A N/A 71,430 

Total SUMC Project Emissions      164,964d 

Source: Mazzetti and Associates Consultants and Engineers, 2008, Stanford University Medical Center 2007 Greenhouse Gas 
Inventory.  Additional data provided by PBS&J, 2010. 

Notes: 

N/A = No data available. 

a.  The Mazzetti and Associates inventory (sourced for this table) used an electricity emission factor of 263.62 lbs CO2/MWh, 
cited to CPAU. However, the City has indicated that this emissions factor does not apply to the development on the SUMC 
Sites and requested that the inventory be revised using CO2 emissions factor of 520 lbs CO2/MWh based on the City’s 
energy purchasing records, and CCAR’s standard emissions factors for N2O and CH4 (0.0037 lbs N2O/MWh and 0.0067 
lbs CH4/MWh). The electricity emissions in this table represent the use of the revised emission factors.  The emissions for 
electricity include the emissions from actual electrical consumption as well as the consumption of electricity to treat and 
transport wastewater. Therefore, the emissions numbers are slightly higher than the emissions from actual electrical 
consumption alone. 

b. Calculated using VMT assumptions reported by AECOM Transportation, (Appendix X E). Emissions were modeled using 
the VMT assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software.   

c.  SUMC solid waste emissions were determined based on total citywide emissions.  Existing SUMC solid waste generation is 
5 percent of citywide waste generation.  Therefore, emissions attributed to SUMC generation was determined to be 5 
percent of total citywide waste emissions. 

d. Numbers may not add exactly due to rounding. 

e. Patient and visitor trips are not included in BAU calculations since these trips would occur whether or not the SUMC 
facilities are expanded. 

 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-24, fourth paragraph, first sentence, has been revised as follows: 

The non-Hospital portions (medical office buildings) of the SUMC Project are subject to the Title 
24 standards; however due to the nature of hospital operations, the Hospital facilities are not.  
Hospital buildings are subject to distinct building code requirements administered by the Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD). 
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Draft EIR text on page 3.6-24, fifth paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

On June 2, 2008, the Palo Alto City Council adopted Ordinance 5006, a mandatory Green Building 
Ordinance that is applicable to residential and non-residential private development projects subject 
to the City’s building codes.  The ordinance became effective on July 3, 2008 and is retroactive for 
commercial projects for which planning applications were submitted after December 3, 2007, the 
date the City Council adopted the Climate Protection Plan. Because hospital buildings are not 
subject to the City’s building codes, the City’s Green Building Ordinance is not applicable to the 
Hospital components of the SUMC Project.; however, it would be In addition, because the 
application for the SUMC Project was submitted prior to December 3, 2007, the City’s Green 
Building Ordinance would also not be applicable to the clinic, medical office, SoM FIM, and 
research buildings that require City building permits. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-26, third full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

CC-1. Furthering Individual Policies Goals and Policies of the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan.  
The proposed Emissions Reduction Program would minimize greenhouse gas emission 
increases associated with the proposed development program.  However, the proposed 
Emissions Reduction Program would not be sufficient to further the goals some of the 
individual policies of the City’s Climate Protection Plan.  (S) 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-27, second full paragraph starting at the third sentence, has been revised as 
follows: 

As part of the SUMC Project, SHC and LPCH have committed to design their new facilities such 
that they will use 35 percent less energy than typical hospitals (based on a comparison to the 
Department of Energy’s Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey hospital energy 
consumption database used by the Environmental Protection Agency) and 20 percent less energy 
than a hospital designed to meet ASHRAE 90.1 standards. The SoM has committed to design its 
new facilities such that they will meet Stanford University’s 2008 Building Performance 
Guidelines, which set a target energy efficiency in new buildings of 30 percent below California 
Title 24 (2006 standards)/ASHRAE 90.1 (2004 standards), or 15 percent below the current (2008) 
Title 24 Standards that are in place as of October 2010. 

Draft EIR text on pages 3.6-28 through 3.6-29, fifth bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 Non-fleet Vehicle Trips.  The SUMC Project inventory includes quantification of the 
emissions associated with employee, patient, and visitor vehicles traveling to and from the 
SUMC Sites, based on VMT to and from the SUMC facilities.  SUMC Project VMT was 
calculated using similar methods to those reported in the Existing Conditions subsection, 
except that trip generation was scaled according to the increase in square footage and 
activity.  While there is an acknowledged trend in the increase in the use of alternative 
fueled vehicles (hybrid, electric, hydrogen) and that trend is anticipated to continue 
between 2010 and 2025 the ratio of alternative-fueled vehicles to gasoline fueled vehicles at 
that time is unknown. Therefore, the analysis conservatively assumes that the entire fleet is 
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gasoline fueled for all analysis years.  Further, in order to compare conditions to a BAU 
scenario, fleet vehicle emissions are first calculated based on regulations in effect in 2004 
(BAU) and then compared to a scenario that accounts for regulations adopted since that 
date. 

It is important to recognize that the SHC and LPCH are not meeting all of the existing 
demand for hospital facilities; therefore, some of the trips associated with the SUMC 
Project are trips that already are occurring in the region as patients seek healthcare 
elsewhere and medical employees meet those needs at other hospitals.  Also, a substantial 
portion of the emissions in this category could occur whether or not the SUMC Project is 
approved.  This is because people are likely to seek the type of medical services provided 
by the SHC and LPCH whether those services are offered at SHC and LPCH or at some 
other hospital.  However, it is uncertain what percentage of the projected trips would occur 
if the SUMC Project were not implemented.  Ultimately, patients and visitors are a 
function of need rather than a function of the SUMC Project. Even if the SUMC Project is 
not implemented the patients and visitors would need to go to another facility.  The 
emissions from the travel of patients and visitors would occur with or without the SUMC 
Project and therefore are not included in non-fleet vehicle emissions calculations for 
purposes of the BAU comparison.  All emissions associated with the projected SUMC 
Project VMT are conservatively reported in the SUMC Project inventory. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-29, fourth full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Estimated greenhouse gas emissions associated with the SUMC Project are summarized in 
Table 3.6-4.  As discussed in the Existing Conditions subsection, the existing SUMC facilities are 
assumed to produce approximately 164,964 MT CO2e of greenhouse gases annually.  Including 
non-fleet patient and visitor VMT, The SUMC Project operations would result in a net annual 
emissions increase of up to 74,80363,298 MT of CO2e, which is a 3138 percent increase over the 
existing emissions generated at the SUMC Sites.  However, as stated above, for the purposes of 
defining the BAU scenario and comparing SUMC Project emissions to BAU emissions, non-fleet 
patient and visitor VMT is excluded since non-fleet patient and visitor trips would occur whether or 
not the SUMC facilities are expanded.  Without non-fleet patient and visitor VMT, the BAU 
scenario emissions for the SUMC Project would be 46,085 MT of CO2e. 
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Draft EIR Table 3.6-4 on page 3.6-30 has been revised as follows:  

Table 3.6-4 
Net Business as Usual SUMC Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 2025 

Source of Emissions 
Units Consumed,  

Net Increase 
Net Emissions  

(metric tons CO2e) 

Natural Gas (therms) 5,137 27 
Diesel Generators (gallons) 2,232 23 
Medical Nitrous Oxide (cubic feet) 6,127 99 
Fleet Vehicle Fuels (gallons) 13,845 100 
Helicopter Fuel (gallons) 21,083 201 
Electricity (MWh) a 54,640   12,914 
Steam and Chilled Water (million Btu) 10,995 19,542 
Non-fleet Employee Vehicular Emissions (VMT)b 275,566 83,834 41,257 12,539 
Solid Waste (tons)c 1,792 640 
Subtotal for BAU Comparison  46,085 
Non-fleet Patient and Visitor Vehicular Emissions (VMT)b, d 191,732 17,213 

Total Net SUMC Project Emissions  74,80363,298 

Source: Mazzetti and Associates Consultants and Engineers, 2008, Stanford University Medical Center 2007 Greenhouse Gas 
Inventory.  Additional data provided by PBS&J, 2010 (Appendix VH).   

Notes: 

a. The Mazzetti and Associates inventory (sourced for this table) used an electricity emission factor of 263.62 lbs CO2/MWh, cited to 
CPAU. However, the City has indicated that this emissions factor does not apply to the development on the SUMC Sites and 
requested that the inventory be revised using CO2 emissions factor of 520 lbs CO2/MWh based on the City’s energy purchasing 
records, and CCAR’s standard emissions factors for N2O and CH4 (0.0037 lbs N2O/MWh and 0.0067 lbs CH4/MWh). The 
electricity emissions in this table represent the use of the revised emission factors 

b. Calculated using VMT assumptions reported in AECOM Transportation (Appendix WE).  Emissions were modeled using 
the VMT assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software. The numbers vary slightly from the VMT in the 
AECOM memo due to rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model. Based on VMT of 275,566, which varies slightly 
from the VMT in the AECOM memo (275,837 VMT) due to rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model.   

c.  SUMC solid waste emissions were determined based on total City wide emissions.  Existing SUMC solid waste 
generation is 5 percent of City wide waste generation therefore emissions attributed to SUMC generation was determined 
to be 5 percent of total City wide waste emissions. 

d. Patient and visitor trips are not included in BAU calculations since these trips would occur whether or not the SUMC 
facilities are expanded. 
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Draft EIR Table 3.6-5 on pages 3.6-31 to 3.6-33 is revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-5 
Comparison of SUMC Project Emissions, 

Reduction Program to Climate Protection Plan Policies 

Action/Goal SUMC Measure 

Compliant with 
Climate 

Protection Plan 
Policies? 

Utilities 

Reduce Electricity and 
natural gas use 
through conservation 
and energy efficiency. 

Proposed Emissions Reduction Programs:  

 Enhanced Energy Efficiency – School of Medicine.  As 
part of the SUMC Project, the new SoM buildings would 
meet Stanford University’s 2008 Building Performance 
Guidelines, which set a target energy efficiency in new 
buildings of 30 percent below California Title 
24/ASHRAE 90.1 (2004), which equates to 15 percent 
below current (2008 – in effect as of October 2010) Title 
24 standards. 

These measures would be consistent with the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan Policies.  However, an audit would be necessary 
to verify compliance with the City’s Climate Protection Plan 
Policies 

No Yes 

Mitigation Measure: 
Commissioning and Retro-Commissioning of Energy Systems for New 
Buildings. New construction and existing buildings altered by 
construction of for the SUMC Project shall undergo commissioning 
of energy and HVAC systems during construction and on an annual 
basis during the first five years of operation within one year 
following building occupancy. The commissioning process shall 
follow the standards of the American Society of Heating, 
Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Guideline 
0-2005 or the International Performance Measurement and 
Verification Protocol (MVP).  The SUMC Project sponsors shall 
provide the City of Palo Alto with commissioning verification data 
within 12 months of OSHPD (or City) certificate of occupancy for 
each new SUMC Project building component (parking structures 
excluded).  These components are: SHC Hospital (Phase 1), SHC 
Hospital (Phase 2), LPCH Hospital Expansion, Hoover Medical 
Office Building, School of Medicine (FIM 1, FIM 2 and FIM 3) and 
429,000 SF of clinic space for SHC. The commissioning of the new 
SHC and LPCH Expansion Hospitals will be conducted as part of 
LEED Enhanced Commissioning in compliance with the ASHRAE 
Guideline 0-2005.  During years two to five after completion of the 
entire SUMC Project, SUMC will annually provide the City of Palo 
Alto with an EPA Energy Star Statement of Energy Performance 
report for each new building component.  This report is generated 
using the EPA Energy Star Portfolio Manager system. Building 
profiles and consumption details entered in the Portfolio Manager 
system and a resulting energy efficiency rating is provided based on 
similar facilities (i.e., academic teaching facility, community 
hospital, free-standing surgery center, etc.)  This process would 

Yes 
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Table 3.6-5 
Comparison of SUMC Project Emissions, 

Reduction Program to Climate Protection Plan Policies 

Action/Goal SUMC Measure 

Compliant with 
Climate 

Protection Plan 
Policies? 

ensure that new and existing energy systems would perform 
interactively according to construction documents, the SUMC Project 
design intent and the owner’s operational needs. 

Expand use of 
renewable energy 
installed or purchased 
directly by customers. 

Reduce carbon 
intensity of energy 
supply. 

Existing Emissions Reduction Program (with proposed 
expansion): 
Purchase of Electricity and Natural Gas from City.  The SUMC 
Project sponsors would obtain electricity and natural gas from the 
City of Palo Alto Utilities Department.  The City has adopted a 
10-year energy efficiency plan; one of the plan’s goals is to meet 
up to 33 percent of the City’s electricity needs through renewable 
sources of power, such as wind, landfill gas, and solar, by the 
year 2015. However, the SHC, LPCH and SoM have not 
committed to expanding renewable energy facilities on the SUMC 
Sites.  Given the extent to which the facilities on the SUMC Sites 
contribute to the City’s overall energy demand, the lack of 
definite commitments to directly install new participate in a 
program to expand use of renewable energy facilities installed or 
purchased by CPAU customers would be inconsistent with the 
Climate Protection Plan.   

No 

Mitigation Measures: 
Participation in a renewable energy program.  The SHC and 
LPCH Project sponsors shall participate in a renewable energy 
program approved by the City to partially offset electricity 
emissions; develop new renewable generation sources in 
collaboration with the CPAU; incorporate a renewable energy 
source (such as photovoltaic) into the SUMC Project, and/or 
otherwise promote expansion of the use of renewable energy by 
CPAU customers. (“Renewable Energy Program”).  The 
Renewable Energy Program need not directly reduce the 
emissions from the SUMC Project facilities, and may be designed 
to promote expansion of the use of renewable energy by CPAU 
customers, either by providing a new source of renewable energy, 
educating the public about use of renewable energy, or 
contributing to research and development of renewable energy 
sources.  Palo Alto Green Energy Program.  Under the 
PaloAltoGreen program, residential, business and industrial 
customers purchase renewable energy equivalent to their 
electricity needs at an additional cost of 1.5 cents per kilowatt 
hour (kWh) above standard electric rates.  The SHC and LPCH 
facilities shall participate in this program to offset electricity 
emissions, or alternatively, develop new renewable generation 
sources in collaboration with the CPAU. 

Yes 



3-80 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 
 Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

Draft EIR Table 3.6-5 on page 3.6-45 has been revised as follows: 

Table 3.6-5 
Comparison of SUMC Project Emissions, 

Reduction Program to Climate Protection Plan Policies 

Action/Goal SUMC Measure 

Compliant with 
Climate 

Protection Plan 
Policies? 

Zero Waste 

Expand 
implementation of 
Zero Waste programs. 

The SUMC Project includes a number of waste reduction 
programs described throughout this table. However, an audit 
would be necessary to verify compliance with the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan Policies. 

No Yes  

 Mitigation Measure 
Preparation of a Waste Reduction Audit.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors shall perform a waste reduction audit of waste 
management practices at the hHospitals prior to construction of 
new facilities and after completion of the SUMC Project to 
determine post-project diversions.  This audit shall be repeated 
annually, and with the results being made available to the public 
or to City of Palo Alto staff. 

Yes 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-50, second paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Quantification of Emissions with Proposed Emissions Reduction Program and Regulations 
adopted since CARB Scoping Plan.  This section employs a quantitative analysis of the proposed 
Emissions Reduction Program in order to assess whether the SUMC Project complies with the 
City’s long term numeric reduction goals in its Climate Protection Plan.  This section also 
addresses the State emission reduction measures adopted in the AB 32 Scoping Plan.  As discussed 
above, to account for full project build out, this analysis uses the 30 percent BAU emissions target 
reduction for 2020 as the criteria for assessing compliance with the goals of the Climate Protection 
Plan. As the proposed Emissions Reduction Program’s design features, together with adopted State 
regulations, by itself themselves would not reach the emission reduction ensure compliance with 
the numeric goals of the Climate Protection Plan, additional mitigation measures are not required 
to achieve a 30 percent below BAU standard. are suggested and evaluated here.   

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-51, third sentence, and Table 3.6-6, have been revised as follows:  

As shown, with the proposed Emissions Reduction Program and regulations adopted after the 
CARB Scoping Plan, the greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced from 74,80363,298 MT 
CO2e to approximately 70,355 46,666 MT CO2e (including emissions from non-fleet patient and 
visitor trips).  The greenhouse gas emissions for comparison to a BAU scenario, which does not 
include emissions from patient and visitor trips, would be reduced from 46,085 MT CO2e to 
approximately 29,453 MT CO2e.   
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Table 3.6-6 
SUMC Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions, With and Without Proposed Emissions Reduction 

Program and Post-2004 Regulations 

Source of Emissions 

With Proposed Emissions 
Reduction Program and Post-

2004 Regulations 

Without Proposed Emissions 
Reduction Program and Post-

2004 Regulations (BAU) 

Units 
Consumed 

Net Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Units 
Consumed  

Net Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Natural Gas (therms) 4,110 3,323 22 17 5,137 27 

Diesel Generators (gallons) 2,232 23 2,232 23 

Medical Nitrous Oxide (cubic feet) 6,127 99 6,127 99 

Fleet Vehicle Fuels (gallons) 13,845 100 13,845 100 

Helicopter Fuel (gallons) 21,083 201 21,083 201 

Electricity (MWh) a 54,640 32,147 8,632 6,569 54,630 12,914 

Steam and Chilled Water (MBtu) 10,995 7,696 19,542 13,679 10,995 19,542 

Non-fleet Employee Vehicular 
Emissions (VMT)b 275,566 83,834 41,257 8,285 275,566 83,834 41,257 12,539 

Solid Waste (tons)c 1,792 480 1,792 640 

Subtotal for BAU Comparison  29,453  46,085 

Non-fleet Patient and Visitor Vehicular 
Emissions (VMT)b,d 191,732 17,213e 191,732 17,213 

Total SUMC Project Emissions  70,35546,666  74,80363,298 

Source: Emissions provided by Mazetti & Associates and adjusted by PBS&J, 20110 (Appendix VH) and reductions 
provided by PBS&J and AECOM, 20110 (Appendix VG).   

Notes: 

a. The Mazzetti and Associates inventory used an electricity emission factor of 263.62 lbs CO2/megawatt hour (MWh) 
provided by CPAU. The City has indicated that this emissions factor does not apply to the development on the SUMC 
Sites and requested that the inventory be revised using CO2 emissions factor of 499.32 lbs CO2/MWh based on the City’s 
energy purchasing records; and CCAR’s standard emissions factors for N2O and CH4 (0.0037 lbs N2O/MWh and 0.0067 
lbs CH4/MWh). The electricity emissions in this table represent the use of the revised emission factors with the 
incorporation of the appropriate reductions.  

b. Calculated using VMT assumptions reported in AECOM Transportation, January, 2011February, 2010. Emissions were 
modeled using the VMT assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software.  The numbers vary slightly from 
the VMT in the AECOM memo due to rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model. AECOM Transportation, January 
20, 2011February 11, 2010 Memorandum to Trixie Martelino, Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Project.  

c. SUMC solid waste emissions were determined based on total City wide emissions.  Existing SUMC solid waste 
generation is 5 percent of City wide waste generation therefore emissions attributed to SUMC generation was determined 
to be 5 percent of total City wide waste emissions. 

d. Patient and visitor trips are not included in BAU calculations since these trips would occur whether or not the SUMC 
facilities are expanded. 

e. While the transit orientation of the SUMC Project and shuttles may help to reduce visitor trips, the SUMC Project cannot 
dictate how patients or visitors reach the Hospitals.  Particular to patent trips, health and safety issues are a priority over 
trip reductions.  Therefore, the reduction in vehicle trips with implementation of TDM are assumed to be reductions in 
employee trips for purposes of calculating greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Draft EIR text on page 3.6-51, first bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 The design of all non SoM buildings have an energy efficiency rating that is at least 20 
percent greater than current Title 24 requirements Hospital facilities would reduce energy 
usage by 35 percent (as compared to the hospital energy consumption database used by the 
Environmental Protection Agency), which conservatively is estimated to reduce electricity 
and natural gas demand by 20 30 percent; 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-52, first bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 The design of the SoM buildings have an energy efficiency rating that is at least 15 30 
percent greater than current Title 24–energy efficiency requirements (2008 standards in 
effect as of October 2010), which would reduce electricity and natural gas demand by 30 
percent from BAU.  Note that natural gas consumed within the SoM buildings is from 
consumption by the boilers/steam plant and would not be affected by the energy efficiency 
of the building, but rather by the efficiency of the boiler/steam plant.  Therefore, 
boiler/steam plant natural gas consumption would not be reduced based upon the energy 
rating of the building. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-52; first full paragraph, second sentence, has been revised as follows:  

Therefore, BAU would include current Title 24 energy efficiency standards, the current water 
supply system, and the current transit opportunities into and from the SUMC Sites, but would not 
take into account current Title 24 energy efficiency standards, other regulations adopted since 
preparation of the CARB Scoping Plan, SUMC Project design features that increase energy 
efficiency beyond 2004 Title 24 standards for all non-Hospital buildings, or energy efficiency 
increases for Hospital facilities, SUMC Project improvements to transit, or other design features 
that reduce emissions. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-52; first paragraph, last three sentences, has been revised as follows: 

As shown in Table 3.6-7, with the proposed Emissions Reduction Program, the SUMC Project 
would have 5.95 36.09 percent less emissions than the BAU scenario.  As discussed above, this 
analysis uses the 30 percent BAU emissions target reduction for 2020 as the criteria for assessing a 
quantitative compliance with the numeric goals of the Climate Protection Plan.  However, 
wWithout the implementation of additional mitigation measures, the SUMC Project would be more 
than 24 percent short of meeting this reduction goal would fail to further the some of the individual 
policies of the Climate Protection Plan. 
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Draft EIR Table 3.6-7 on page 3.6-52, has been revised as follows:  

Table 3.6-7 
Comparison of SUMC Project Greenhouse Emissions with Business As Usual Emissions  

Net Emissions 

MT CO2e 

Net 2025 BAU 

SUMC Project Emissions  
with Proposed Emissions 

Reduction Program and Post-
2004 Regulations 

Total BAU Emissions 74,802 46,085 70,355 29,453 

% reduction from BAU - 5.95 36.09 

AB 32 BAU Reduction % - 30 

Significant?  Yes No 

Source: PBS&J, 2010 (Appendix VH). 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-53, first paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Summary.  As shown in Table 3.6-7, the proposed Emissions Reduction Program together with 
regulations adopted since preparation of the CARB Scoping Plan alone would be insufficient for the 
SUMC Project to further the goals and policies established in the City’s Climate Protection Plan.  
Additionally, without additional mitigation measures, the SUMC Project with its proposed 
Emissions Reduction Program would reduce emissions compared to the BAU scenario by more 
than 30 percent. by 5.95 percent, substantially less than the 30 percent reduction per CARB’s 
Climate Change Scoping Plan.  As such, w However, without additional mitigation measures, the 
SUMC Project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative greenhouse gas 
emissions, and would not be sufficient to further the goalssome of the individual policies of the 
City’s Climate Protection Plan and would therefore have a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to the City’s climate change impacts.  

Draft EIR page 3.6-53, second paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

MITIGATION MEASURES.  The following discussion addresses additional feasible mitigation 
measures that could be implemented by the SUMC Project in order to further reduce impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions meet all of the individual policies of the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan.  For example, non-fleet vehicular emissions represent over half of the total 
emissions associated with the SUMC Project,73 and programs proposed by the SUMC Project 
sponsors do not employ all feasible strategies for reducing such emissions.  Moreover, the SHC, 
LPCH, and SoM do not participate in the City’s Palo Alto Green renewable energy program or 
share emissions inventories with City departments. 

   

73  According to the conservative assumptions used to prepare the inventory; see discussion of these 
assumptions on page 3.6-29. 
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Draft EIR text on page 3.6-53, last sentence of third paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Inclusion of the Caltrain GO Pass program, or equivalent TDM Measure, is anticipated to reduce 
non-fleet employee vehicle emissions by about 13.5 44.5 percent.   

Draft EIR text on pages 3.6-53 through 3.6-54, starting at the second sentence of the fifth paragraph, 
has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures CC-1.1, CC-1.2, and CC-1.3, and CC-1.4 below, would serve a similar 
purpose as the City’s municipal monitoring program in ensuring that the emission reduction 
features proposed under the SUMC Project and the continuation of existing programs would further 
the City’s Climate Protection Plan goals individual policies.   

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-54, first full paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Finally, because the SHC and LPCH account for a large percentage of future CPAU energy 
demand, to further the policy to expand use of renewable energy installed or purchased by CPAU 
customers, the Hospitals’ participation in a the City’s renewable energy program, Palo Alto Green, 
an equivalent renewable program, or combination thereof, must be required to makewould support 
the determination that the SUMC Project would be consistent with all of the energy policies of the 
Climate Protection Plan.  Participation in Palo Alto Green is expected to result in an approximately 
17 percent reduction from BAU and an approximately 12 percent reduction from emissions with 
the proposed Emissions Reduction Program.74 Inclusion in the Palo Alto Green program is 
identified as Mitigation Measure CC-1.2.75 

    

74  The approximately 17 percent reduction from BAU was determined by the following equation: 
(74,803 – 61,889)/74,803. Where 74,803 is equal to the total annual BAU emissions (in MT CO2e), 
and 61,889 is equally to the annual BAU emissions (in MT CO2e) minus the 12,914 MT CO2e from 
electrical usage offset by the mitigation measure.  Similarly, the approximately 12 percent reduction 
from emissions with the incorporation of design features was determined by (70,335 – 
61,723)/70,335.  Where 70,335 is the total annual emissions in MT CO2e after incorporation of the 
project design features and 61,723 is the total annual emissions in MT CO2e minus the 8,632 MT 
CO2e from electrical usage that is offset by the mitigation measure.  Note that the emissions offset 
with design features incorporated is less because the design features reduce the amount of emissions 
emitted per MWh used. 

75  Per Karl Van Orsdol, Energy Risk Manager, City of Palo Alto. Personal communication with Randi 
Adair, PBS&J, January 20, 2009. 

Draft EIR text under Mitigation Measure CC-1.1 on page 3.6-54 has been revised as follows: 

CC-1.1  Commission and Retro-Commission Energy Systems for New Buildings. New 
construction and existing buildings altered by construction of for the SUMC 
Project shall undergo commissioning76 of energy and HVAC systems within 
one year following building occupancy during construction and on an annual 
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basis during the first five years of operation.  The commissioning process shall 
follow the standards of the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and 
Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Guideline 0-2005 or the International 
Performance Measurement and Verification Protocol (MVP).  The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall provide the City of Palo Alto with commissioning 
verification data within 12 months of OSHPD (or City) certificate of occupancy 
for each new SUMC Project building component (parking structures excluded).  
These components shall include: SHC Hospital (Phase 1), SHC Hospital (Phase 
2), LPCH Hospital Expansion, Hoover Medical Office Building, School of 
Medicine (FIM 1, FIM 2 and FIM 3) and 429,000 square feet of clinic space 
for SHC. The commissioning of the new SHC and LPCH Expansion Hospitals 
shall be conducted as part of LEED Enhanced Commissioning in compliance 
with the ASHRAE Guideline 0-2005.  During years two to five after 
completion of the entire SUMC Project, the SUMC Project sponsors shall 
annually provide the City of Palo Alto with an EPA Energy Star Statement of 
Energy Performance report for each new building component.  This report 
shall be generated using the EPA Energy Star Portfolio Manager system. 
Building profiles and consumption details entered in the Portfolio Manager 
system and a resulting energy efficiency rating is provided based on similar 
facilities (i.e., academic teaching facility, community hospital, free-standing 
surgery center, etc.)  This process would ensure that new and existing energy 
systems would perform interactively according to construction documents, the 
SUMC Project design intent and the owner’s operational needs.  

Draft EIR text under Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 on page 3.6-55, first paragraph, has been revised as 
follows 

CC-1.2 Participate in Palo Alto Green Energy Program, Other Equivalent Renewable 
Energy Program, or combination thereof.  a Renewable Energy Program. 
Under the Palo Alto Green program, residential, business and industrial 
customers purchase renewable energy equivalent to their electricity needs at an 
additional cost of 1.5 cents per kWh above standard electric rates.  The SHC 
and LPCH Project sponsors facilities shall participate in a renewable energy 
this program approved by the City to partially offset electricity emissions; 
develop new renewable generation sources in collaboration with the CPAU; 
incorporate a renewable energy source (such as photovoltaics) into the SUMC 
Project, and/or otherwise promote expansion of the use of renewable energy by 
CPAU customers (“Renewable Energy Program”).  The Renewable Energy 
Program shall be approved by the City and need not directly reduce the 
emissions from the SUMC Project facilities, and may be designed to promote 
expansion of the use of renewable energy by CPAU customers, either by 
providing a new source of renewable energy, educating the public about use of 
renewable energy, or contributing to research and development of renewable 
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energy sources or a combination thereof, such that a minimum of 54,640 MWh 
of electricity usage is offset annually. 

Draft EIR text under Mitigation Measure CC-1.4 on page 3.6-55, third paragraph, has been revised as 
follows: 

CC-1.4 Prepare Waste Reduction Audit. The SUMC Project sponsors shall perform a 
waste reduction audit of waste management practices at the hospitals prior to 
construction of new facilities and after completion of the SUMC Project to 
determine post-project diversions.  This audit shall be repeated annually, and 
with the results being made available to the public or to City of Palo Alto staff. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-55, Post Mitigation Quantification, has been revised as follows: 

Post-Mitigation Quantification.  Table 3.6-8 shows the anticipated reduction from the 
incorporation of the above mitigation measures Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 (involving enhanced an 
TDM program) in addition to the proposed Emissions Reduction Program.  As shown in Table 3.6-
8, the above mitigation measures Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 would reduce the SUMC Project’s 
greenhouse gas emissions from 70,355 46,666 MT CO2e to 56,190 42,989 MT CO2e. The 
greenhouse gas emissions for comparison to a BAU scenario, which does not include emissions 
from patient and visitor trips, would be reduced from 29,453 MT CO2e to approximately 25,766 
MT CO2e.  

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-55, last paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

With the above mitigation measures Mitigation Measure TR-2.3, greenhouse gas emissions would 
be 56,190 42,989 MT CO2e per year, an approximately 7 3.24 percent increase in emissions from 
the 2005 baseline for the community of Palo Alto of greenhouse gases.  When the City Council 
established reduction goals for the City and community, it set as its goal a 15 percent decrease in 
2005 baseline emissions by 2020, or a reduction in emissions of approximately 119,000 MT. With 
mitigation, the SUMC Project would still contravene the City’s and the community’s ability to meet 
the City Council goals in greenhouse gas reductions as it would require the City to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by 219,905 MT per year in 2025 through other actions.  comply with, 
and further the goals of the City Council in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. This reduction 
would constitute a 25.9 44.09 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from the 2005 
baseline BAU estimates in the year 2025. As shown by Table 3.6-9, with mitigation the SUMC 
Project would meet the AB 32 reduction goal of 30 percent below BAU and would comply with the 
goals and policies in the City of Palo Alto’s Climate Protection Plan. 



 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-87 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

Draft EIR Table 3.6-8 on page 3.6-56 has been revised as follows:  

Table 3.6-8 
Net Mitigated SUMC Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Source of Emissions 

SUMC Project with Proposed 
Emissions Reduction Program 

and Post-2004 Regulations 

SUMC Project with Proposed 
Emissions Reduction 
Program, Post-2004 
Regulations, and + 

Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 

Units 
Consumed 

Net 
Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Units 
Consumed 

Net 
Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Natural Gas (therms) 4,110 3,323 22 17 4,110 3,323 22 17 

Diesel Generators (gallons) 2,232 23 2,232 23 

Medical Nitrous Oxide (cubic feet) 6,127 99 6,127 99 

Fleet Vehicle Fuels (gallons) 13,845 100 13,845 100 

Helicopter Fuel (gallons) 21,083 201 21,083 201 

Electricity (MWh) a 54,640 32,147 8,632 6,569 54,640 32,147 0 6,569 

Steam and Chilled Water (MBtu) 10,995 7,696 19,542 13,679 10,995 7,696 19,542 13,679 

Non-fleet Employee Vehicular Emissions 
(VMT)b 

275,566 
83,834 

41,257 8,285 238,355 
46,516 

35,724 4,597 

Solid Waste (tons)c 1,792 480 1,792 480 

Subtotal for BAU Comparison  29,453  25,766 
Non-fleet Patient and Visitor Vehicular 

Emissions (VMT)b 
191,732 17,213 191,732 17,213 

Total Net SUMC Project Emissions  70,35546,666  56,190 42,989 

Source:  Reductions provided by PBS&J, 2010 (Appendix VH), and AECOM 2010 (Appendix VG).   
Notes: 

a. The Mazzetti and Associates inventory used an electricity emission factor of 263.62 lbs CO2/MWh provided by CPAU. 
The City has indicated that this emissions factor does not apply to the development on the SUMC Sites and requested that 
the inventory be revised using CO2 emissions factor of 499.32 lbs CO2/MWh based on the City’s energy purchasing 
records; and CCAR’s standard emissions factors for N2O and CH4 (0.0037 lbs N2O/MWh and 0.0067 lbs CH4/MWh). 
The electricity emissions in this table represent the use of the revised emission factors with the incorporation of the 
appropriate reductions.  

b. Calculated using VMT assumptions reported by AECOM Transportation, January, 2011February 11, 2010 Memorandum 
to Trixie Martelino, Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Project. Emissions were modeled using the VMT assumptions 
from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software.  The numbers vary slightly from the VMT in the AECOM memo due to 
rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model.  

c.  SUMC solid waste emissions were determined based on total citywide emissions.  Existing SUMC solid waste generation 
is 5 percent of citywide waste generation therefore emissions attributed to SUMC generation was determined to be 5 
percent of total citywide waste emissions. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-56, last paragraph, has been deleted as follows: 

The additional 54,640 MWh of load requires the City to purchase an additional 18,213 MWh of 
renewable power to meet State requirements. The City is required to make this expenditure, 
without which the City would not be able to meet its renewable portfolio standards. State laws are 
currently being proposed which would impose considerable fines should the City not meet the goal. 
The City would need to purchase additional renewable power to meet the City Council mandated 
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renewable portfolio standard of 33 percent by 2012 and beyond.  Renewable energy resource 
development is lagging behind regulatory-driven demand, and the City would find it increasingly 
difficult to locate renewable power sources to cover the additional requirements.  Therefore, it may 
not be feasible to achieve the reduction in emissions from electricity usage shown in Table 3.6-9. 

Draft EIR Table 3.6-9 on page 3.6-57 has been revised as follows:  

Table 3.6-9 
Annual SUMC Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction from Business as Usual 

Emissions, Without and With Mitigation 

Net Emissions 

MT CO2e 

Net 2025 BAU 
Net 2025 Project 

Design  

Net 2025 Project 
Design + 
Mitigation 

Total Emissions 74,802 46,085 70,355 29,453 56,189 25,766 

% reduction from BAU - 5.95 36.09 24.88 44.09 

AB 32 BAU reduction % - 30 30 

City Target BAU Reduction % - 30 30 

Significant? - Yes No Yes No 

Source: PBS&J, 2010 (Appendix VH). 

 

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-57, first paragraph, has been deleted as follows: 

As shown in Table 3.6-8,over half percent of the SUMC Project’s emissions come from “non-fleet 
vehicular emissions,” which are emissions from VMT.  Of these trips, an estimated 40 percent are 
from employee trips and 60 percent are from patient trips.  An analysis of potential measures to 
reduce VMT is included in Section 3.4, Transportation, particularly under the discussion of Impact 
TR-2, and in Section 3.5, Air Quality, particularly under the discussion of Impact AQ-2.  As 
discussed in those sections, implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 is expected to reduce 
VMT by 13.5 percent, and that reduction is reflected in Table 3.6-9.  In addition, the discussion of 
Impact PH-3 in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, includes additional potential mitigation 
measures that could further reduce VMT by improving the City’s Jobs to Employed Residents 
Ratio.  The City will need to consider the feasibility of implementing some or all of the measures 
identified under Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, but even full implementation of these measures is not 
expected to fully mitigate this impact.   

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-57, second paragraph, has been revised as follows:   

Table 3.6-9 shows the reduction from the BAU emissions with the implementation of the proposed 
Emissions Reduction Program and mitigation measures.  As shown in Table 3.6-9, the resulting 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction from the SUMC Project would be 24.88 44.09 percent less 
than the BAU emissions.  This reduction is still below exceeds the 30 percent reduction specified 
under CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, and applied in the City of Palo Alto’s Climate 
Protection Plan.  Therefore, even with Mitigation Measures CC-1.1 through CC-1.4, and TR-2.3, 
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the SUMC Project’s contribution to global climate change would be cumulatively considerable.  
(SU) less than cumulatively considerable. (LTS) 

Draft EIR page 3.6-58, paragraph fragment before table and Table 3.6-10, has been revised as follows: 

…generated during the 12-year construction period would be approximately 6,214 36,573 MT 
CO2e, of which 1,050 MT CO2e (17 2.87 percent) would be attributable to the equipment used 
during the construction of the LPCH, 767 MT CO2e (12 2.12 percent) would be attributable to the 
Hoover Pavilion Site facilities, 1,191 MT CO2e (19 3.26 percent) would be attributable to the SoM 
facilities, and 3,205 MT CO2e (52 8.76 percent) would be attributable to the SHC facilities, and 
30,359 MT CO2e (83.01 percent) would result from worker commutes during construction 
activities.   

 

Table 3.6-10 
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions, SHC, LPCH, and SoM (MT CO2e) 

Phase MT CO2e Subtotal % by Category 

LPCH Facilities 

LPCH Parking 469.75 

1,050.32 16.90 2.87% LPCH Expansion 580.56 

SCH Facilities 

SHC Parking 771.01 

3,205.45 51.59 8.76% 

Parking Structure 3 Demo 42.94 

SHC Replacement Hospital 879.25 

Core Expansion/Demo 232.83 

SHC Clinics Parking 708.58 

SHC Clinics 570.85 

Hoover Pavilion 

Hoover Pavilion Parking 701.14 

767.30 12.35 2.10% Hoover Pavilion MOB 66.16 

SoM Facilities 

FIM #1 349.59 

1,190.85 19.16 3.26% 

Edwards Demo 46.84 

FIM #2 346.49 

Lane Alway Demo 56.08 

FIM #3 335.79 

Grant Demo 56.06 

Worker Commute 

Phase 1 Emissions 26,963.84 

30,359.31 83.01% Phase 2 Emissions 3,395.47 

Total CO2e Emissions 
6,213.91 
36,573.23 

100.00% 

Source:  PBS&J, 2010.  Based on calculations provided in Appendix VH.   
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Draft EIR text on page 3.6-59, under Impact CC-2, has been revised as follows: 

CC-2 Emit Significant Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  The proposed Emissions Reduction 
Program would minimize the greenhouse gas emission increases associated with the 
proposed development program, although and the proposed Emissions Reduction 
Program along with regulations adopted after the CARB Scoping Plan would not reduce 
emissions to 30 36.09 percent below BAU (excluding emissions from patients and 
visitor trips).  Therefore the SUMC project would not result in have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change.  (SLTS)  

Draft EIR on page 3.6-59, third paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

A quantitative emissions inventory for the SUMC Project was detailed in Impact CC-1, above. As 
shown in the above analysis, the anticipated emissions would be above exceed both the City of Palo 
Alto’s Climate Protection Plan and the CARB’s reduction emission goals of 30 percent below BAU 
emissions, without mitigation.  SUMC Project’s contribution to global climate change would not be 
cumulatively considerable.   

Draft EIR on page 3.6-59 through 3.6-60, starting on the fourth paragraph, has been deleted as 
follows:   

MITIGATION MEASURE.  Mitigation Measures CC-1.1 through CC-1.5, and TR-2.3 in Section 3.4, 
Transportation, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  In addition, to further reduce impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions, the City shall consider the feasibility of Mitigation Measure 
PH-3.1, as identified and discussed in further detail in Section 3.13, Population and Housing.  The 
mitigation measures include:  

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Demand Management (TDM) Program 

 CC-1.1: Commissioning and Retro-Commissioning of Energy Systems for New and 
Existing Buildings. 

 CC-1.2: Participation in Palo Alto Green Energy Program. 

 CC-1.3: Annual Greenhouse Gas Reporting  

 CC-1.4: Preparation of a Waste Reduction Audit  

 CC-1.5: BAAQMD Construction Emission Reduction Measures.   

 PH-3.1: Reduce the Impacts on the Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio 

However, as demonstrated in Table 3.6-9, even with the implementation of all feasible mitigation 
measures, the anticipated emissions would remain above both the City of Palo Alto’s Climate 
Protection Plan and the CARB’s reduction emission goals of 30 percent below BAU emissions.  
Because these reduction levels cannot be achieved, the SUMC Project would emit significant 
amounts of GHGs and would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate 
change. (SU) 
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Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations.  Draft EIR text on page 4-1, sixth bullet, has been deleted as 
follows: 

 Emission of greenhouse gases, which would contravene the City’s ability to meet emission 
reduction goals in the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan and which would have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change;  

Section 5, Alternatives.  Draft EIR text on page 5-2, sixth bullet, has been deleted as follows: 

 Emission of greenhouse gases, which would contravene the City’s ability to meet emission 
reduction goals in the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan and which would have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change;  

Draft EIR Table 5-8 on page 5-52 has been revised as follows: 

Table 5-8 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Projecta 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 

No Project 
Alternative 

B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Climate Change 

Consistency 
with Individual 
Policies of the 
Climate 
Protection Plan 

S/SULTS LTS LTS LTS S/LTS S/SULTS S/SU S/SULTS 

Result in 
Significant 
Emissions of 
Greenhouse 
Gases 

S/SULTS LTS LTS LTS S/LTS S/SULTS S/SU S/SULTS 

Draft EIR text on page 5-119, first full paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Consistency with the Climate Protection Plan.  Reduced Intensity Alternative B is assumed to 
include the Emissions Reduction Program proposed under the SUMC Project.  However, the 
Emissions Reduction Program would not ensure that Reduced Intensity Alternative B would further 
some of the individual policies of the Climate Protection Plan. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-119, last paragraph, fourth sentence, has been revised as follows:  

This alternative is anticipated to result in approximately 75 83 percent of the emissions anticipated 
with the proposed SUMC Project or approximately 56,296 38,250 metric tons CO2e per year, 
which is a 25 29 percent increase from existing emissions. This alternative, including the 
Emissions Reduction Program, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by approximately 9 34 
percent compared with BAU emissions for this alternative (calculations are provided in Appendix 
V of the Responses to Comments document). Therefore, Reduced Alternative B must employ 
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additional mitigation measures to further reduce emission impacts.  This analysis uses the 30 
percent BAU emissions target reduction for 2020 as the criterion for assessing a quantitative 
compliance with the goals of the Climate Protection Plan.  However, without mitigation measures 
similar to those proposed for the SUMC Project the Emissions Reduction Program would not 
ensure that Reduced Intensity Alternative B would further some of the individual policies of the 
Climate Protection Plan. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-120, third bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 CC-1.2: Participation in a Renewable Palo Alto Green Energy Program. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-120, second paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Incorporation of design features and mitigation measures would reduce emissions from Reduced 
Intensity Alternative B to 38,107 21,403 metric tons CO2e per year, a reduction of 32.18 16.93 
percent from the SUMC Project and 32.31 44.04 percent from BAU emissions for this alternative 
(see Appendix V of the Responses to Comments document for calculations).  This reduction 
exceeds the 30 percent reduction from BAU emissions and furthers the goals of the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan. However, without mitigation measures similar to those proposed for the SUMC 
Project, the Emissions Reduction Program would not ensure that Reduced Intensity Alternative B 
would further some of the individual policies of the Climate Protection Plan.  Therefore, with 
incorporation of Mitigation Measures CC-1.1 through CC-1.4, and TR-2.3, and possibly PH-3.1, 
Reduced Intensity Alternative B’s contribution to global climate change would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. (S/LTS) 

Draft EIR text on page 5-147, second paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

For the new and expanded hHospital facilities, the Tree Preservation Alternative would include an 
Emissions Reduction Program for minimizing greenhouse gas emissions associated with new 
building construction and operation, similar to the SUMC Project.  The programs implemented at 
the facilities would minimize greenhouse gas at those facilities similarly to the proposed SUMC 
Project’s reduction of approximately 6 36.09 percent, compared to BAU emissions, without 
mitigation.  AB 32, the CARB’s Scoping Plan, incorporates a 30 percent reduction target from 
2020 BAU emissions limits.  The City’s Climate Protection Plan’s incorporates this BAU approach 
to quantify emissions from significant, new project which were not included in the City’s existing 
inventory.  As such, this analysis applies the 2020 reduction goal (equivalent to 30 percent below 
BAU) as a target threshold for compliance with the City Climate Protection Plan. Like the SUMC 
Project, this alternative would not meet the standards of reducing emissions by 30 percent 
compared to BAU emissions.  Therefore, the Tree Preservation Alternative must employ additional 
mitigation measures to further reduce emissions impacts. This analysis uses the 30 percent BAU 
emissions target reduction for 2020 as the criterion for assessing a quantitative compliance with the 
goals of the Climate Protection Plan.  However, without mitigation measures similar to those 
proposed for the SUMC Project, the Emissions Reduction Program would not ensure that the Tree 
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Preservation Alternative would further some of the individual policies of the Climate Protection 
Plan. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-147, third bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 CC-1.2: Participation in a Renewable Palo Alto Green Energy Program. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-147, fourth paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Notwithstanding all of these features that satisfy individual policies set forth in the Climate Change 
Plan, as with the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation Alternative would still result in a 
significant overall increase in greenhouse gas emissions within the City, in contravention of the 
overall goals of the Climate Protection Plan.  As emissions from the Tree Preservation Alternative 
would be similar to the SUMC Project, it is anticipated that, as with the SUMC Project, the 
reductions afforded by the proposed mitigation would not reduce emissions to a level 30 percent 
below BAU.  Therefore, emissions from the proposed Tree Preservation Alternative are considered 
significant and unavoidable. (S/SU)  With Mitigation Measure TR 2.3, greenhouse gas emissions 
would be reduced by 44.09 percent from the BAU estimates in the year 2025. Further, with the 
implementation of the mitigation measures the Tree Preservation Alternative would comply with 
the individual policies in the City of Palo Alto’s Climate Protection Plan. Therefore, emissions 
from the proposed Tree Preservation Alternative are considered less than cumulatively 
considerable. (S/LTS)  

Draft EIR text on page 5-147 through 5-148, starting at the fifth paragraph, has been revised as 
follows:  

Result in Significant Emissions of Greenhouse Gases. Even with the implementation of all 
feasible mitigation measures, it It is anticipated that emissions reductions afforded the Tree 
Preservation Alternative would not achieve either  both the City of Palo Alto’s Climate Protection 
Plan and the CARB’s reduction emission goal of 30 percent below BAU. Because these reduction 
levels cannot are be achieved, the Tree Preservation Alternative would not emit significant amounts 
of greenhouse gases and would have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to global 
climate change. (S/SU LTS) 

Draft EIR text on page 5-175, second full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Consistency with the Climate Protection Plan. The Historic Preservation Alternative is assumed 
to include the Emissions Reduction Program proposed under the SUMC Project.  However, the 
Emissions Reduction Program would not ensure that the Historic Preservation Alternative would 
further some of the individual policies and the numeric goals of the Climate Protection Plan. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-176, first full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

AB 32, the CARB’s Scoping Plan, incorporates a 30 percent reduction target from 2020 BAU 
emissions limits.  The City’s Climate Protection Plan’s incorporates this BAU approach to quantify 
emissions from significant, new project which were not included in the City’s existing inventory.  
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As such, this analysis applies the 2020 reduction goal (equivalent to 30 percent below BAU) as a 
target threshold for compliance with the City Climate Protection Plan. As it is anticipated that the 
Historic Preservation Alternative may result in increased emissions from and therefore less of a 
reduction than the approximately 6 percent anticipated with the proposed SUMC Project, the 
Historic Preservation Alternative must employ additional mitigation measures to further reduce 
emission impacts.  For the new Hospital facilities, the Historic Preservation Alternative is assumed 
to include an Emissions Reduction Program for minimizing greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with new building operation, similar to the SUMC Project.  The programs would minimize 
greenhouse gas at those facilities; however, the energy efficiencies of the preserved buildings 
would remain as they are. This would result in a potential increase in emissions beyond what is 
presented for the SUMC Project and potentially would result in an emission reduction of less than 
30 percent from BAU.  This analysis uses the 30 percent BAU emissions target reduction for 2020 
as the criterion for assessing a quantitative compliance with the numeric goals of the Climate 
Protection Plan.   

Draft EIR text on page 5-176, third bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 CC-1.2: Participation in a Renewable Palo Alto Green Energy Program. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-176, third paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Notwithstanding all of these features that satisfy individual policies set forth in the Climate Change 
Plan, as with the SUMC Project, the HistoricPreservation Alternative would still result in a 
significant overall increase in greenhouse gas emissions within the City, in contravention of the 
overall goals of the Climate Protection Plan.  As emissions from the Tree Preservation Alternative 
would be similar to the SUMC Project, it is anticipated that, as with the SUMC Project, the 
reductions afforded by the proposed mitigation would not reduce emissions to a level 30 percent 
below BAU.  Therefore, emissions from the proposed Tree Preservation Alternative are considered 
significant and unavoidable. (S/SU)  With the implementation of the mitigation measures, the 
Historic Preservation Alternative would comply with the individual policies in the City of Palo 
Alto’s Climate Protection Plan. However, the energy efficiencies of the preserved buildings would 
remain as they are. This would result in a potential increase in emissions beyond what is presented 
for the SUMC Project and potentially would result in an emission reduction of less than 30 percent 
from BAU. Therefore, emissions from the Historic Preservation Alternative are considered 
significant and unavoidable. (S/SU) 

Draft EIR page 5-176, fourth paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Result in Significant Emissions of Greenhouse Gases. Even w With the implementation of all 
feasible mitigation measures, it is anticipated that emissions reductions afforded the Historic 
Preservation Alternative would not necessarily achieve either the City of Palo Alto’s Climate 
Protection Plan or the CARB’s reduction emission goal of 30 percent below BAU emissions. 
Because the higher energy consuming buildings would be maintained with limited upgrades or new 
construction, the reductions afforded building efficiency would only be attributable to the upgrades 
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and new buildings. Because these 30 percent below BAU reduction levels is dependent on the 
replacement of older buildings with new, higher efficiency buildings, attainment of this level of 
reduction cannot be anticipated. achieved, Therefore, the Historic Preservation Alternative would 
potentially emit significant amounts of greenhouse gases and would have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change. (S/SU)  

Draft EIR page 5-206, second paragraph, last sentence has been revised as follows: 

As determined by AECOM Transportation,89,90,91 VMT was calculated as shown in Table  (see the 
Revised VMT calculations memorandum and the revised Alternatives Analysis by AECOM, 
provided as Appendix R W and Appendix X, respectively, of this document). 

   

89  AECOM Transportation, Stanford EIR Alternative Analysis – Village Concept VMT Memo to Trixie 
Martelino, dated February 11, 2010. 

90 AECOM Transportation, Stanford EIR – Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Memo to Trixie 
Martelino, dated February 11, 2010. 

91 AECOM Transportation, VCA VMT with Enhanced TDM – Correction, electronic communication with 
Trixie Martelino, dated March 30, 2010. 

89 AECOM Transportation, Stanford EIR Transportation Impact Analysis Alternative Analysis – Appendix 
K VMT Calculation for Village Concept, dated January, 2011. 

90 AECOM Transportation, Stanford EIR – Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Memo to Trixie 
Martelino, dated January 20, 2011. 

Draft EIR Table 5-13 on page 5-206 has been revised as follows:  

Table 5-13 
Comparison of Vehicle Miles Traveled for SUMC Project and Village Concept Alternative 

 
SUMC Project 

VMTa,b 

Village Concept 
Alternative 

VMTa,b 

Without mitigation measure TR-2.3 (employee, patient and spouse trips) 306,098 280,235 

Without mMitigation mMeasure TR-2.3 (employee and patient trips 
only) 

275,837566 265,682289,156 

With mMitigation mMeasure TR-2.3 (employee and patient trips only) 238,519355 236,245251,837 

Source: URBEMIS 2007 

Notes:  

a. Calculated using VMT assumptions reported by AECOM Transportation, (Appendices W and X). Emissions were 
modeled using the VMT assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software.  The VMT numbers vary 
slightly from the VMT in the AECOM memos due to rounding in the URBEMIS model. 

b. In this table, the SUMC Project VMT includes both employee and patient/visitor trips, the Village Concept Alternative 
VMT includes employee, visitor/patient, and housing trips.  Table 5-14 and 5-15 separate VMT emissions from patient/visitor 
trips. 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-207, second full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Construction emissions with this alternative would 
slightly increase from the 6,213.91 36,573 MT CO2e greenhouse gas emissions estimated from the 
SUMC Project. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-207, third paragraph, third sentence and Table 5-14, have been revised as 
follows: 

As shown in Table 5-14, the vehicle miles traveled associated with the Village Concept Alternative 
are anticipated to decreaseincrease with the implementation of the Village Concept Alternative, 
which would result in an overall decreaseincrease in emissions from the SUMC Project of 2.8 
percent.   

 

Table 5-14 
Village Concept Alternative Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Compared to SUMC Project) 

Source of Emissions 

Village Concept 
Alternative Without 

TDM (265,682 289,156 
VMT) (MT CO2e) 

SUMC Project 
Without TDM (275,566 

275,837 VMT) (MT 
CO2e) 

Natural Gas (therms) 22 17 22 17 

Diesel Generators (gallons) 23 23 

Medical Nitrous Oxide (cubic feet) 99 99 

Fleet Vehicle Fuels (gallons) 100 100 

Helicopter Fuel (gallons) 201 201 

Electricity (MWh) 6,569 6,569 

Steam and Chilled water (MBtu) 19,542 13,679 19,542 13,679 

Non-fleet Employee and Housing Vehicular Emissions 
(VMT)a 

39,773 9,680 41,2578,285 

Solid Waste (tons) 480 480 

Subtotal for BAU Comparison 30,849 29,453 

Non-fleet Patient and Visitor Vehicular Emissions 
(VMT)a 

17,133 17,213 

Total Emissions 60,240 47,982 63,035 46,666 

Source: Reductions provided by PBS&J, 20110 (Appendix VE), and AECOM, 20110 (Appendix W and XP). 

Notes: 

Calculated using VMT assumptions reported in AECOM Transportation, January 2011February and March, 2010. Emissions 
modeled using the VMT Assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software. The numbers vary slightly from the 
VMT in the AECOM memos due to rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model. AECOM Transportation, January 20, 
2011February, 11, 2010 Memorandum to Trixie Martelino, Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Project. AECOM 
Transportation Stanford University Medical Center Draft Environmental Impact Report Transportation Impact Analysis 
Alternatives Analysis, March 2010, AECOM, revised January 2011. 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-208, first paragraph, is deleted as follows: 

Table 5-14 considers just the VMT reduction from SUMC employees occupying the housing 
sites; it does not account for spousal trips to transit or separate jobs.  If those spousal trips are 
accounted for, then VMT from the Village Concept Alternative would increase compared to the 
SUMC Project, as discussed later in this section.   

Draft EIR text on page 5-208, second paragraph, fourth sentence, has been revised as follows:  

Based on Table 5-14, this alternative is anticipated to result in up to a 2.45 2.8 percent 
decreaseincrease in emissions from the proposed SUMC Project. This is a 27 25 percent increase 
from existing conditions. The reduced vehicle trips coupled with This alternative, including the 
reductions from the Emissions Reduction Program, would minimize greenhouse gas emissions by 
approximately 18 36 percent compared with the BAU emissions for this alternative, without 
mitigation (calculations are provided in Appendix V of the Responses to Comments document). 
Therefore, the Village Concept Alternative must employ additional mitigation measures to further 
reduce emission impacts.  This analysis uses the 30 percent BAU emissions target reduction for 
2020 as the criteria for assessing a quantitative compliance with the goals of the Climate Protection 
Plan.  However, without mitigation measures similar to those proposed for the SUMC Project the 
Emissions Reduction Program alone would not ensure that the Village Concept Alternative would 
further the goals of the Climate Protection Plan.  

Draft EIR text on page 5-208, third bullet, has been revised as follows: 

 CC-1.2: Participation in a Renewable Palo Alto Green Energy Program. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-208, fourth paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Incorporation of the mitigation measures Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 would reduce emissions from 
the Village Concept Alternative to 55,863 44,294 metric tons CO2e per year (Table 5-15), a 
decreaseincrease of 0.59 3 percent from the SUMC Project but and an increase of 25 24.8 percent 
over existing emissions.  As shown in Table 5-14 Table 5-15, the resulting greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction from the Village Concept Alternative would be 23.81 43.65 percent less than 
the BAU emissions for this alternative (see also Appendix V for calculations).  This reduction 
would be below the 30 percent reduction from BAU emissions.  Therefore, even with Mitigation 
Measure CC-1.1 through CC-1.4, TR-2.3, and possibly PH-3.1, the Village Concept Alternative’s 
contribution to global climate change would be cumulatively considerable and would contravene the 
goals of the Climate Protection Plan. (S/SU) With the implementation of the mitigation measures, 
the Village Concept Alternative would exceed the 30 percent reduction from BAU target and would 
comply with the individual policies in the City of Palo Alto’s Climate Protection Plan. Therefore, 
emissions from the proposed The Village Concept Alternative would be less than cumulatively 
considerable after mitigation. (S/LTS) 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-208, fifth paragraph, has been revised as follows:  

Although this alternative provides preferential housing for employees of the SUMC facilities, there may 
be other members of the household that have to drive to work.  With the inclusion of spousal trips, there 
would be an increase in VMT for both the SUMC Project and the Village Concept Alternative. Table 5-
16 shows the Increase in VMT and the resulting emissions from the inclusion of the spousal trips.   

Draft EIR text on page 5-209, first paragraph, and Tables 5-15 and Table 5-16 have been revised as 
follows:  

Result in Significant Emissions of Greenhouse Gases. Even with the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, emissions reductions afforded the Village Concept Alternative would not achieve 
either the City of Palo Alto’s Climate Protection Plan or the CARB’s reduction emission goals of 30 
percent below BAU emissions.  Because these reduction levels cannot be achieved, the Village Concept 
Alternative would emit significant amounts of greenhouse gas and would have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change. (S/SU) With the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures, it is anticipated that emissions reductions afforded the Village Concept Alternative 
would achieve both the individual policies of the City of Palo Alto’s Climate Protection Plan and the 
CARB’s reduction emission goal of 30 percent below BAU. Therefore, the Village Concept Alternative 
would not emit significant amounts of greenhouse gas and would have a less than cumulatively 
considerable contribution to global climate change. (LTS) 

 

Table 5-15 
Mitigated Village Concept Alternative Greenhouse Gas Emissions With TDM (Compared to SUMC 

Project With TDM)  

Source of Emissions 

Village Concept Alternative 
With TDM (236,422 

251,837 VMT) (MT CO2e)   

SUMC Project With 
TDM (238,355 238,519 

VMT) (MT CO2e) 

Natural Gas (therms) 22 17 22 17 
Diesel Generators (gallons) 23 23 
Medical Nitrous Oxide (cubic feet) 99 99 
Fleet Vehicle Fuels (gallons) 100 100 
Helicopter Fuel (gallons) 201 201 
Electricity (MWh) 6,569 6,569 
Steam and Chilled water (MBtu) 19,542 13,679 19,542 13,679 
Non-fleet Employee and Housing Vehicular Emissions 
(VMT)a 

35,390 5,993 35,724 4,597 

Solid Waste (tons) 480 480 
Subtotal for BAU Comparison 27,161 25,766 
Non-fleet Patient and Visitor Vehicular Emissions (VMT)a 17,133 17,213 
Total Emissions  55,86344,294 56,190 42,989 
Source: Reductions provided by PBS&J, 20110 (Appendix VE), and AECOM, 20110 (Appendix XP). 
Notes: 
Calculated using VMT assumptions reported in AECOM Transportation, January 2011February and March, 2010. Emissions 
modeled using the VMT Assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software. The numbers vary slightly from the VMT in 
the AECOM memos due to rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model. AECOM Transportation, January 20, 2011February, 11, 
2010 Memorandum to Trixie Martelino, Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Project. AECOM Transportation Stanford University 
Medical Center Draft Environmental Impact Report Transportation Impact Analysis Alternatives Analysis, March 2010. AECOM, 
revised January 2011. 
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Table 5-16   
Comparison of Greenhouse Gas Emissions with Inclusion of Spousal Trips 

Net Emissions 

MT CO2e 

Village Concept Alternative 

Without TDM 

SUMC Project 

Without TDM 

Vehicle miles traveled 280, 235 306,098 

Total Emissions 62,504 75,013 

Source: PBS&J 2010 (Appendix E), AECOM, February 11, 2010, AECOM, March 2010. 

Notes 

a. Calculated using VMT assumptions reported in AECOM Transportation, February and March, 2010. Emissions were 
modeled using the VMT assumptions from AECOM in the URBEMIS 2007 software.  The numbers vary slightly from 
the VMT in the AECOM memos due to rounding purposes for the URBEMIS model. AECOM Transportation, February 
11, 2010 Memorandum to Trixie Martelino, Revised VMT Calculations for SUMC Project. AECOM Transportation 
Stanford University Medical Center Draft Environmental Impact Report Transportation Impact Analysis Alternatives 
Analysis, March 2010. 

Staff-Initiated Change 5: Impacts of the Proposed Hoover Pavilion Renovation and Site 
Development on the Hoover Pavilion’s Potential Status as a Historic Resource 

Introduction 

Staff-Initiated Change 5 addresses Comments 28.1, PTC1.9, PTC1.27, PTC2.2, PTC2.14, PTC2.22, 
CC1.21, CC2.5, CC4.5, CC5.49, and CC5.51. 

Comments on the Draft EIR express concern that: views of the Hoover Pavilion would be obstructed 
by the proposed medical office building and parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site; the SUMC 
Project could impact the overall visual quality at the Hoover Pavilion Site; and the design of the main 
entrance and entry facade to Hoover Pavilion could impact the historic structure.  Commentors also 
request the restoration plans and ask if the California Historical Building Code was used in the 
preparation of the plans for the Hoover Pavilion renovation.  Due to these public concerns regarding 
the Hoover Pavilion, staff has provided a more in-depth examination of impacts on the Hoover Pavilion 
from (1) the proposed renovation of the Hoover Pavilion and (2) the proposed site plan at the Hoover 
Pavilion Site.  This Staff-Initiated Change 5 supplements the analysis provided under Impact CR-1 on 
pages 3.8-18 through 3.8-23 of the Draft EIR.  The Architectural Resources Group (ARG) has 
prepared a report, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project (ARG Report),7 which further analyzes 
the potential impact of the SUMC Project on the Hoover Pavilion.  The report is included as Appendix 
Y to this document. 

                                              
7  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011. 
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Clarification of Impacts of Hoover Pavilion Renovation and Site Development 

Staff-Initiated Change 5 analyzes the impacts of the Hoover Pavilion renovation and the construction of 
the new medical office building and parking structure.  Specifically, this sub-section addresses the 
potential impacts of these project components on the characteristics of the Hoover Pavilion that justify 
its inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR).  According to CEQA, a project that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment (Pub. Res. Code 21084.1).  CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5(b)(1) defines substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as the “physical demolition, destruction, 
relocation, alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an 
historical resource would be materially impaired.”  CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5(b)(2)(A) 
continues stating that a historical resource “is materially impaired when a project demolishes or 
materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that 
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the 
California Register of Historical Resources.”  The ARG Report concludes that the Hoover Pavilion 
would retain good integrity and the physical characteristics that convey its historical significance and 
that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR.  The renovation of the Hoover Pavilion and the 
layout of the medical office building and parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site would result in a 
less-than-significant impact to the Hoover Pavilion.8   

Under CEQA, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings (The Standards) has mitigated impacts to historical resources to less than significant.  
The SUMC Project would not result in a significant adverse impact to the Hoover Pavilion; therefore, 
no mitigation is required.  Nevertheless, the ARG Report analyzes consistency of the new medical 
office building and parking structure on the Hoover Pavilion Site with The Standards.   

These potential impacts were discussed under the consistency analysis for Standards 2 and 9 of 
Standard 2 states: 

The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved.  The removal of 
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall 
be avoided.9 

The discussion in the ARG Report is broken out into two impact areas: Hoover Pavilion Renovations 
and New Construction.  Under New Construction, the analysis considers the significant characteristics 
of the Hoover Pavilion and the location, massing, and style of the new medical office building and 
parking structure.  The ARG Report states that the site plan would not be consistent with Standard 2 

                                              
8  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011, page 1. 
9  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011, page 9. 
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because the siting of the proposed the medical office building would block views of the west façade 
(along Quarry Road), one of two primary facades of the Hoover Pavilion.10   

By contrast, the Stanford University Director of Heritage Services has submitted evidence that the west 
façade was not a primary façade; this discussion is provided as Appendix Z of this document.11  As 
discussed in Appendix Z, upon construction of the Palo Alto Hospital in 1930,12 Palo Road was 
constructed as the main entrance/drive to the facility and a service road on the opposite side of the site.  
A service/ambulance driveway was created as a loop leading from the service road to the ambulance 
entrance, and then to Quarry Road and Palo Road.  The main entrance to the hospital faced El Camino 
Real and Palo Road.  On the Quarry Road side, the ground floor contained service and ambulance 
entrances to the emergency room and support uses, such as storage, laundry, staff lockers and the 
morgue.  Appendix Z provides historic site plans that depict the orientation that the Hoover Pavilion’s 
primary façade faces El Camino Real/Palo Road and its secondary façade faces Quarry Road.  It 
should be noted that Quarry Road was a minor farm road during the majority of the period of 
significance for the Palo Alto Hospital, and this road obtained its more urban character after the 
primary hospital functions had moved to the current SHC location.   

This difference of opinion between ARG and the Stanford University Director of Heritage Services 
need not be resolved because ARG, City staff, and the EIR preparers agree that the new blockage of 
the Hoover Pavilion would not result in a significant impact as defined by CEQA.  The new medical 
office building would not block views of the historic entrance to the Hoover Pavilion building, or to the 
view of the building from the Quarry Road/Palo Road intersection.  Under that analysis, with which 
the City and EIR preparers concur, the new building would not result in a significant impact under 
CEQA.   

Standard 9 states:  

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials that characterize the property.  The new work shall be differentiated from the old and 
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its environment. 

As with Standard 2, the discussion in the ARG Report is broken out into two impact areas: Hoover 
Pavilion Renovations and New Construction.  Under New Construction, the analysis considers the 
significant characteristics of Hoover Pavilion and the location, massing, and style of the new medical 
office building and parking structure.  The report again states that the SUMC Project is largely 

                                              
10  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011, page 15. 
11  Laura Jones, PhD, Heritage Services, Stanford University, Hoover Pavilion/Palo Alto Hospital: Historic Site 

Development and Viewsheds, December 8, 2010. 
12  As indicated on page 3.8-11 of the Draft EIR, the Hoover Pavilion was constructed in 1930 to house the Palo 

Alto Hospital. 
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consistent with Standard 9, with the exception of the siting of the medical office building, which 
partially blocks views of Hoover Pavilion from Quarry Road.13 

However, as previously stated, the Hoover Pavilion historical resource would retain good integrity and 
the physical characteristics that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for 
inclusion in the CRHR.14  As such, the proposed site plan at the Hoover Pavilion Site would not 
obstruct views of the Hoover Pavilion to the extent that the Hoover Pavilion would no longer be 
eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR and no significant impact under CEQA would result from 
the siting of the medical office building. 

The ARG Report also analyzes the proposed renovations to the Hoover Pavilion itself, specifically the 
design changes to the main entrance and façade.  These changes are also discussed under the 
consistency analysis for Standard 2 of The Standards, under the discussion of Hoover Pavilion 
Renovations.  Character defining details of the main entrance and the façade as a whole are discussed 
in detail followed by a discussion of the proposed changes per the project plans.  Proposed changes to 
the main entry are discussed in detail, especially the proposed storefront system that would enclose the 
two-story opening directly above the main entrance on the north facade.  The ARG Report indicates 
that the proposed storefront system would sit approximately three feet back from the exterior wall 
plane.  The depth is sufficient to maintain the open character and deep shadow pattern created by the 
two-story opening, which is particularly striking when viewed at an angle.15  The proposed alterations 
to the main entrance or façade would thus not result in inconsistencies with The Standards.   

In light of the above analysis, the proposed renovation of the Hoover Pavilion and layout of the 
medical office building and parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site would not render the Hoover 
Pavilion ineligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR and would therefore have a less-than-significant 
impact under CEQA.       

Staff-Initiated Change 6:  Changes to Protected Tree Numbers and Mitigation Measures 
Under the SUMC Project and the Tree Preservation Alternative  

Introduction 

Staff-Initiated Change 6 addresses Comments 12.2, 12.3, 12.4, 12.5, 12.6, 12.7, 22.54, 22.55, 22.56, 
22.57, 22.58, 22.59, 22.60, 22.61, 22.62, 22.63, 22.77, 22e.1, 22e.2, 22e.3, 22e.4,22e.5, 46.2, 
PTC2.30, PTC6.35, PTC6.36, PTC6.37, PTC6.39, PTC6.42, CC2.12, CC2.20, CC2.21, CC5.3, 
CC5.32, CC5.38, and CC5.39. 

It was noted in both the comment letters and at the public hearings that the description in the Draft EIR 
of the Protected Trees is unclear.  In addition, the Protected Tree numbers included in the Draft EIR 
analysis for the SUMC Project and the Tree Preservation Alternative conflict to a small degree with the 

                                              
13  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011, page 21. 
14  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011, page 1. 
15  Architectural Resources Group, Stanford Hoover Pavilion Renovation Project, January 18, 2011, page 10. 
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numbers presented by the SUMC Project sponsors at the public hearings.  As such, the City of Palo 
Alto and the SUMC Project sponsors have resolved the Protected Tree numbers and edits have been 
made to the Draft EIR to provide the correct numbers, as presented here.  Additionally, edits have 
been made to the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR in response to several comments. 

Clarification to Impacts on Protected Trees 

Impact BR-4 in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR discusses and analyzes the existing 
Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites and the impacts to these trees as a result of the SUMC Project.  In 
addition, mitigation measures are presented on pages 3.9-26 through 3.9-28 of the Draft EIR to reduce 
the impacts to Protected Trees, but not to a level of less than significant.  As described in the Draft 
EIR, there are 1,562 trees within the SUMC Sites, several of which are considered to be Protected 
Trees.  The Draft EIR includes a definition of Protected Trees, provides the number of Protected Trees 
to be removed as a result of the SUMC Project, and presents Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-
4.6 to reduce the impacts.  In addition, the Draft EIR describes the proposed new Hospital District 
zoning requirements under which some of the significant Protected Trees warrant additional protection.  
These “biological and aesthetic tree resources” would be preserved, while a limited number of the 
other Protected Trees (those not considered to be biological and aesthetic tree resources) would be 
allowed to be removed.   

The Draft EIR also includes an analysis of the Tree Preservation Alternative, which would seek to 
retain or relocate all of the Protected Trees that are both biological and aesthetic tree resources at the 
SUMC Sites.  However, the Draft EIR concludes that even if most of the biological and aesthetic tree 
resources are saved, the Tree Preservation Alternative would not be able to preserve all Protected 
Trees, even with mitigation.  Like the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation Alternative would allow 
for the removal of Protected Trees that are considered biological resources but not considered aesthetic 
tree resources, therefore resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

As mentioned above, since the publication of the Draft EIR, the Protected Tree numbers have been 
corrected, as shown in Table 3.2-8.  Although the Protected Tree numbers have been clarified and the 
mitigation measures have been edited since the publication of the Draft EIR, the significance 
conclusions have not changed.  As stated on page 3.9-26, Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.5 
would reduce the SUMC Project’s impact on Protected Trees.   

Table 3.2-8 identifies the tree counts previously presented in the Draft EIR, corrects tree counts for the 
SUMC Project, and corrects tree counts for the Tree Preservation Alternative.  As shown in the table, 
the SUMC Project would result in removal of approximately 74 trees that are currently protected under 
the City’s Tree Ordinance (Protected Trees).  The Tree Preservation Alternative, by contrast, would 
result in removal or relocation of up to 62 Protected Trees.   
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Table 3.2-8 
Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites 

 

Draft EIR Updated 

SUMC 
Project 

Tree Preservation 
Alternative 

SUMC 
Project 

Tree Preservation 
Alternative 

Total Trees within the SUMC Sites 1,562 1,562 1,562 1,562 

Total Protected Treesa 176 176 178 178 

Total Protected Trees that are also Aesthetic
Tree Resources 

23 23 18 18 

Protected Trees to be Removed 
Protected Trees Potentially Subject to 
Removal Under the Hospital District Zoning 

48 48 61 59 

Biological and Aesthetic Tree Resources 
Potentially Subject to Removal 

23 10 13 3b 

Total 71 58 74 62 

Biological and Aesthetic Tree Resources to be Retained/Relocated 
Biological and Aesthetic Tree Resourcesc to 
be Retained in Place 

0 13 5 15 

Biological and Aesthetic Tree Resources to
be Relocated 

0 3 0 3 

Total 0 16 5 18 
Source:  City of Palo Alto, 2010. 

Notes:  

a.  All Protected Trees are considered biological resources. 

b. All three aesthetic tree resources would be relocated, not removed. 

c. Proposed project design (before any mitigation) would retain five and potentially remove 13 aesthetic tree resources 

 

The new Hospital Zoning Ordinance adopted as part of the SUMC Project or as part of the Tree 
Preservation Alternative would include procedures to permit the removal or relocation of some of the 
Protected Trees on the SUMC Sites.  As currently contemplated, the zoning ordinance would define 
two categories of Protected Trees:  trees that are protected under the City’s Tree Ordinance because 
they are a biological tree resource, and trees that are biological tree resources and also have an 
especially high aesthetic value (“aesthetic tree resources”).  As applied to the Tree Preservation 
Alternative, the new zoning would allow removal of up to 59 Protected Trees.  If removed, Protected 
Trees would need to be replaced pursuant to the ratios in the City’s Tree Technical Manual.  The new 
zoning ordinance would allow relocation of three Protected Trees that are also aesthetic tree resources.  
Fifteen Protected Trees that are also aesthetic tree resources would be preserved in place, for a total of 
18 Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources to be retained.  By contrast, the SUMC Project as 
originally designed would have removed as many as 13 Protected Trees that are also aesthetic tree 
resources.   
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Due to the changes shown in Table 3.2-8, the following text edits have been made to various sections 
of the Draft EIR, as included below.  

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Summary.  The fourth bullet under the subheader “Other City Approvals” on pages S-13 to S-14 of 
the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

 Regulations in this district would include applicability, preservation, and exemptions 
for removal and replacement of Protected Trees.  The Hospital District would create a 
procedure to permit the removal or relocation of approximately 48 Protected Trees 
while preserving approximately 23 Protected Trees trees that are considered both 
biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources.  The existing Protected Trees 
that are considered both biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources are 
discussed in more detail in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, and Section 5, 
Alternatives.  The Hospital District ordinance would include provisions for an 
applicable timeline (development vs. non-development) and for specific Protected Tree 
retention and preservation through development standards and regulations.  Some 
Protected Trees that qualified for exemption to the regulations could be removed, 
providing that they are replaced per the City Tree Technical Manual (TTM) standards 
(TTM, Section 3.00).  In addition, the Hospital District ordinance would require a 
minor amendment to the Tree Ordinance (PAMC 8.10) to recognize and cross-
reference with the Hospital District ordinance.11 

The third column under the header “Mitigation Measures” on pages S-68 through S-71 has been 
revised as follows: 

MITIGATION MEASURES.  Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.5, below, to be implemented 
by the SUMC Project sponsors, would reduce the SUMC Project’s impact on Protected Trees.  In 
addition, Mitigation Measure BR-4.6 would require minor SUMC Project site plan adjustments to 
avoid removal of some biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources.  
However, the new Hospital District under the SUMC Project would allow the removal of up to 48 
Protected Trees that are protected under the existing Municipal Code.  up to 61 Protected Trees 
that are not aesthetic tree resources could be removed under the SUMC Project.  In addition, minor 
modifications to the SUMC Project site plans would not be able to avoid the nine biologically and 
aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources in the Kaplan Lawn area.  Therefore, the 
SUMC Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to Protected Trees. (SU) 

BR-4.1 Prepare a Tree Preservation Report for all Trees to be Retained.  An updated tree 
survey and tree preservation report (TPR) prepared by a certified arborist shall be 
submitted for review and acceptance by and approval by the Director of Planning 
and Community Environment in consultation with the City Urban Forester 
Arborist.  For reference clarity, the tree survey shall include (list and field tag) all 
existing trees within the SUMC Sites, including adjacent trees overhanging the 
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SUMC Sites.  The approved TPR shall be implemented in full, including 
mandatory inspections and monthly reporting to City Urban Forester Arborist.  The 
TPR shall be based on latest SUMC plans and amended as needed to address 
activity or within the dripline area of any existing Protected tTree to be preserved, 
including incidental work (utilities trenching, street work, lighting, irrigation, etc.) 
that may affect the health of a preserved Protected tTree.  The SUMC Project shall 
be modified to address recommendations identified to reduce impacts to existing 
ordinance-regulated trees.  The TPR shall be consistent with the criteria set forth in 
the Tree Preservation Ordinance, Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 8.10.030, and 
the City Tree Technical Manual, Section 3.00, 4.00 and 6.30.  To avoid 
improvements that may be detrimental to the health of regulated Protected tTrees, 
the TPR Director of Planning and Community Environment, in consultation with 
the City Arborist, shall review the SUMC Project sponsors’ landscape plan to 
ensure the new landscape is consistent with Tree Technical Manual, Section 5.45 
and Appendix L, Landscaping under Native Oaks. 

BR-4.2 Prepare a Solar Access Study (SAS) of Short and Long Term Effects on Protected 
Oaks. The SUMC Project sponsors shall prepare a SAS of Short and Long Term 
Effects on Protected Oaks that are aesthetic tree resources for review and approval 
by the Director of Planning and Community Environment in consultation with the 
City Arborist. The SAS shall be prepared by a qualified expert team 
(horticulturalist, architect designer, consulting arborist) capable of determining 
effects, if any, to foliage, health, disease susceptibility and also prognosis for 
longevity.  The SAS shall provide alternative massing scenarios to provide 
sufficient solar access and reduce shading detriment at different thresholds of tree 
health/decline, as provided for in the SAS.  The SAS adequacy shall be subject to 
peer review as determined necessary by the City.  The SAS design alternatives 
shall be the subject of specific discussion at all levels of ARB, Planning 
Commission, City Council, and public review in conjunction with the SUMC 
Project sponsors, the City Urban Forester, and Director of the Planning and 
Community Environment Department, until a final design is approved. contain the 
same information as the SAS for FIM 1 trees that are aesthetic tree resources 
submitted September 23, 2010.  If the Director of Planning and Community 
Environment, in consultation with the City Arborist, determines that the SUMC 
Project would have an adverse effect on solar access to a Protected Tree that is an 
aesthetic tree resource such that the tree is unlikely to survive, then the SUMC 
Project sponsors shall relocate the Protected Tree to a site with sufficient solar 
access, as determined by the Direct of Planning and Community Environment, in 
consultation with the City Arborist.  The SAS has been completed and accepted by 
the City for trees #608, Kaplan Lawn (trees #33 through 41), and FIM (trees #317 
through 320 and #322). 
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BR-4.3 Prepare a Tree Relocation Feasibility Plan for Any Protected Tree Proposed for 
Relocation and Retention.  Relocation of Protected Trees with the SUMC Sites 
shall be allowed only upon issuance of a Protected Tree relocation permit from the 
Director of Planning and Community Environment in consultation with the City 
Arborist.  Because of inherent mortality associated with the process of moving 
mature trees, the SUMC Project sponsors shall prepare a Tree Relocation and 
Maintenance Plan (TRMP) shall be prepared subject to Urban Forester’s approval 
to be reviewed in connection with the Protected Tree relocation permit.  The 
SUMC Project sponsors shall submit a The TRMP to determine shall evaluate the 
feasibility of moving the Protected Trees to an appropriate location on site.  
Feasibility shall consider current site and tree conditions, a tree’s ability to tolerate 
moving, relocation measures, optimum needs for the new location, aftercare, 
irrigation, and other long-term needs.  

 The tree relocation permit shall specify that if the relocated trees do not survive 
after a period of five years, the tree canopy relocated tree or trees shall be replaced 
with a tree of equivalent size or security deposit value trees or a combination of 
trees and Tree Value Standards consistent with Section 3.20, Table 3-1 Tree 
Canopy Replacement, of the Tree Technical Manual.  The TRMP shall be inclusive 
of the following minimum information: appropriate irrigation, monitoring 
inspections, post relocation tree maintenance, and for an annual arborist report of 
the condition of the relocated trees.  If a tree is disfigured, leaning with supports 
needed, in decline with a dead top or dieback of more than 25 percent, the tree 
shall be considered a total loss and replaced in kind and size as described above.  
The final annual arborist report shall serve as the basis for return of the Tree 
Security Deposit (see Mitigation Measure BR-4.4, below, for a discussion of the 
Tree Security Deposit).   

BR-4.4A Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a Memorandum of 
Understanding for Tree Maintenance.  The natural tree resources on the SUMC 
Site include significant Protected Trees and those that provide neighborhood 
screening, including two trees proposed for relocation.  Prior to building permit 
submittal, the Tree Security Deposit for the total value of the relocated trees, as 
referenced in the Tree Technical Manual, Section 3.26, Security Deposits, shall be 
posted to the City Revenue Collections in a form acceptable by the City Attorney.  
As a security measure, the SUMC Project sponsors shall be subject to a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City of Palo Alto and the 
SUMC Project sponsors describing a tree retention amount, the list of trees to be 
retained, an appraised value for each listed tree, a five-year tree growth and 
establishment, criteria and timeline for return of security, and conditions of 
approval related to Protected Trees, as cited in the Record of Land Use Action 
Conditional Use Permit for the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project sponsors and 
SUMC Project arborist, to be retained by the SUMC Project sponsors, shall 
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coordinate with the City Urban Forester Arborist to determine the amount of 
bonding conditions required to guarantee the protection and/or replacement of the 
regulated trees on the site during construction and within five years after 
occupancy.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall bond for 150 percent of the value 
for the relocated trees, and 50 percent of the value of the remaining trees to be 
protected during construction (as identified in the revised and final approved Tree 
Protection Report).  The SUMC Project sponsors shall also provide an appraisal of 
the trees with the proposed level of bonding in a tree value table to be reviewed 
and accepted by the Director of Planning and Community Environment  with the 
description of each tree by number, value, and total combined value of all the trees 
to be retained.  A return of the guarantee shall be subject to an annual followed by 
a final tree assessment report on all the relocated and retained trees from the 
SUMC Project arborist, as approved by the City Urban Forester, five years 
following final inspection for occupancy, to the satisfaction of the Director of the 
Planning and Community Environment Department. provide a security guarantee 
for the trees, as determined by the Director of Planning and Community 
Environment, in consultation with the City Arborist, in an amount consistent with 
the City of Palo Alto Tree Technical Manual. 

BR 4.4B Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual.  Removal 
of Protected Trees shall be allowed only upon issuance of a Protected Tree removal 
permit from the Director of Planning and Community Environment, in consultation 
with the City Arborist.  Protected Trees that are removed without being relocated 
shall be replaced in accordance with the ratios set forth in Table 3-1 of the City of 
Palo Alto Tree Technical Manual in the following way, in order to maintain the 
appropriate landscape approach at the SUMC Sites, which has limited opportunities 
to plant the required replacement of trees: 

 The Protected Tree removal permit issued shall stipulate the tree replacement 
requirements for the removed tree, including number of trees, location, and 
irrigation; 

 The number and size of trees required for replacement would be calculated in 
accordance with Table 3-1; and 

 The difference between the required tree replacement and the number of trees 
planted at the SUMC Sites would be mitigated through contribution to the 
Forestry Fund in the City of Palo Alto.  Payment to the Forestry Fund would 
be in the amount representing the value of the replacement trees that would be 
required under the TTM standard. 

The third column under header “Mitigation Measures on page S-73 of the Draft EIR has been revised 
as follows.   

BR-4.6 Implement Minor Site Modifications to Preserve Biologically and Aesthetically 
Significant Protected Trees Tree Resources.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall 
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design and implement modifications to building design, hardscape, and landscape 
to incorporate the below and above ground area needed to preserve as many 
biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees as possible the following 
trees that are both biological and aesthetic tree resources: 

 FIM 1 Grove.  Retain five Protected Trees that is an aesthetic tree resource 
(#319) and relocate two Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources (#323 
and 324) in the FIM 1 Grove.   

 Adjacent to Welch Road.  Retain the century-old solitary oak located between 
Welch Road to the north and the Blake-Wilbur Clinic building to the south 
(#608).  In addition, relocate the mature Protected oak tree located to the east 
of the proposed LPCH hospital building (#996). 

The tenth bullet on page S-93 is revised as follows: 

 Removal of up to 71 74 Protected Trees, as defined in City of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection 
and Management Regulations, which is a significant and unavoidable impact on both a 
project level and a cumulative level. 

Section 2, Project Description.  The fourth bullet under the subheader “Other City Approvals” on 
page 2-28, extending to page 2-29 of the Draft EIR, has been revised as follows: 

 Regulations in this district would include applicability, preservation, and exemptions for 
removal and replacement of Protected Trees.  The Hospital District would create a 
procedure to permit the removal or relocation of approximately 48 Protected Trees while 
preserving approximately 23 Protected Trees trees that are considered both biologically and 
aesthetically significant tree resources.23  The existing Protected Trees that are considered 
both biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources are discussed in more detail in 
Section 3.9, Biological Resources, and Section 5, Alternatives.  The Hospital District 
ordinance would include provisions for an applicable timeline (development vs. non-
development) and for specific Protected Tree retention and preservation through 
development standards and regulations.  Some Protected Trees that qualified for exemption 
to the regulations could be removed, providing that they are replaced per the City Tree 
Technical Manual (TTM) standards (TTM, Section 3.00).  In addition, the Hospital 
District ordinance would require a minor amendment to the Tree Ordinance (Palo Alto 
Municipal Code Section 8.10) to recognize and cross-reference with the Hospital District 
ordinance.23 

Section 3.2, Land Use.  The first paragraph under Policy N-14, under the header “SUMC Project 
Consistency” in Table 3.2-2, page 3.2-20, has been revised as follows: 

The SUMC Project would replace trees removed during construction and would supply new street 
trees.  However, the SUMC Project would remove up to 71 74 Protected Trees, which are 
considered an important resource to the City.  Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.5, 
provided in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, require the preparation of a Tree Preservation 
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Report, a solar access study, a Tree Relocation Feasibility Plan, a Tree Preservation Bond/Security 
Guarantee Memorandum of Understanding, and minor site modifications to the current site plans.  
While complete preservation or relocation of Protected Trees would not occur, this mitigation 
would fulfill the City’s responsibility to protect, revitalize, and expand Palo Alto’s urban forest.  

Section 3.3, Visual Quality.  The last paragraph on page 3.3-5, continuing to page 3.3-6, has been 
revised as follows: 

Of the 176 178 Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites, 60 63 Protected Trees on the Main SUMC Site 
appear to be within or sufficiently close to new building footprint areas or paved areas associated 
with site reconfiguration such that they may be affected by SUMC Project construction.  Out of 
these 60 63 Protected Trees potentially to be removed at the Main SUMC Site, the City has 
designated approximately 23 13 of these Protected Trees as having both biological and aesthetic 
tree resources characteristics.  In addition, there are five Protected Trees that have also been 
determined to be biological and aesthetic tree resources, but would be retained in place under the 
SUMC Project, for a total of 18 biological and aesthetic tree resources on the Main SUMC Site.6 
All Protected Trees are biological tree resources.  A “Biological Tree Resource” is a protected 
category oak or redwood of a certain size as defined in the Palo Alto Municipal Code, Chapter 
8.10, Tree Preservation and Management Regulations.  Under the proposed Hospital District 
zoning, Aan “Aesthetic Tree Resource” is a Protected Tree that is deemed important to the SUMC 
Project Sites, as designated by the Department of Planning and Community Environment or the 
City Council, because it has one or more of the following qualities: functions as an important or 
prominent visual feature; contributes to a larger grove or landscape theme; and/or possesses unique 
character as defined in the designation of Heritage Trees (per Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 
8.10.090).  The 23 Protected Trees that are both biologically and aesthetically significant tree 
resources would require retention and preservation under the proposed Hospital District zoning 
ordinance for the SUMC Project.67  Section 3.9, Biological Resources, discusses biologically and 
aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources in more detail; therefore, this topic will not 
be addressed further in this section. 

    

6  City of Palo Alto, SUMC Protected Tree Survey, July 20, 2010. 

67 City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community Environment, Dave Dockter, Environmental 
Planner, “SUMC Environmental Impact Report Strategy: How the City will approach evaluation of the Tree 
Resources in the SUMC Project Area,” memorandum, July 28, 2009. 

The third full paragraph on page 3.3-6 has been revised as follows: 

The majority of the Hoover Pavilion Site is covered by surface parking lots, although large trees 
and landscaped walks also surround the buildings within the Hoover Pavilion Site.  Of the 176 178 
Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites, 11 Protected Trees at the Hoover Pavilion Site appear to be 
within or sufficiently close to new building footprint areas or paved areas associated with site 
reconfiguration such that they may be affected by project construction.  However, the City has not 
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deemed these trees to have both biological and be aesthetic tree resources as defined by the 
proposed Hospital District zoning ordinance characteristics. 

The third paragraph on page 3.3-34 has been revised as follows: 

Landscaping.  Overall, the SUMC Project would decrease landscaped area on the ground by about 
1 acre, but would increase landscaped rooftops by about 6 acres.  Approximately 1,562 trees, 
including native and non-native ornamental species have been identified in the SUMC Sites.20  
There would be removal of mature trees on both SUMC Sites, including up to a total 71 74 
Protected Trees, which is discussed in more detail in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.  This 
Visual Quality section addresses changes in landscaping overall, and Section 3.9, Biological 
Resources, specifically addresses loss of Protected Trees. 

Section 3.9, Biological Resources.  The first and second full paragraph on page 3.9-12 of the Draft 
EIR has been revised as follows: 

Based on the City listing, there are no Heritage Trees on the SUMC Sites.  (Heritage Trees are 
defined under Applicable Plans and Regulations.)  However, of the trees described above, 176 178 
coast live oaks and coast redwoods on the SUMC Sites could qualify for protection under the City 
of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection and Management Regulations (see Regulated Trees below).  Of 
these, 60 63 Protected Trees on the Main SUMC Site and 11 Protected Trees at the Hoover 
Pavilion Site, for a sum of 71 74 total Protected Trees, appear to be within or sufficiently close to 
new building footprint areas or paved areas associated with site reconfiguration such that they may 
be at risk and affected by SUMC Project construction.  Among these Protected Trees are large and 
highly visible oak specimens in prominent locations.  The shrub and ground cover species observed 
in the Project Vicinity included mock orange (Pittosporum tobira), rose (Rosa sp.), and pink 
knotweed (Polygonum capitatum).    

Of the 71 74 Protected Trees that may be at risk and affected by the SUMC Project, approximately 
23 13 trees have been determined by the City to be aesthetic tree resources characteristics.  There 
are five additional trees that have also been determined to be aesthetic tree resources, but would be 
retained in place under the SUMC Project, for a total of 18 aesthetic tree resources at the Main 
SUMC Site.4  All Protected Trees are biological tree resources.  A “Biological Tree Resource” is a 
protected category oak or redwood of a certain size as defined in the Palo Alto Municipal Code, 
Chapter 8.10, Tree Preservation and Management Regulations.  Under the proposed Hospital 
District zoning ordinance, an “Aesthetic Tree Resource” is a Protected Tree that is deemed 
important relative to the SUMC Sites, as designated by the Department of Planning and 
Community Environment or the City Council, because it has one or more of the following 
qualities: functions as an important or prominent visual feature; contributes to a larger grove or 
landscape theme; and/or possesses unique character as defined in the designation of Heritage Trees 
(per Municipal Code Section 8.10.090).5  These 23 Protected Trees that are both biologically and 
aesthetically significant tree resources would require retention and preservation under the proposed 
Hospital District zoning ordinance for the SUMC Project.46  A breakdown of the locations of the 
Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources is as follows: 
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 Kaplan Lawn.  Kaplan Lawn is the undeveloped area located between the two barrels of 
Pasteur Drive to the west and east, Blake-Wilbur Drive to the north, and the SUMC 
Promenade and fountain to the south.  Within Kaplan Lawn are two existing groves that 
consist of nine oak trees.  Some of these Protected Trees are over a century old, with many 
pre-dating the original hospital and are a remnant of the native oak grassland and 
agricultural use of the area.  The north grove on the Kaplan Lawn functions as a prominent 
left-side component of the Pasture Drive gateway.  There are currently nine Protected 
Trees that are aesthetic tree resources located in Kaplan Lawn (Trees 33 to 41).   

 FIM 1 Grove.  The FIM 1 Grove is located on the parcel of land that would house the 
proposed SoM FIM 1 building under the SUMC Project.  These oak trees function as the 
right side component of the Pasteur Drive gateway, the canopy of which arches over the 
road towards the trees in the Kaplan Lawn area. There are currently seven Protected Trees 
that are aesthetic tree resources in the FIM 1 Grove.  (Trees 317, 318, 319, 320, 322, 323, 
and 324).   

 Adjacent to Welch Road.  A century-old solitary oak is growing at the edge of the Main 
SUMC Site, between Welch Road to the north and the Blake-Wilbur Clinic building to the 
south.  This existing Protected Tree is unique in character and prominently visible from 
Welch Road and the proposed Durand Way.  The oak (tree 608) is located next to one of 
the original Governor’s Lane eucalyptus trees and has a significant canopy spread.  In 
addition, a mature and healthy Protected oak tree (tree 996) is located to the east of the 
proposed LPCH hospital building, along Welch Road.  

    

4  City of Palo Alto, SUMC Protected Tree Survey, July 20, 2010. 

45 City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community Environment, Dave Dockter, 
Environmental Planner, “SUMC Environmental Impact Report Strategy: How the City will 
approach evaluation of the Tree Resources in the SUMC Project Area,” memorandum, July 28, 
2009. 

6  City of Palo Alto, SUMC Protected Tree Survey, July 20, 2010. 

The text on pages 3.9-24 through 3.9-25 of the Draft EIR, starting at the second paragraph under 
Impact BR-4, has been revised as follows: 

Based on the City listing, there are no Heritage Trees on the SUMC Sites.  However, there are 176 
178 native oaks and redwoods on the SUMC Sites that are large enough to be designated as 
Protected Trees under the City of Palo Alto’s Tree Preservation and Management Regulations.  
Protected Trees potentially subject to removal during implementation of the SUMC Project include 
60 63 Protected Trees on the Main SUMC Site and 11 Protected Trees at the Hoover Pavilion 
Site.10  These locations appear to be within or sufficiently close to new building footprint areas or 
areas associated with the site reconfiguration.  As final designs and construction logistics for the 
SUMC Project buildings are completed, it is possible that additional Protected Trees may be 
identified for removal.  However, many of the Protected Trees initially identified as potentially 
subject to removal will be relocated on site, rather than removed.  As a result, the total number of 
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Protected Trees removed (and not relocated) is not expected to exceed 74 Protected Trees.  Thus, it 
is foreseeable that the loss of up to 71 74 Protected Trees out of a total of 176 178 Protected Trees 
present on the SUMC Sites may occur.10 Implementation of the SUMC Project could impact 
Protected Trees during preparation for building construction, or could result in the loss of 
Protected Trees due to damage sustained during the construction phase of the SUMC Project.   

As part of the SUMC Project, the SUMC Project sponsors propose the creation of a new zoning 
district that could be applied by the City to land uses specifically for hospitals, associated medical 
research, medical office, and support uses.  The new zoning district would have its own name, 
such as “Hospital District,” and would include development standards that accommodate hospital-
related uses like the SUMC Project.  As described in Section 2, Project Description, regulations in 
this district pertaining to Protected Trees would include applicability, preservation, and exemptions 
for removal and replacement of trees.11   

City staff has developed proposed zoning ordinance provisions that would require preservation of 
some of the trees that would have been removed under the SUMC Project.  The Hospital District 
zoning requirements would create a procedure to permit the removal or relocation of approximately 
48 Protected Trees while preserving approximately 23 Protected Trees trees that are considered both 
biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources, as defined under Existing Conditions.  Trees 
that are determined not to be aesthetic tree resources would be candidates for an exemption to the 
City’s Tree Ordinance, and required but would be subject to replacement according to the City Tree 
Technical Manual (TTM) standards.  Although the new Hospital District regulations would seek to 
avoid the removal of 23 Protected Trees that are both biologically and aesthetically significant tree 
resources at the SUMC Sites, 48  Protected Trees could still be removed or relocated as a result of 
the SUMC Project.  Municipal Code Section 8.10.050 prohibits removal of a Protected Tree unless it 
has been determined by the Director of Planning and Community Environment, on the basis of a 
certified arborist and other relevant information, that the Protected Tree is dead, hazardous, or a 
detriment to or crowding an adjacent Protected Tree.  The Municipal Code protects these trees 
because they give the City a unique visual character, enhance property values, and provide beneficial 
environmental services.  Under existing code provisions, Tthe 48  Protected Trees that could be 
removed would not qualify for exemption to the regulations (that is, the trees are neither dead, 
hazardous, nor a detriment to or crowding an adjacent Protected Tree).  Therefore, the SUMC 
Project would result in a significant impact due to removal of Protected Trees.12,13 

Based on the biological and aesthetic tree resource category designations, as defined under the 
proposed new Hospital District Zoning ordinance, the 23 Protected Trees that would be required to 
be retained under the new Hospital District regulations include: nine Protected Trees in Kaplan 
Lawn (located between Pasteur Drive barrels), 12 seven Protected Trees in the area of the 
proposed SoM FIM 1 building, one Protected Tree located between the site of the Blake-Wilbur 
Clinic building and Welch Road, and one Protected Tree east of the new LPCH hospital building, 
along Welch Road.1314,15 The SUMC Project would result in the retention and removal of the 
following Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources:  
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 Kaplan Lawn:  All nine Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources at the Kaplan 
Lawn would be removed; 

 FIM 1 Grove:  Two Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources would be removed and 
five would be retained; 

 Adjacent to Welch Road: The century-old solitary oak that is located between Welch Road 
to the north and the Blake-Wilbur Clinic building to the south would be removed.  The 
mature Protected oak tree located to the east of the proposed LPCH hospital building, 
along Welch Road, would also be removed. 

As explained below in Mitigation Measure BR-4.6, minor SUMC Project site plan adjustments 
could be made to avoid removal of several one Protected Trees in the area of the proposed FIM 1 
building and along Welch Road (a total of 14 nine Protected Trees). (608) and to retain a second 
Protected Tree (319), while relocating two additional Protected Trees (323 and 324) at FIM 1 that 
are aesthetic tree resources.  However, under the SUMC Project, the Protected Trees in the Kaplan 
Lawn area (nine trees) would not be able to be avoided with minor site plan modifications.  As 
such, the SUMC Project would result in significant impacts to biologically and aesthetically 
significant Protected Trees tree resources in Kaplan Lawn. 

    

10 Zach Pozner, Stanford University Medical Center, electronic communication to Whitney McNair, 
subject: “Protected Trees – Stanford,” February 8, 2010.  City of Palo Alto, SUMC Protected Tree 
Survey, July 20, 2010. 

11  Dave Dockter, Environmental Planner, City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community 
Environment, SUMC Environmental Impact Report Strategy: How the City will approach evaluation of 
the Tree Resources in the SUMC Project Area, memorandum, July 28, 2009. 

12   Dave Dockter, Environmental Planner, City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community 
Environment, SUMC Environmental Impact Report Strategy: How the City will approach evaluation of 
the Tree Resources in the SUMC Project Area, memorandum, July 28, 2009. 

13 City of Palo Alto, SUMC Protected Tree Survey, July 20, 2010. 

1314 Dave Dockter, Environmental Planner, City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community 
Environment, SUMC Environmental Impact Report Strategy: How the City will approach evaluation of 
the Tree Resources in the SUMC Project Area, memorandum, July 28, 2009. 

15 City of Palo Alto, SUMC Protected Tree Survey, July 20, 2010. 

The Draft EIR text on pages 3.9-26 through 3.9-28 has been revised as follows: 

MITIGATION MEASURES.  Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.5, below, to be implemented 
by the SUMC Project sponsors, would reduce the SUMC Project’s impact on Protected Trees.  In 
addition, Mitigation Measure BR-4.6 would require minor SUMC Project site plan adjustments to 
avoid removal of some biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources.  
However, the new Hospital District under the SUMC Project would allow the removal of up to 48 
Protected Trees that are protected under the Municipal Code up to 61 Protected Trees that are not 
aesthetic tree resources could be removed under the SUMC Project.  In addition, minor 
modifications to the SUMC Project site plans would not be able to avoid the nine biologically and 
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aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources in the Kaplan Lawn area.  Therefore, the 
SUMC Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to Protected Trees. (SU) 

BR-4.1 Prepare a Tree Preservation Report for all Trees to be Retained.  An updated tree 
survey and tree preservation report (TPR) prepared by a certified arborist shall be 
submitted for review and acceptance by and approval by the Director of Planning 
and Community Environment in consultation with the City Urban Forester 
Arborist.  For reference clarity, the tree survey shall include (list and field tag) all 
existing trees within the SUMC Sites, including adjacent trees overhanging the 
SUMC Sites.  The approved TPR shall be implemented in full, including 
mandatory inspections and monthly reporting to City Urban Forester Arborist.  The 
TPR shall be based on latest SUMC plans and amended as needed to address 
activity or within the dripline area of any existing Protected tTree to be preserved, 
including incidental work (utilities trenching, street work, lighting, irrigation, etc.) 
that may affect the health of a preserved Protected tTree.  The SUMC Project shall 
be modified to address recommendations identified to reduce impacts to existing 
ordinance-regulated trees.  The TPR shall be consistent with the criteria set forth in 
the Tree Preservation Ordinance, Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 8.10.030, and 
the City Tree Technical Manual, Section 3.00, 4.00 and 6.30.  To avoid 
improvements that may be detrimental to the health of regulated Protected tTrees, 
the TPR Director of Planning and Community Environment, in consultation with 
the City Arborist, shall review the SUMC Project sponsors’ landscape plan to 
ensure the new landscape is consistent with Tree Technical Manual, Section 5.45 
and Appendix L, Landscaping under Native Oaks. 

BR-4.2 Prepare a Solar Access Study (SAS) of Short and Long Term Effects on Protected 
Oaks. The SUMC Project sponsors shall prepare a SAS of Short and Long Term 
Effects on Protected Oaks that are Aesthetic Tree Resources for review and 
approval by the Director of Planning and Community Environment in consultation 
with the City Arborist. The SAS shall be prepared by a qualified expert team 
(horticulturalist, architect designer, consulting arborist) capable of determining 
effects, if any, to foliage, health, disease susceptibility and also prognosis for 
longevity.  The SAS shall provide alternative massing scenarios to provide 
sufficient solar access and reduce shading detriment at different thresholds of tree 
health/decline, as provided for in the SAS.  The SAS adequacy shall be subject to 
peer review as determined necessary by the City.  The SAS design alternatives 
shall be the subject of specific discussion at all levels of ARB, Planning 
Commission, City Council, and public review in conjunction with the SUMC 
Project sponsors, the City Urban Forester, and Director of the Planning and 
Community Environment Department, until a final design is approved. contain the 
same information as the SAS for FIM 1 trees that are Aesthetic Tree Resources 
submitted September 23, 2010.  If the Director of Planning and Community 
Environment, in consultation with the City Arborist, determines that the SUMC 
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Project would have an adverse effect on solar access to a Protected Tree that is an 
Aesthetic Tree Resource such that the tree is unlikely to survive, then the SUMC 
Project sponsors shall relocate the Protected Tree to a site with sufficient solar 
access, as determined by the Direct of Planning and Community Environment, in 
consultation with the City Arborist.  The SAS has been completed and accepted by 
the City for trees #608, Kaplan Lawn (trees #33 through 41), and FIM (trees #317 
through 320 and #322). 

BR-4.3 Prepare a Tree Relocation Feasibility Plan for Any Protected Tree Proposed for 
Relocation and Retention.  Relocation of Protected Trees with the SUMC Sites 
shall be allowed only upon issuance of a Protected Tree relocation permit from the 
Director of Planning and Community Environment in consultation with the City 
Arborist.  Because of inherent mortality associated with the process of moving 
mature trees, the SUMC Project sponsors shall prepare a Tree Relocation and 
Maintenance Plan (TRMP) shall be prepared subject to Urban Forester’s approval 
to be reviewed in connection with the Protected Tree relocation permit.  The 
SUMC Project sponsors shall submit a The TRMP to determine shall evaluate the 
feasibility of moving the Protected Trees to an appropriate location on site.  
Feasibility shall consider current site and tree conditions, a tree’s ability to tolerate 
moving, relocation measures, optimum needs for the new location, aftercare, 
irrigation, and other long-term needs.  

 The tree relocation permit shall specify that if the relocated trees do not survive 
after a period of five years, the tree canopy relocated tree or trees shall be replaced 
with a tree of equivalent size or security deposit value trees or a combination of 
trees and Tree Value Standards consistent with Section 3.20, Table 3-1 Tree 
Canopy Replacement, of the Tree Technical Manual.  The TRMP shall be inclusive 
of the following minimum information: appropriate irrigation, monitoring 
inspections, post relocation tree maintenance, and for an annual arborist report of 
the condition of the relocated trees.  If a tree is disfigured, leaning with supports 
needed, in decline with a dead top or dieback of more than 25 percent, the tree 
shall be considered a total loss and replaced in kind and size as described above.  
The final annual arborist report shall serve as the basis for return of the Tree 
Security Deposit (see Mitigation Measure BR-4.4, below, for a discussion of the 
Tree Security Deposit).   

BR-4.4A Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a Memorandum of 
Understanding for Tree Maintenance.  The natural tree resources on the SUMC 
Site include significant Protected Trees and those that provide neighborhood 
screening, including two trees proposed for relocation.  Prior to building permit 
submittal, the Tree Security Deposit for the total value of the relocated trees, as 
referenced in the Tree Technical Manual, Section 3.26, Security Deposits, shall be 
posted to the City Revenue Collections in a form acceptable by the City Attorney.  
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As a security measure, the SUMC Project sponsors shall be subject to a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City of Palo Alto and the 
SUMC Project sponsors describing a tree retention amount, the list of trees to be 
retained, an appraised value for each listed tree, a five-year tree growth and 
establishment, criteria and timeline for return of security, and conditions of 
approval related to Protected Trees, as cited in the Record of Land Use Action 
Conditional Use Permit for the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project sponsors and 
SUMC Project arborist, to be retained by the SUMC Project sponsors, shall 
coordinate with the City Urban Forester Arborist to determine the amount of 
bonding conditions required to guarantee the protection and/or replacement of the 
regulated trees on the site during construction and within five years after 
occupancy.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall bond for 150 percent of the value 
for the relocated trees, and 50 percent of the value of the remaining trees to be 
protected during construction (as identified in the revised and final approved Tree 
Protection Report).  The SUMC Project sponsors shall also provide an appraisal of 
the trees with the proposed level of bonding in a tree value table to be reviewed 
and accepted by the Director of Planning and Community Environment  with the 
description of each tree by number, value, and total combined value of all the trees 
to be retained.  A return of the guarantee shall be subject to an annual followed by 
a final tree assessment report on all the relocated and retained trees from the 
SUMC Project arborist, as approved by the City Urban Forester, five years 
following final inspection for occupancy, to the satisfaction of the Director of the 
Planning and Community Environment Department. provide a security guarantee 
for the trees, as determined by the Director of Planning and Community 
Environment, in consultation with the City Arborist, in an amount consistent with 
the City of Palo Alto Tree Technical Manual. 

BR 4.4B Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual.  Removal 
of Protected Trees shall be allowed only upon issuance of a Protected Tree removal 
permit from the Director of Planning and Community Environment, in consultation 
with the City Arborist.  Protected Trees that are removed without being relocated 
shall be replaced in accordance with the ratios set forth in Table 3-1 of the City of 
Palo Alto Tree Technical Manual in the following way, in order to maintain the 
appropriate landscape approach at the SUMC Sites, which has limited opportunities 
to plant the required replacement of trees: 

 The Protected Tree removal permit issued shall stipulate the tree replacement 
requirements for the removed tree, including number of trees, location, and 
irrigation; 

 The number and size of trees required for replacement would be calculated in 
accordance with Table 3-1; and 

 The difference between the required tree replacement and the number of trees 
planted at the SUMC Sites would be mitigated through contribution to the 
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Forestry Fund in the City of Palo Alto.  Payment to the Forestry Fund would 
be in the amount representing the value of the replacement trees that would be 
required under the TTM standard. 

Draft EIR text for Mitigation Measure BR-4.6 on page 3.9-28 has been revised as follows: 

BR-4.6 Implement Minor Site Modifications to Preserve Biologically and Aesthetically 
Significant Protected Trees Tree Resources.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall 
design and implement modifications to building design, hardscape, and landscape 
to incorporate the below and above ground area needed to preserve as many 
biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees as possible the following 
trees that are both biological and aesthetic tree resources: 

 FIM 1 Grove.  Retain one Protected Tree that is an aesthetic tree resources 
(#319) and relocate two Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources (#323 
and 324) in the FIM 1 Grove.   

 Adjacent to Welch Road.  Retain the century-old solitary oak located between 
Welch Road to the north and the Blake-Wilbur Clinic building to the south 
(#608).  In addition, relocate the mature Protected oak tree located to the east 
of the proposed LPCH hospital building (#996). 

The second paragraph under Impact BR-9 on page 3.9-32 has been revised as follows: 

The SUMC Project would result in the loss of potentially approximately 48 74 Protected Trees.  
Moreover, the Protected Trees that would be lost include those identified by the City as being 
biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources.  Therefore, although the 
SUMC Project would include mitigation that would require preservation of some of the Protected 
Trees and replacement of Protected Trees that are removed, the SUMC Project’s contribution to 
the cumulative loss of Protected Trees would be cumulatively considerable. 

Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations.  The tenth bullet on page 4-1 is revised as follows: 

 Removal of up to 71 74 Protected Trees, as defined in City of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection 
and Management Regulations, which is a significant and unavoidable impact on both a 
project level and a cumulative level. 

Section 5, Alternatives.  The tenth bullet on page 5-2 is revised follows: 

 Removal of up to 71 74 Protected Trees, as defined in City of Palo Alto’s Tree Protection 
and Management Regulations, which is a significant and unavoidable impact on both a 
project level and a cumulative level. 

The text on pages 5-15 through 5-17, starting at the first paragraph under the subheader “Tree 
Preservation Alternative,” has been revised as follows.  Please note that Figure 5-1 in the Draft EIR 
has been replaced with new figures (Figures 5-1a through 5-1d), as included below.  These figures 
depict the biological and aesthetic tree resources that would be removed, retained, and relocated.  
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However, unlike Figure 5-1 in the Draft EIR, Figures 5-1a through 5-1d compares tree removal, 
retention, and relocation under the Tree Preservation Alternative with the SUMC Project.  

The Tree Preservation Alternative was designed to reduce the SUMC Project’s impact on Protected 
Trees.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would seek to preserve the majority of the aesthetically 
and biologically significant Protected Trees and aesthetic tree resources at Kaplan Lawn, the FIM 1 
Grove, and along Welch Road.  Under this alternative, Kaplan Lawn would not be developed, and 
no Protected Trees would be removed at that location.  In addition, the FIM 1 building would be 
redesigned to save as many Protected Trees as possible in this area a higher priority Protected 
Tree.  The same number of trees will be retained in place.  Lastly, one Protected oak trees along 
Welch Road would be retained in place.  The site plan for this alternative would avoid 13 10 
biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources that would be affected by 
the SUMC Project.  Further, this alternative would seek to relocate three more Protected Trees that 
are aesthetic tree resources that would otherwise be affected under the SUMC Project (before 
mitigation).  Under the Tree Preservation Alternative, no trees that are aesthetic tree resources 
would be removed.  Figure 5-1 shows the Protected Trees that would be preserved through the 
Tree Preservation Alternative, and the potential zones for planting of relocated trees.  This 
alternative is described in more detail below. 

Under the Tree Preservation Alternative (as well as the SUMC Project), a new zoning district 
would be created for land uses specifically for hospitals, associated medical research, medical 
office, and support uses.  As described in Section 2, Project Description, regulations in this district 
would include applicability, preservation, and exemptions for removal and replacement of 
Protected Trees.  The Hospital District would create a procedure to permit the removal or 
relocation of approximately 48 62 Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites (59 removed plus 3 
relocated) while preserving approximately 23 18 Protected Trees that are considered both 
biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources, as defined in Section 3.9, Biological 
Resources.  The approximately 23 18 Protected Trees that would be required to be retained are 
located in the following areas: the Kaplan Lawn, the FIM 1 Grove, and adjacent to Welch Road, as 
described in more detail in Section 3.9, Biological Resources. 

 Kaplan Lawn. Kaplan Lawn is the undeveloped area located between the two barrels of 
Pasteur Drive to the west and east, Blake-Wilbur Drive to the north, and the SUMC 
Promenade and fountain to the south.  Within Kaplan Lawn are two existing groves that 
consist of nine oak trees.  Some of these Protected Trees are over a century old, with many 
pre-dating the original hospital and are a remnant of the native oak grassland and 
agricultural use of the area.  The north grove on the Kaplan Lawn functions as a prominent 
left-side component of the Pasture Drive gateway. 

 FIM 1 Grove.  The FIM 1 Grove is located on the parcel of land that would house the 
proposed SoM FIM 1 building under the SUMC Project.  Within the FIM 1 Grove are a 
total of 12 seven Protected Trees that would be removed under the SUMC Project.  These 
oak trees function as the right side component of the Pasteur Drive gateway, the canopy of 
which arches over the road towards the trees in the Kaplan Lawn area. 
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FIGURE 5-1a
Affected Protected Trees at the FIM 1 SoM Site

D41357.00

Source: PBS&J, 2010. 
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FIGURE 5-1b
Affected Protected Trees at the LPCH Site
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Source: PBS&J, 2010. 

NORTH

a.  SUMC Project

b.  Tree Preservation Alternative



Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR

FIGURE 5-1c
Affected Protected Trees at the SHC Site
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Source: PBS&J, 2010. 
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FIGURE 5-1d
Affected Protected Trees at the Hoover Pavilion Site
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Source: PBS&J, 2010. 
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b.  Tree Preservation Alternative
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 Adjacent to Welch Road.  A century-old solitary oak is growing at the edge of the Main 
SUMC Site, between Welch Road to the north and the Blake-Wilbur Clinic building to the 
south.  This existing Protected Tree is unique in character and prominently visible from 
Welch Road and the proposed Durand Way.  The oak is located next to one of the original 
Governor’s Lane eucalyptus trees and has a significant canopy spread.  In addition, a 
mature and healthy Protected oak tree is located to the east of the proposed LPCH hospital 
building, along Welch Road. 

The SUMC Project would remove up to 71 74 Protected Trees as defined in City of Palo Alto’s 
Tree Protection and Management Regulations.  While Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.6 
would strive to avoid, relocate, or replace affected Protected Trees, the measures would not fully 
reduce the impacts to all Protected Trees, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact (see 
Section 3.9, Biological Resources).  As discussed in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, the SUMC 
Project would result in the removal of several of the Protected Trees defined as biologically and 
aesthetically significant tree resources.  However, the Tree Preservation Alternative would seek to 
preserve the biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources at Kaplan 
Lawn, the FIM 1 Grove, and along Welch Road.  Under the SUMC Project, a 64-foot-tall SHC 
Hospital module (“Hospital Module Six”) is proposed to be constructed on the Kaplan Lawn, 
which would result in the removal of nine Protected Trees.  The main difference under the Tree 
Preservation Alternative is that the square footage and programmatic functions planned for Hospital 
Module Six would be incorporated into the remaining five SHC Hospital modules.  This new modular 
plan of the SHC Hospital building would be “tightened” somewhat through the use of a smaller 
structural grid and a reconfigured ambulance route.  As such, Kaplan Lawn would not be developed, 
and no Protected Trees would be removed at that location.  In addition, the FIM 1 building would be 
redesigned to save as many Protected Trees as possible in this area., as required in Mitigation Measure 
BR-4.6. 

Figure 5-1 depicts the footprints of the Tree Preservation Alternative, including the alternative 
designs for the new SHC Hospital building and the FIM 1 building.  Table Figure 5-1 shows the 
Protected Trees that would be preserved through the Tree Preservation Alternative, and the 
potential zones for planting of relocated trees.  As shown in Table 5-5, the Tree Preservation 
Alternative would have the same development program as the proposed SUMC Project.    

The third bullet on page 5-21 has been revised as follows: 

SoM Site 

The Tree Preservation Alternative would also include a redesign of the FIM 1 building to save as 
many Protected Trees as possible in this area.  The proposed building size and height would be the 
same as the SUMC Project; however, the footprint of the building would be altered to save 
Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources at the northeast corner of the building (as required 
in Mitigation Measure BR-4.6).  Due to the requirements of the building program, and the location 
of the Protected Trees on the site, not all of the Protected Trees at the FIM 1 Site would be 
preserved with this alternative.  Out of the 12 seven Protected Trees at the FIM 1 Site that would 
be removed under the SUMC Project, approximately Similar to the SUMC Project, three five 



 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-125 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

biological and aesthetic tree resources would be retained; however, two would be relocated under 
the Tree Preservation Alternative.  No aesthetic tree resources at the FIM 1 site would be 
removed, without being relocated. 

The first full paragraph on page 5-22 has been revised as follows: 

As proposed under the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation Alternative would require the 
demolition of the 1959 Hospital Building complex.  In its place, the Tree Preservation Alternative 
would construct the replacement SHC clinic/medical office building and SoM FIM Buildings 2 and 
3 in the same locations as under the SUMC Project (for the changes to FIM Building 1, see above).  
In addition, under the Tree Preservation Alternative, the site plans at the LPCH and the Hoover 
Pavilion would be the same as under the SUMC Project.  Therefore, the 21 27 Protected Trees at 
the LPCH Site and the six 11 Protected Trees at the Hoover Pavilion Site would still be removed 
and potentially relocated under this Alternative.  As shown in Table 5-5, the Tree Preservation 
Alternative would have the same development program as the proposed SUMC Project.  The Tree 
Preservation Alternative would necessitate the same Comprehensive Plan amendments, zoning 
changes, and annexation as the proposed SUMC Project.   

The last paragraph on page 5-62, and the first five bullets on page 5-63, for No Project Alternative A, 
has been revised as follows: 

Impacts on Protected Trees. There are 71 74 Protected Trees that would be removed under the 
SUMC Project.  No Project Alternative A would involve renovations and retrofits and would not 
expand existing facilities.  While current biological conditions would generally remain the same, 
ground disturbance to reroute or extend utility lines to compliant and non-compliant structure 
would occur, thus potentially impacting Protected Trees.  The removal of Protected Trees would 
result in a significant impact, although to a significantly lesser extent that the SUMC Project since 
this alternative would not construct new buildings at Kaplan Lawn and the FIM 1 grove.  The 
following mitigation measures, as identified for the SUMC Project, would reduce this alternative’s 
impact on Protected Trees.  However, these mitigation measures would not be able to avoid and 
preserve all Protected Trees; therefore, No Project Alternative A would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact, as with the SUMC Project.  (S/SU) 

 BR-4.1:  Prepare a Tree Preservation Report for all Trees to be Retained   

 BR-4.2:  Prepare a Solar Access Study (SAS) of Short and Long Term Effects on 
Protected Oaks 

 BR-4.3:  Prepare a Tree Relocation Feasibility Plan for Any Protected Tree Proposed 
for Relocation and Retention 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

 BR-4.5:  Provide Optimum Tree Replacement for Loss of Publicly-Owned Trees 
Regulated Tree Category.   



3-126 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 
 Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

The twelfth bullet under the first full paragraph on page 5-71 for No Project Alternative B, has been 
revised as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the twelfth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The fourth bullet under the second full paragraph on page 5-80, for No Project Alternative B, has been 
revised as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the fourth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The ninth bullet, on page 5-91 of the Draft EIR, for Reduced Intensity Alternative A has been revised 
as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the ninth bullet as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The fourth bullet under the last paragraph on page 5-99, for Reduced Intensity Alternative A, has been 
revised as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the fourth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The tenth bullet, on page 5-110 of the Draft EIR, for Reduced Intensity Alternative B, has been revised 
as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the tenth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The second bullet on page 5-124, for Reduced Intensity Alternative B, has been revised as follows.  In 
addition, a bullet has been added after the second bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   



 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-127 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

The tenth bullet on page 5-136 of the Draft EIR, for the Tree Preservation Alternative, has been 
revised as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the tenth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The text on pages 5-152 through 5-153, starting at the last paragraph on page 5-152 under the 
subheader “Impacts on Protected Trees,” has been revised as follows: 

Impacts on Protected Trees.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would seek to retain as many 
Protected Trees as feasible.  The SUMC Project would result in the removal of up to 71 74 
Protected Trees, 23 13 of which are considered to be biologically and aesthetically significant tree 
resources, as discussed in more detail in Section 3.9, Biological Resources.  Additionally, the 
SUMC Project would retain five trees that have been identified as biological and aesthetic tree 
resources, for a total of 18 of these Protected Trees.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would 
reduce the impact to Protected Trees, particularly the trees that are considered to be biologically 
and aesthetically significant tree resources as compared to the SUMC Project.  However, this 
alternative would still result in the removal of up to 48 59 Protected Trees that do not fall under 
biologically and aesthetically significant tree resource distinction and the removal or relocation of 
an additional 10 three biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources.  
Therefore, although to a lesser extent than the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation Alternative 
would still result in a significant impact to Protected Trees. 

The Tree Preservation Alternative focuses on protecting the biologically and aesthetically 
significant trees tree resources located in the Kaplan Lawn, the FIM 1 Grove, and along Welch 
Road.  Although the site plans for the SHC Hospital building, FIM 1, and circulation have been 
modified to retain and avoid as many biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree 
resources as possible, some would still need to be relocated or removed, as shown in Figure 5-1 
and explained in more detail below: 

 Kaplan Lawn.  All nine existing Protected Trees in Kaplan Lawn would be retained in 
place and protected under this alternative. 

 FIM 1 Grove.  There are currently 12 seven Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree 
resources in the FIM 1 Grove.  Under the Tree Preservation Alternative, three five trees 
that are aesthetic tree resources would be retained and two trees that are aesthetic tree 
resources would be relocated to a different location in the vicinity of the Main SUMC Site.  
The other seven biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees at the FIM 1 
Grove would be removed. 

 Adjacent to Welch Road.  The century-old solitary oak located between Welch Road to the 
north and the Blake-Wilbur Clinic building to the south would be retained in place under 
this alternative.  The mature and healthy Protected oak tree located to the east of the 
proposed LPCH hospital building, along Welch Road would be relocated to another area in 
the vicinity of the Main SUMC Site. 
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Overall, under the Tree Preservation Alternative, a total of up to 58 62 Protected Trees could be 
removed or relocated.  Of these Protected Trees, 48 59 Protected Trees that are not considered 
biologically and aesthetically significant aesthetic tree resources would be removed,.  Under the 
SUMC Project, 61 Protected Trees that are not aesthetic tree resources would be removed; 
however, the Tree Preservation Alternative would retain two of these trees located at the corner of 
Welch Road and Pasteur Drive.  These two Protected Trees would not be removed under the Tree 
Preservation Alternative since the footprint of the parking structure would be reduced by 
constructing three levels of underground parking and four levels of aboveground parking.  
Additionally, under the SUMC Project, up to 13 Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources 
would be potentially subject to removal.  No Protected Trees that are aesthetic tree resources 
would be removed under the Tree Preservation Alternative.  seven biologically and aesthetically 
significant Protected Trees would be removed, and In addition to the 59 Protected Trees to be 
removed under the Tree Preservation Alternative that are not aesthetic tree resources, three 
biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources would be relocated.  While 
the Tree Preservation Alternative would seek to preserve these three of the Protected Trees through 
relocation, the survival of these trees is not guaranteed; therefore, for the purposes of this analysis 
the trees are considered to be removed. As such, the removal of up to 58 59 Protected Trees would 
be a significant impact, although to a lesser extent than the SUMC Project, which would remove up 
to 71 74 Protected Trees.  The following mitigation measures, as identified for the SUMC Project, 
would reduce the Tree Preservation Alternative’s impact on Protected Trees to be retained and 
relocated.  Unlike the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation Alternative would not require 
Mitigation Measure BR-4.6, involving site plan modifications, since such modifications are already 
incorporated into this alternative.  However, these measures would not be able to avoid the 
removal of up to 58 59 Protected Trees and therefore, even with the implementation of the below 
mitigation measures, the Tree Preservation Alternative would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  (S/SU) 

 BR-4.1:  Prepare a Tree Preservation Report for all Trees to be Retained   

 BR-4.2:  Prepare a Solar Access Study (SAS) of Short and Long Term Effects on 
Protected Oaks 

 BR-4.3:  Prepare a Tree Relocation Feasibility Plan for Any Protected Tree Proposed 
for Relocation and Retention 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

 BR-4.5:  Provide Optimum Tree Replacement for Loss of Publicly-Owned Trees 
Regulated Tree Category.   
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The tenth bullet on page 5-167 of the Draft EIR, for the Historic Preservation Alternative, has been 
revised as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added under the tenth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The text on page 5-182 of the Draft EIR, starting at the second paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Impacts on Protected Trees.  The Historic Preservation Alternative would result in the removal of 
several trees, although to a lesser extent than the SUMC Project.  As discussed in Section 3.9, 
Biological Resources, the SUMC Project would result in the removal of up to 71 74 Protected 
Trees, 23 13 of which are considered to be biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources.  
Although the Historic Preservation Alternative would attempt to protect these biologically and 
aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources, this alternative would still result in the 
removal of several Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites that do not fall under this distinction.  
Therefore, the Historic Preservation Alternative would still result in a significant impact to 
Protected Trees. 

However, unlike the SUMC Project, the Historic Preservation Alternative would retain or relocate 
all of the designated biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources.  There 
are nine of these Protected Trees located in Kaplan Lawn, and since a hospital module six would 
not be constructed under this alternative in the Kaplan Lawn, all Protected Trees in Kaplan Lawn 
would be retained.  In addition, since the 1959 Hospital Building complex would remain, the FIM 
1 building would not be constructed in the FIM 1 grove.  As such, all 12 seven biologically and 
aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree resources in the FIM 1 grove would be retained in 
place.  Additionally, the two biologically and aesthetically significant Protected Trees tree 
resources adjacent to Welch Road would either be retained or relocated.   

The second bullet on page 5-183, for the Historic Preservation Alternative, has been revised as 
follows.  In addition, a bullet under the fourth bullet has been added, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

The second bullet on page 5-196 of the Draft EIR, for the Village Concept Alternative, has been 
revised as follows.  In addition, a bullet has been added after the tenth bullet, as follows: 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   
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The text on page 5-213 of the Draft EIR, first paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

Impacts on Protected Trees.  While the pedestrian enhancements would not affect Protected 
Trees, the Village Concept Alternative would have the same impact on Protected Trees as the 
SUMC Project.  As described in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, the SUMC Project would 
result in the removal of up to 71 74 Protected Trees, which would also apply to the Village 
Concept Alternative.  The proposed new Hospital District zoning ordinance for the SUMC Project 
as modified by the Tree Preservation Alternative would create a procedure to permit the removal or 
relocation of approximately 48 62 Protected Trees while attempting to preserve approximately 23 
18 Protected Trees that are considered both biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources 
(13 of which would be removed under the SUMC Project).  Trees that are determined not to be 
aesthetic tree resources would be candidates for an exemption to the existing Tree Ordinance, and 
but would be subject to required replacement according to the City Tree Technical Manual (TTM) 
standards.  Although the new Hospital District zoning regulations would seek to avoid the removal 
of 23 18 Protected Trees that are both biologically and aesthetically significant tree resources at the 
SUMC Sites, 48 62 Protected Trees could still be removed as a result of the SUMC Project.  In 
addition, as discussed in Section 3.9, not all of the biologically and aesthetically significant 
Protected Trees tree resources would be retained or relocated (13 would be removed) under the 
SUMC Project.  As such, even with the implementation of the mitigation measures below, which 
would serve to protect the trees to be retained and relocated, the Village Concept Alternative, like 
the SUMC Project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to Protected Trees. (S/SU) 

 BR-4.1:  Prepare a Tree Preservation Report for all Trees to be Retained   

 BR-4.2:  Prepare a Solar Access Study (SAS) of Short and Long Term Effects on 
Protected Oaks 

 BR-4.3:  Prepare a Tree Relocation Feasibility Plan for Any Protected Tree Proposed 
for Relocation and Retention 

 BR-4.4A: Provide a Tree Preservation Bond/Security Guarantee Enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for Tree Maintenance   

 BR 4.4B: Replace Protected Trees in Accordance with the Tree Technical Manual   

 BR-4.5:  Provide Optimum Tree Replacement for Loss of Publicly-Owned Trees 
Regulated Tree Category.   
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Staff-Initiated Change 7:  Changes to Table 3.13-8, SUMC Project 2025 Indirect Housing 
Demand by County/City Based on Existing SUMC Employee Zip Code Distribution 

Introduction  

Staff-Initiated Change 7 does not address any specific comments submitted on the Draft EIR.  This 
Staff-Initiated Change corrects housing growth numbers in Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR.  The 
corrections do not affect Draft EIR conclusions regarding housing demand. 

Corrections to Table 3.13-8 

Table 3.13-8 is presented on pages 3.13-12 through 3.13-13 of the Draft EIR.  This table compares 
SUMC Project-induced housing demand against ABAG Projections 2005, which forecasts the housing 
that would be built within each community up to 2025.  Due to rounding errors, some of the ABAG-
projected household growth numbers from 2005 to 2025 are incorrect as presented in Table 3.13-8 of 
the Draft EIR.  Thus, some of the percentages related to SUMC Project housing demand as a percent 
of household growth are updated here.  However, the changes are minimal (less than 0.2 percent) and 
do not affect the conclusions as presented in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, all but one of the updated 
percentages decrease housing demand impact compared to those presented in the Draft EIR.  As such, 
Table 3.13-8 in the Draft EIR presents a conservative estimate of the housing demand generated by the 
SUMC Project. 

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Section 3.13, Population and Housing.  Table 3.13-8 on pages 3.13-12 through 3.13-13 of the Draft 
EIR has been updated as follows. 

Table 3.13-8 
SUMC Project 2025 Indirect Housing Demand by County/ 

City Based on Existing SUMC Employee Zip Code Distribution 

 

Residential 
Location of Palo 

Alto SUMC 
Employeesa 

ABAG Projected 
Household 

Growth  
2005-2025b 

SUMC Project 
Housing 

Demand in 
2025 

SUMC Project 
Housing Demand as 

Percent of Household 
Growth 2005-2025 

Santa Clara County     
Palo Alto 8.0% 6,030 104 1.7% 
Stanford University Campus 1.1% 3,022c 14 0.5% 
Mountain View 5.9% 6,220 77 1.2% 
Los Altos and Los Altos Hills 1.5% 590 20 3.4% 
Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, Cupertino 11.0% 17,780 17,960 143 0.8% 
San Jose 15.5% 83,780 202 0.2% 
Milpitas 2.1% 5,950 27 0.5% 
Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga, 
(+Monte Sereno, Alum Rock) 

2.3% ~2,920 30 1.0% 

Gilroy, San Martin, Morgan Hill 0.7% ~6,104 9 0.2% 
Subtotal 45.9% 132,396 132,576 626 0.5% 
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Table 3.13-8 
SUMC Project 2025 Indirect Housing Demand by County/ 

City Based on Existing SUMC Employee Zip Code Distribution 

 

Residential 
Location of Palo 

Alto SUMC 
Employeesa 

ABAG Projected 
Household 

Growth  
2005-2025b 

SUMC Project 
Housing 

Demand in 
2025 

SUMC Project 
Housing Demand as 

Percent of Household 
Growth 2005-2025 

San Mateo County     
Menlo Park (+W. Menlo Park) 4.1% 1,910 53 2.8% 
East Palo Alto 1.8% 2,710 24 0.9% 
Atherton, Woodside, Portola 
Valley, Emerald Hills 

0.9% ~850 12 1.4% 

Redwood City  5.5% ~5,140~6,130 72 1.4%1.2% 
Belmont, San Mateo, San Carlos, 
and Foster City 

6.2% ~9,060~10,870 81 0.9%0.7% 

Hillsborough, Burlingame, 
Millbrae  

1.1% 2,200 2,240 14 0.6% 

South San Francisco, Brisbane, 
Daly City, Colma, San Bruno 

2.9% 10,070 10,350 38 0.4% 

Half Moon Bay and Coastal 
(Pacifica, Montara, El Granada, La 
Honda, Pescadero, Loma Mar, 
Moss Beach) 

1.7% ~3,930 22 0.6% 

Subtotal 24.2% 35,870 38,990 316 0.9% 0.8% 
Alameda County     

Fremont and Hayward 8.9%  18,120 116 0.6% 
Newark, Union City, San Leandro, 
Castro Valley, San Lorenzo 

6.1% ~14,410~14,040 79 0.6% 

Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, 
Emeryville, Albany, Piedmont 

1.0% 46,640 42,190 13 0.02% 0.03% 

Dublin, Pleasanton, Livermore, 
Sunol, and Mountain House 

1.3% ~26,757~28,106  17 0.06% 

Subtotal 19.3% 105,907 102,456 225 0.2% 
San Francisco County 4.0% 44,950 52 0.1% 
Contra Costa County 1.3% 71,450 17 0.02% 
Marin, Napa, and Sonoma Counties 0.6% 45,300 8 0.02% 
TOTAL IN BAY AREA REGION 95.2% d 435,873 477,360 1,241d 0.28% 0.26% 
Outside the Bay Area Region  4.8% - 62 - 
TOTAL 100%d  1,303d  
Sources:  
a. Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Project Application, 

August 2007, as amended; Tab 5, Table 5-5.  See Appendix L. 
b. ABAG, Projections 2005, December 2004.   
c. Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report, Table 2-1, June 2000. 
Note: 
d. Individual percentages and numbers of units may not sum to the totals due to rounding. 
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In addition, the text on page 3.13-13 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

As demonstrated in 3.13-8 the indirect housing demand from the SUMC Project would represent a 
small percentage of the ABAG projected housing growth for all jurisdictions in the Bay Area 
region.  As shown in Table 3.13-8, above, ABAG projects that the number of households would 
grow from 2005 to 2025 by 18.5 percent in the Bay Area region, 21.8 percent in Santa Clara 
County, and 20.4 percent in Palo Alto.  The indirect housing demand generated by the SUMC 
Project would be 0.28 0.26 percent of the projected household growth in the Bay Area region, 0.5 
percent of household growth in Santa Clara County, 0.9 0.8 percent of household growth in San 
Mateo County, 1.7 percent of the projected household growth within the City of Palo Alto, and 2.8 
percent of housing growth in Menlo Park, from 2005 to 2025.  At most, the indirect housing 
demand from the SUMC Project would comprise 3.4 percent of projected growth (within Los Altos 
and Los Altos Hills).  Therefore, the SUMC Project would not significantly impact the 2025 
forecasted household growth within the City and other jurisdictions within the region, and the 
demand for housing as a result of the SUMC Project would be less than significant. 

Staff-Initiated Change 8:  Changes to Trip Generation and Level of Service Analysis of 
Alternatives to the SUMC Project 

Introduction 

Staff-Initiated Change 8 addresses Comments 8.38, 8a.8, 22.86, 22.87, 22.95, 22.96, 22.99, 22.100, 
22.101, PTC4.38, PTC6.16, PTC6.19, PTC6.22, PTC6.57, PTC6.58, PTC6.66, PTC6.80, PTC6.93, 
CC1.9, CC5.1, CC5.8, CC5.9, CC5.11, CC5.37, and CC5.52. 

Staff-Initiated Change 8 addresses the changes to the transportation analysis of alternatives to the 
SUMC Project that have resulted from the changes in Staff-Initiated Change 2.  Substantive changes 
apply to the analysis of Reduced Intensity Alternative B, the Tree Preservation Alternative, and the 
Village Concept Alternative, as discussed below.  To help address the changes the analysis of SUMC 
Project alternatives, a revised Alternative Analysis Report is included as Appendix X of this document.  
This report replaces Appendix N of the Draft EIR in its entirety.   

Additionally, Staff-Initiated Change 8 applies revisions to the quantified trip generation and VMT 
under the Village Concept Alternative.  That is, the analysis of the Village Concept Alternative in 
Section 5 of the Draft EIR added background traffic growth, including trips from the Stanford 
University 2000 Community Plan and General Use Permit (CP/GUP), to the trip generation from the 
Village Concept Alternative housing.  However, the City has since determined that the trips generated 
by CP/GUP housing at the Quarry Road sites should be replaced with new trips that would be 
generated by the recommended housing occupants under the Village Concept Alternative.  The new 
trips from the recommended housing occupants account for trips from SUMC employee spouses, who 
would create traffic in the immediate area during the AM and PM Peak Hours as they commute to 
jobs, take children to school, etc.  In addition, trip generation from housing under Village Concept 
Alternative analysis has been re-evaluated here to include the relocation or displacement of the 
postdoctoral fellows and medical residents to off-campus locations. As such, the trip generation and the 
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LOS under the Village Concept Alternative analysis have been revised, and the VMT under the Village 
Concept Alternative has also been revised.  The revised VMT has also been applied to Staff-Initiated 
Change 4. 

Changes to Reduced Intensity Alternative B, Tree Preservation Alternative and Historic 
Preservation Alternative 

As explained in Staff-Initiated Change 2, existing traffic-adaptive signal technology at 11 intersections 
in the City of Menlo Park was not considered in the Draft EIR.  The analysis has been revised to 
account for the use of this technology at intersections along El Camino Real (between Encinal Avenue 
and Quarry Road), Sand Hill Road (at Oak Avenue-Vine Street, Santa Cruz Avenue), and at Santa 
Cruz Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road under Existing and 2025 No Project scenarios.  
Also, existing geometry for intersections #1 and #49 has been revised to reflect current conditions.  In 
addition, the Study Area has been expanded to include one more freeway segment and five more 
intersections. 

As a result of these changes, Reduced Intensity Alternative B, the Tree Preservation Alternative, and 
the Historic Preservation Alternative would now have less-than-significant impacts on intersection LOS 
with identified mitigation measures.  This is a change from the Draft EIR conclusions, which indicated 
that these alternatives would have significant and unavoidable impacts in intersection LOS. 

Revised Trip Generation Under the Village Concept Alternative  

The 420 Quarry Road housing units under the Village Concept Alternative were included in the 
CP/GUP.  Therefore, the traffic effect of these units is accounted for in the background traffic volumes 
of this EIR.  Trips made from these units, primarily by dependents to the students or faculty/staff, need 
to be removed from the background traffic.  Shifting these units to occupancy by Hospital employees 
reduces the amount of traffic created by these employees since they would be able to walk or bike to 
the SUMC Sites.  However, these units may also include spouses.  The size of the Village Concept 
Alternative housing would be 2.2 persons per unit on average.  These spouses would create traffic in 
the immediate area during the AM and PM Peak Hours as they commute to jobs, take children to 
school, etc.  Spousal trips would be via auto and via transit.  Because of the proximity of the Village 
Concept Alternative housing to the PAITS, the trip rates via auto were reduced using a transit oriented 
development (TOD) trip generation rate.  The TDM measures available for the base SUMC Project 
would also be available for the Village Concept Alternative. There is both volume and directionality to 
traffic, and each of these factors can cause a significant traffic impact, particularly if the surrounding 
intersections are operating at or near capacity.  The traffic volumes created by the spouses were 
adjusted downward in the Transportation Impact Analysis to account for the fact that the housing units 
would be located very near a major transit hub.  TOD trip generation rates were used to reflect the 
proximity to transit.   

Spouses in the Village Concept Alternative housing may change jobs from their current employment 
location depending on the travel distance and commute time.  However, traffic impacts are not 
associated with the length of the trip, but rather the number of trips that travel through a Study Area 
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intersection.  The VMT calculations associated with the Village Concept Alternative consider the trip 
length.  The average work trip length in the greater Bay Area is 11 miles, one-way.  The 11-mile 
distance was used in the Village Concept Alternative VMT analysis.  However, even if spouses of 
postdoctoral fellows and medical residents would change jobs, an 11-mile work trip would extend the 
traffic beyond the Study Area boundaries of the Draft EIR.  The location of spousal work places and 
whether they change work locations would be an individual decision made by each household.  For this 
analysis, spousal traffic was based on the best available information, from Effects of TOD on Housing, 
Parking and Travel, TCRP Report 128, Final Draft, August 1, 2008. 

Caltrain GO Passes are for eligible employees and cannot be given to spouses.  Eligible employees are 
those that work at least 20 hours per week and do not live on campus.  Therefore, the SUMC Project 
sponsors may not have to purchase GO Passes for employees that would live at the 490 housing units at 
the Village Concept Alternative housing sites, since these sites are on campus.  Caltrain does not 
require GO Passes to be purchased for employees residing on campus. 

On-campus housing was part of the approval of the CP/GUP by the Santa Clara County Board of 
Supervisors in December 2000.  The CP/GUP has a linkage requirement so that 2,400 units must be 
built if the maximum build out of the academic campus is constructed.  The CP/GUP also contains 
approval rights for 600 additional units, so those 600 additional units could be considered excess to the 
CP/GUP linkage requirement.  Those additional units were already covered by the EIR for the 
CP/GUP, which accounted for all 3,000 units.  However, if the units were occupied by Hospital 
employees, the make-up of those units would be adjusted to include more families as oppose to the 
postdoctoral fellows.  Since spousal trips are now treated as a component of the added 600 units, 
spousal trips have been factored into the analysis.  When factoring in the spousal trips, the benefit from 
the Village Concept Alternative is reduced, compared to the analysis in the Draft EIR.   

The graduate students assumed in the CP/GUP analysis generate fewer Peak Hour trips than assumed 
for the Village Concept Alternative.  In addition to the inclusion of traffic-adaptive signal technology at 
11 intersections under Existing and 2025 No Project scenarios, updated intersection geometry, and the 
additional study intersections, the trip generation under the Village Concept Alternative has also been 
revised to account for the displaced postdoctoral fellows and medical residents who were originally 
assigned to the 420 housing units at the Quarry Road sites under the CP/GUP.  The Village Concept 
analysis has been re-evaluated here to include the relocation or displacement of the postdoctoral fellows 
and medical residents to off-campus locations. The results of that analysis are contained in Appendix X 
of this document.  As indicated in Appendix X, in the AM Peak Hour, five intersections would be 
impacted by the Village Concept Alternative.  This is one intersection more than the four intersections 
under the SUMC Project.  The impacted intersections would include: 

 El Camino Real / University Avenue - Palm Drive (intersection #10)  

 El Camino Real / Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway (intersection #16)  

 Arboretum Road / Galvez Street (intersection #37) (unsignalized) 

 Alpine Road / I-280 NB Off-Ramp (intersection #62) (unsignalized) 
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 Alpine Road / I-280 SB Off-Ramp (intersection #63) (unsignalized) 

In the PM Peak Hour, 11 intersections would be impacted under the Village Concept Alternative.  
These intersections would be the same 11 intersections impacted under the SUMC Project, as discussed 
in Staff-Initiated Change 2.  The impacted intersections would include: 

 El Camino Real / University Avenue -Palm Drive (intersection #10)  

 El Camino Real / Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway (intersection #16) 

 Middlefield Road / Willow Road (intersection #18)  

 Middlefield Road / Lytton Avenue (intersection #19)  

 Junipero Serra Boulevard / Page Mill Road (intersection #23)  

 Junipero Serra Boulevard / Campus Drive West (intersection #26) 

 Arboretum Road / Galvez Street (intersection #37) (unsignalized)  

 Middlefield Road / Ravenswood Avenue (intersection #46)  

 Bayfront Expressway / Willow Road (intersection #52)  

 Bayfront Expressway / University Avenue (intersection #53)  

 Alpine Road / I-280 NB Off-Ramp (intersection #62) (unsignalized) 

However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-2.1 through TR-2.3 (as revised in Staff-
Initiated Change 2), the Village Concept Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts on 
intersection LOS.  Mitigation TR-2.4, involving roadway improvements, would not be warranted under 
the Village Concept Alternative.  Please see Appendix X for a more detailed explanation. 

Please see Master Response 8 for a discussion of the City’s ability to approve components of the 
Village Concept Alterative or other alternatives.  It should be noted that the Village Concept 
Alternative includes the City’s recommendation to dedicate Quarry Road housing to SUMC employees.  
It is beyond the City of Palo Alto’s purview to require a change the CP/GUP housing occupancy since 
this housing is within the jurisdiction of Santa Clara County. 
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Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Summary.  Draft EIR text on page S-99, Table S-5, under Transportation, is revised as follows:  

Table S-5 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 

No Project 
Alternative 

B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Transportation 

Intersection 
LOS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

NI NI NI S/SU 
S/LTS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

Section 5, Alternatives.  Draft EIR text on page 5-52, line two of Table 5-8 under Transportation is 
revised as follows: 

Table 5-8 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 

No Project 
Alternative 

B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 
B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative 

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Transportation 

Intersection 
LOS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

NI NI NI S/SU 
S/LTS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

S/SU 
S/LTS 

Draft EIR text on page 5-113, second full paragraph, is revised as follows: 

Intersection LOS.  Trip generation for the AM and PM Peak Hours for this alternative are 
approximately equivalent to 60 percent of the 2025 Buildout scenario of the SUMC Project.  This 
alternative would result in a net increase of 486 vehicle trips in the AM Peak Hour and 469 vehicle 
trips in the PM Peak Hour.  These trips result in significant impacts at four three intersections 
during AM Peak Hour and 10 nine intersections during the PM Peak Hour.  Comparatively, the 
SUMC Project would significantly impact five four intersections in the AM Peak Hour and 12 11 
intersections in the PM Peak Hour.  The intersection impacted by the SUMC Project but not by 
Reduced Intensity Alternative B in the AM Peak Hour is Galvez Street / Arboretum Road 
(intersection #37).  The intersections impacted by the SUMC Project but not by Reduced Intensity 
Alternative B in the PM Peak Hour are El Camino Real / Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway 
(intersection #16) and Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West (intersection #26). 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-114, third and fifth bullet after the first paragraph are revised. 

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. 

 TR-2.5: Coordinate with Other Jurisdictions for Potentially Feasible Roadway 
Improvements   

Draft EIR text on page 5-114, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

After implementation of the most effective combination of these measures, including Ttraffic-
Aadaptive Ssignal technology, additional bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings, and an enhanced 
Stanford University TDM program, and feasible intersection improvements, there would no longer 
be any adversely impacted intersections in the AM and PM Peak Hours.  However, there would 
still be two adversely impacted intersections in the PM Peak Hour.  Therefore, even with the 
implementation of these measures, there would still be a significant and unavoidable impact on 
intersection LOS, although to a lesser extent than with SUMC Project.  (S/SU) (LTS) 

The second bullet under the fourth paragraph on page 5-114 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

 TR-2.3:  Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-141, first paragraph under Intersection LOS, is revised as follows: 

Intersection LOS.  Trip generation for the AM Peak Hour and the PM Peak Hour for the Tree 
Preservation Alternative would be the same as the SUMC Project.  There would be a net increase 
of 766 vehicle trips in the AM Peak Hour and 746 vehicle trips in the PM Peak Hour.  These trips 
result in significant impacts at five four intersections during the AM Peak Hour and 12 11 
intersections during the PM Peak Hour. 

Draft EIR text on pages 5-141 through 5-142 starting on the last paragraph under Intersection LOS, is 
revised as follows: 

A more viable approach to mitigation involves the implementation of several more feasible 
measures, each of which would contribute to a partial reduction in this alternative’s impacts.  
These measures include the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology in selected corridors, 
the construction of two additional bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings in Palo Alto and Menlo 
Park, the provision of an enhanced TDM program, and implementation of intersection 
improvements that are considered to be feasible.  These measures may be combined as described in 
Section 3.4, Transportation.  However, as As indicated in Section 3.4, Transportation, even with 
the most effective combination of mitigation measures, the SUMC Project as well as this 
alternative would have significant and unavoidable a less-than-significant impact on three study 
intersections.  Therefore, the Tree Preservation Alternative would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts on intersection LOS, like the SUMC Project.  (S/SU) (LTS) 
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 TR-2.1: Install Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology 

 TR-2.2: Fund Additional Bicycle and Pedestrian Undercrossings 

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program 

 TR-2.4: Fund or Implement those Intersection Improvements that Have Been 
Determined to be Feasible 

 TR-2.5: Coordinate with Other Jurisdictions for Potentially Feasible Roadway 
Improvements 

The second bullet under the second full paragraph on page 5-142 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows:  

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. 

Draft EIR text on pages 5-170 through 5-171, starting at the third paragraph under Intersection LOS, is 
revised as follows: 

Intersection LOS.  Trip generation for the AM Peak Hour and the PM Peak Hour for the Historic 
Preservation Alternative would be the same as the SUMC Project: a net increase of 766 vehicle 
trips in the AM Peak Hour and 746 vehicle trips in the PM Peak Hour.  These trips result in 
significant impacts at five four intersections during the AM Peak Hour and 12 11 intersections 
during the PM Peak Hour. 

The same intersection improvements listed for the 2025 Full Buildout scenario SUMC Project in 
Section 3.4, Transportation, would mitigate all of the significantly affected intersections under this 
alternative.  However, several of these roadway capacity improvements are considered to be 
infeasible. 

A more viable approach to mitigation involves the implementation of several more feasible 
measures, each of which would contribute to a partial reduction in the project’s impacts.  These 
measures include the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology in selected corridors, the 
construction of two additional bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings in Palo Alto and Menlo Park, 
the provision of an enhanced TDM program, and implementation of intersection improvements that 
are considered to be feasible.  However, as As with the SUMC Project, even with the 
implementation of these mitigation measures, there would still not be a significant and unavoidable 
impact on any intersections LOS under the Historic Preservation Alternative.  Therefore, the 
Historic Preservation Alternative would have less-than-significant and unavoidable impacts on 
intersection LOS, like the SUMC Project.  (S/SU) (LTS) 

 TR-2.1: Install Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology 

 TR-2.2: Fund Additional Bicycle and Pedestrian Undercrossings 

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program 



3-140 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 
 Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

 TR-2.4: Fund or Implement those Intersection Improvements that Have Been 
Determined to be Feasible 

 TR-2.5: Coordinate with Other Jurisdictions for Potentially Feasible Roadway 
Improvements 

The second bullet after the third paragraph on page 5-171 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-200, second and third paragraphs, is revised as follows: 

Vehicle trip generation for the AM Peak Hour for this alternative would be approximately three 
percent higher than for the SUMC Project and vehicle trip generation for the PM Peak Hours for 
this alternative would be approximately two to five seven percent lower than for the SUMC 
Project.  This alternative would result in a net decrease increase from the SUMC Project of 14 25 
vehicle trips in the AM Peak Hour and a net decrease of 37 49 vehicle trips in the PM Peak Hour. 

The vehicle trips from this alternative would result in significant impacts at six five intersections 
during the AM Peak Hour and 12 11 intersections during the PM Peak Hour.  Comparatively, the 
SUMC Project would significantly impact five four intersections in the AM Peak Hour and 12 11 
intersections in the PM Peak Hour.  Therefore, this alternative would result in one additional 
intersection (Alpine Road / I-280 southbound off-ramp) being impacted in the AM Peak Hour, than 
with the SUMC Project.  This increase is largely due to the different assumptions regarding the 
residents of the three housing sites on Quarry and Sand Hill Roads.  That is, the The SUMC 
employees are assumed to have spouses and children (average family size of 2.2 persons per unit).  
Even though the member of the family that is working at the SUMC Sites may be walking to work, 
the other adult family members may also be working (at someplace other than the SUMC Sites), 
and would contribute vehicle trips to the surrounding roadway network and intersections. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-201, second sentence of first paragraph, is revised as follows: 

Therefore, the pedestrian enhancements mentioned above that are part of the Village Concept 
Alternative could increase the number of adversely impacted intersections above six five in the AM 
Peak Hour, and 12 11 in the PM Peak Hour. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-201, third paragraph, is revised as follows: 

A more viable approach to mitigation involves the implementation of several more feasible 
measures, each of which would contribute to a partial reduction in the Village Concept 
Alternative’s impacts.  These measures include the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology 
in selected corridors, the construction of two additional bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings in 
Palo Alto and Menlo Park, and the provision of an enhanced TDM program, and implementation 
of intersection improvements that are considered to be feasible. 
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Draft EIR text on page 5-201, fifth bullet of third paragraph, is deleted as follows: 

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. 

 TR-2.4: Fund or Implement those Intersection Improvements that Have Benn 
Determined to be Feasible 

 TR-2.5: Coordinate with Other Jurisdictions for Potentially Feasible Roadway 
Improvements 

Draft EIR text on page 5-201, fourth paragraph, is revised as follows: 

After implementation of these measures, there would no longer be any adversely significantly 
impacted intersections in the AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour.  (S/LTS) However, there would 
still be four adversely impacted intersections in the PM Peak Hour.  Therefore, even with the 
implementation of these measures, there would still be a significant and unavoidable impact on 
intersection LOS, and the Village Concept Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable 
impact on intersection LOS, like the SUMC Project. (S/SU) 

The second bullet after the first paragraph on page 5-202 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

 TR-2.3: Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. 

3.3 MASTER RESPONSES 

Master Response 1:  Viability of the Caltrain GO Pass Mitigation Measure and 
Alternative Mitigation Measures to the GO Pass 

Introduction 

Master Response 1 addresses comments 5.2, 8.8, 22.30, 26.10, 36.1, 36.2, 37.1, 37.2, 41.1, 45.5, 
48.1, 48.2, 53.1, PTC1.3, PTC1.5, PTC1.23, PTC1.76, PTC3.1, PTC3.2, PTC3.3, PTC3.4, 
PTC3.7, PTC3.8, PTC3.10, PTC3.15, PTC3.19, PTC3.21, PTC3.24, PTC3.30, PTC3.34, PTC3.36, 
PTC3.37, PTC3.40, PTC3.43, PTC4.1, PTC4.2, PTC4.50, PTC4.62, PTC6.3, PTC6.67, CC3.3, 
CC3.9, CC3.11, CC3.16, CC3.26, CC3.27, CC3.50, CC3.52, CC3.74, and CC5.5. 

Master Response 1 provides information on the GO Pass program, the mode split assumptions in the 
Draft EIR, the ability of Caltrain to serve additional riders generated by SUMC Project, the continued 
viability of Caltrain, and steps that would be taken in the event that the SUMC Project sponsors are 
unable to achieve the required mode splits.  Master Response 1 also presents an analysis of private bus 
service as a means to reduce trips.  Some commentors have suggested that the type of employee bus 
service provided by Google or Facebook could be used by the SUMC instead of the GO Pass, or could 
be used by the SUMC in the event Caltrain were to cease providing service.   



3-142 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 
 Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

GO Pass Program 

The Caltrain GO Pass is an employer-sponsored annual pass that offers unlimited rides on Caltrain 
through all zones, seven days per week for one annual payment per employee.  The GO Pass – a small 
sticker affixed to an employee I.D. badge – can be used at any time of the day that Caltrain is 
operating.  Employees traveling on Caltrain simply present the badge and the GO Pass sticker.  The 
GO Pass is not available for purchase by individuals and does not cover parking at Caltrain stations or 
travel on other transit systems.  It is valid for a calendar year and expires on December 31 each year.  
Participating employers pay an annual fee to provide the GO Pass to each and every regular, full-time 
employee (working more than 20 hours per week) regardless of how many will use the transit pass.   

The GO Pass program is a contractual program open to companies of any size.  Companies currently 
pay $155 annually (2011) for every regular employee working more than 20 hours per week at the 
company or a flat fee of $10,850, whichever is higher.   

The GO Pass is valid for unlimited rides, including personal trips, on Caltrain during the period for 
which it is purchased, in any zone, seven days a week.  It should be noted that the employee’s ability 
to utilize the GO Pass for personal, non-business related use not only provides an incentive to take cars 
off the road during non-commute times, but also offers the opportunity for a current non-user to 
experience the advantages of Caltrain in other situations and become “sold” on its convenience and 
comfort for regular or commute use.  Although anecdotal, Stanford University’s experience is that this 
aspect helps influence changing commute choice to Caltrain.  

Caltrain allows colleges and universities to participate in the same way as companies.  Schools can 
purchase the GO Pass for staff or faculty or both and for students, but the benefit must be for everyone 
in the category for which the school decides to provide it – all eligible faculty or staff, for example, or 
all undergraduate or graduate students.  Stanford does not provide GO Passes for students as most 
students are housed on campus.  Parking & Transportation Services is the organization that manages 
the GO Pass for Stanford University employees.  Stanford University currently purchases GO Passes 
for a large portion of its employees.  The subgroup of GO Pass eligible employees is defined as those 
who work more than 20 hours a week, and those who do not live on campus, but excludes students, 
SLAC employees and Hospital employees.  

The SUMC Project Draft EIR evaluates project-related traffic effects based upon current trip 
generation data at the SUMC, without assuming any changes to the Hospitals’ transportation demand 
management (TDM) programs.  This produces an analysis of SUMC Project impacts before mitigation.  
The Draft EIR then evaluates the reduction in traffic effects that would be achieved by the 
implementation of a Mitigation Measure to enhance the Hospitals’ existing TDM program by providing 
a Caltrain GO Pass to all eligible SUMC employees. 

In addition, as part of the enhanced TDM mitigation, the Hospitals would be required to use all 
reasonable efforts to lease parking spaces in the Ardenwood park-and-ride lot (or at an equivalent lot) 
at the east end of the Dumbarton Bridge to allow East Bay employees to park at the park-and-ride lot 
and board the U-Line to reach the Hospitals.  The SUMC Project sponsors would also use all 
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reasonable efforts to assure that the controlling agency provides sufficient bus service on the U-Line 
(i.e., no standees).  Therefore, while the GO Pass would not be of use to residents not served by 
Caltrain, alternate modes of transportation would be available to some of those employees. 

As described below, the trip reduction anticipated to be achieved by offering Caltrain GO Passes to all 
eligible Hospital employees is based on the Caltrain usage rates that Stanford University achieved in 
2006 by offering Caltrain GO Passes to University employees. 

Stanford University currently has a total employment of approximately 15,300 and purchases about 
10,100 GO Passes annually.  In a five-year period, the University achieved a substantial decrease in the 
number of drive-alone commuters from 64 percent in 2004 to 50.3 percent in 2008.  Much of this 
decrease is attributable to the Caltrain GO Pass program.  The Caltrain GO Pass was initially offered in 
the fall of 2002 to Stanford employees. Between 2002 and 2004, Stanford University Caltrain ridership 
tripled from 4 percent to 12 percent of total commuters. In 2005, Caltrain opened its “Baby Bullet” 
service and expanded its express train service.  By 2006, Stanford University commuters’ use of 
Caltrain to campus had quadrupled to about 16 percent.  In 2007, 18 percent of Stanford University 
employees used Caltrain, and in 2008, the ridership increased to 20 percent. 

By contrast, Hospitals do not offer GO Passes to their employees.  While the level of drive-alone 
commuters that are Hospital employees dropped recently by approximately 4.6 percent (from 78.2 
percent in 2007 to 73.6 percent in 2008), the shift from a drive-alone commute mode by Hospital 
employees has come due to increases in carpooling and express bus use.  There has been little change 
in Caltrain use by Hospital employees.  Accordingly, it is reasonable to expect that offering Caltrain 
GO Passes to Hospital employees would substantially increase transit use and reduce drive-alone rates.  
In 2006, the annual employee transportation survey for the Hospitals determined that the existing TDM 
program resulted in the following employee mode splits: 

Single Occupant Modes  

Drive Alone 77.1% 

Alternative Transportation Modes 

Carpool 9.8% 

Caltrain 3.6% 

Bus 4.7% 

Bicycle 2.5% 

Marguerite 0.6% 

Walk 0.6% 

Vanpool 0.1% 

Other 1.0% 

Total: 22.9% 
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Some commentors have suggested that because of the timing of Hospital employee shifts, Caltrain use 
by SUMC employees would not achieve the level of mode choice that has been achieved by Stanford 
University employees. However, the breakdown of Hospital employees by shift shows that 77 percent 
of day shift employees arrive during the morning commute hours (another 12 percent arrive during the 
evening commute).  This indicates a likely use parallel to Stanford University employees. 

In addition to reviewing the timing of Hospital shifts, the City’s traffic consultants also reviewed data 
regarding the location where Hospital employees reside in comparison to the location where Stanford 
University employees reside.  A higher percentage (65 percent) of Hospital employees than of Stanford 
University employees (52 percent) live in cities that are located near the Caltrain tracks (excluding Palo 
Alto and Menlo Park which are considered too proximate). 

The majority of the Hospital employees live on the Peninsula.  Currently, the Hospitals have 
approximately 10,000 employees (in all locations) and 6,200 live in cities on the Peninsula serviced by 
Caltrain.  Appendix C of the Draft EIR shows the city of residence for the Hospitals and for Stanford 
University employees in Table 2.  The places of residence in that table are grouped according to their 
likelihood to use Caltrain.  Group 1 cities are the cities on the Peninsula served by regular Caltrain 
service, except Menlo Park and Palo Alto, which are too close to Stanford and the SUMC to 
effectively use Caltrain.  Group 2 cities are cities where the use of Caltrain is a possibility, but not to 
the degree of Group 1 cities.  Group 3 cities are those located very near Stanford and the SUMC (Palo 
Alto, Menlo Park, and East Palo Alto) or are not located in proximity to the Caltrain corridor.  Of all 
Hospital employees, 65 percent live in Group 1 cities.  Of all Stanford University employees, 52 
percent live in Group 1 cities.  Since the percentage is greater for Hospital employees, it is highly 
likely that the use of Caltrain by SUMC employees would equal that of Stanford University employees 
soon after Hospital employees are provided GO Passes.  It is not a location of residence that causes 
higher Caltrain ridership for Stanford University employees than Hospital employees, it is clearly the 
fact that Stanford University employees are provided free GO Passes and Hospital employees are not.  
This explains the reason that the mode split to Caltrain in 2006 was 15.8 percent for Stanford 
University employees and 3.6 for Hospital employees. 

Commentors have asked whether it is reasonable to assume that a similar percentage of future SUMC 
employees would live proximate to Caltrain as occurs under existing conditions.  Trying to determine 
the future location of Hospital employees is difficult.  Residence and work choices consider commute 
conditions.  Unless there are drastic changes in the commute conditions, future choices are likely to be 
similar to current choices.  The best source of future employee location of residence is the place of 
residence of existing employees.  Therefore, the Transportation Impact Analysis relied on the existing 
Hospital employee place of residence to determine future travel patterns. 

Based on Stanford University’s experience with the GO Pass, it can be conservatively assumed that 
Hospital employee transit use would at least double from about 3.5 percent to 7 percent with the 
introduction of GO Passes and could achieve substantially higher levels of use over time.  The steady 
rise in Caltrain use by Stanford University employees since 2002 is a good indicator of the 
effectiveness of the GO Pass program, and there are likely to be additional changes in travel behavior 
due to increasing congestion on area freeways and rising fuel costs.  It is very likely that Caltrain use 
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by Hospital employees could be at the 15.8 percent level with the GO Pass and supporting shuttle 
service, which is the level Stanford University achieved in 2006. 

Caltrain Capacity to Serve Hospital Employees 

Please see Staff-Initiated Change 1 for an analysis of the capacity of Caltrain to serve the increase in 
ridership due to the SUMC Project and the provision of GO Passes to existing and future Hospital 
employees.  Additionally, see the below discussion regarding Caltrain parking capacity to 
accommodate the GO Pass mitigation measure.  

Table 3.3-1 presents the existing observed parking usage at Caltrain stations where GO Pass users are 
likely to park.  Stations in Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and Mountain View, which are in the immediate 
vicinity of SUMC Sites, are omitted from the table as Hospital employees who would use the GO Pass 
are not likely to park at these stations.   

Table 3.3-1 
Caltrain Station Parking Supply and Usage 

Station Supply 

Utilized (Oct. & Nov. 2010) 

Net Available 
Estimated SUMC 
GO Pass Parkinga # % 

4th / Kingb - - - - - 
22nd Streetb - - - - 51b 
Bayshoreb 38  4  11% 34 - 

South San Francisco 75  28  37% 47 14 
San Bruno 171  114  67% 57 10 
Millbrae 175  164  94% 11 5 

Broadway 119  15  13% 104  
Burlingame  69  13  19% 56 8 
San Mateo 226  156  69% 70 34 

Hayward Park 211  13  6% 198  
Hillsdale 417  401  96% 16  
Belmont 389  20  5% 369 15 

San Carlos 216  76  35% 140 20 
Redwood City 562  294  52% 268 65 

Atherton 96  2  2% 94  
Sunnyvale 431  417  97% 14 79 
Lawrencec 122  28  23% 94  

Santa Clarac,d 189  81  43% 108 45c 
San Jose Diridon 586  557  95% 29 159 

Total 4,092  2,383  58% 1,709  505 

Source: AECOM, 2011. 

Notes:  

a. GO Pass parking demand estimated based on existing SUMC employee distribution. 

b. The estimated GO Pass parking to support Hospital employees at the San Francisco stations would be 51 spaces, 
combined. 

c. The estimated GO Pass parking to support Hospital employees at the Santa Clara stations would be 45 spaces, combined. 

d. The Santa Clara station has parking lots closed for construction.  Data may only reflect temporary conditions. 
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The data in Table 3.3-1 were collected during the mid-day (11:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.) on typical 
weekdays during October 2010.  The parking demand represents a snapshot of a single day, and 
parking usage may vary on other days throughout the week.  Table 3.3-1 shows the total number of 
spaces, the parking demand on the day of the survey, the percent utilization, and the number of spaces 
available.  The table also shows the number of parking spaces required to support GO Pass usage by 
Hospital employees.  The parking demand for SUMC GO Pass use assumes one person per vehicle, 
with 100 percent drive access.  There are only two stations where demand for parking may exceed 
supply, at San Jose and Sunnyvale.  The GO Pass parking demand for San Jose conservatively assumes 
all passengers will use Diridon Station; however, it can be expected that some passengers will use the 
Tamien Station, also in San Jose.  The VTA Park and Ride Lot that is within 800 feet of the Tamien 
Station has excess parking that can be used (based on 2009 VTA park and ride parking data).  
Sunnyvale Station passengers could use the excess supply at the Lawrence Station, about two miles 
south of Sunnyvale station.  It should be noted that in San Francisco, most GO Pass users would use 
transit to access Caltrain, in lieu of driving to Caltrain.   

Future Viability of Caltrain 

Some commentors have noted that Caltrain is experiencing financial difficulty and have asked whether 
it is reasonable to rely upon provision of the GO Pass as mitigation in light of those concerns.  All 
local and regional transit agencies are currently experiencing financial difficulties.  There would be 
considerable changes to commuting behavior if all transit agencies were to discontinue operations.  
Given the high volume of ridership, it is not likely that the transit services would cease to exist.  More 
likely, cutbacks would occur outside of the Peak Hours minimizing the effect on employee commute 
trips.   

Caltrain, along with Metrolink in Los Angeles, are the most successful commuter rail systems on the 
West Coast, each carrying approximately 40,000 passengers per day.  The complete loss of Caltrain 
service would add about 37,000 daily vehicle trips to Peninsula roadways if each current rider shifts to 
driving (assuming an occupancy rate of 1.1 person per car).  This increase in traffic would have 
considerable effects on roadways in Palo Alto and up and down the Peninsula, independent from the 
SUMC Project.  Such effects could not be addressed through mitigation measures imposed on a single 
project.  Rather, a regional solution would need to be developed. 

Caltrain’s biggest challenge is its funding mechanism, which comes from three agencies: San Francisco 
Transportation Authority, San Mateo County Transportation Authority, and Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority.  Each of these agencies is experiencing financial constraints, which affect 
their allocation of funding to Caltrain.  However, continued funding of Caltrain by these agencies or 
alternatively the creation of an independent funding source for Caltrain are the most likely outcomes.   

Having employers such as the SUMC Project sponsors participate in the GO Pass program provides 
benefits to Caltrain.  Issuing GO Passes to existing and future Hospital employees represents an annual 
cost for the SUMC Project sponsors.  As explained above, this cost is estimated to be $1.8 million per 
year.  This expenditure would contribute to Caltrain’s financial stability.   
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In sum, it is not likely that transit service on the Peninsula would cease to exist.  Participation in 
programs such as the Caltrain GO Pass benefits transit operators.  To the extent cutbacks occur, they 
likely would be outside of peak commute periods.  In the unlikely event that Caltrain were to shut 
down operations, regional solutions would be needed to address the needs of the high volume of 
Caltrain ridership.  Such regional solutions are outside of the control of individual project sponsors. 

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 requires that the SUMC Project sponsors enhance the currently-
implemented TDM Program to achieve a 35.1 percent usage of alternative transportation modes (i.e., 
carpool, vanpool, bus, Caltrain, bicycle, and walk) by Hospital employees by build-out and full 
occupancy of the SUMC Project in 2025.  Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 also requires that annual TDM 
monitoring be performed and a report submitted to the City documenting that the desired modal split to 
alternative forms of travel and away from a drive-alone commute is actually achieved.  

To achieve the desired 35.1 percentage alternative transportation mode split for the SUMC Project, the 
Hospitals would need to increase its 2006 alternative transportation mode split of 22.9 percent by 12.2 
percent by full project build-out and occupancy in 2025.  Some commentors have asked what steps 
would be taken to monitor progress toward achievement of the required mode splits, and what steps 
would be taken if the SUMC Project sponsors cannot achieve the required mode splits, either because 
the Caltrain GO Pass is no longer available in its current form, or because the enhanced TDM program 
does not perform as anticipated.  In response to these concerns, Draft EIR text on pages S-36 to S-37 
and text on pages 3.4-67 to 3.4-69, Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 is revised as follows:  

TR-2.3  Enhance Stanford University Travel Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) Program. The SUMC Project sponsors shall enhance the currently-
implemented TDM program in order to achieve 35.1 percent usage of 
alternative transportation modes (i.e., carpool, vanpool, bus, Caltrain, bicycle, 
and walk) by SUMC Hospital employees.  The initial enhancements to the 
SUMC TDM program shall include the following: 

 Provide Caltrain GO Passes, or an equivalent TDM measure, to all eligible 
hospital employees and set target Caltrain mode share for hospital 
employees equal to 15.8 percent.  If the GO Pass program is no longer 
available in its current form, then the SUMC Project sponsors shall 
contribute the amount of funding that they would have paid toward 
purchase of GO Passes, in an amount not to exceed $1.8 million per year, 
toward one or more similar programs to encourage use of transit by SUMC 
employees as mutually agreed upon the SUMC Project Sponsors and the 
City’s Director of Planning and Community Environment.  

 If Caltrain GO Passes would be provided to SUMC employees, make 
arrangements Use all reasonable efforts to arrange with AC Transit to lease 
75 spaces at the Ardenwood Park & Ride Lot, or an equivalent facility, to 
serve SUMC employees who commute from the East Bay. 
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 Expand bus service in support of the issuance of GO Passes. 

 Expand the Marguerite shuttle bus service and integrate it with the other 
City of Palo Alto shuttle bus service. between the SUMC and PAITS as 
needed to accommodate increased ridership by hospital employees. 

 Maintain Use all reasonable efforts to assure that the controlling transit 
agency maintains load factors less than or equal to 1.00 on the U Line and. 

 Maintain a load factor less than or equal to 1.25 on the Marguerite shuttle. 

 Expand and improve the bicycle and pedestrian networks as specified by 
Project site plans. 

 Provide a full-time on-site TDM coordinator by 2015 for the Hospital 
components. The coordinator would be responsible for organizing and 
disseminating TDM information primarily to Hospital employees and also 
to Hospital patients. A central location would be made available to provide 
information on alternative travel modes. Also, the SUMC or Hospitals’ 
website would contain information on TDM programs. 

 Provide a guaranteed ride home program for all employees who use transit 
and other transport alternatives like carpool and vanpool. The guarantee 
ride home shall allow employees with dependent children the ability to use 
alternative modes to travel to and from work but still be able to travel 
home mid-day in case of an emergency. 

 Provide employees with shower facilities within the SUMC Sites to 
encourage bicycling to work. The SUMC Project sponsors shall also 
provide bicycle storage facilities on the SUMC Sites that would be 
conveniently located near the employee showers. 

 Establish, in conjunction with the GO Pass implementation, a “Zip Car” 
(or other similar car-sharing program) with Zip Cars available at the 
medical complex. 

 Perform annual TDM monitoring and submit the report to the City of Palo 
Alto to ensure that the assumed modal split to alternative forms of travel 
and away from autos would be actually achieved.  This report also shall be 
submitted to the City of Menlo Park for its review. 

 Within six (6) months of project approval, the SUMC Project sponsors 
shall submit to the City’s Director of Planning and Community 
Environment, a Hospital TDM Program Report that documents the existing 
TDM programs offered to the Hospital employees, participation levels in 
the programs, and the current mode split of Hospital employees.  The 
report will include the level of staff support, educational efforts, and 
outreach strategies used for the program.  This initial Hospital TDM 
Program Report will serve as the baseline conditions for measuring the 
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future TDM Program effectiveness as program enhancements are 
implemented to reach the 35.1 percent target in 2025. 

 Subsequent to preparing the Baseline TDM Report, the Hospitals shall 
prepare an annual report in the spring of each year that will document the 
same information as the baseline report and provide a comparison with the 
previous year.  The annual report shall be submitted to the City’s Director 
of Planning and Community Environment. 

 In addition to implementing the program enhancements described above, 
the Hospitals and Stanford Parking & Transportation Services shall 
regularly consider other enhancements to the SUMC TDM Programs on an 
ongoing basis.  Based on its experience in running TDM programs, 
Stanford’s Parking & Transportation Services has found that adaptability 
and flexibility are two key factors when providing new services.  For new 
or enhanced programs to be successful, the programs must evolve in 
consideration of employee preferences and desires, the availability of new 
services in the marketplace (such as zip cars), pilot programs, and ongoing 
research and data collection regarding the comparative effectiveness of 
various options.  As necessary, the Hospitals shall regularly consider 
incorporating new services into their TDM Program, and shall meet with 
the City annually to exchange information about new innovations, research 
and strategies. 

These enhancements may not immediately change the mode split for SUMC 
Hospital employees, because many employees would be unable to change long 
standing commute patterns overnight.  However, with the passage of a 
mutually agreed amount of time, it is expected that the enhanced TDM 
program would gradually result in a shift in the mode split of SUMC Hospital 
employees.  If this proves not to be the case, then a second round of 
improvements to the TDM program shall be implemented.  Examples of 
additional measures could be to increase the parking permit charges while 
increasing the incentives to those who carpool or do not drive.  If, by the year 
2025, at least 35.1 percent of SUMC employees are not using alternative 
transportation modes, then a second round of improvements to the TDM shall 
be implemented.  Examples of additional measures could be to increase the 
parking permit charges while increasing the incentives to those who carpool or 
do not drive.  Thereafter, SUMC Project sponsors shall monitor/survey 
employee use of alternative modes of transportation on an at least bi-annual 
basis, and shall continue to improve its TDM program, until it is confirmed to 
the satisfaction of the City that the target of 35.1 percent usage has been met.  
The following interim targets in Table 3.4-19A shall be used to measure the 
progress toward meeting the desired mode split in 2025.  These interim targets 
assume that in the early phases of implementation, there may be larger shifts to 
alternative modes than the shifts that may occur in later phases of the TDM 
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program enhancement.  New programs, such as the implementation of the 
Caltrain GO Pass, would generate a large shift once it is offered; however, 
other program enhancements may generate more modest shifts in mode choice.  

Table 3.4-19A 
Shift in Hospital Employee Mode Split 

Target Year Alternative Mode Share Percent Change 

EIR Baseline (2006) 22.9 % NA 

Project Approval Baseline (2011)   

2018 30 % 7.1% 

2021 33 % +3 % 

2025 35.1 % +2.1 % 

For each of the interim target years, following submission of the Hospitals 
TDM Annual Report, the City shall determine if the interim year target has 
been met.  If the Hospitals have not met the interim target, the Hospitals and 
the City shall meet to review the TDM Program and to identify possible 
additional TDM Program enhancements that the Hospitals should consider 
incorporating into their TDM Program in order to increase the Program’s 
effectiveness.  

If the Hospitals do not meet the applicable interim targets for any two 
consecutive years prior to 2025, the Hospitals shall provide alternative 
transportation funding to the City of Palo Alto in the amount of $175,000 per 
year until the Hospitals achieve the applicable interim mode split target.  The 
alternative transportation funding shall be used by the City of Palo Alto for 
local projects and programs that encourage citywide use of alternative 
transportation mode uses. 

If by 2025, the Hospitals have not demonstrated substantial compliance with 
the 35.1 modal split for alternative transportation modes, the following 
measure shall be required: 

 The Hospitals shall make a lump sum payment of $4.0 million to the 
City of Palo Alto for local projects and programs that encourage and 
improve citywide use of alternative transportation mode uses.  The City 
of Palo Alto shall identify capital projects and program enhancements 
for which the funds may be applied.  Sample projects may include 
contributions towards regional transportation projects of interest to the 
City of Palo Alto and that are identified within the Valley 
Transportation Authority – Valley Transportation Plan or other local 
planning documents.   
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The bulleted list on page 3.4-60 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

 Provide Caltrain GO Passes, or an equivalent TDM measure, to all eligible hospital 
employees and set target Caltrain mode share for hospital employees equal to 15.8 percent.  
If the GO Pass program is no longer available in its current form, then the SUMC Project 
sponsors shall contribute the amount of funding that they would have paid toward purchase 
of GO Passes, in an amount not to exceed $1.8 million per year, toward one or more 
similar programs to encourage use of transit by SUMC employees as mutually agreed upon 
the SUMC Project Sponsors and the City’s Director of Planning and Community 
Environment. 

 If Caltrain GO Passes would be provided to SUMC employees, arrangements would also 
be needed Use all reasonable efforts to arrange with AC Transit to lease 75 spaces at the 
Ardenwood Park and Ride Lot, or an equivalent facility, for those to serve SUMC 
employees who commutinge from the East Bay. 

 Expand bus service in support of the issuance of GO Passes. 

 Expand the Marguerite shuttle bus service and integrate it with the other City of Palo Alto 
shuttle bus service. between the SUMC and PAITS as needed to accommodate increased 
ridership by hospital employees. 

 Use all reasonable efforts to assure that the controlling transit agency maintains load factors 
less than 1.00 on the U Line. 

 Maintain a load factor less than or equal to 1.25 on the Marguerite shuttle. 

 Expand and improve the bicycle and pedestrian networks as specified by Project site plans. 

 Provide a full-time on-site TDM coordinator by 2015 for the hospital components.  The 
coordinator would be responsible for organizing and disseminating TDM information 
primarily to hospital employees and also to hospital patients.  A central location would be 
made available to provide information on alternative travel modes.  Also, the SUMC or 
hospitals’ website would contain information on TDM programs. 

 Provide a guaranteed ride home program for all employees who use transit and other 
transport alternatives like carpool and vanpool.  The guarantee ride home shall allows 
employees with dependent children the ability to use alternative modes to travel to and 
from work but still be able to travel home mid-day in case of an emergency. 

 Provide employees with shower facilities within the SUMC Sites to encourage bicycling to 
work.  BThe SUMC Project sponsors shall also provide bicycle storage facilities would 
also be required on the SUMC Sites that would be conveniently located near the employee 
showers. 
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 Perform annual TDM monitoring and submit the report to the City of Palo Alto to ensure 
that the assumed modal split to alternative forms of travel and away from autos would be 
actually achieved.  This report also shall be submitted to the City of Menlo Park for its 
review. 

 Establish, in conjunction with the GO Pass implementation, a “Zip Car” (or other similar 
car-sharing program) with Zip Cars available at the medical complex the SUMC Sites. 

 Within six (6) months of project approval, the SUMC Project sponsors shall submit to the 
City’s Director of Planning and Community Environment, a Hospital TDM Program 
Report that documents the existing TDM programs offered to the Hospital employees, 
participation levels in the programs, and the current mode split of Hospital employees.  
The report will include the level of staff support, educational efforts, and outreach 
strategies used for the program.  This initial Hospital TDM Program Report will serve as 
the baseline conditions for measuring the future TDM Program effectiveness as program 
enhancements are implemented to reach the 35.1 percent target in 2025. 

 Subsequent to preparing the Baseline TDM Report, the hospitals shall prepare an annual 
report in the spring of each year that will document the same information as the baseline 
report and provide a comparison with the previous year.  The annual report shall be 
submitted to the City’s Director of Planning and Community Environment. 

 In addition to implementing the program enhancements described above, the hospitals and 
Stanford Parking & Transportation Services shall regularly consider other enhancements to 
the SUMC TDM Programs on an ongoing basis.  Based on its experience in running TDM 
programs, Stanford’s Parking & Transportation Services has found that adaptability and 
flexibility are two key factors when providing new services.  For new or enhanced 
programs to be successful, the programs must evolve in consideration of employee 
preferences and desires, the availability of new services in the marketplace (such as zip 
cars), pilot programs, and ongoing research and data collection regarding the comparative 
effectiveness of various options.  As necessary, the Hospitals shall regularly consider 
incorporating new services into their TDM Program, and shall meet with the City annually 
to exchange information about new innovations, research, and strategies. 

The above revisions to Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 would ensure that the SUMC Project sponsors fund 
programs to reduce automobile trips regardless of whether the Caltrain GO Pass continues to be offered 
in its current form.  Further, these revisions ensure that if the SUMC Project sponsors would be unable 
to achieve the mode splits required under Mitigation Measure TR-2.3, funds shall be provided to the 
City to reduce citywide trips in order to offset trips by Hospital employees.  While historic evidence 
supports the conclusion that the mode split requirements would be achieved, these revisions to 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 provide a backstop to address future changes in circumstances. 
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In response to comments provided by the City of Menlo Park, Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 also has 
been revised to specify that the annual TDM monitoring reports shall be provided to the City of Menlo 
Park for its review. 

Other revisions to Mitigation Measure TR-2.3, above, are intended to clarify that Marguerite Shuttle 
expansion is needed to accommodate increased ridership between the SUMC and PAITS.  As explained 
in Staff-Initiated Change 2, other transit systems will have sufficient capacity to accommodate 
increased ridership by SUMC employees; therefore further expansion of the Marguerite shuttle into 
Palo Alto, or expansion of other bus service, is not required.  In addition, the revised measure 
recognizes that the SUMC Project sponsors cannot control availability of parking spaces at the 
Ardenwood Park-n-Ride lot, nor can they control operation of the U-Line.  Therefore, the revisions 
require use of all reasonable efforts to lease parking spaces at the Ardenwood Park-n-Ride lot, or at an 
equivalent facility, and to assure that the controlling agency maintains a load factor of less than or 
equal to 1.0 on the U-Line.  Finally, the revised text clarifies that the bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
required under this measure are those shown on the project plans. 

Comparison of Cost Effectiveness of Private Bus Service to the GO Pass 

As explained above, the provision of the Caltrain GO Pass to Hospital employees is expected to be an 
effective measure to reduce vehicle trips and associated air pollutant emissions, including greenhouse 
gases.  Further, it is unlikely that commuter train service would cease to exist on the Peninsula.  
Nevertheless, if such an event were to occur, or if the GO Pass program were to cease to exist in its 
present form, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered as part of the Development Agreement to re-
allocate the GO Pass money to other trip reduction programs.  Accordingly, money from the SUMC 
Project sponsors could be used to subsidize a future regional solution developed in response to changes 
to the Caltrain service or GO Pass Program. 

This portion of Master Response 1 explores an alternative approach under which the City would 
require the SUMC Project sponsors to provide a private bus service for their employees, rather than 
funding the GO Pass Program or other regional transportation solutions.  Information has been 
collected regarding shuttle bus operations from private companies.  This information is presented 
below, including an estimate of the cost.  Provision of private bus service sufficient to yield the same 
Peak Hour trip reduction as would result from provision of the GO Pass is estimated to cost 
approximately $10.7 million per year. 

For purposes of comparison, provision of GO Passes for all Hospital employees would cost 
approximately $2.25 million annually.  This amount is based on Caltrain GO Pass rates for 2011.  
Caltrain has increased the GO Pass cost in January 2011 from $140 per pass per year to $155 per pass 
per year, a nearly 11 percent increase.  The per pass cost multiplied by 11,500 Hospital employees 
totals approximately $1.8 million per year.  Provision of expanded Marguerite shuttle service to 
accommodate increased ridership between the SUMC and Caltrain is estimated to cost approximately 
$450,000 per year in operating costs (including capital depreciation).  In addition, capital costs of new 
shuttles for the expanded Marguerite service are expected to add $2 million. 
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Employer-Provided Shuttles 

The following analysis presents an example of a successful employer-provided shuttle program 
currently being implemented in the Bay Area and compares it with the SUMC conditions to determine 
if it is viable for the SUMC Project sponsors to implement a similar scheme. 

Existing Example.  Several large employers in the Bay Area provide dedicated shuttle services to 
carry Bay Area employees to their campuses.  These include Google, Apple, Genentech, and Yahoo.  
As privately-operated systems, operating data is difficult to obtain.  The most information was 
available about Google, and it is the subject of this example.  

Google Inc, located in Mountain View, started its shuttle service in 2004.  Today, 50 buses provide 
about 170 shuttle service runs from different parts of the Bay Area to its Mountain View headquarters 
and two other Bay Area campuses (San Francisco and San Bruno).  There are 45 pick-up locations in 
the Bay Area with services starting as early as 5:00 am.  The last pick-up for the AM peak service is at 
10:40 a.m.  The evening service runs from 3:40 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.  The highest pickup frequency 
during the peak period is every five minutes.  There are about 10,000 employees at the Mountain View 
campus, 500 employees at the San Francisco campus and 300 at the San Bruno campus.  Currently, 
approximately 20 percent of Google employees make use of the shuttle service.  In order to meet the 
constant change and increase in demand, Google has transportation coordinators who monitor the 
employees’ residence location and regional traffic pattern to plot new routes.   

By comparison, the size of SUMC at full build out is similar to the Google Mountain View campus.  
Apart from targeting the Caltrain users (15.8 percent), it could be possible to target bus users (4.7 
percent) to switch to the employer-provided shuttle.  In addition, if the shuttle routes are designed to 
also serve areas currently not served by public transit, the total usage could be close to 20 percent, 
similar to the Google usage.  Like Google, SUMC has more than one campus location.  Hence, SUMC 
has comparable characteristics for purposes of performing a cost comparison. 

Operating Cost.  The cost of providing a Google-type employee bus system can be estimated using an 
hourly operational cost, the number of buses required, the hours of operation, and an amortized capital 
cost.  The cost represents the actual costs that the Hospitals would incur if they were to provide such a 
service. 

Using the data collected regarding the Google system, the bus system for 10,000 employees at a 20 
percent usage rate requires approximately 50 buses operating approximately an average of 8 hours per 
day.  This assumes that half of the buses operate 12 hours per day and half operate six hours per day.  
Not all of the buses would be needed during the “shoulders” of the Peak Period (i.e., 5:00 a.m. to 6:00 
a.m., 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m., and 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.).  Based on Stanford’s experience in 
operating the Marguerite system, the operating cost per bus hour is $80.  Annual operating costs 
therefore would equal $80 per bus per hour multiplied by 8 hours per day multiplied by 254 days per 
year multiplied by 50 buses, for a total of $8.1 million per year.  In addition, the Hospitals would have 
to incur capital costs associated with the purchase of 50 highway buses, which are estimated to cost 
approximately $500,000 per bus (for a non-hybrid model), resulting in a cost of $25 million for the bus 
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fleet.  Assuming that each bus would last approximately 10 years, the amortized annual capital cost is 
estimated as $2.6 million per year.  Thus, the total annual cost (operating plus capital costs) would be 
$10.7 million per year. 

Conclusion.  To run the Peak Hour private bus service would require an estimated cost of $10.7 
million, which is over four times the cost of providing GO Passes and associated Marguerite shuttle 
service for all eligible Hospital employees.   

Master Response 2:  Other Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Introduction 

Master Response 2 addresses Comments 3.a.10, 7.32, 8.9, 8.10, 8.11, 20.8, 20.13, 20.15, 20.16, 
22.16, 22b.1, 22b.2, 22b.3, 22b.4, 22b.5, 22.b.6, 26.9, 35.4, 35.18, 36.3, 36.4, 37.3, 37.4, 37.5, 
43.2, 43.3, 43.4, 43.6, 56.1, PTC1.60, PTC3.1, PTC3.3, PTC3.6, PTC3.8, PTC3.9, PTC3.10, 
PTC3.28, PTC3.32, PTC3.43, PTC4.3, PTC4.4, PTC4.47, PTC4.59, PTC4.61, PTC6.3, CC3.16, 
CC3.17, CC3.18, CC3.19, CC3.28, CC3.29, CC3.30, CC3.41, CC3.44, CC3.48, CC3.50, CC3.70, 
CC3.77, CC3.79, CC5.6, and CC5.36.  

Master Response 2 addresses other traffic mitigation measures that have been raised during the review 
period for the Draft EIR.  First, Master Response 2 looks at the viability of expanding local shuttle 
service (e.g. the Marguerite shuttle) to serve SUMC employees within approximately five miles of the 
SUMC Sites; including East Palo Alto and portions of Menlo Park, Redwood City, and the North Fair 
Oaks section of unincorporated San Mateo County.  Second, Master Response 2 discusses other 
measures to reduce the amount of traffic: remote parking lots, a bicycle sharing program, and 
enhancements to the current TDM program.  The feasibility of a No Net New Trips requirement is also 
discussed.  Third, Master Response 2 determines if local transit service would have the capacity to 
accommodate the projected ridership from the SUMC Project.   

Expanded Shuttle Service 

The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, as modified by Staff-Initiated Change 2, would 
reduce intersection impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Accordingly, increased shuttle service for 
SUMC employees is not needed to reduce traffic congestion impacts.  Nor would such a measure 
substantially reduce impacts to roadway segments in Menlo Park.  Nevertheless, to respond to 
comments, this Master Response identifies potential new or expanded shuttle routes and evaluates their 
cost-effectiveness.  

Route Development.  Employees’ residential locations provided in the SUMC Project application were 
used to identify areas of employee concentration.  The route catchment includes employees residing 
within a quarter mile of the route.  This analysis assumes that new or expanded shuttle routes would be 
as short as possible and the shuttles would use higher-speed arterials to travel between the SUMC Sites 
and targeted residential areas.  Deviation from the higher-speed arterials sometimes would be needed to 
serve a concentration of employees.  The routes would avoid duplicating existing transit routes.  In 
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particular, after looking at the employees located in Mountain View, it was determined that the existing 
VTA services (Routes #522, #22 and #35) adequately serve the SUMC.  Therefore, no service 
expansion is evaluated further for Mountain View.   

The evaluated routes are loop services in order to expand coverage, but the loop size is kept to a 
minimum to reduce onboard time for passengers.  The operational feasibility was verified using aerial 
photographs, to determine street width, intersection control, and possibility of turning movements.   

Evaluated Routes.  The analysis identified four routes that could serve employees.  Figure 3.3-1 
illustrates the four routes, represented by different colors.  Table 3.3-2, presents the route details and 
number of employees serve by each route.  There are approximate 660 SUMC employees within the 
service area of the proposed routes. The total distance for the proposed routes ranges between 12.5 to 
13.5 miles, each serving an area of approximately 160 employees on average.  Based on an average 
traveling speed of 15 miles per hour, the total travel time for the four routes ranges between 50 to 54 
minutes.   

Ridership.  It is estimated that up to 40 percent of the total employees living in the catchment area 
would be candidates to ride the shuttle.  This percentage reflects that employees must pay for parking 
at SUMC and that many who drive must park in remote lots and ride a shuttle or walk from the parking 
lot to their work location.  As a result the drive alone option for SUMC employees could be 
comparable to that of employees who work in dense urban downtowns, such as San Francisco.  In 
these urban settings, transit typically attracts about 40 percent of employees.  The maximum ridership 
for each route is calculated and tabulated in Table 3.3-3.  Details are presented in the Appendix Z of 
this document.  The calculation assumes that 80 percent of the employees work on a typical weekday 
and 89 percent go to and return from work during the Peak Period. 

It should be noted that the provision of such an expanded shuttle service would not mitigate any 
identified significant intersection and roadway impacts of the SUMC Project, which are not already 
being mitigated by the other mitigation measures identified in this EIR.  Further, ridership may be less 
than anticipated due to the employees’ close proximity to the SUMC Sites and the perceived greater 
convenience of driving in Palo Alto compared with San Francisco. 

Operating Cost.  The operating and capital cost for these four routes would be approximately 
$1,050,00016 assuming half-hourly service during the four Peak Hours of the day – two hours in AM 
and two hours in PM. 

                                              
16   Annual operating cost equals $80/hour/bus x 8 buses x 4 peak period hours/day x 254 days / year = 

$650,000 per year.  Eight hybrid buses at $500,000 that last 10 years results in an estimated $400,000 in 
amortized annual capital cost.  Total operating and capital cost for 4 hours of peak period service is 
approximately $1,050,000. 
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Table 3.3-2 
Route Description 

Route Description 
Route-trip 

Distance (miles) 
SUMC 

Employees 

Pink Menlo Park - Starts at SUMC, right on Sand Hill Rd, 
left on ECR, left on Middle Ave, right on University 
Dr, right on Menlo Ave, continue on Ravenswood 
Ave, left on Middlefield Rd, right on Marsh Rd, left 
one-way loop around Fair Oaks Ave, Edison Way, 2nd 
Ave & Page St to Marsh Rd then reverse route  back to 
SUMC.  

12.8 150 

Green Menlo Park/East Palo Alto - Starts at SUMC, right on 
Welch Rd, left on Quarry Rd, left on ECR, right on 
Alma St, left on Hawthorne Ave, left on Middlefield 
Rd, right on Willow Rd across US 101, left one-way 
loop around Newbridge St, Ivy Dr, O'Brien, Willow 
Rd, Kavanaugh Dr, Notre Dame Ave, Illinois St, Bay 
Rd, University Ave, Bell St, Oakwood Dr, Garden St, 
Menalto Av, back on Willow Rd via Newbridge St.  
On the return, left on High St from Hawthorne then 
SUMC Hospital Via Welch Rd.  

12.6 180 

Blue East Palo Alto - Starts at SUMC, right on Welch Rd, 
left on Quarry Rd, right on El Camino Real, left on 
University Ave, right on High St, left on Hamilton 
Ave, Right on Waverly St, left on Channing Ave, right 
on Saint Francis, left on Embarcadero, across US 101, 
left on Bayshore Rd, one-way loop around Clark Ave, 
Weeks St, Pulgas Ave, O'Connor Dr, Wisteria Dr, 
Camellia Dr, Back to Bayshore Rd.  On the return, left 
on Guinda St from Channing Ave, Homer Ave before 
reaching Waverly St.  From Waverly St, via Lytton 
Ave and High St before heading back to University 
Ave and continuing to SUMC via Palo Rd, Quarry Rd 
and Welch Rd.  

13.5 160 

Orange Redwood City - Starts at SUMC, left on Sand Hill Rd, 
right on Alameda De Las Pulgas Ave, right on 
Stockbird Ave, left on Santa Clara Ave, right on Selby 
Ln, left on Carlos Ave, One-way loop around 
Woodside Rd, Hudson St, Roosevelt Ave, Connecticut 
Dr, Massachusetts Ave  to Woodside Rd, right on 
Woodside Rd and left on Alameda De Las Pulgas Ave 
and back to SUMC via Sand Hill Rd.  

12.4 170 

Source: AECOM Transportation, 2010. 
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Table 3.3-3  
Maximum Peak Period Ridership 

Route 
SUMC Employees 

in Catchment 
Potential Shuttle 

Users (40%) 
Weekday Peak 
Period Trips 

Total Weekday 
Peak Hour Trips 

Pink 150 60 85 47 

Green 180 72 103 57 

Blue 160 64 91 50 

Orange 170 68 97 53 

Total 660 264 376 207 

Source: AECOM Transportation, 2010. 
 

Conclusion.  This analysis shows that four possible routes could be provided to serve local SUMC 
employees during the Peak Periods at an annual operating cost of $1,050,000.  Approximately 375 
peak period passenger trips would be served by these four shuttle routes, removing about 100 vehicle 
trips from the local roadway network during each AM and PM Peak Hour.  However, this EIR is not 
proposing such an expanded shuttle service as an additional mitigation measure because it would not be 
needed to mitigate the identified intersection and roadway impacts.  Given the relatively large annual 
operating cost of $1,050,000 per year, as compared to the relatively small incremental effect of the 
mitigation, such a shuttle service is not considered a feasible mitigation strategy. 

Other Trip Reduction Measures 

Feasibility and Effectiveness of Remote Parking.  Appendix D of the Draft EIR and Appendix K of 
the Transportation Impact Analysis discuss remote parking areas.  Remote parking was considered by 
staff as a way to mitigate SUMC Project traffic impacts.  However, it is not being proposed as 
mitigation at this time.  The remote parking analysis was provided as Appendix D to the Draft EIR for 
informational purposes only.  The primary mitigation measure to reduce traffic generated by the 
SUMC Project is issuance of GO Passes to all eligible employees (Mitigation Measure TR-2.3).  The 
Hospitals are required to achieve 35.1 percent of all employee trips by 2025 by non-drive alone modes, 
with monitoring done annually.  The GO Pass is considered superior to remote parking since the 
employee could walk, use transit, or drive to the local Caltrain station, board Caltrain, disembark 
Caltrain at the PAITS and use the Marguerite shuttle to reach the SUMC Sites.  Alternatively, if 
remote parking were offered, employees could drive from their place of residence to the remote 
parking area, park their vehicle, and board a shuttle to the SUMC.  Given these two options, the GO 
Pass is assumed to be selected as the preferred mode since it would transfer the most riders to transit 
and out of the auto for the majority of their commute.  Intersection impacts would be mitigated through 
a combination of measures, including traffic-adaptive signal technology, new bicycle and pedestrian 
underpasses, TDM measures including the GO Pass, and roadway improvements. 

Given their location, the implementation of the remote parking areas identified in the Draft EIR would 
not significantly change the results of the Menlo Park Roadway segment analysis.  The purpose of the 
remote parking areas would be to reduce the number of vehicles on the local roadways by having 
employees ride shuttles rather than drive to the SUMC Sites.  There would be additional shuttle trips 
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on the roadways that serve the remote parking areas identified, so there would be no reduction in the 
impacts on the Menlo Park roadway segments such as Sand Hill Road or Willow Road.  The segments 
on Marsh Road and Alpine Road would not be affected based on the remote parking identified in the 
Draft EIR.  As part of the enhanced TDM mitigation, remote parking on the east side of the 
Dumbarton Bridge would be required since it would reduce the amount of traffic crossing over the 
Dumbarton Bridge.  Since all of the SUMC Project’s intersection impacts would be mitigated through 
other means, remote parking is not being advanced at this time.   

The remote parking lots also may not reduce the intersection impacts or carbon footprint of the SUMC 
Project to a great extent.  Individuals would still drive their private vehicles for most of the trip and 
then use a shuttle bus for the last portion of their commute.  This may slightly reduce emissions.  The 
intent of the remote parking analysis was to show the benefit to traffic operations for intersections 
surrounding the SUMC Project, rather than reducing the carbon footprint.  The GO Pass, by contrast, 
would substantially reduce greenhouse gas emissions from employee trips. 

The Trip Distribution figure on page 3.4-48 of the Draft EIR (Figure 3.4-9) shows the expected travel 
patterns that would be used by the expanded employee base for the SUMC Project.  This pattern is 
based on employee zip code data.  There is no effective means of dictating to employees what routes 
they can travel to reach their place of employment.  Each employee will choose a travel path that 
minimizes their travel time, whether via US 101 or alternatively via I-280, taking into account 
necessary or desirable detours and additional destinations.  Remote parking lots identified in the Draft 
EIR were located off I-280 to serve traffic using I-280 and off US 101 to serve traffic using US 101. 

The locations of the lots shown in Appendix D of the Draft EIR are conceptual at this time.  There are 
several issues with remote parking that would need to be addressed before it can be imposed as a 
feasible mitigation measure.  If remote parking were to be implemented for the SUMC Project, specific 
locations would need to be determined.  If these locations would be within an adjacent jurisdiction, 
review and approval of the lots by that jurisdiction would be required, including an environmental 
assessment.  Also, a program would need to be developed that addresses operational, cost, and safety 
issues. 

In addition to the fact that remote parking would be less effective than the mitigation proposed in this 
EIR, remote parking would be undesirable from an operational perspective.  Because other nearby 
hospitals do not currently have mandatory remote parking, requiring this measure could impact the 
competitive workforce environment.  If remote parking is ever implemented at the SUMC, there may 
need to be employee incentives to overcome the perceived inconvenience of remote parking. 

The operation of remote parking lots would require that security be provided to protect both personal 
and vehicle safety.  Security could be either physical patrols or closed circuit television, or both.  If 
remote parking were ever implemented for the SUMC Project, the selection of potential sites could be 
based, in part, on visibility from surrounding areas that would advance personal and vehicle safety. 

Any remote parking implemented for the SUMC Project would require that the parking be reserved for 
the intended Hospital employees.  Signs would need to be provided to indicate that these parking spaces 
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are for Hospital employees.  Employees would be required to have a parking sticker, similar to the 
parking stickers used by the hospital today that identify a parked vehicle as belonging to an SUMC 
employee. 

Assigning employees to the remote parking lots could raise issues with regard to equitable and fair 
employment practices if one group of employees (those hired because of the expansion) are treated 
differently than another group of employees (those hired prior to the expansion).  As employees 
turnover, replacement employees would need to be similarly assigned.  Should remote parking ever be 
implemented, it may be necessary to assign them to the remote parking lots on a yearly rotating basis. 

There would be capital and operational costs associated with the remote parking lots.  Land would need 
to be purchased or leased and the physical improvements installed.  There would be on-going 
maintenance of the parking lots.  This construction cost would probably be similar to constructing and 
maintaining a similar level of parking at the immediate SUMC Sites.  Land acquisition could add costs 
at remote parking sites.  There would also be the capital and operational cost of purchasing and 
operating shuttle buses to transport employees to and from the SUMC Sites.  The cost of shuttles, both 
capital and operational, could be reduced if the remote lots are located near Marguerite shuttle routes. 

Finally, parking policies that cause an economic or time penalty to employees are often subverted by 
parking in adjacent residential areas and either walking or using local shuttles like the Marguerite to 
make the last leg of the trip.  Parking impacts to adjacent residential neighborhoods would need to be 
monitored if remote parking lots were ever implemented and a parking permit program established, 
similar to the one recently established in College Terrace, if such negative effects occurred. 

Remote Parking Locations.  If remote parking was implemented using the Ardenwood Park-and-Ride 
Lot, the SUMC Project sponsors would need to lease the appropriate number of spaces from AC 
Transit, the operator of the park-and-ride lot.  Additional environmental review would be required if 
the lot were expanded beyond its current size.   

The conceptual location of a remote parking lot for those employees who live south of campus and 
commute to the SUMC Sites by traveling north on I-280 is in the Stanford Research Park near the 
intersection of Page Mill Road and Hanover Street, not the existing park-and-ride lot at the I-280/Page 
Mill Road interchange.  A remote parking lot serving traffic from the north on I-280 could be located 
at Lawler Ranch Road or at SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory.  Both of these locations would 
need the approval of the local jurisdiction and the environmental issues would need to be disclosed and 
mitigated through an environmental document.   

In Appendix D of the Draft EIR, a remote parking lot serving traffic from the south on US 101 is 
conceptually shown at an unoccupied office building on Embarcadero Road east of the freeway.  If 
remote parking would be advanced as a mitigation measure, alternative locations could be explored that 
do not require razing an existing office building.  Also, any impacts to adjacent intersections caused by 
the remote parking lot would be identified and mitigated through an environmental document.  If a site 
in Redwood City was selected, it would need to be evaluated, the proper environmental clearance 
completed and Redwood City would need to approve such a use.   
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As such, the GO Pass is considered the preferred mitigation measure over remote parking lots and both 
programs would not be implemented together.  If both programs were implemented, the remote parking 
lots would probably be largely vacant as most employees would choose the GO Pass option instead.  
Therefore, the expense of constructing and operating the remote lots would be incurred by the SUMC 
Project sponsors without much of a travel demand reduction.   

Feasibility and Effectiveness of Other TDM Measures.  According to the SUMC Project sponsors, 
there are no bike sharing programs formally planned for SUMC.  There are several programs available 
on campus that are characterized as bike sharing.  Currently, there are about 13,000 bikes on the 
campus every day.  Often times, there is a bike-sharing situation where bicycles are not readily 
available.  Stanford has rentals available on campus through the bike shop and several departments 
have their own departmental bike fleets for staff use.  The alumni visitors’ center has about 30 bikes 
that are available for any individual alumna.   

The SUMC Project sponsors are generally in favor of a program that is consistent with the University’s 
program. The University’s program includes bicycle rentals from the campus bike shop, bicycle 
“fleets” that are maintained by individual university departments for employees and student use, and 
loaner bicycles for use by university alumni. The specifics of the final program could be included in 
the Development Agreement to be reviewed by the City Council.  

The current SUMC TDM program is listed on pages 3.4-27 to 3.4-28 of the Draft EIR.  With the 
exception of the GO Pass, the Hospitals have the same TDM measures that the larger University has, 
including carpool promotion and vanpool subsidies.  Up to $282 per year is provided in carpool credits 
and vanpools are subsidized.  VTA Eco-passes are provided to all eligible Hospital employees.  Also, 
as part of Mitigation Measure TR-2.3, the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to provide a full-
time TDM coordinator by 2015.  The full-time coordinator would be instrumental in advancing new 
state-of-the-art TDM measures for the SUMC Project. 

Community physicians are not SUMC employees and are therefore not subject to Mitigation Measure 
TR-2.3.  Since community physicians are not employees of the Hospitals, it would not be feasible to 
provide the TDM programs to the community doctors.  However, transportation facilities such as 
Marguerite shuttles are free for participation by all users. 

A suggested approach to minimizing SUMC Project traffic impacts by charging a daily fee to enter the 
campus area is not needed because the mitigation identified in the Draft EIR would reduce impacts at 
all intersections to a less-than-significant level.  Further, such an approach would need to be applied to 
a larger area than just the SUMC Project.  The infrastructure to establish the camera locations, the 
recording process, and monitoring would be beyond the ability of the SUMC Project sponsors to 
implement. 

Some commentors have asked whether Clipper passes would be as effective as the GO Pass.  Either the 
Clipper Pass or the GO Pass would be expected to attract the same amount of ridership if the SUMC 
Project sponsors covered the cost.  The decision to ride Caltrain by Hospital employees would be based 
on several factors, such as the cost to the employee, the location of their place of residence, and 
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personal factors such as dropping children off at school on the way to work, etc.  An evaluation of the 
two options shows that as long as Caltrain ridership exceeds 10.3 percent of Hospital employees, the 
GO Pass is the least costly option.  The University use of the GO Pass was 15.8 percent in 2006, a 
figure used in the Draft EIR as an assumed benefit of the GO Pass mitigation. 

The Transportation Impact Analysis evaluated all public transit routes that serve the area in proximity 
to the SUMC Project including regular VTA and Samtrans service.  It also included Menlo Park and 
Palo Alto shuttles and contained mitigation measures to improve those services.  Consideration was 
given to provide a Clipper transit pass to all Hospital employees which allows travel on most transit 
routes, but it was determined that GO Passes provide a more cost effective means of traffic mitigation 
and combined with other measures mitigate all SUMC Project intersection impacts.  The Hospitals’ 
TDM Program includes a guaranteed ride home regardless of shift. 

As described in Master Response 11, the SUMC Project would conflict with existing development 
restrictions in the existing Public Facilities (PF zoning district).  Therefore, the SUMC Project 
approval would include creation of a new zoning district.  The SUMC Project sponsors have proposed 
“performance-based parking” as the parking requirement in the new district, rather than a parking 
requirement based on square footage or number of housing units, as traditionally occurs in zoning 
regulations.  Parking would be provided to meet projected needs, with consideration given to the 
potential for reduced parking demand due to the proximity of the PAITS and demonstrated effective 
TDM programs.  The performance-based parking requirements would be established by the applicable 
conditional use permit.  The SUMC Project sponsors have proposed parking spaces for employees, 
patients, and visitors, with consideration to the possible utilization of PAITS and other TDM programs. 

Mitigation measures such as the GO Pass would reduce the amount of parking required for the SUMC 
Project.  The City of Palo Alto could require that the saved space be placed in landscaped parking 
reserve in case the parking demand increases in the future. 

Feasibility and Effectiveness of Imposing a No Net New Trips Requirement.  City staff believes 
that it would not be feasible to impose a No Net New Trip requirement or other cap on the number of 
vehicle trips on the SUMC Project, similar to the requirement imposed in the Stanford University 
CP/GUP EIR. This distinction is due to significant differences between the SUMC Project and the 
development contemplated in the CP/GUP. For example, the CP/GUP covers development within the 
Stanford central campus area, an area that does not include the SUMC Sites. Stanford has the unique 
ability to both monitor and control the number of trips generated by students and faculty to its campus. 
By comparison, SUMC Project sponsors have little ability to control the number of trips (especially 
patient trips) to their hospitals and clinics, nor would it make any sense to impose numerical limits on 
the number of patient trips.  Such a limit would be contrary to the project objectives to meet existing 
and projected demand for patient care, and to provide clear, safe, and convenient access to SUMC 
facilities for patients and visitors.  Moreover, the location and layout of the hospitals, the School of 
Medicine, and of other surrounding development would not allow for monitoring of the number of trips 
to the SUMC, as distinct from trips to other facilities, whereas trips to the Stanford central campus can 
be monitored more accurately. 
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The No Net New Trips policy that is in place for the CP/GUP is based on traffic counts rather than 
mode split percentages.  Under the CP/GUP, traffic volumes are measured each year and compared 
back to the established baseline volumes.  If the annual monitoring exceeds the baseline counts, 
Stanford can elect to receive credits for other auto trips they take off the roadways outside of campus.  
For example, if Stanford removes trips between PAITS and the Shopping Center, then they can use 
these trips removed from the network to offset the trips that were added to the network from campus 
growth.  Ultimately, if Stanford cannot meet the No Net New Trips goal, then the CP/GUP requires 
specified intersection mitigation measures.  The CP/GUP does not force Stanford to continue to take 
actions to offset or reduce trips until it achieves the standard.  The No Net New Trips standard was 
included in the CP/GUP Conditions of Approval.  It has no direct bearing on the SUMC Project and 
most of the traffic monitoring counts are collected away from the SUMC Sites. 

The mitigation for the SUMC Project differs from the CP/GUP mitigation in that it is based upon mode 
split for employee travel, rather than trip counts.  Nevertheless, the City recognizes that taking a trip 
off of the road network may offset employee trips.  This will be considered in determining steps to be 
taken in the event the Hospitals do not achieve the mode split identified in the EIR.   

The control and monitoring of traffic for the SUMC Project is by percentage of traffic using alternative 
forms of transportation, not on an absolute number of trips.  By 2025, at least 35.1 percent of Hospital 
employees are required to travel by alternative modes.  The SUMC Project sponsors would be required 
to monitor and report the mode split to alternative forms of transportation on an annual basis.  By 
contrast, the campus experiences student and faculty/staff trips entering and leaving the campus.  
Therefore, the actual number of trips can be measured and evaluated against an established threshold.  
The Hospitals generate both employee and patient/visitor trips.  The actual number of trips for 
employees cannot be accurately measured.  Therefore, the percentage of traffic using the various 
modes is easier to quantify and verify through annual employee surveys. 

Also, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(4)(B), mitigation measures must be roughly proportional 
to the impacts of the project.  The standards of significance applied in the transportation analysis are 
listed on pages 3.4-30 through 3.4-32 of this EIR.  Based on these criteria, there could be some 
increase in traffic that would not result in a significant impact.  As such, requiring No Net New Trips 
as a mitigation measure would exceed the requirements of CEQA. See Staff-Initiated Change 2, which 
provides the revised analysis of LOS impacts, and the updated mitigation measures for significant LOS 
impacts.  The mitigation measures identified in Staff-Initiated Change 2 are appropriate. 

Transit Impacts 

Additional analysis was undertaken as part of the Final EIR to determine if local transit service has the 
capacity to accommodate the projected ridership from the SUMC Project expansion.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 1 for the expanded transit analysis.  That analysis shows that the additional 
transit ridership generated by the SUMC Project can be absorbed by the existing transit network and 
service, including Caltrain, SamTrans, VTA, and City of Palo Alto Shuttles.  Any expansion of transit 
service needed for the SUMC Project is confined to the Marguerite Shuttles between the SUMC and 
PAITS and the U-Line.   
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Transit access to the East Bay Under the enhanced TDM mitigation measure, the SUMC Project 
sponsors would be required to take reasonable steps to lease spaces in the Ardenwood park-and-ride lot 
for employees to use and then commute via the U-Line.  The SUMC Project sponsors would also be 
required to use all reasonable efforts to assure that the transit service provider maintains a load factor 
less than 1.0 on the U-Line.  

East Palo Alto Shuttle.  The following information is included in the Final EIR concerning the East 
Palo Alto shuttle.  Based on the San Mateo County Shuttle Inventory and Analysis Report (SMCTA, 
June 2010), the East Palo Alto Community Shuttle that operates hourly during the commute Peak 
Periods has an average daily boarding of 47 passengers.  The free service operates 7 days per week 
between 5:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. and from 4:20 p.m. to 8:05 p.m.  During the public hearings for the 
SUMC Project, the Palo Alto City Council also suggested that expanded transit service to East Palo 
Alto would help reduce traffic in both East Palo Alto and Palo Alto.  During the preparation of the 
Final EIR and the Development Agreement for the SUMC Project, expansion of transit into East Palo 
Alto has been considered.  Please refer to the first part of this Master Response 2 for a discussion of 
this potential service.  It should be noted that only 1.8 percent of Hospital employees live in East Palo 
Alto. 

Master Response 3:  Background Growth and Cumulative Traffic Impacts  

Introduction 

Master Response 3 addresses the following comments: 8.20, 16.1, 16.2, 17.2, 26.5, 26.7, 26.8, 
35.17, 43.1, PTC3.12, PTC3.22, PTC3.23, PTC3.39, CC1.24, CC2.35, CC3.58, and CC5.10. 

This Master Response 3 provides more information on the comparison of SUMC Project traffic to 
existing conditions, the forecast of background traffic growth without the SUMC Project, and the City 
of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model that was used to determine the potential impacts the 
SUMC Project.   

Comparison to Existing Conditions 

The Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) prepared by the City’s traffic 
consultants to evaluate the effects of the SUMC Project contains several components: 

 First, it presents existing conditions at intersections and on roadways that potentially would 
be affected by traffic to and from the SUMC. 

 Second, it determines the increase in traffic that would be generated by the SUMC Project 
in comparison to existing trip generation at the SUMC. 

 Third, it evaluates the effect of increased traffic generated by the SUMC Project in 
comparison to existing conditions at affected intersections and roadways. 
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 Fourth, it determines the increase in background traffic growth that is expected to occur on 
area roadways, intersections, and freeway segments regardless of whether or not the 
SUMC Project is approved, constructed, or implemented. 

 Fifth, it evaluates the effect of increased traffic generated by the SUMC Project in 
comparison to conditions without the SUMC Project in 2025. 

Because step five of the Transportation Impact Analysis revealed the largest number and greatest extent 
of impacts of the SUMC Project, that analysis has been used in the Draft EIR to describe the full set of 
significant environmental effects of the project, and to ensure that all feasible mitigation measures for 
the SUMC Project have been identified and analyzed.   

To further respond to comments on the Draft EIR, this response presents the results of the comparison 
of conditions with the SUMC Project to existing conditions, which was performed in step three, above, 
and also compares those results to the results from step five.  Table 3.3-4 presents the results of the 
analysis of intersection effects under existing and with SUMC Project conditions in comparison to the 
results of the 2025 No Project and with SUMC Project conditions. In all locations analyzed, SUMC 
Project traffic impacts would be greater when compared to conditions expected to occur in 2025 
without the SUMC Project.  This analysis shows that there are no “hidden impacts” due to the 
background traffic growth being combined with SUMC Project traffic. 

Background Growth 

The estimates of increased traffic under 2025 conditions without the SUMC Project were obtained from 
the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model.  The model is considered to be the best tool 
for estimating future growth in the area.  The horizon year for the SUMC Project Transportation 
Impact Analysis is 2025, which corresponds with the horizon year of the City of Palo Alto Travel 
Demand Forecasting Model.  Because of the long-term nature of the traffic analysis (from 2010 to 
2025) the use of the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model for projecting traffic volumes 
is considered far superior to using a list of planned and approved projects. 

The land use basis for the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model is the Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG 2005) land use forecasts for 2025.  The model is consistent with the 
VTA travel demand model for all of Santa Clara County.  The VTA model is a subset of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) nine-county model which uses the most recent ABAG 
population and employment forecasts.  This traffic model is an update to previously used traffic models 
and is consistent with past models including the model employed in 1999 for the 2000 Stanford 
CP/GUP analysis.  The key difference between the two models is the horizon year of the traffic 
forecasts.  The use of ABAG forecasts is based on VTA guidance.  While there may be objections to 
the ABAG growth projections, these region-wide allocations of future development are the best 
available information to be used for future traffic projections.   



 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-167 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

 

Table 3.3-4 
Comparison of SUMC Project Intersection Impacts 

Existing and 2025 Conditions 

# Intersection City 

Existing 
AM Peak Hour 

Existing 
PM Peak Hour 

2025 
AM Peak Hour 

2025 
PM Peak Hour 

Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

1 El Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue MP           

2 El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue MP           

3 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue MP         ◊  

4 El Camino Real/Roble Avenue MP           

5 El Camino Real/Middle Avenue MP           

6 El Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue MP           

7 El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road-Alma Street PA          

8 El Camino Real/Quarry Rd PA          

9 Alma Street/Lytton Avenue PA          

10 El Camino Real/University Avenue-Palm Drive(Single Int) PA     ◊ •  • 

11 El Camino Real/Embarcadero Road-Galvez Street PA        ◊  

12 El Camino Real/Churchill Avenue PA          

13 El Camino Real/Serra Street-Park Boulevard PA          

14 El Camino Real/Stanford Avenue PA          

15 El Camino Real/California Avenue PA          

16 El Camino Real/Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway PA     ◊ • ◊ • 

17 Woodland Avenue/University Avenue EPA           

18 Middlefield Road/Willow Road MP         ◊ • 

19 Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue PA          • 

20 Middlefield Road/University Avenue  PA           



 

3-168 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 
 Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

Table 3.3-4 
Comparison of SUMC Project Intersection Impacts 

Existing and 2025 Conditions 

# Intersection City 

Existing 
AM Peak Hour 

Existing 
PM Peak Hour 

2025 
AM Peak Hour 

2025 
PM Peak Hour 

Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

21 Middlefield Road/Embarcadero Road PA           

22 Alma Street/Churchill Avenue PA           

23 Junipero Serra Boulevard-Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road PA ◊  ◊ • ◊  ◊ • 

24 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Stanford Avenue SCC           

25 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive East SCC           

26 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West SCC         ◊ • 

27 Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road-Santa Cruz Avenue MP           

28 Sand Hill Cir- I-280/Sand Hill Road MP           

29 Sharon Park Drive/Sand Hill Road  MP           

30 Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road  MP           

31 Oak Avenue/Sand Hill Road -Vine Street MP           

32 Stock Farm Road/Sand Hill Road  PA           

33 Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road  PA           

34 Arboretum Road/Sand Hill Road  PA           

35 Arboretum Road/Quarry Road PA           

36 Arboretum Road/Palm Drive PA           

37 Arboretum Road/Galvez Street/(unsignalized) PA   ◊ • ◊ • ◊ • 

38 EL Camino Real/Charleston Road  PA        ◊  

39 Alma Street/Charleston Road PA     ◊  ◊  

40 Middlefield Road/Charleston Road PA         
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Table 3.3-4 
Comparison of SUMC Project Intersection Impacts 

Existing and 2025 Conditions 

# Intersection City 

Existing 
AM Peak Hour 

Existing 
PM Peak Hour 

2025 
AM Peak Hour 

2025 
PM Peak Hour 

Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

41 Middlefield Road/Hamilton Avenue  PA         

42 Alma Street/Hamilton Avenue  PA         

43 University Drive/Santa Cruz Avenue MP         

44 El Camino Real/Oak Grove Avenue MP         

45 Middlefield Road/Ringwood Avenue MP         

46 Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue MP        • 

47 El Camino Real/Encinal Road MP         

48 Bay Road/Marsh Road  MP          

49 Marsh Road/US 101 SB Off-Ramp MP           

50 Marsh Road/US 101 NB Off-Ramp MP           

51 Bay Road/Willow Road MP           

52 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road  MP    ◊ •    ◊ • 

53 University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway  MP    ◊ •    ◊ • 

54 Bay Road/University Avenue  EPA    ◊     ◊  

55 Donohoe Street/University Avenue  EPA     ◊    

56 Welch Road/Quarry Road PA           

57 Durand Way/Sand Hill Road PA           

58 Pasteur Drive NB/Welch Road  PA           

59 Pasteur Drive SB/Welch Road  PA           

60 Durand Way Extension/Welch Road  PA           
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Table 3.3-4 
Comparison of SUMC Project Intersection Impacts 

Existing and 2025 Conditions 

# Intersection City 

Existing 
AM Peak Hour 

Existing 
PM Peak Hour 

2025 
AM Peak Hour 

2025 
PM Peak Hour 

Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Existing 
Conditions 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

Without 
Project 

With 
SUMC 
Project 

61 Bowdoin Street/Stanford Road  (unsignalized) PA           

62 Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) PA ◊ • ◊ • ◊ • ◊ • 

63 Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp  (unsignalized) PA ◊    ◊    

64 Page Mill Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) PA     ◊    

65 Page Mill Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp (unsignalized) PA ◊    ◊  ◊  

66 Foothill Expressway/Arastradero Road  SCC ◊  ◊  ◊  ◊  

67 Middlefield Road/Oregon Expressway PA   ◊  ◊  ◊  

68 Durham Street/Willow Road MP         

69 Middlefield Road/Marsh Road MP         

70 Newtridge Street/Willow Road EPA         

71 West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero Road PA ◊  ◊  ◊  ◊  

  Total Locations   6 1 9 5 13 4 17 11 

Source: AECOM Transportation, 2011. 

Notes:  

MP = Menlo Park 
PA = Palo Alto 
EPA = East Palo Alto 
SCC = Santa Clara County 
◊ = LOS E or LOS F without SUMC Project 
• = SUMC Project Impact 
Yellow Shade = Intersection with Traffic-adaptive Technology (Existing) 
Blue Shade = Intersection with Traffic-adaptive Technology (Future) 
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The growth projections contained in the travel demand model include growth on Stanford lands, growth 
in Palo Alto (including growth at the Research Park), and in Menlo Park.  The use of the City of Palo 
Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model with a horizon year of 2025 incorporates all planned and 
approved projects, such as the 2000 CP/GUP and recently approved projects in Menlo Park, as well as 
future development not tied to any particular project known at this time.  The land use projections 
show Stanford University and Stanford Shopping Center employment increasing from 23,072 to 27,392 
and Stanford University population increasing from 9,315 to 11,025.  The 2000 Stanford University 
GUP approved approximately 2 million square feet of additional campus growth.  Approximately 
750,000 square feet of that development has already occurred and the remaining 1.25 million square 
feet is included in the ABAG growth projections to 2025.  The growth projections from 2006 to 2025 
contained in the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model show citywide Palo Alto 
employment increasing from 95,435 to 111,020 and the population increasing from 71,792 to 84,965.17   

Within Palo Alto, the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model projects the estimated 
traffic impacts of future development based on a combination of ABAG forecasts and staff refinements 
by traffic analysis zones (TAZs).  The TAZs are modified by staff based on knowledge of where likely 
development will occur.  About 14 percent of the employment growth in Palo Alto from 2005 to 2025 
is estimated to be generated by the SUMC Project.  However, none of the housing growth in that 
period is directly linked to the SUMC Project.  The remaining trips generated in the City and at 
Stanford are expected to be generated from a combination of Stanford campus housing and non-
residential growth, plus employment growth in the Embarcadero Road East, downtown, Research 
Park, San Antonio/101, and other areas.   

Additionally, not all of the growth in traffic is associated with origins and destinations within Palo Alto 
and Stanford.  A substantial amount of growth outside of Palo Alto will also contribute to the traffic 
projections.  According to data extracted from the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting 
Model, about 40 percent of the traffic on El Camino Real and Middlefield Road has an origin and a 
destination outside of either Stanford or Palo Alto.  Staff has evaluated the model outputs and 
determined, for example, that on El Camino Real near Embarcadero Road approximately 41 percent of 
AM Peak Hour trips are from outside Palo Alto and are intended for destinations outside Palo Alto.  
Therefore, for north-south connectors such as El Camino Real, Middlefield Road, and Junipero Serra 
Boulevard/Foothill Expressway, the SUMC Project would contribute a relatively small percentage of 
traffic at Peak Hours (12 to 15  percent), while for the streets in closer proximity to the SUMC, the 
contribution of traffic from the SUMC Project is somewhat greater (25 percent).   

                                              
17  These projections vary from the employment and population projections in Section 3.13, Population and 

Housing, of the Draft EIR, which reflects ABAG Projections 2005.  It should be noted that the employment 
and population projections in this Master Response and applied to the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model are based on ABAG Projections 2005, which provide data on a tract-level and which can 
cover growth beyond a single city’s sphere of influence within the same county.  However, when applying 
ABAG Projections 2005 into the City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecasting Model, adjustments are made 
to the tract-level data to more accurately project growth within the smaller-scale traffic analysis zones 
(TAZs) that are used in the model.  Hence, the more precise projections used in the model may vary from 
the tract-level data in ABAG Projections 2005. 
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Also, while the model constrains some intersections and spreads Peak Hour traffic, the model output 
for the 2005 - 2025 background may still be somewhat conservative (high), since the 2005 ABAG 
forecasts for 2025 represent higher job growth than subsequent 2007 and 2009 ABAG Projections and 
the model does not reflect the “No Net New Trips” policy for new development on the Stanford 
campus (that policy applies to inbound AM and outbound PM trips). 

When the City of Palo Alto obtained the VTA model on which to develop the City of Palo Alto Travel 
Demand Forecasting Model, the growth in employment associated with the SUMC Project was 
included in the land use forecasts.  To assess the effect of the SUMC Project, the growth associated 
with the project was removed from the model to arrive at the forecasts without the project.  The traffic 
projections without the SUMC Project are included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR in Figures 3-2 a, 
b, c, and d.  The SUMC Project analysis then added the project trips to the without project volumes to 
determine the 2025 With Project traffic volumes.  These traffic volumes are also included in Appendix 
C of the Draft EIR in Figures 3-7 a, b, c, and d.  Comparing the traffic operations of the 2025 without 
Project traffic volumes to those of the 2025 With Project traffic volumes revealed the largest number 
and greatest extent of significant effects of the SUMC Project on the Study Area intersections. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Based on the latest information provided by the SUMC Project sponsors, the CP/GUP approved in 
2000 allows development of up to 2,035,000 net new square feet of academic facilities and 3,018 
housing units.  At the time the SUMC Project construction starts, Stanford University anticipates that it 
will have completed construction of approximately 750,000 square feet of academic facilities and 1,358 
housing units.  The remaining CP/GUP development likely would be constructed during the years that 
the SUMC Project is under construction.  Traffic impacts associated with CP/GUP projects are 
included in the 2025 Without SUMC Project traffic analysis.   

As explained above, the Transportation Impact Analysis initially compared increased traffic from the 
SUMC Project to existing conditions.  That comparison did not include combined traffic from other 
projects.  The comparison of SUMC Project to 2025 conditions without the SUMC Project identifies 
the project’s contribution to cumulative transportation impacts.  The SUMC Project is not expected to 
be fully built and occupied until 2025 which is consistent with the horizon year of the City of Palo Alto 
Travel Demand Forecasting Model used to analyze cumulative impacts.  CEQA requires mitigation of 
the SUMC Project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact but not other projects’ contribution 
to the cumulative impact.  Accordingly, the Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce the 
SUMC Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

The Draft EIR on page 3.4-85 also addresses cumulative impacts from construction traffic. Please see 
Master Response 4 for a discussion of cumulative impacts from construction traffic. 
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Master Response 4: Construction Traffic   

Introduction 

Master Response 4 addresses comments 8a.3, 8.4, 8.5, 60.3, 60.4, PTC1.7, PTC3.23, PTC3.29, 
PTC3.41, PTC4.18, PTC6.3, CC3.1, CC3.2, CC3.12, CC3.79, CC4.12, CC4.13, CC5.6, and 
CC5.48.  

This Master Response 4 addresses comments pertaining to construction-period traffic impacts.  
Namely, this Master Response explains why a quantified analysis of construction-related traffic would 
not be warranted, expands construction-period mitigation measures, and also provides an update to the 
cumulative construction projects under the Stanford University CP/GUP that could occur concurrently 
with the SUMC Project construction. 

Analysis of Construction Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts 

Construction Traffic Volumes and Their Impacts on Intersection Level of Service.  Commentors 
suggest quantitatively determining construction volumes and their impacts on intersection operations.  
A detailed quantitative analysis of construction traffic is not included in the Draft EIR because the level 
of construction traffic would be highly variable over the course of construction, it would be temporary, 
and construction traffic, particularly traffic which occurs in the critical Peak Hours, would be less than 
the traffic that would result once the SUMC Project is completed.  Consequently, traffic congestion 
generated during construction would be less than traffic generated during operation of the SUMC 
Project.   

Nonetheless, the Draft EIR qualitatively analyzes construction traffic effects and identifies mitigation to 
reduce the impacts from construction traffic.  Mitigation Measures TR-1.1 through TR-1.7 and TR1.9 
on page 3.4-44 of the Draft EIR require provision of off-street parking, maintenance of pedestrian and 
bicycle access, restriction of delivery hours and the routes of those deliveries, protection of public 
roadways, maintenance of transit access, and provision of additional measures as needed during special 
events.  In addition, Mitigation Measure TR-1.8 allows the SUMC Project sponsors to submit a 
detailed construction impact mitigation plan for City approval in lieu of the other specific measures 
identified.  With these measures, construction-period impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction-Period Mitigation Measures.  Some commentors have suggested that additional 
mitigation measures should be provided to encourage construction workers to commute to the SUMC 
Sites by forms of transportation other than single-occupant vehicles.  Commuter service to the SUMC 
Sites already exist and are available to construction workers at the SUMC Sites.  The nearby PAITS is 
an intermodal hub served by Santa Clara VTA, SamTrans, Stanford University Marguerite shuttles, 
AC Transit, and Union City Transit.  Other concentrations of bus lines exist at the Stanford Shopping 
Center, which is located one-quarter of a mile northwest of PAITS.  See the discussion on 3.4-13 to 
3.4-26 of the Draft EIR for more details on existing transit services to the SUMC Sites.  The bicycle 
and pedestrian network surrounding the SUMC Sites is extensive, and sufficient for construction 
workers to access the SUMC Sites from the PAITS or other areas.  Similarly, Marguerite shuttle 
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service links the PAITS to the SUMC Sites.  Accordingly, no further mitigation measures would be 
warranted to enable construction workers to use alternative forms of transportation.   

Several commentors requested additional information about truck routes and delivery restrictions.  
Figures 3.4-6 and 3.4-7 on pages 3.4-41 and 3.4-42 of the Draft EIR show the existing designated 
truck routes in Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  As required by Mitigation Measure TR-1.5, the SUMC 
Project sponsors would be required to deliver and remove all construction-related equipment and 
materials on truck routes designated by the cities of Palo Alto, East Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  Heavy 
construction vehicles would be prohibited from accessing the SUMC Sites from other routes.  The 
delivery of construction equipment and materials to the SUMC Sites would be periodic.  The majority 
of daily truck and equipment traffic would be internal to the SUMC sites.   

Mitigation Measure TR-1.4 prohibits or limits construction material deliveries from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 
a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays.   These specific hours are when Peak Hour traffic 
occurs on the adjacent network.  Prohibiting or limiting delivery traffic during Peak Hours would 
reduce traffic congestion while still allowing flexibility for the delivery of necessary materials.  
However, in response to Comment 8.4, Mitigation Measure TR-1.4 is expanded to also include the 
hours when the primary work force can arrive or depart the job site; please see Draft EIR Text 
Changes. 

Under Mitigation Measure TR-1.8, in lieu of the other construction traffic mitigation measures, the 
SUMC Project sponsors can choose to submit a detailed construction impact mitigation plan to the City 
of Palo Alto for approval by the Director of Public Works prior to commencing any construction 
activities with potential transportation impacts.  In response to Comment 8.5, Mitigation Measure TR-
1.8 has been expanded to include review and comment by Menlo Park; please see Draft EIR Text 
Changes.  

Cumulative Construction-Period Traffic Impacts 

Pages 3.1-4 through 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR list the projects under the Stanford University CP/GUP that 
are expected to undergo construction concurrently as the SUMC Project.  These construction projects 
include the Bioengineering/Chemical Engineering (2011 to 2013).  

The SUMC Project sponsors have identified updates to the construction projects under the CP/GUP 
that could occur concurrently with the construction of the SUMC Project. The construction projects 
that were identified in the Draft EIR as being completed in 2010 would be completed prior to the 
beginning of the SUMC Project construction.  The Bioengineering/Chemical Engineering building 
construction could occur at the same time as the SUMC Project construction.  The only other approved 
CP/GUP project that would have construction past spring 2011 is the Bing Concert Hall (877 seats), 
which is not located near SUMC Sites.   

The timing and locations of additional development under the CP/GUP is not yet known.  The 
CP/GUP, which was approved in 2000, allows development of up to 2,035,000 net new square feet of 
academic facilities and 3,018 housing units.  At the time the SUMC construction starts, Stanford 
University anticipates that it would have completed construction of approximately 750,000 square feet 
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of academic facilities and 1,358 housing units.  The remaining CP/GUP development likely would be 
constructed during the years that the SUMC Project is under construction.  In December, 2008, Santa 
Clara County approved a Sustainable Development Study (SDS) for Stanford University.  The SDS 
includes a preliminary map of future CP/GUP development based on the campus planning principles 
and ongoing, conceptual planning discussions.  The SDS identifies the following potential academic 
facilities. 

 Implement an expansion to the west of the Science and Engineering Quad; 

 Execute the Stanford University School of Medicine Master Plan with the addition of two 
more research buildings; 

 Realize plans for an Arts District; and 

 Implement the expansion of the Biology/Chemistry area to the west of the Oval. 

The SDS also identifies potential future CP/GUP housing sites along Santa Teresa Street and Escondido 
Road, in Escondido Village, and on the designated Quarry Road sites near the SUMC.   Figure 3.16 on 
page 42 of the SDS depicts the locations of each of the academic facility and housing sites in relation to 
the SUMC. 

Each time that Stanford University commences construction of a project under the CP/GUP, it submits 
a Construction Traffic Management Plan to Santa Clara County that provides information on 
construction parking; pedestrian, bike, and transit circulation; notifications to Stanford Police and Palo 
Alto Fire Department; and truck routes.  Construction logistics for all projects located on Stanford 
lands are closely coordinated to reduce impacts to the campus operations. The updates to the 
cumulative construction project list under the CP/GUP do not change the conclusion in the Draft EIR.  
That is, with Mitigation Measures TR-1.1 through TR-1.9, as revised below, the SUMC Project’s 
contribution to cumulative construction-period impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

It should be noted that the traffic impacts associated with operation of the CP/GUP projects are 
included in the baseline traffic analysis for the SUMC Project.   

Draft EIR Text Changes 

Summary.  Mitigation Measure TR-1.4 on Table S-4 on page S-32 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

TR-1.4 Restrict Construction Hours.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall be required to prohibit 
or limit the number of construction material deliveries from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., 
and from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall be 
required to limit the number of construction employees based upon an approved 
construction management plan from arriving or departing the site from the hours of 
7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  Although not needed to reduce the 
impact to a less-than-significant level, the SUMC Project sponsors also shall limit the 
number of construction employees from arriving at the site from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 
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a.m., contingent upon the City’s granting of an exception to its construction hours 
under its noise ordinance to allow construction to commence at 7:00 a.m.   

Mitigation Measure TR-1.8 on Table S-4 on page S-33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

TR-1.8 Prepare and Implement Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. In lieu of the above 
mitigation measures, the SUMC Project sponsors shall submit a detailed construction 
impact mitigation plan to the City of Palo Alto for approval by the Director of Public 
Works prior to commencing any construction activities with potential transportation 
impacts. This plan shall address in detail the activities to be carried out in each 
construction phase, the potential transportation impacts of each activity, and an 
acceptable method of reducing or eliminating significant transportation impacts. Details 
such as the routing and scheduling of materials deliveries, construction employee 
arrival and departure schedules, employee parking locations, and emergency vehicle 
access shall be described and approved.  Prior to its approval of the construction 
impact mitigation plan, the City of Palo Alto shall provide a copy of the construction 
impact plan to the City of Menlo Park for review and comment. 

Section 3.4, Transportation.  The following text is added as the second paragraph on page 3.4-43 of 
the Draft EIR, and as the third paragraph on 3.4-86 of the Draft EIR: 

There would be known CP/GUP construction projects (by Stanford University) located near the 
SUMC Project during the years that the SUMC Project is under construction.  CEQA requires 
mitigation of the SUMC Project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact, if the 
contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  Under the CP/GUP, each time Stanford 
University commences construction of a CP/GUP project, it must submit a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan to the County that provides information on construction parking; 
pedestrian, bike, and transit circulation; notifications to Stanford Police and Palo Alto Fire 
Department; and truck routes.   

Draft EIR text  under Mitigation Measure TR-1.4 on pages 3.4-43 through 3.4-44 is revised as 
follows: 

TR-1.4 Restrict Construction Hours.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall be required to prohibit 
or limit the number of construction material deliveries from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., 
and from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall be 
required to limit the number of construction employees based upon an approved 
construction management plan from arriving or departing the site from the hours of 
7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  Although not needed to reduce the 
impact to a less-than-significant level, the SUMC Project sponsors also shall limit the 
number of construction employees from arriving at the site from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 
a.m., contingent upon the City’s granting of an exception to its construction hours 
under its noise ordinance to allow construction to commence at 7:00 a.m. 
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Draft EIR text under Mitigation Measure TR-1.8 on page 3.4-44 is revised as follows: 

TR-1.8 Prepare and Implement Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. In lieu of the above 
mitigation measures, the SUMC Project sponsors shall submit a detailed construction 
impact mitigation plan to the City of Palo Alto for approval by the Director of Public 
Works prior to commencing any construction activities with potential transportation 
impacts. This plan shall address in detail the activities to be carried out in each 
construction phase, the potential transportation impacts of each activity, and an 
acceptable method of reducing or eliminating significant transportation impacts. Details 
such as the routing and scheduling of materials deliveries, construction employee 
arrival and departure schedules, employee parking locations, and emergency vehicle 
access shall be described and approved.  Prior to its approval of the construction 
impact mitigation plan, the City of Palo Alto shall provide a copy of the construction 
impact plan to the City of Menlo Park for review and comment. 

Master Response 5: Connection of Pasteur Drive and Roth Way   

Introduction 

This Master Response addresses the following comments: 22.18, 22.19, and PTC3.26.  Master 
Response 5 provides information regarding the private street connecting Pasteur Drive and Roth Way.   

Local Circulation Mitigation Measures Revisions 

Mitigation Measure TR-4.1 in the Draft EIR required the SUMC Project sponsors to fund a traffic 
study of local circulation following construction of the SHC and LPCH Hospital components to 
determine if the private street connection between Roth Way and Pasteur Drive should be operated as a 
public street.  The Draft EIR concluded that this measure was necessary due to a potential safety 
hazard created due to potential traffic volumes on Welch Road, combined with the numerous turning 
vehicles, pedestrian movements across and along Welch Road, and bicycle travel along Welch Road.  
However, the SUMC Project sponsors have submitted a localized traffic study from Fehr & Peers 
Transportation Consultants demonstrating that Welch Road would function within capacity.  Upon 
further review, City staff has determined that this study adequately demonstrates that Mitigation 
Measure TR-4.1 is not necessary, and that local circulation would be adequate.  The City further 
agrees with the SUMC Project sponsors that the connection between Roth Way and Pasteur Drive is 
not intended to function as a public street, and that such use of this connection would adversely impact 
its operation as a pedestrian and bicycle linkage between the campus, Hospitals, and School of 
Medicine. Therefore, Mitigation Measure TR-4.1 is no longer being proposed as a measure to be 
imposed on the SUMC Project.  
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Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Summary.  Draft EIR text on page S-40 in Table S-4, last row, third column under the heading 
“Mitigation Measures,” is revised as follows: 

MITIGATION MEASURES.  Mitigation Measure TR-4.1, involving funding and implementation of 
a traffic impact study, and Mitigation Measure TR-4.2, involving re-striping of Durand Way, 
would reduce the SUMC Project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. (LTS) 

TR-4.1 Fund Traffic Impact Study.  Upon construction of the SHC and LPCH hospital 
components, the SUMC Project sponsors shall fund an independent traffic evaluation, 
commissioned by the City, based on actual travel patterns, volumes and emergency 
access, with an emphasis on ease of circulation around and through the medical 
complex to determine if the private street connection between Roth Way and Pasteur 
Drive should be operated as a public street.  If the independent traffic study 
demonstrates that the connection between Roth Way and Pasteur Drive as a public 
street would improve circulation, then the connection shall be designated as a public 
street for all vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit traffic. 

Section 3.4, Transportation.  Draft EIR text on page 3.4-49, last sentence of the fifth bullet is deleted 
as follows: 

Local circulation could be improved with this roadway opening to all traffic as a public street. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-72, paragraph four is revised as follows: 

MITIGATION MEASURES.  Mitigation Measure TR-4.1, involving funding and implementation 
of a traffic impact study, and Mitigation Measure TR-4.2, involving re-striping of Durand 
Way, would reduce the SUMC Project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. (LTS) 

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-73, first paragraph is deleted as follows: 

TR-4.1 Fund Traffic Impact Study.  Upon construction of the SHC and LPCH hospital 
components, the SUMC Project sponsors shall fund an independent traffic evaluation, 
commissioned by the City, based on actual travel patterns, volumes and emergency 
access, with an emphasis on ease of circulation around and through the medical 
complex to determine if the private street connection between Roth Way and Pasteur 
Drive should be operated as a public street.  If the independent traffic study 
demonstrates that the connection between Roth Way and Pasteur Drive as a public 
street would improve circulation, then the connection shall be designated as a public 
street for all vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit traffic. 

Section 5, Alternatives.  Draft EIR text on page 5-115, paragraph two, is deleted as follows: 

The safety hazard on Welch Road can be mitigated by requiring the SUMC Project sponsors to 
fund an independent traffic study to determine whether the private street connection between 
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Roth Way and Pasteur Drive should be operated as a public street.  The purpose of this study 
will be to analyze circulation patterns around and through the medical complex to determine if 
the private street connection between Roth Way and Pasteur Drive should be operated as a 
public street for all vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian and transit traffic. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-142, first sentence of paragraph five, is deleted as follows: 

The safety hazard on Welch Road can be mitigated by requiring the SUMC Project sponsors to 
fund an independent traffic study to determine whether the private street connection between 
Roth Way and Pasteur Drive should be operated as a public street.   

Draft EIR text on page 5-142, the first bullet of paragraph five, is deleted as follows: 

 TR-4.1: Fund Traffic Impact Study 

Draft EIR text on page 5-202, first sentence of paragraph four, is deleted as follows: 

The safety hazard on Welch Road can be mitigated by requiring the SUMC Project sponsors to 
fund an independent traffic study to determine whether the private street connection between 
Roth Way and Pasteur Drive should be operated as a public street.   

Draft EIR text on page 5-202, the first bullet of paragraph four, is deleted as follows: 

 TR-4.1: Fund Traffic Impact Study 

Master Response 6: Cost of Transportation-Related Mitigation Measures and Fair Share 
Calculations   

Introduction 

It addresses the following comments: 8.3, 8.6, 8.7, 8.13, 8.14, 8.15, 8.17, 8.19, 8a.5, 8a.6, 8a.7, 
17.4, 22.11, 22.12, 22.15, 22.22, 22.24, 22.25, 22.26, 22.39, 22.90, 22.92, 35.22, PTC1.77, 
PTC3.42, PTC6.3, PTC6.70, CC2.26, CC3.61, and CC3.66.  This Master Response presents the 
details of the SUMC Project’s fair share contribution to the cost of each of the transportation mitigation 
measures.   

Calculation of Fair Share 

There are two different ways to approach fair share allocation.  One is to have the applicant fund 100 
percent of the improvements, and then as other projects come online, the future developers will 
reimburse the applicant.  This first approach usually is used in three situations: where the project 
impacts constitute the vast majority of the need for the particular roadway improvement; where the 
roadway improvement is needed in order for the project to function (such as a road extension or a new 
off-ramp); or where the applicant agrees to fund 100 percent of the improvement in exchange for some 
other consideration.  The other approach in a situation such as this, in which the project contributes a 
relatively small amount to a larger cumulative impact, is to accumulate money from this applicant and 
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future applicants and, when it is fully funded, perform the improvements at that time.  Under either 
method, fair share is generally calculated as total project traffic through an intersection divided by the 
total future growth in traffic at that same intersection over today’s existing volumes.  For Citywide 
improvements, the fair share calculation would be as noted above and aggregated for all intersections 
within the respective jurisdiction.  The percent contribution is calculated based on the following 
formula:  

 AM & PM project trips/ AM & PM net cumulative trips (cumulative growth) 

Table 3.3-5 shows the percentage of SUMC Project traffic through each study intersection in 2025 with 
and without the implementation the enhanced TDM program (GO Pass).  Table 3.3-6 shows the 
percentage of SUMC Project traffic aggregated for all Palo Alto and all Menlo Park intersections used 
for citywide improvement contribution. 

Table 3.3-5 
SUMC Project Contribution for All Study Intersections 

# Intersection 
City/ 

Jurisdiction 

Percent 
with 
TDM 

Percent 
without 
TDM 

1 El Camino Real and Valparaiso* Menlo Park 4% 12% 

2 El Camino Real and Santa Cruz* Menlo Park 9% 26% 

3 El Camino Real and Ravenswood* Menlo Park 0% 16% 

4 El Camino Real and Roble* Menlo Park 0% 16% 

5 El Camino Real and Middle* Menlo Park 0% 18% 

6 El Camino Real and Cambridge* Menlo Park 0% 18% 

7 El Camino Real/Sand Hills/Alma* Palo Alto 0% 35% 

8 El Camino Real and Quarry* Palo Alto 2% 27% 

9 Alma and Lytton** Palo Alto 0% 18% 

10 El Camino Real/Palm Dr/University Ave** Palo Alto 2% 23% 

11 El Camino Real/Galvez/Embarcadero** Palo Alto 5% 15% 

12 El Camino Real and Churchill** Palo Alto 3% 12% 

13 El Camino Real and Serra/Park** Palo Alto 6% 19% 

14 El Camino Real and Stanford** Palo Alto 5% 18% 

15 El Camino Real and California** Palo Alto 3% 11% 

16 El Camino Real and Page Mill** Palo Alto 3% 9% 

17 Woodland and University East Palo Alto 2% 7% 

18 Middlefield and Willow** Menlo Park 5% 15% 

19 Middlefield and Lytton** Palo Alto 2% 14% 

20 Middlefield and University** Palo Alto 1% 7% 

21 Middlefield and Embarcadero** Palo Alto 4% 15% 

22 Alma and Churchill Palo Alto 1% 4% 

23 Junipero Serra (Foothill Expwy) & Page Mill Palo Alto 2% 6% 

24 Junipero Serra and Stanford Santa Clara County 4% 12% 
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Table 3.3-5 
SUMC Project Contribution for All Study Intersections 

# Intersection 
City/ 

Jurisdiction 

Percent 
with 
TDM 

Percent 
without 
TDM 

25 Junipero Serra and Campus Dr East Santa Clara County 4% 13% 

26 Junipero Serra and Campus Dr West Santa Clara County 4% 13% 

27 Junipero Serra and Alpine/Santa Cruz* Menlo Park 2% 6% 

28 Sand Hill Circle and Sand Hill/I-280** Menlo Park 18% 45% 

29  Sand Hill Rd/Sharon Park Drive** Menlo Park 2% 8% 

30 Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue* Menlo Park 3% 11% 

31  Sand Hill Rd/Oak Ave-Vine St* Menlo Park 6% 20% 

32 Sand Hill Rd/Stock Farm Rd-Oak Creek Dr  Palo Alto 6% 18% 

33 Sand Hill Rd/Pasteur Dr-Clark Way** Palo Alto 10% 33% 

34 Sand Hill Rd/Arboretum Rd** Palo Alto 9% 43% 

35 Arboretum Rd/Quarry Rd** Palo Alto 65% 94% 

36 Arboretum Rd/Palm Dr Palo Alto 0% 41% 

37 Galvez Street and Arboretum Road Palo Alto 4% 14% 

38 El Camino Real and Charleston Road/Arastradero Road** Palo Alto 2% 5% 

39 Alma Street and Charleston Road** Palo Alto 1% 4% 

40 Middlefield Road and Charleston Road** Palo Alto 1% 2% 

41 Hamilton Avenue and Middlefield Road** Palo Alto 3% 10% 

42 Hamilton Avenue and Alma Street** Palo Alto 6% 17% 

43 Santa Cruz Avenue and University Drive Menlo Park 0% 2% 

44 El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue*  Menlo Park 4% 13% 

45 Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue** Menlo Park 0% 1% 

46 Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue** Menlo Park 0% 4% 

47 El Camino Real and Encinal Road*  Menlo Park 6% 20% 

48 Marsh Road and Bay Road** Menlo Park 2% 7% 

49 Marsh Road and US 101 SB off Ramp** Menlo Park 1% 4% 

50 Marsh Road and US 101 NB off Ramp** Menlo Park 0% 2% 

51 Willow Road and Bay Road** Menlo Park 6% 19% 

52 Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway  Menlo Park 1% 3% 

53 Bayfront Expressway and University Avenue Menlo Park 2% 8% 

54 University Ave/Bay Rd East Palo Alto 1% 4% 

55 University Ave/Donohoe St East Palo Alto 1% 3% 

56 Quarry Rd/Welch Rd Palo Alto 62% 94% 

57 Durand Way/Sand Hill Rd** Palo Alto 0% 13% 

58 Pasteur Dr/Welch Rd (East) Palo Alto 0% 100% 

59 Pasteur Dr/Welch Rd (West) Palo Alto 0% 100% 

60 New Extension/Welch Rd Palo Alto 1% 8% 

61 Bowdoin St/Stanford Ave Palo Alto 0% 1% 
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Table 3.3-5 
SUMC Project Contribution for All Study Intersections 

# Intersection 
City/ 

Jurisdiction 

Percent 
with 
TDM 

Percent 
without 
TDM 

62 Alpine -280 NB Ramps Palo Alto 1% 5% 

63 Alpine -280 SB Ramps Palo Alto 1% 5% 

64 I-280 NB Ramps - Page Mill Palo Alto 1% 4% 

65 I-280 SB Ramps - Page Mill Palo Alto 1% 5% 

66 Foothill Expressway/Arastradero Road Santa Clara County 1% 3% 

67 Middlefield Rd/Oregon Expwy** Palo Alto 2% 5% 

68 Durham St/Willow Rd** Menlo Park 8% 23% 

69 Middlefield Rd/Marsh Rd** Menlo Park 2% 6% 

70a Newbridge Street/Willow Road** Menlo Park/ East Palo Alto 3% 9% 

71 West Bayshore Road/Embarcadero Road Palo Alto 4% 14% 

Source: AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

Notes: 

*Intersection with existing traffic adaptive signal, as relayed by City of Menlo Park staff  to AECOM Transportation on April 1, 2010. 

**Intersection with future traffic adaptive signal as contemplated under the Menlo Park Traffic Impact Fee Program. 

a. Intersection #70 is located at the border of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto.  Based on the information provided by Menlo Park, 
this intersection has been identified for implementing Traffic Adaptive Technology in the future. 

 

Table 3.3-6 
Citywide SUMC Project Contribution 

City/Jurisdiction Percent with TDM Percent without TDM 

Palo Alto 3% 16% 

Menlo Park 1% 11% 

Source: AECOM, 2010. 

 

Prioritized Mitigation Measures 

As explained on pages 3.4-54 through 3.4-66 of the Draft EIR, mitigation measures to reduce the 
intersection level of service impacts of the SUMC Project have been prioritized; the highest priority 
being the most preferable solution, and the lowest priority being the least preferable.  Thus, the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures is analyzed by applying the measures in priority order. 

1. Traffic-Adaptive Signal Technology 

The first priority mitigation measure is the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology (Mitigation 
Measure TR-2.1).  As explained in Staff-Initiated Change 2, the list of intersections in Menlo Park 
having traffic-adaptive signal technology has been corrected and impacts have been re-calculated 
accordingly.  The study intersections that already have traffic-adaptive signal technology installed are 
noted by an asterisk in Table 3.3-5.  That table notes the percentage contribution of SUMC Project to 
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each intersection in 2025 with and without an enhanced TDM program.  The SUMC Project sponsors 
would be required to contribute to installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology at the two impacted 
Menlo Park intersections (marked with an asterisk) listed in Table 3.3-7 based on Mitigation Measure 
TR-2.1.  In addition, the SUMC Project sponsors have agreed to contribute additional funds towards 
the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology at other non-impacted Menlo Park intersections as 
listed in Table 3.3-7. 

The average contribution of SUMC Project traffic to these intersections is 3.9% (assuming the SUMC 
Project implements the enhanced TDM measure identified below).  Accordingly, the fair share 
contribution to installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology at these intersections is $5,679 per 
intersection for a total of approximately $68,150.  However, through the Development Agreement, the 
SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $72,500 toward traffic-adaptive signal technology in 
Menlo Park.  This contribution exceeds the requirement under Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 and exceeds 
the calculated $68,150. 

In Palo Alto, the cost of traffic-adaptive signal technology is included in the City’s Traffic Impact Fee.  
Accordingly, payment of the Traffic Impact Fee would constitute the SUMC Project’s fair share 
contribution to this mitigation measure in Palo Alto. 

 

Table 3.3-7 
SUMC Project Contribution to Menlo Park Intersections 

# Intersection Cost 
Percent 
w/TDM 

18 Middlefield and Willow* $145,000 5% 

28 Sand Hill Circle and Sand Hill/I-280 $145,000 18% 

29 Sand Hill Rd/Sharon Park Drive $145,000 2% 

45 Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue $145,000 0% 

46 Middlefield Road and Ravenswood 
Avenue* 

$145,000 0% 

48 Marsh Road and Bay Road $145,000 2% 

49 Marsh Road and US 101 SB off ramp $145,000 1% 

50 Marsh Road and US 101 NB off ramp $145,000 0% 

51 Willow Road and Bay Road $145,000 6% 

68 Durham St and Willow Rd $145,000 8% 

69 Middlefield Rd and Marsh Rd $145,000 2% 

70 Newbridge Street and Willow Road $145,000 3% 

Source: AECOM Transportation, 2011. 

Note:  

* significantly impacted intersections 
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2. Additional Bicycle and Pedestrian Undercrossings 

The second priority mitigation measure is payment toward bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings in 
Menlo Park (Middle) and Palo Alto (Everett) (Mitigation Measure TR-2.2).  Based upon the SUMC 
Project’s contribution to citywide traffic near the potential future undercrossing in Menlo Park, the 
SUMC Project’s contribution to a bicycle/pedestrian undercrossing in Menlo Park would be 5 percent 
of the cost of the undercrossing (assuming the SUMC Project implements the enhanced TDM measure 
identified below).  According to the Menlo Park Traffic Impact Fee program, the Menlo Park 
undercrossing is estimated to cost $3,647,000.  Accordingly, the SUMC Project contribution would be 
$182,400. 

In Palo Alto, payment toward the potential future Everett undercrossing is included in the City’s 
Traffic Impact Fee.  Accordingly, payment of the Traffic Impact Fee would constitute the SUMC 
Project’s fair share contribution to this mitigation measure in Palo Alto. 

3. Enhanced Transportation Demand Management Program 

The third priority mitigation measure is implementation of an enhanced TDM program (Mitigation 
Measure TR-2.3).  This measure is discussed in more detail under Master Response 1.  The key costs 
of this measure are estimated to be as follows: 

 Purchase of GO Passes for eligible Hospital employees: $1.78 million per year ($90,907,500 
over 51 years) 

 Operating cost for increased Marguerite shuttle service: $450,000 per year ($22,950,000 over 
51 years) 

 Capital costs to purchase additional shuttles: $2 million (with replacement costs covered by the 
operating cost budget, above) 

 Provision of TDM coordinator and associated programs: $100,000 per year ($5,100,000 over 
51 years) 

 U-Line enhanced service: $250,000 capital cost plus $50,000 per year ($2,800,000 over 51 
years) 

 Ardenwood Park-n-Ride lease: $45,000 per year ($2,295,000 over 51 years) 

4. Intersection Improvements 

The fourth priority mitigation measure is intersection improvements (Mitigation Measure TR-2.4).  
The following intersections would have significant project impacts after implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified under priorities one through three above.  If implemented, the measures 
listed below would reduce impacts at each intersection to a less-than-significant level.  

 Galvez Street/Arboretum Road (intersection #37).  The significant impact at this intersection 
would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by installation of a traffic signal.  The 
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SUMC Project sponsors would be required to pay 100 percent of the cost of this measure, 
which is estimated to be $250,000. 

 Willow Road/Bayfront Expressway (intersection #52).  The City of Menlo Park has identified 
the following physical improvements to address the impact at the Willow Road/Bayfront 
Expressway intersection: installation of a third eastbound right turn lane and minor signal 
adjustments.  In its 2009 Traffic Impact Fee, the City of Menlo Park determined that the total 
cost of these improvements would be $470,000.  The SUMC Project sponsors would be 
required to pay their fair share percentage contribution to these improvements, which is 1 
percent of the cost of the improvements (assuming the SUMC Project implements the enhanced 
TDM measure program per Mitigation Measures TR-2.3).  Thus, the SUMC Project’s fair 
share contribution would be $4,700.  Through the Development Agreement, the SUMC Project 
sponsors have offered to pay $14,100. 

 Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue (intersection #53).  The City of Menlo Park has 
identified the following improvements at the Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue 
intersection: widen southbound Bayfront Expressway to include an additional through lane and 
re-stripe the exclusive right turn lane to a through/right turn lane.  Add two new receiving 
lanes in the southbound direction.  In its 2009 Traffic Impact Fee, the City of Menlo Park has 
determined that the total cost of these improvements would be $2,500,000.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors would be required to pay their fair share percentage contribution to these 
improvements, which is 2 percent of the cost of the improvements (assuming the SUMC 
Project implements the enhanced TDM program per mitigation measure TR-2.3).  Thus, the 
SUMC Project’s fair share contribution would be $50,000.  Through the Development 
Agreement, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $225,000. 

The Draft EIR also identified physical improvements to the Willow/Middlefield intersection 
(intersection #18).  As explained in Staff-Initiated Change 2, physical improvements to this intersection 
would not be required because implementation of traffic-adaptive signal technology would reduce 
impacts at this intersection to a less-than-significant level.  Accordingly, no further fair share 
contribution to improvements at this intersection is required.  However, through the Development 
Agreement, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $289,000.  

5. Durand Way 

Under Mitigation Measure TR-4.2, the SUMC Project sponsors must provide improvements to the 
Durand Way/Sand Hill Road intersection: signage, striping, and installation and optimization of the 
two signals at the intersections of Durand Way/Sand Hill Road and Durand Way/Welch Road.  The 
SUMC Project sponsors would pay 100 percent of the cost of these improvements, which already have 
been included in the SUMC Project costs. 
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6. Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

Under Mitigation Measure TR-6.1, the SUMC Project sponsors must fund improvements to the 
pedestrian and bicycle network in the immediate vicinity of the SUMC Project.  The cost of each 
improvement to be borne by the SUMC Project sponsors is provided below.   

 Create a bicycle and pedestrian connection between the Stanford Shopping Center and SUMC.  
The connection shall provide an alternate route to Quarry Road, which is auto dominated.  This 
connection shall extend between Vineyard Lane and Welch Road.  Pedestrian traffic signals 
and crosswalks shall be placed at the crossing of Vineyard Lane and Welch Road.  The 
crosswalk shall be enhanced either by striping or by the use of contrasting paving.  In their 
Development Agreement offer, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $700,000 for 
these improvements. 

 Provide a connection from the planned Everett Avenue bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing to 
the El Camino Real/Quarry Road intersection.  Once the tunnel is completed, this linkage shall 
provide a direct connection between the SUMC Project and Downtown North.  In their 
Development Agreement offer, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $2,250,000 for 
these improvements. 

 Install the appropriate number of Class I and Class III bicycle parking spaces as required by the 
City’s Zoning Ordinance for the total amount of existing and future development.  The SUMC 
Project sponsors shall install the required number of bicycle parking spaces equally distributed 
throughout the SUMC Sites.  The cost of this measure already is included in the project costs. 

Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 also requires the SUMC Project sponsors to: 

 Enhance all signalized intersections in the Project vicinity, particularly along Quarry Road, 
Vineyard, and Welch Roads to include 12-foot pedestrian crosswalks on all legs, with textured 
or colored paving or diagonal or longitudinal zebra striping as determined by the City, 
pedestrian push buttons and countdown pedestrian signal heads, and other specific 
improvements that are determined as necessary during the design process, such as median 
refuge islands, advanced signing, flashing beacons, in-pavement lighting, etc. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 requires the SUMC Project sponsors to incorporate 
improvements into the Quarry Road corridor.  In recognition of the fact that continuous sidewalks 
already exist along Quarry Road, City staff has determined the measure should be revised as shown in 
the Draft EIR Text Revisions, below.   

In their Development Agreement offer, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $400,000 for 
improvements to the Quarry Road right-of-way and enhancements to all signalized intersections as 
shown in the above two bullets.  The Quarry Road/El Camino Real intersection is within Caltrans 
jurisdiction and improvements to this intersection are not within the City of Palo Alto’s control.  
Similarly, the Arboretum is located in unincorporated Santa Clara County.  Due to these facts, these 
components of Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 have been deleted, as shown in the Revisions to the Draft 



 

Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR — 3-187 
Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses 

EIR at the end of this Master Response.  The remaining components of Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 
reduce impacts of the SUMC Project to a less-than-significant level. 

7. Transit 

As explained under Staff-Initiated Change 1, the SUMC Project would not result in significant effects 
to local transit systems.  Accordingly, mitigation measures to reduce effects on transit would not be 
required.  Nevertheless, two components of Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 are incorporated into 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.3: expansion of Marguerite shuttle service between the SUMC and PAITS 
and use of all reasonable efforts to ensure load factor on the U-Line remains equal to or less than 1.0. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 required the SUMC Project sponsors to pay into the City of 
Menlo Park shuttle fee at $0.105 per square foot of new development or a different percentage agreed 
upon by Menlo Park and the SUMC Project sponsors.  The mitigation measure goes on to state that the 
SUMC Project’s financial contribution would be tied to the amount of project traffic added to analyzed 
roadway segments and intersections.  The fair share calculation for all Menlo Park intersections 
included in the transportation analysis is 1 percent with an enhanced TDM program.  In their 
Development Agreement proposal, the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to pay $46,340 per year 
to the Menlo Park shuttle fee, for a total of $2,363,450 over 51 years. 

8. Opticom 

Mitigation Measure TR-9.1 requires the SUMC Project sponsors to pay their fair-share financial 
contribution to assist with the installation and operation of emergency vehicle traffic signal priority 
(Opticom) at all significantly impacted intersections.  The intent of the mitigation measure is to require 
contribution to install Opticom at all intersections significantly impacted by the SUMC Project in any 
jurisdiction prior to mitigation, of which there are 11.  Each Opticom device is estimated to cost 
$8,000 per location, for a total cost of $88,000.  At a 20 percent fair share contribution, the fair share 
contribution would total $17,600.  

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Summary.  Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 requires the SUMC Project sponsors to incorporate 
improvements into the Quarry Road corridor.  In recognition of the fact that continuous sidewalks 
already exist along Quarry Road and some measures in the Draft EIR are not necessary to reduce 
impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, the fourth bullet on page S-42 and the second and third 
bullets on page S-43, in the third column of Table S-4 under the header “Mitigation Measures,” have 
been revised as follows: 

 Provide an enhanced pedestrian crossing at Quarry Road/El Camino Real to establish a 
strong connection between the SUMC Project and Downtown Palo Alto.  The pedestrian 
crossing shall be 12 feet wide, have contrasting pavement, countdown signal heads, and 
high visibility markings.  Even though the intersection of Quarry Road and El Camino Real 
is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service, added vehicular traffic through the 
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intersection and bicycle and pedestrian volumes across the intersection would potentially 
create safety hazards which would be mitigated by the proposed enhanced crossings. 

 Provide a bicycle and pedestrian trail through the Arboretum Drive as part of future 
campus planning in the SUMC area.  This trail shall improve access to the SUMC Project.  
To support this off-street path, bicycle and pedestrian crossings at Arboretum Road and 
Palo Road shall be enhanced to provide safe crossing of these streets.  The crosswalks shall 
be properly signed, marked, and lighted with enhanced pavement markings and imbedded 
crosswalk lights.  Signalization of this crossing may ultimately be required. 

 Incorporate into the Quarry Road corridor, from El Camino Real to Welch Road, 
continuous sidewalks according to the SUMC Project’s Design Guidelines.  The extension 
of Quarry Road west of Welch Road shall continue the pedestrian facilities into the SUMC 
Project improvements to and within the public right-of-way to enhance the pedestrian and 
bicycle connection, including urban design elements and way finding, wider bicycle lanes, 
as necessary, on Quarry Road, enhanced transit nodes for bus and/or shuttle stops, and 
prominent bicycle facilities.   

Section 3.4, Transportation.  The fourth bullet on page 3.4-76 of the Draft EIR, and the second and 
third bullets on page 3.4-77 under Mitigation Measure 6.1, has been revised as follows: 

 Provide an enhanced pedestrian crossing at Quarry Road/El Camino Real to establish a 
strong connection between the SUMC Project and Downtown Palo Alto.  The pedestrian 
crossing shall be 12 feet wide, have contrasting pavement, countdown signal heads, and 
high visibility markings.  Even though the intersection of Quarry Road and El Camino Real 
is projected to operate at acceptable levels of service, added vehicular traffic through the 
intersection and bicycle and pedestrian volumes across the intersection would potentially 
create safety hazards which would be mitigated by the proposed enhanced crossings. 

 Provide a bicycle and pedestrian trail through the Arboretum Drive as part of future 
campus planning in the SUMC area.  This trail shall improve access to the SUMC Project.  
To support this off-street path, bicycle and pedestrian crossings at Arboretum Road and 
Palo Road shall be enhanced to provide safe crossing of these streets.  The crosswalks shall 
be properly signed, marked, and lighted with enhanced pavement markings and imbedded 
crosswalk lights.  Signalization of this crossing may ultimately be required. 

 Incorporate into the Quarry Road corridor, from El Camino Real to Welch Road, 
continuous sidewalks according to the SUMC Project’s Design Guidelines.  The extension 
of Quarry Road west of Welch Road shall continue the pedestrian facilities into the SUMC 
Project improvements to and within the public right-of-way to enhance the pedestrian and 
bicycle connection, including urban design elements and way finding, wider bicycle lanes, 
as necessary, on Quarry Road, enhanced transit nodes for bus and/or shuttle stops, and 
prominent bicycle facilities.   
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Master Response 7:  Impact on City’s Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio and Mitigation 
Regarding Affordable Housing 

Introduction  

Master Response 7 addresses Comments 7.1, 7.2, 7.23, 7.25, 7.26, 8.29, 8.30, 8.31, 9.8, 19.1, 20.6, 
20.7, 20.18, 22.4, 22.42, 22.53, 22.65, 22.67, 22.68, 22.69, 22.70, 22.71, 22.72, 35.9, PTC1.6, 
PTC1.16, PTC1.19, PTC1.21, PTC1.55, PTC1.79, PTC3.44, PTC4.23, PTC4.60, PTC6.3, 
PTC6.65, PTC6.69, PTC6.95, CC1.9, CC1.26, CC1.27, CC2.13, CC2.14, CC2.35, CC3.34, and 
CC5.37.  

A number of comments pertain to the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and corresponding 
mitigation, and affordable housing demand within and outside Palo Alto.  Master Response 7 addresses 
these comments.  

Impact on City’s Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio and Mitigation Regarding Affordable 
Housing 

Section 3.13, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the SUMC Project’s 
impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio, which provides a gauge of the City’s ability to 
provide housing to support the jobs within the City’s sphere of influence.  As acknowledged in Section 
3.13, demographic changes in population and employment that would result from development of the 
SUMC Project are not intrinsically physical environmental impacts.  However, a high jobs to employed 
residents ratio indicates that more Palo Alto workers live outside the City than within the City, and thus 
must commute into the City on each workday.  As such, an imbalance between jobs and employed 
residents could result in secondary traffic and associated air emissions from employees commuting 
longer distances to the job site, depending upon where the employees live and the extent to which they 
use public transit.  While the SUMC Project’s impacts on traffic and air quality are addressed in 
Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the Draft EIR, the analysis in Section 3.13 separately and directly considers the 
City’s jobs to employed residents ratio to further inform a discussion of policy considerations that may 
be relevant to the conditions that contribute to these impacts on a regional level.  The analysis of 
impacts to the jobs to employed residents ratio is presented for informational purposes, and for the 
purpose of identifying additional, alternative mitigation measures for significant impacts due to air 
pollutant emissions that have been identified in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR.  Specifically, the SUMC 
Project’s impact on the jobs to employed residents ratio would result in increased commute traffic, and 
that increase in commute traffic would be a significant contributor to the SUMC Project’s significant 
and unavoidable impacts on air quality.  Thus, the analysis in Section 3.13 identifies additional 
mitigation measures relating to the jobs to employed residents ratio, which are additional measures the 
City can consider as a means for further mitigating those significant environmental impacts identified in 
Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

SUMC Project Contribution to the City’s Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As indicated in 
Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would have an adverse impact on the City’s jobs to 
employed residents ratio because it would exceed the existing Comprehensive Plan and zoning 
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allowances for the SUMC Sites and would thus require an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and 
rezoning. In order to address this issue, the City modified the existing standards of significance, 
“Create a substantial imbalance between employed residents and jobs,” to a more quantifiable standard. 
An increase to the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio of 0.01 was developed as the criterion and 
methodology for analyzing the SUMC Project’s impacts on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio. 
An increase in 0.01 is equivalent to an increase in 430 jobs.  Locating housing closer to jobs and transit 
enables workers in the Bay Area to drive fewer miles and therefore spend less time behind the wheel. 
An increase in jobs to employed residents ratio correlates to increased vehicle miles traveled, increased 
traffic congestion, and increased vehicular and noise emissions.  It has been suggested in comments 
that new employment generated by the SUMC Project may be consistent with future employment 
projections contained in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and in ABAG employment projections.  
However, those projections were made based upon projections of future commercial development 
allowable under the zoning and the Comprehensive Plan provisions in place before the current SUMC 
Project was proposed.  That is to say, those projections estimate the amount of future commercial and 
other job-generating new development within the City of Palo Alto without the current SUMC Project.  
It is thus reasonably conservative for this EIR to address the real possibility that the SUMC Project 
would result in new employment growth in excess of these pre-existing projections.  It is true that the 
“0.01 threshold” for analyzing an impact to the jobs to employed residents ratio does not exist in the 
City’s existing Comprehensive Plan and was developed by staff for the purpose of assessing the SUMC 
Project’s unique impacts.  The SUMC Project is the first proposed development within the City of Palo 
Alto which has requested a rezoning allowing an increase of this magnitude in non-residential 
development beyond what was previously allowed.   

That being said, it should again be noted that the analysis of impacts to the jobs to employed residents 
ratio is presented for informational purposes only, and the 0.01 threshold is not being directly applied 
to assess the significance of any environmental impact – the EIR directly analyzes the significance of 
the relevant impacts to traffic and air quality in the chapters addressing those subjects.  In other words, 
this increase in the jobs to employed residents ratio is not, itself, an environmental impact.  This 
increase in the ratio could result in secondary environmental impacts relating to mobile source air 
pollutant emissions, as identified in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR.   

As indicated in Staff-Initiated Change 2, the SUMC Project would now have less-than-significant 
impacts on intersection LOS with identified mitigation measures, although the SUMC Project’s impact 
on roadway segments within Menlo Park would remain significant and unavoidable.  As indicated in 
Staff-Initiated Change 4, the SUMC Project’s greenhouse gas emissions would have a less than 
cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change due to greenhouse gas emissions, with 
identified mitigation measures.  The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts, which relate to the 
average daily trips added to four Menlo Park roadways, including Marsh Road, Willow Road, Sand 
Hill Road, and Alpine Road, would not be substantially affected by the SUMC Project’s contribution to 
the jobs to employed residents ratio.  

The Draft EIR recognizes that provision of the GO Pass to Hospital employees would reduce vehicle 
trips and associated emissions.  The GO Pass program would benefit Hospital employees living near 
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transit; thus, the GO Pass would encourage employees who would be relocating, and who cannot live 
near the SUMC Sites, to find housing proximate to the Caltrain lines. 

Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, which 
conceptually describes several measures that could be implemented by either the City or the SUMC 
Project sponsors.  Under Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, the measures that the City could implement 
include (1) exploring amending the Zoning Code to permit more residential uses, particularly 
multifamily residential uses, (2) amending the Zoning Code to remove the hospital exemption from 
payment of the City’s affordable housing fee, (3) imposing an additional ad hoc housing fee on 
development to ensure development of required affordable housing, (4) providing an inclusionary 
housing requirement in the newly created Hospital District to provide a number of options for 
development of additional housing, with an emphasis on affordable housing, and (5) dedication of 
housing on Santa Clara County land for SUMC employees.  Under Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, the 
measure that the SUMC Project sponsors could implement includes dedicating a specified number of 
housing units in the County to SUMC employees. 

As has been noted, Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 is only presented in conceptual terms, and is of 
doubtful feasibility.  This measure does not identify any specific target number of new housing units or 
other precise implementation strategies, but is presented to ensure that the City considers the full range 
of potential mitigation strategies for addressing the air quality impact which would result from 
commute-related traffic caused by the SUMC Project.  Each of the components of Mitigation Measure 
PH-3.1 is discussed further below. 

(1)  Explore Amending the Zoning Code to Permit More Residential Uses.  The City is in the 
process of updating the Housing Element of its Comprehensive Plan.  This process would 
identify and analyze all reasonably feasible potential housing sites within the City.  To the 
extent that Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 calls upon the City to identify additional sites not 
already being identified as part of the City’s current efforts, staff agrees that the measure is not 
feasible and should be rejected.  Please see the Housing Element itself for further discussion of 
this issue. 

(2) Amend Zoning Code to Remove Hospital Exemption to Affordable Housing Fee.  This portion 
of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 would appear to be feasible, if the Council found it acceptable 
as a matter of policy.  However, as part of the Development Agreement, the Hospitals have 
already offered to pay the full amount of the fee that otherwise would apply were the 
exemption not in place, so this measure may prove to be unnecessary. 

(3) Impose Additional Ad Hoc Fee.  Comment 22.71 questions the potential feasibility of this 
provision in Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, which would call upon the City to impose an 
additional ad hoc housing fee to mitigate SUMC Project impacts to the jobs to employed 
residents ratio.  The point of this measure is to identify additional ways to mitigate the air 
quality impact which would result from the increase in commute activity which results from the 
imbalance between jobs and employed residents.  To the extent that the comment identifies 
policy reasons against such a measure, it will ultimately be for the City Council to weigh and 
consider such policy arguments in assessing the feasibility of this mitigation measure.  As to 
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the legal arguments presented in this comment (equal protection, alleged lack of nexus), the 
City generally disagrees with the comment, but this EIR is not the proper venue for such legal 
debate.  However, it is agreed that any fee imposed would have to be roughly proportional to 
the impacts of the SUMC Project. 

(4) Inclusionary Housing.  Comment 22.72 questions the potential feasibility of this provision in 
Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, which would call upon the City to include an inclusionary housing 
requirement in the newly created Hospital District.  The City agrees that there is a lack of 
potential housing sites within the proposed the Hospital District itself which could feasibly 
accommodate any significant potential housing, and, to that extent, agrees that this particular 
provision is not feasible.  The Village Concept Alternative identifies potential off-site locations 
for such housing consistent with the spirit of this provision, and the City would need to 
consider the feasibility of the Village Concept Alternative when it takes action upon the SUMC 
Project. 

(5) Dedication of Housing on Santa Clara County Land for SUMC Employees.  Some comments 
question the potential feasibility of this provision in Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, which would 
call upon the SUMC Project sponsors to ensure that a specified number of housing units in 
Santa Clara County would be dedicated to SUMC employees.  The City of Palo Alto does not 
itself have the police power authority to control the use of housing outside of its jurisdictional 
boundaries, and thus, the feasibility of this measure would depend upon the willingness and/or 
ability of the SUMC Project sponsors to agree to implement such measures.  This measure 
would not change the jobs to employed residents ratio within the City; the point of the 
mitigation measure is to reduce the environmental impacts resulting from the SUMC Project’s 
impacts on that ratio.  Such mitigation of impacts could occur without directly changing the 
ratio itself.  That being said, if the SUMC Project sponsors are not willing to agree to such a 
measure, whether as part of the Development Agreement or otherwise, the measure is of 
doubtful feasibility. 

Again, Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 is presented in the Draft EIR for informational purposes only, for 
considering as an alternative or additional mitigation measure to those identified in Section 3.5, Air 
Quality.  For the reasons discussed above, City staff believes that Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 is largely 
infeasible.   

Demand for Affordable and Market-Rate Housing in Palo Alto and Neighboring Jurisdictions.  
Private individuals in Palo Alto have expressed concern regarding increased demand for affordable 
housing in Palo Alto.  Also, the cities of East Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and Portola Valley have 
expressed concerns that new employment from the SUMC Project would result in additional demand 
for market-rate or affordable housing in those jurisdictions.  As indicated on page 3.13-14 of the Draft 
EIR, housing affordability is considered to be a socioeconomic issue, rather than an environmental 
issue.  Neither a shortfall of affordable units, increased demand for affordable housing, nor 
socioeconomic impacts due to increased demand for affordable housing, is considered to be a physical 
environmental impact.  Nonetheless, the discussions below are provided for informational purposes.   
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Demand for Affordable Housing in Palo Alto.  Some individuals expressed concern regarding increased 
demand for affordable housing in Palo Alto.  Per Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, based on existing 
SUMC employment trends, 8 percent of SUMC employees would seek to live in Palo Alto.  As shown 
on Table 3.13-9, new employment of the SUMC Project would result in the need for 91 housing units 
with income under 50 percent of the area median income (AMI) of the locality (very low income), and 
228 units with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI of the locality (low income).  Applying 
the eight percent distribution in Palo Alto, the SUMC Project could result in demand within Palo Alto 
for approximately seven housing units with income under 50 percent of the AMI and 18 units with 
incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI.  The resulting potential demand for affordable housing 
within Palo Alto would fall within Palo Alto’s 2007-2014 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
of 690 very low income units and 543 low income units.18  RHNA is a State-mandated process for 
determining how many housing units, including affordable units, each community must plan to 
accommodate.   

As discussed in the Draft EIR’s analysis under the discussion of Impact PH-1, the SUMC Project is not 
expected to have a significant impact on population growth, either within the City or within the 
surrounding region.  Some comments question the accuracy of the Draft EIR’s estimates of the location 
of the residences of future employees of the SUMC Project.  Because the Draft EIR uses the actual 
residency distribution of existing SUMC employees, its estimate is considered to be more reliable than 
an estimate which would be developed as a result of using more general criteria or models (whether it 
is criteria used by ABAG or any other agency).  That is not to say that there is any way to perfectly 
predict where future SUMC employees may live.  But, for the purposes of the EIR’s analysis, it is not 
necessary to definitively predict the exact residency distribution of future SUMC employees.  It is not 
the purpose of the EIR to calculate the environmental impacts of all future housing development, 
whether within or outside of Palo Alto.  Rather, the question for this EIR’s housing analysis is whether 
the increase in employment resulting from the SUMC expansion would result in a significant increase 
in housing demand over what has already been projected.  The EIR’s analysis demonstrates that no 
such impact would occur, as the housing needs created by the SUMC Project would be relatively small 
compared to overall anticipated housing development within the Bay Area.  Minor variations in the 
actual distribution of the residential location of future employees would not impact this overall 
conclusion. 

Demand for Affordable Housing in East Palo Alto.  East Palo Alto expressed concern regarding 
increased demand for affordable housing in its jurisdiction. Per Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, based 
on existing SUMC employment records, 8 percent of SUMC employees live in Palo Alto, and 46 
percent live in Santa Clara County.  It is thus possible that SUMC employees who would demand 
affordable housing would seek to live outside Palo Alto and outside Santa Clara County, in areas such 
as East Palo Alto.  Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR indicates that, based on the current location of 
SUMC employee residences, 1.8 percent of the new SUMC employees may seek housing in East Palo 
Alto.  As shown on Table 3.13-9, new employment of the SUMC Project would result in the need for 

                                              
18  Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, June 2008.  

http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/pdfs/SFHousingNeedsPlan.pdf, accessed October 4, 2010. 
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91 housing units with income under 50 percent of the AMI of the locality (very low income), and 228 
units with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI of the locality (low income).  Based on these 
assumptions, the SUMC Project would result in demand within East Palo Alto for approximately two 
housing units with income under 50 percent of the AMI and four units with incomes between 51 and 80 
percent of the AMI.  The resulting potential demand for affordable housing within East Palo Alto 
would fall within East Palo Alto’s 2007-2014 RHNA of 144 very low income units and 103 low 
income units.19  The RHNA is a state-mandated process for determining how many housing units, 
including affordable units, each community must plan to accommodate.  As such, the SUMC Project’s 
indirect demand for affordable housing in East Palo Alto would not likely result in displacement of 
existing very low and low income residents.  

Demand for Market Rate and Affordable Housing in Menlo Park.  Menlo Park expressed concern 
regarding increased demand for market rate and affordable housing in its jurisdiction. The resulting 
housing demand in Menlo Park is addressed in Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, which indicates than the 
SUMC Project would result in a demand for 53 units in Menlo Park.  The 53 units represent 2.8 
percent of projected household growth in Menlo Park from 2005, and 5.3 percent of Menlo Park’s 
RHNA of 993 units between 2007 and 2014.20  As such, the SUMC Project would have a less-than-
significant impact on general housing demand in Menlo Park.  The demand for 53 units in Menlo Park 
is based on historical evidence, comprised of SUMC’s data on the residential distribution of their 
employees.  As indicated on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, the distribution of housing for SUMC 
Project employees is based on existing SUMC employee zip code data provided by the SUMC Project 
sponsors (see Appendix L of the Draft EIR).21   

The City of Menlo Park notes in its comment letter that new SUMC employees may seek housing in 
Menlo Park due to proximity to the SUMC Sites, assuming the employees can afford to live in Menlo 
Park.  The City of Palo Alto acknowledges this possibility, but notes that almost half of existing 
SUMC employees live in Santa Clara County, and SUMC employees who live in Palo Alto (a 
comparable housing market) are almost double those who live in Menlo Park.     

Regarding the resulting demand for affordable housing in Menlo Park, Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR 
indicates that 4.1 percent of the SUMC employees may seek housing in Menlo Park.  As shown on 
Table 3.13-9, new employment of the SUMC Project would result in the need for 91 housing units with 
income under 50 percent of the AMI of the locality (very low income), and 228 units with incomes 
between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI of the locality (low income).  Applying this assumption to 
Menlo Park, the SUMC Project could result in demand within Menlo Park for approximately four 
housing units with income under 50 percent of the AMI and nine units with incomes between 51 and 80 

                                              
19  Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, June 2008.  

http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/pdfs/SFHousingNeedsPlan.pdf, accessed October 4, 2010. 
20  Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, June 2008.  

http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/pdfs/SFHousingNeedsPlan.pdf, accessed October 4, 2010. 
21  Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 

Project Application, August 13, 2007, as amended on September 28, 2007, October 31, 2007, April 14, 
2008, May 30, 2008, October 23, 2008, December 11, 2008, June 2, 2008, March 8, 2010, and March 25, 
2010.; Tab 5, Figure 5-5. 
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percent of the AMI.  The resulting potential demand for affordable housing within Menlo Park would 
fall within Menlo Park’s 2007-2014 RHNA of 226 very low income units and 163 low income units.22 
RHNA is a state-mandated process for determining how many housing units, including affordable 
units, each community must plan to accommodate.  As such, the SUMC Project’s indirect demand for 
affordable housing would fit within Menlo Park’s requirement for new affordable housing. 

Given the above discussions, no mitigation measures to alleviate housing demand in Menlo Park would 
be warranted for the SUMC Project, even if the housing measures under either the Village Concept 
Alternative or Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 would not be implemented. 

Demand for Housing in Portola Valley.  Portola Valley expressed concern regarding increased demand 
for general housing in its jurisdiction. The Draft EIR does acknowledge that some additional, indirect 
housing demand would occur in various jurisdictions due to the SUMC Project, although the additional 
housing demand would fit within each jurisdiction’s projected housing growth.  The resulting housing 
demand in Portola Valley is addressed in Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, which indicates that the 
SUMC Project would result in a demand for 12 units in Atherton, Woodside, Portola Valley, and 
Emerald Hills combined.  The resulting housing demand would comprise 1.4 percent of the projected 
housing growth in these areas through 2025.   

As explained on pages 3.13-10 through 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would result in an 
indirect housing demand of 1,303 units at a rate of 1.72 workers per household.  According to the 
SUMC employee zip code data used in the Draft EIR, 29 residents of Portola Valley are employed by 
the SUMC.  Based on the total number of SUMC employees (8,907 employees) approximately 0.3 
percent of SUMC employees live in Portola Valley.  As such, the SUMC Project would generate a 
demand for approximately four households23 in Portola Valley.  According to the Association of Bay 
Area Government’s (ABAG’s) Projections 2005, Portola Valley households would increase from 2,720 
in 2005 to 2,900 in 2025, an increase of 180 units.  Assuming that four units would be demanded 
within Portola Valley, the four units would comprise approximately two percent of the projected 
household growth in Portola Valley from 2005 to 2025.   As such, the SUMC Project would have a 
minor impact related to housing demand in Portola Valley.   

Draft EIR Text Revisions 

Revisions to the Draft EIR text are provided below as a result of the above changes and as to provide 
other corrections.   

Summary.  The Impacts column of Table S-4 on page S-86 of the Draft EIR is revised a follows:   

PH-3. Impacts on Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  The SUMC Project would have an 
adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio because it would exceed 

                                              
22  Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, June 2008.  

http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/pdfs/SFHousingNeedsPlan.pdf, accessed October 4, 2010. 
23  1,303 SUMC Project housing units (full buildout) x 0.3 percent = 3.91 households = ~4 households 
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the existing Comprehensive Plan and zoning allowances for the SUMC Sites and thus 
require amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and rezoning, and it would increase the 
City’s jobs to employed residents ratio by more than 0.01. However, this impact is not, 
itself, an environmental impact.  This impact will would result in secondary 
environmental impacts relating to additional commute traffic, including the significant 
and unavoidable impacts on air quality and climate change, as identified in Sections 3.5 
and 3.6.  The present analysis of impacts to the “jobs to employed residents” ratio is 
presented for informational purposes, and for the purpose of identifying additional 
mitigation measures for those identified impacts. 

The SUMC Project column of Table S-5 on page S-102 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Table S-5 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Projecta 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 
No Project 

Alternative B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Population and Housing 
Cumulative 
Impacts 

S/SU 
LTS 

NI NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Section 3.13, Population and Housing.  As a result of these changes, the text in Impact PH-3, on 
pages 3.13-15 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows: 

PH-3. Impacts on Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  The SUMC Project would have an 
adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio because it would exceed 
the existing zoning allowances for the SUMC Sites and thus require rezoning, and it 
would increase the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio by more than 0.01. 
However, this impact is not, itself, an environmental impact.  This impact would result 
in secondary environmental impacts relating to additional commute traffic, including 
the significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality and climate change, as identified 
in Sections 3.5 and 3.6.  The present analysis of impacts to the “jobs to employed 
residents” ratio is presented for informational purposes, and for the purpose of 
identifying additional mitigation measures for this identified impact. 

The third paragraph under Impact PH-3, on pages 3.13-15 through 3.13-16 of the Draft EIR, is revised 
as follows: 

Sections 3.5 and 3.6 identifyies significant and unavoidable impacts relating to air quality and 
climate change, and the additional commute-related traffic resulting from the imbalance between 
jobs and employed residents is can be a significant contributor to this impact.  For example, Tables 
3.5-6 and 3.5-7, in Section 3.5, Air Quality, demonstrate that a majority of the SUMC Project’s 
emissions are from mobile sources, and the section further explains that 40 percent of these mobile 
emissions are from employee trips.  These emissions result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
on air quality (see Impacts AQ-2 and AQ-7).  Likewise, Tables 3.6-4 and 3.6-6, in Section 3.6, 
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Climate Change, demonstrate that the majority of the SUMC Project’s greenhouse gas emissions 
result from these same mobile sources (listed in the tables under the category of “Non-fleet 
Vehicular Emissions (VMT)”), which result in an identified significant and unavoidable impact on 
climate change (see Impacts CC-1 and CC-2).  Finally, the SUMC Project’s impact on the jobs to 
employed residents ratio may also play a contributing role to the SUMC Project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts on traffic circulation (see Impacts TR-2 and TR-3 in Section 3.4, 
Transportation). 

Section 5, Alternatives.  The SUMC Project column of Table 5-8 on page 5-55 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

Table 5-8 
Assessment of SUMC Project Alternatives (Compared to the SUMC Project) 

Impact 
SUMC 
Projecta 

No Project 
Alternative 

A 
No Project 

Alternative B 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative A 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative B 

Tree 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Historic 
Preservation 
Alternative  

Village 
Concept 

Alternative 

Population and Housing 
Cumulative 
Impacts 

S/SU LTS NI NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTS 

The last paragraph on page 5-130 is revised as follows: 

Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, the 
jobs to employed residents ratio impact is not, by itself, considered an environmental impact; 
however, it is analyzed because this impact would result in secondary environmental impacts on air 
quality and climate change.  Specifically, as with the SUMC Project, Reduced Intensity Alternative 
B’s impact on the jobs to employed residents ratio would result in increased commute traffic, 
which is a significant contributor to this alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on air 
quality and climate change.  As such, the analysis below identifies additional mitigation measures 
relating to the jobs to employed residents ratio, with additional measures that the City can consider 
as a means for further mitigating those significant environmental impacts identified for air quality 
and climate change. 

The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 5-131 is revised as follows: 

Instead, this mitigation measure shall be considered as possible additional mitigation for impacts 
identified under air quality and climate change.   

The last paragraph on page 5-161, continuing to page 5-162 of the Draft EIR, is revised as follows: 

Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, the 
jobs to employed residents ratio impact is not, by itself, considered an environmental impact; 
however, it is analyzed because this impact would result in secondary environmental impacts on air 
quality and climate change.  Specifically, as with the SUMC Project, the Tree Preservation 
Alternative’s impact on the jobs to employed residents ratio would result in increased commute 
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traffic, which is a significant contributor to this alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on 
air quality and climate change.  As such, the analysis below identifies additional mitigation 
measures relating to the jobs to employed residents ratio, with additional measures that the City can 
consider as a means for further mitigating those significant environmental impacts identified for air 
quality and climate change. 

The second sentence of the third full paragraph on page 5-162 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Instead, this mitigation measure shall be considered as possible additional mitigation for impacts 
identified under air quality and climate change.   

The fourth paragraph on page 5-190 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, the 
jobs to employed residents ratio impact is not, by itself, considered an environmental impact; 
however, it is analyzed because this impact would result in secondary environmental impacts on air 
quality and climate change.  Specifically, as with the SUMC Project, the Historic Preservation 
Alternative’s impact on the jobs to employed residents ratio would result in increased commute 
traffic, which is a significant contributor to this alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on 
air quality and climate change.  As such, the analysis below identifies additional mitigation 
measures relating to the jobs to employed residents ratio, with additional measures that the City can 
consider as a means for further mitigating those significant environmental impacts identified for air 
quality and climate change. 

The first sentence of the last paragraph on page 5-190 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The Village Concept Historic Preservation Alternative would result in the same increase in 
employment as the SUMC Project.  As with the SUMC Project, the Historic Preservation 
Alternative would be constructed and operational by 2025.   

The second sentence of the first full paragraph on page 5-191 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, as proposed for the SUMC Project, is not directly 
required in order to mitigate a significant environmental impact under the Historic Preservation 
Alternative.  Instead, this mitigation measure shall be considered as possible additional mitigation 
for impacts identified under air quality and climate change.   

The fifth paragraph on page 5-221 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, the 
jobs to employed residents ratio impact is not, by itself, considered an environmental impact; 
however, it is analyzed because this impact would result in secondary environmental impacts on air 
quality and climate change.  Specifically, as with the SUMC Project, the Village Concept 
Alternative’s impact on the jobs to employed residents ratio would result in increased commute 
traffic, which is a significant contributor to this alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on 
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air quality and climate change.  As such, the analysis below identifies additional mitigation 
measures relating to the jobs to employed residents ratio, with additional measures that the City can 
consider as a means for further mitigating those significant environmental impacts identified for air 
quality and climate change. 

The last sentence on page 5-221 of the Draft EIR is deleted as follows: 

This is a significant impact under the City’s significance criteria. 

The third sentence on page 5-222 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Dedication of the 490 housing units to SUMC Project employees would reduce increase criteria 
pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions (associated with VMT) from the SUMC Project, as 
explained under Air Quality and Climate Change.    

The first and second sentences of the first paragraph on page 5-223 are revised as follows: 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1, as proposed for the SUMC Project, is not directly 
required in order to mitigate a significant environmental impact under the Tree Preservation 
Village Concept Alternative.  Instead, this mitigation measure shall be considered as possible 
additional mitigation for impacts identified under air quality and climate change.   

Master Response 8:  Range of Alternatives Analyzed and Consideration of Alternatives in 
the SUMC Project Approval Process 

Introduction  

Master Response 8 addresses Comments 22.53, 22.75, 22.79, 22.80, 22.89, 22.91, 25.1, 28.4, 28.6, 
35.15, 40.2, 40.7, 42.2, 61.2, PTC1.4, PTC1.16, PTC1.43, PTC1.52, PTC1.55, PTC1.66, PTC2.1, 
PTC2.10, PTC2.11, PTC2.29, PTC2.30, PTC2.31, PTC2.34, PTC4.53, PTC6.4, PTC6.6, PTC6.8, 
PTC6.13, PTC6.28, PTC6.29, PTC6.30, PTC6.31, PTC6.34, PTC6.38, PTC6.39, PTC6.40, 
PTC6.46, PTC6.49, PTC6.52, PTC6.60, PTC6.61, PTC6.77, PTC6.78, PTC6.79, PTC6.80, 
PTC6.81, PTC6.82, PTC6.85, PTC6.90, CC2.4, CC2.10, CC2.13, CC3.46, CC4.7, CC5.1, CC5.2, 
CC5.24, CC5.37, HRB1.3, HRB1.4, HRB1.5, and HRB1.7.  

A number of comments suggest alternative land uses, locations, and programmatic changes to the 
SUMC Project.  Master Response 8 explains the CEQA requirements for identifying alternatives to be 
analyzed; explains why other alternative site plans, uses, or programs that have been suggested are not 
warranted/feasible or are covered under the analysis; and explains that the City will consider the 
various alternatives in its decision process.  Master Response 8 also addresses comments on alternative 
uses of the Stone Building complex. 
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Range of Alternatives Analyzed and Consideration of Alternatives in the SUMC Project 
Approval Process  

CEQA  (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.) require that an EIR “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” (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a)).  If mitigation measures or a project alternative would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of a proposed project, the lead agency should not approve the proposed project 
unless it determines that specific technological, economic, social, or other considerations make the 
mitigation measures and the project alternative infeasible (PRC Section 21002, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091(a)(3)).  The EIR must also identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency 
but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and should briefly explain the reasons 
underlying the lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). 

Per the requirements of CEQA, the SUMC Project sponsors and the City developed a list of potential 
alternatives to the SUMC Project that would reduce the identified significant and unavoidable impacts 
while also meeting the majority of SUMC Project objectives.  In general, when dealing with hospital 
projects, a collaborative effort with the applicant is necessary to determine feasible alternatives.  
Hospitals require certain functional adjacencies and building programs in order to efficiently operate.  
As such, the SUMC Project sponsors developed a list of alternatives that would attempt to ameliorate 
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the SUMC Project and partially or entirely meet the 
objectives.  The City then reviewed the list of alternatives and determined whether the proposed 
alternatives would comply with CEQA requirements.  As a result of the joint effort between the SUMC 
Project sponsors and the City, the Draft EIR includes seven alternatives: No Project Alternative A, No 
Project Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative A, Reduced Intensity Alternative B, the Tree 
Preservation Alternative, the Historic Preservation Alternative, and the Village Concept Alternative.   

However, it is important to note that the alternatives as presented are examples of potentially feasible 
alternatives that would reduce the impacts of the SUMC Project, attempt to meet the majority of 
objectives, and promote a functional site plan.  As stated in Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
“An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public 
participation.”  Therefore, the alternatives included in the Draft EIR represent a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the SUMC Project, but are not meant to limit the City Council and the Planning and 
Transportation Commission (Commission) in determining the best option for the SUMC Project.   The 
Draft EIR is intended to serve as an informational document that provides the City Council, the 
Commission, and the general public with enough information to make knowledgeable decisions 
regarding the environmental impacts of the SUMC Project and its potential alternatives.  It is at the 
discretion of City Council whether to approve portions of the proposed alternatives that would mitigate 
or avoid significant environmental impacts, while rejecting the alternatives that are deemed to be 
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infeasible.  As such, the final SUMC Project could be the SUMC Project as proposed in the Draft EIR, 
an alternative to the SUMC Project, or a combination of the SUMC Project and its alternatives. 

Although alternatives are required to be presented and analyzed in the Draft EIR, CEQA does not 
require the same level of review for alternatives as the proposed project.  As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), an “EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to 
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.”  As such, Section 5 
of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, provides a description of the seven alternatives and compares the 
significant impacts of the alternatives to the significant environmental impacts of the SUMC Project as 
proposed.  In addition, during the certification process of the EIR, City Council must determine if the 
Draft EIR presents an adequate range of alternatives. 

Several comments were received that pertain to the adequacy of the alternatives presented in the Draft 
EIR.  In addition, many commentors suggest potential variations to the alternatives as proposed.  The 
discussion below provides a summary of each alternative presented in the Draft EIR and addresses 
comments based on the alternatives in question. 

Comments Submitted Regarding SUMC Project Alternatives 

No Project Alternatives A and B.  As described on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR, many of the existing 
SUMC facilities do not comply with the Office of Statewide Health and Planning and Development 
(OSHPD) requirements, stemming from Senate Bill (SB) 1953 structural and non-structural seismic 
safety requirements.  In order for the SUMC and LPCH to continue to operate, OSHPD standards 
would need to be met.  As such, the No Project Alternatives would involve upgrades and retrofits (No 
Project Alternative A) and replacement of the noncompliant structures (No Project Alternative B). 

The only comments that addressed No Project Alternatives A and B were regarding the merits of these 
alternatives.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a discussion of merit in the CEQA process. 

Reduced Intensity Alternative A.  Reduced Intensity Alternative A is presented in the Draft EIR to 
identify ways of reducing the significant and unavoidable impacts of the SUMC Project, even if all of 
the impacts are not fully eliminated.  As described on pages 5-9 through 5-12 of the Draft EIR, 
Reduced Intensity Alternative A would include the demolition of all noncompliant buildings and 
construction of replacement structures.  Although this alternative would not increase the number of 
beds at the SHC and LPCH, the replacement structures would be right-sized, which requires an 
increase in square footage over existing conditions.   
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Reduced Intensity Alternative B.  As explained on page 5-12 of the Draft EIR, construction of the 
SHC and LPCH Hospital buildings and several other SUMC Project components would be completed 
in a relatively short timeframe in order to meet SB 1953 deadlines.  Although these components of the 
SUMC Project would be constructed in the near-term, other facilities, such as the new clinic buildings, 
would be constructed later and full occupancy of the SUMC facilities would not occur until 2025.  To 
ensure that SUMC Project impacts were fully disclosed and mitigation is implemented in the near term, 
the EIR assumes that approximately 60 percent of net new growth in employment and patient activity 
would occur by 2015 under the SUMC Project.  Therefore, 2015 trip generation is predicted to be 60 
percent of the project-related trip generation at buildout.24  Reduced Intensity Alternative B was derived 
using this 60-percent threshold.  As such, the additions proposed under Reduced Intensity Alternative B 
would be approximately 60 percent of the square footage of the SUMC Project medical offices and 60 
percent of the square footage of the SUMC Project Hospital space above the amounts needed for right-
sizing.  

Several comments were made at the Commission hearings that the 60 percent number is arbitrary.  As 
explained above, the 60-percent milestone was determined based on the development milestone of the 
SUMC Project at the time of the then-applicable SB 1953 deadline in 2015.  This level of development 
also was chosen because it represents a substantial reduction in growth compared to the SUMC Project, 
enabling decision-makers and the public to discern the degree to which impacts can be reduced by 
limiting expansion.  This allows evaluation of the trade-off between accommodating expected demand 
for the facilities and reducing environmental effects.  Additional variations on the Reduced Intensity 
Alternatives were suggested by the Commission, as described and analyzed below.   

Removal of SHC Hospital Building Top Floor.  An additional Reduced Intensity Alternative was 
proposed at the Commission hearings that would remove the top floor of the SHC Hospital building in 
order to reduce height and intensity impacts.  This alternative would not substantially reduce significant 
impacts of the SUMC Project, as explained in more detail below.   

As discussed on pages 3.3-38 through 3.3-39 of the Draft EIR, the visual impacts associated with the 
new SHC Hospital building under the SUMC Project would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 
through implementation of the City’s Architectural Review process (Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1).   
Further, Reduced Intensity Alternative B, as presented in the Draft EIR, would likely reduce the height 
of some of the SHC Hospital modules by including only 60 percent of the proposed square footage 
above right-sizing of the SUMC Project hospital facilities.  This reduction in square footage would 
result in a smaller building. 

Additionally, the alternative of removing the top floor of the SHC Hospital building would result in an 
even greater reduction of patient beds than Reduced Intensity Alternative B, further reducing the 
SUMC Project sponsors’ ability to meet objectives and patient demand.  The SUMC Project would 

                                              
24  Fehr & Peers, 2015 Trip Generation Estimates for Stanford University Medical Center Environmental Impact 

Report.  Memorandum from Robert Eckols, P.E. to Catherine Palter, Stanford Land Use and Environmental 
Planning, Bill Phillips, Stanford Real Estate, and Barbara Schussman, Bingham McCutchen, dated November 
14, 2007. These assumptions were confirmed by AECOM Transportation. 
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include 600 beds to be used by the SHC Hospital:  144 beds would be located at the existing Hospital 
Modernization Project (HMP) building and 456 beds would be located at the new SHC Hospital.  The 
SUMC Project has been sized to enable the SHC to meet the projected needs of its service population.  
Therefore, the new SHC Hospital building is designed to provide diagnostic, treatment, surgical, and 
other hospital support space in the 40-foot-tall podium (the first three floors), while the five modules 
above the podiums would house patient beds (the top four floors).   

Removing the top floor from each of the proposed SHC Hospital modules would eliminate 
approximately 110 patient rooms (110 patient beds).  In comparison, Reduced Intensity Alternative B 
would result in 542 patient beds, 58 fewer beds than under the SUMC Project.  As such, Reduced 
Intensity Alternative B would succeed in reducing the building program of the SUMC Project, but 
would not have as significant of an impact to patient beds as the alternative proposed by the 
commentor.  Additionally, Reduced Intensity Alternative B would reduce other portions of the SHC 
Hospital, including the diagnostic, treatment, surgical, and other hospital support space.  Removing 
only the top floor would limit patient beds, but would maintain the intensity of the other hospital uses 
as proposed under the SUMC Project, which would result in an uneven supply of hospital services.  
Under the suggested variation of the alternative, the SHC Hospital would be able to perform surgeries 
and provide diagnostic treatments (which would occur on the first two floors) to the extent that would 
meet the SUMC Project sponsors’ objectives; however, the SHC Hospital would not be able to care for 
all patients post-surgery or post-treatment. 

In order to address the SUMC Project sponsors’ objectives of meeting existing and future projected 
demand, the 110 patient rooms to be removed from the top floor of the SHC Hospital building would 
need to be located elsewhere.  The most likely option would be to accommodate these beds in the HMP 
building.  If the 110 beds were accommodated at the existing HMP, then the SHC would have to 
continue to provide shared patient rooms at the HMP, rather than renovating the building to provide 
single-patient rooms.  The option of shared rooms at the HMP would prevent the accomplishment of 
several SUMC Project objectives, including those pertaining to provision of high-quality healthcare 
services.  The existing rooms at the HMP are not sized to accommodate modern diagnostic and other 
medical equipment, and do not provide sufficient space for support by family members.  The rooms do 
not meet current hospital planning guidelines.  By contrast, single-patient rooms minimize risk of 
infection and renovation of the HMP building would enable provision of facilities designed to enhance 
the comfort and healing of patients.25  Further, moving the patient beds from the SHC Hospital building 
to the HMP building would only address height impacts and would not reduce the intensity of use.  If 
the patient beds would be accommodated in the HMP building, then this alternative would not fully 
constitute a “reduced intensity” alternative. 

As such, in terms of reducing the intensity of the SUMC Project, this alternative would not be a 
superior alternative to Reduced Intensity Alternative B.  

                                              
25  Stanford University Medical Center, correspondence with PBS&J, October 12, 2010. 
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Reduction of SHC Hospital Beds by 25 Percent.  Another suggested variation on the Reduced Intensity 
Alternatives would include the reduction of SHC new hospital beds by 25 percent compared to the new 
beds proposed under the SUMC Project.  This alternative would result in 25 percent of the SUMC 
Project’s additional 144 beds, or 108 additional beds under this new alternative.  Combining the 
existing beds to be retained (456 beds) plus the beds to be added (108 beds), there would be 564 beds 
under this alternative instead of 600 beds under the SUMC Project.  In addition, a 25 percent reduction 
in beds at SHC Hospital would likely result in a corresponding 25 percent reduction in new SHC Clinic 
space to support the needs of the SHC Hospital.  As suggested by the commentor, the number of beds 
at the LPCH would stay the same as proposed under the SUMC Project, 361 beds.  Adding the total 
beds at the SUMC Sites, this alternative would result in a total of 925 beds, compared to 961 beds, for 
a reduction of 36 beds. 

A reduction in 36 beds, and associated clinic space, would result in similar building mass and 
construction activities as the SUMC Project.  Therefore, the impacts on visual quality, cultural 
resources, biological resources, geology, and hydrology under this variant of a reduced project 
alternative would be roughly the same as under the SUMC Project.  The below text provides a 
discussion of the operational impacts for this alternative. 

 Land Use.  Land use impacts associated with this alternative would be similar to those 
identified for the SUMC Project.  Development under this alternative would require a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and rezoning of the Main SUMC Sites, which would be 
adopted prior to any construction.  In addition, with mitigation, this alternative would not 
conflict with existing Comprehensive Plan policies and would not result in adverse changes 
to existing or planned land use patterns.  This alternative would also be compatible with 
adjacent land uses, would not convert farmland, and would not divide an existing 
community.  Implementation of mitigation measures, as presented for the SUMC Project, 
would reduce significant land use impacts to a less-than-significant level.  (S/LTS) 

 Transportation.  The operational traffic generated by this alternative would be less than that 
of the SUMC Project but greater than that of Reduced Intensity Alternative B.  As 
discussed in Staff-Initiated Change 2, the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant 
impacts on intersection LOS with identified mitigation measures.  As discussed in Staff-
Initiated Change 8, Reduced Intensity Alternative B would have less-than-significant 
impacts on intersection LOS with identified mitigation measures.  As such, like the SUMC 
Project and Reduced Intensity Alternative B, this alternative would have less-than-
significant impacts on intersection LOS with identified mitigation measures.  The SUMC 
Project would have significant and unavoidable impacts on Menlo Park roadways, and this 
alternative would also have significant and unavoidable impacts on Menlo Park roadways.  
As with the SUMC Project and Reduced Intensity Alternative B, this alternative would 
have less-than-significant impacts on freeways and parking.  As with the SUMC Project 
and Reduced Intensity Alternative B, this alternative would have less-than-significant 
impacts on transit, bicycles and pedestrians, and emergency access with identified 
mitigation measures.  (S/SU) 
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 Air Quality.  The operational air pollutant emissions generated by this alternative would be 
less than those of the SUMC Project but greater than those of Reduced Intensity Alternative 
B.  As discussed in Staff-Initiated Change 3, the SUMC Project would have less-than-
significant cumulative impacts related to TAC and fine particulate matter emissions.  Like 
the SUMC Project and Reduced Intensity Alternative B, this alternative would have less-
than-significant impacts due to TAC and fine particulate matter emissions on a project and 
cumulative level.  As with the SUMC Project and Reduced Intensity Alternative B, this 
alternative would have significant and unavoidable emissions of criteria pollutants from 
project operations.  (S/SU) 

 Climate Change.  Like the SUMC Project and Reduced Intensity Alternative B, this 
alternative would achieve more than a 30 percent reduction of greenhouse gas emissions 
compared to the Business As Usual (BAU) scenario, but would require mitigation measures 
to be compliant with the individual policies of the City’s Climate Protection Plan (see Staff-
Initiated Change 4).  As such, this alternative would have a less than considerable 
contribution to global climate change with identified mitigation measures in Staff-Initiated 
Change 4.  (S/LTS) 

 Noise.  Under this alternative, operational noise from on-site HVAC equipment, 
emergency generators, and loading dock/parking facility operations would be similar to the 
SUMC Project.  That is, there would be significant noise from mechanical equipment; 
however, Mitigation Measure NO-4.1 would reduce the impact to less than significant.  In 
addition, medical helicopter flyovers and heliport locations would be similar to the SUMC 
Project and noise from such operations would be less than significant.  The motor vehicle 
traffic noise under the SUMC Project would be less than significant, and noise from this 
alternative would be slightly less than that generated by the SUMC Project, resulting in a 
less-than-significant impact.  However, as with the SUMC Project, the Emergency 
Department (ED) would be relocated, resulting in a new ambulance route along Sand Hill 
Road.  No feasible mitigation could be implemented to reduce the ambulance noise, given 
the urgent nature of ambulance activity, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact.  
(S/SU) 

 Hazardous Materials.  Similar to the SUMC Project, operations at the new buildings under 
this alternative would include hazardous materials and biohazardous materials.  All uses, 
handling, and disposal of hazardous materials are highly regulated under existing federal, 
State, and local regulations.  As such, compliance with all regulations would ensure that 
impacts associated with exposure to hazardous materials during operation under this 
alternative would remain less than significant, as with the SUMC Project.  In addition, this 
alternative, as with the SUMC Project, would result in a less-than-significant impact to 
schools, no impact related to wildfire risk, and no impact related to public airports.  
However, since this alternative would increase operational on-site activity compared to 
existing conditions, resulting in an increase in vehicular travel within the City, some 
emergency evacuation and response routes could be affected.  Implementation of mitigation 
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measures, as presented for the SUMC Project, would reduce the impacts to emergency 
response and evacuation plans during operation to less than significant.  (S/LTS) 

 Population and Housing.  As with the SUMC Project, this alternative would result in an 
indirect population increase associated with new visitorship and employment.  The increase 
in employment would result in a demand for new housing units and an indirect increase in 
the residential population.  However, the percentage of regional housing demand from this 
alternative would be relatively small in comparison to the rest of the region, resulting in a 
less-than-significant impact.  In addition, the alternative would not result in the 
displacement of housing, as with the SUMC Project.  However, like the SUMC Project, 
this alternative would increase the jobs to employed residents ratio above existing 
conditions.  Nonetheless, this impact is not, by itself, considered an environmental impact 
and would only result in secondary environmental impacts on air quality.  Therefore, 
similar to the SUMC Project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant 
population and housing impacts.  (LTS) 

 Public Services. This alternative, like the SUMC Project, would result in an increased 
demand in fire services, police services, and parks due to increased employment and on-
site activity.  However, the increased demand for services would not be large enough to 
trigger construction of new or expanded facilities that could adversely affect the 
environment.  Although this alternative would not directly generate students, it would 
indirectly generate student demand from induced housing caused by increased employment 
on the SUMC Sites.  Nonetheless, this indirect impact would be minor and would be 
mitigated by payment of the school impact fees established by SB 50.  As such, this 
alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts to public services. (LTS) 

 Utilities.  As with the SUMC Project, this alternative would not cause the existing water 
supply facilities to experience substantial physical deterioration.  Although this alternative 
would increase site activity compared to existing conditions, the City’s existing water 
transmission facilities have adequate capacity available to serve the increased demands.  As 
such, operation of this alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
water demand.  In addition, wastewater and solid waste generated by this alternative would 
be within the capacity of the existing system and would not be a significant increase over 
existing conditions compared to the rest of the system.  Although this alternative would 
consume less energy than the SUMC Project, the demand on energy has the potential to 
increase from current conditions because of the increase in square footage and on-site 
activity.  Like the SUMC Project, this increase would require the installation of additional 
electrical feeder cables, which would occur within the footprint of this alternative.  As 
such, wastewater and solid waste generation and energy demand would be less than 
significant, as with the SUMC Project. (S/LTS) 

Tree Preservation Alternative.  As described on page 5-15 through 5-22 of the Draft EIR, the Tree 
Preservation Alternative would seek to avoid the significant and unavoidable impact from the removal 
of Protected Trees, in particular, Protected Trees that are considered both biologically and aesthetically 
significant.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would have the same development at the LPCH and the 
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Hoover Pavilion Site as the proposed SUMC Project.  In addition, the Tree Preservation Alternative 
would include the same square footages for the SHC Hospital and clinic/medical office buildings and 
the SoM FIM buildings as under the SUMC Project; however, these site plans and building footprints 
would be modified slightly to avoid the removal of the most visually prominent Protected Trees.  The 
square footage and programmatic functions planned for Hospital Module Six of the SHC Hospital 
building would be incorporated into the remaining five SHC Hospital modules, resulting in no 
Protected Tree removal at the Kaplan Lawn.  In addition, the FIM 1 building would be redesigned to 
save as many Protected Trees as possible in this area. 

The comments submitted that suggest edits or variations to the Tree Preservation Alternative as 
proposed in the Draft EIR include footprint reductions and site plan modifications to preserve 
additional Protected Trees, as discussed in more detail below.  In addition, several comments focus on 
different aspects the Tree Preservation Alternative; however, these comments are addressed in Sections 
4 and 5 of this document, Written Comments and Responses and Oral Comments and Responses, 
respectively.  Additionally, changes have been made to correct Tree Preservation Alternative tree 
counts and clarify the mitigation measures, which are outlined in Staff-Initiated Change 6.  Also, the 
figure that depicts the Tree Preservation Alternative (Figure 5-1) on page 5-19 of the Draft EIR has 
been replaced by Figure 5-1a through d, as included in Staff-Initiated Change 6. 

Further Reduction of Building Footprints.  The building footprints under the Tree Preservation 
Alternative have been reduced to avoid the most visually prominent Protected Trees.  None of the 
aesthetic tree resources at the SHC site would be removed under the Tree Preservation Alternative.  
The programs at the base of the new SHC Hospital building must be located on the first and second 
floors and require contiguous space in order to function properly.  The ED, imaging, and the 
interventional platform (operating rooms and prep and recovery spaces) would be located in a podium 
with bed modules above them.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would preserve the Protected Trees 
around the perimeter of the SHC Hospital building, but the removal of the trees in interior locations 
would not be able to be avoided due to the programmatic requirements of the new SHC Hospital 
building for contiguous space and a podium supporting upper floors.26  To the extent the size of the 
footprint would be reduced, please see the analysis of the Reduced Intensity Alternatives.  

Site Plan Modifications at the FIM Site.  One comment suggests moving the footprints of the FIM 2 
and FIM 3 buildings closer together so that the FIM 1 building could move further south (thereby 
avoiding some Protected Trees).  The Stone Building complex is currently located at the site of the 
proposed FIM 2 and FIM 3 buildings.  The underground utility corridor to the north of the existing 
Edwards Building (a SoM wing of the Stone Building complex) would remain in its existing location 
under the SUMC Project and would be between the FIM 1 and FIM 2 buildings.  Relocation of the 
FIM 1 building to the south would disrupt this utility corridor.  In addition, the FIM 1 building is 
required to be a certain size and width due to the lab modules and the lab support spaces.  Therefore, 

                                              
26  Mark Tortorich, Vice President, Design and Construction, Stanford University Medical Center, Planning and 

Transportation Commission Hearing, July 7, 2010. 
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even if the FIM 1 building were reduced in length to avoid Protected Trees, it would not be feasible to 
reduce the width.27   

Nonetheless, even if the requested changes were made to the FIM building footprints, this would not 
necessarily reduce the impacts to Protected Trees.  The only Protected Trees in the FIM site are on the 
FIM 1 site, which is the only available parcel for the first increment of the SoM construction.  In order 
for the SoM’s phased construction approach to work, the initial FIM 1 building needs to accommodate 
enough square footage to house the programs currently occupying the Edwards building.  After the 
FIM 1 building is constructed and occupied, the Edwards building would be demolished for the 
construction of the FIM 2 building.  Therefore, the FIM 1 building cannot be reduced to a size smaller 
than the Edwards building nor can it be located within the footprint of the existing Stone Building 
Complex.28  Additionally, the current alterations to the FIM 1 building recommended under the Tree 
Preservation Alternative would preserve the largest and most significant trees in this area.  Therefore, 
further modifications to the FIM 1 footprint would not necessarily change the number of trees to be 
removed or to remain and would only improve the survivability of potentially one tree.29   

Historic Preservation Alternative.  As stated on page 5-22 of the Draft EIR, the Historic Preservation 
Alternative would preserve all of the essential historic aspects needed to maintain the eligibility of the 
Stone Building complex for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR).  This 
alternative would seek to avoid the SUMC Project’s significant and unavoidable impact resulting from 
demolition of the Stone Building complex (see Section 3.8, Cultural Resources).  In addition to the 
retention of the Stone Building complex itself, the Historic Preservation Alternative would preserve the 
historic integrity of Pasteur Drive and its landscaping, which serve as the main approach to the 
building.  The Stone Building complex would be structurally retrofitted and reused as clinics/medical 
offices and for the SoM.   

Several comments were made on the Draft EIR that requested the retention of the Stone Building 
complex and the reuse of this building for uses other than medical offices/clinics.  These suggestions 
include use for office space, community physicians, and a retirement facility, as explained in more 
detail below.  

Office Space.  The reuse of the Stone Building complex as office space would not accomplish the 
SUMC Project objectives since there is limited demand for this use.  The SUMC Project already 
includes a small amount of office space within the proposed clinic and medical office buildings.  
However, there is no programmatic need to fill the 856,178-square-foot Stone Building complex with 
offices since the SUMC has already moved most administrative functions to offsite locations.  The 
SUMC Project does not include plans to bring the administrative uses back to the SUMC Sites since 
this action is not necessary in order for the SUMC to efficiently function.  Therefore, the use of the 

                                              
27  Rich Tangori, Stanford School of Medicine, Planning and Transportation Commission Hearing, July 7, 2010. 
28  Stanford University Medical Center, correspondence with PBS&J, November 1, 2010. 
29  Dave Dockter, Planning Arborist, City of Palo Alto, Planning and Transportation Commission Hearing, July 

7, 2010. 
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Stone Building complex as office space would not address the SUMC Project’s programmatic needs for 
new clinic and research square footage.   

In addition, use of the Stone Building complex solely for office space would necessitate construction of 
more than 800,000 net new square feet to house clinic and research facilities.  Under this suggested 
alternative, the 429,000 square feet of new clinic facilities for the SHC and the 414,977 square feet of 
new research facilities for the SoM that are proposed to replace the Stone Building complex under the 
SUMC Project would need to be constructed elsewhere.  This increase in additional building mass 
would impact the existing visual quality of the Main SUMC Site or nearby sites, increase impervious 
surfaces, increase energy use, and increase traffic due to additional trips by office workers above and 
beyond the trips from the SUMC Project components.30 

Community Physicians.  There is not a high demand for reuse of the Stone Building complex as space 
for community physicians.  Under the SUMC Project, community physicians occupying a 40,100-
square-foot building at 1101 Welch Road would be offered space at the existing Hoover Pavilion.  In 
addition, a new 60,000-square-foot building on the Hoover Pavilion Site is proposed for use by 
community physicians and SHC clinics.  Combined, these SUMC Project components would fill only 
about 100,000 square feet of the 856,178-square-foot Stone Building complex.  Additionally, if the 
Stone Building complex were used solely for community physician uses (which, as explained, is not 
possible at this time), then the clinic and research uses proposed to be constructed at the Stone Building 
complex site under the SUMC Project would need to be constructed elsewhere.  The new 60,000-
square-foot building at the Hoover Pavilion Site could be used exclusively for clinics; however, there 
would still be a programmatic need for an additional 369,000 square feet of new SHC clinic space and 
414,977 square feet of new SoM research facilities.  This increase in additional building mass would 
impact the existing visual quality at the SUMC or nearby sites, increase impervious surfaces, increase 
energy use, and increase traffic due to additional trips by community physicians relocating from sites 
elsewhere in Palo Alto or Menlo Park to the SUMC.31 

Retirement Facility.  The reuse of the Stone Building complex as a retirement facility would not be 
compatible with the existing land use designation.  The Main SUMC Site would be zoned as a Hospital 
District and its land use designation would continue to be Major Institution/Special Facilities.  
However, retirement facilities are generally in areas with a land use designation of Multiple Family 
Residential.  As such, since the Hospital District would only allow for hospital-related uses, an assisted 
living facility would not be permitted at this site, under the proposed Hospital District or the existing 
Comprehensive Plan designation.  Further zoning changes and Comprehensive Plan amendments would 
need to be made in order to allow a retirement facility at the existing Stone Building complex. 

                                              
30  Peterson, Michael J., Vice President, Special Projects, Stanford Hospital and Clinics, Letter to Steven 

Turner, Advance Planning Manager, City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community 
Environment, July 27, 2010. 

31  Peterson, Michael J., Vice President, Special Projects, Stanford Hospital and Clinics, Letter to Steven 
Turner, Advance Planning Manager, City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community 
Environment, July 27, 2010. 
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If assisted living uses were to be implemented at the Stone Building complex, the 429,000 square feet 
of new clinic facilities for the SHC and the 414,977 square feet of new research facilities for the SoM 
would need to be constructed elsewhere, resulting in significant impacts. 

In addition to the feasibility and environmental concerns addressed above, the use of the Stone Building 
complex for offices, community physicians, and retirement facilities would be detrimental to the 
functional site relationships at the SUMC Sites.  The Stone Building complex is centrally located, 
adjacent to the portion of the SHC Hospital to be retained, as well as the new SHC Hospital.  To 
operate a functional hospital complex, the site should be used for outpatient clinics that rely on 
proximity to the SHC Hospital.  Research facilities should also be proximate to the SHC Hospital in 
order to promote synergies between the researchers and physicians.  The community physicians who 
would be located at the Hoover Pavilion Site do not need to be directly adjacent to the SHC Hospital.  
Administrative staff can be located even farther away, as demonstrated by the current operations.  
However, the uses at the proposed SHC clinics/medical office building need to be located in close 
proximity to the SHC Hospital.32  As such, office, community physician, and retirement facility uses at 
the Stone Building complex would hinder the functionality of the SUMC Project. 

Village Concept Alternative.  As explained on pages 5-26 through 5-38 of the Draft EIR, the Village 
Concept Alternative would include the SUMC Project as proposed and would provide opportunities to 
enhance the SUMC Project by creating a more walkable, bikeable, mixed-use, transit-oriented, and 
well-connected urban environment.  The Village Concept Alternative would recommend that 490 
previously approved but not yet constructed housing units along Quarry Road and Pasteur Drive, on 
Stanford lands, be below market rate units that would be dedicated for occupancy by SUMC Project 
employees.  In addition, under the City’s recommendation, these housing units would be constructed 
within two for four years after the issuance of building permits for the SUMC Project. The Village 
Concept Alternative would also include specific pedestrian linkages between the SUMC Project, the 
Stanford Shopping Center, Stanford University, the PAITS, and downtown, with corresponding urban 
design recommendations.   

Several comments were submitted that either express support or opposition to this alternative; however, 
these comments pertain to the merit of the Village Concept Alternative.  Please refer to Master 
Response 9 for a discussion of merit in the CEQA process.  Additionally, for comments regarding trip 
generation and LOS analysis and the Village Concept Alternative, please see Staff-Initiated Change 8, 
and for comments regarding the climate change analysis, please see Staff-Initiated Change 4.  For other 
individual responses pertaining to the Village Concept Alternative, please refer to Sections 4 and 5 of 
this document, Written Comments and Responses and Oral Comments and Responses, respectively. 

                                              
32  Peterson, Michael J., Vice President, Special Projects, Stanford Hospital and Clinics, Letter to Steven 

Turner, Advance Planning Manager, City of Palo Alto Department of Planning and Community 
Environment, July 27, 2010. 
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Suggested Additional Alternatives  

Comments were submitted that included additional alternatives that were believed by the commentors 
to not have been considered in the Draft EIR.  Below is a list of these potential alternatives. 

Retention of Existing Hoover Pavilion Uses.  A comment was submitted that suggested an alternative 
that would retain the existing intensity at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  As stated on page 5-5 of the Draft 
EIR, Alternatives, No Project Alternative A would not include construction at the Hoover Pavilion Site 
and the interior of the existing Hoover Pavilion would not need to be renovated.  In addition, as 
outlined on page 5-7 of the Draft EIR, the existing buildings and storage sheds on the Hoover Pavilion 
Site would be preserved under No Project Alternative B.  Therefore, the Draft EIR did consider and 
analyze an alternative that would not increase intensity at the Hoover Pavilion Site.   

The components of the alternatives can be mixed and matched in numerous combinations.  If the 
decision-makers were to decide that effects from development on the Hoover Pavilion Site were not 
sufficiently mitigated, they could deny the medical office building or parking structure components at 
the Hoover Pavilion Site.  It should be noted, however, that both components support the 
programmatic functions of the SUMC Project.  The parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site 
would enable demolition of the existing Parking Structure III, upon which the new SHC Hospital 
building would be constructed.  The medical office building at the Hoover Pavilion Site would enable 
community physicians to continue to have access to space that is reasonably proximate to the expanded 
hospital buildings.  Removing either or both of these components would hinder accomplishment of the 
SUMC Project objectives. 

Intensification of Development Along Welch Road.  A comment was submitted that suggested the 
SUMC Project sponsors consider the intensification of the outboard portion of Welch Road instead of 
developing at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  Under this alternative, some or all of the clinic/medical office 
square footage at the Hoover Pavilion Site would be alternatively constructed along Welch Road, which 
is zoned as Medical Office Research (MOR).  According to the commentor, this would increase the 
proximity of the clinic/medical office uses to the SHC and LPCH hospitals, reducing transportation and 
circulation impacts.  Additionally, by limiting construction at the Hoover Pavilion Site, visual or 
cultural resource impacts on the Hoover Pavilion (as described in the Draft EIR and Staff-Initiated 
Change 5) would be reduced. 

However, the parcels outboard of Welch Road are not included in the SUMC Sites and construction of 
SUMC Project buildings in these areas would create additional land use issues.  Based on the existing 
development in this area, the zoning for these parcels would only allow the construction of 73,562 
square feet of additional development up to the Durand Way extension (parcels west of Durand Way 
are not included in this calculation due to the length of their lease terms).  Development beyond 73,562 
square feet would exceed the floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.5 for MOR zoning.  It is unlikely that this 
exceedance would be permitted since the City recently reviewed and established new requirements for 
the MOR zone and retained the 0.5 FAR limit.   
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The new clinic/medical office building at the Hoover Pavilion Site would consist of approximately 
60,000 square feet, which would be within the 73,562 square-foot development cap.  However, the 
feasibility of early redevelopment of this magnitude, which would have to occur at all sites to yield the 
approximate square footage of the proposed clinic/medical office building, has not been evaluated in 
detail by the SUMC Project sponsors.  In general, construction of multiple, smaller expansion projects 
at existing clinics and medical offices would be more disruptive to ongoing healthcare operations than 
construction of a new medical clinic at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  In addition, the site with the greatest 
development potential (777 Welch Road) is currently in a long-term lease and would not be able to 
dedicate its land to the SUMC Project.  Additionally, expansion of the building at 800 Welch Road has 
been proposed by the SoM, separately from the SUMC Project.  However, the clinic/medical office 
building proposed at the Hoover Pavilion Site would be affiliated with the SHC, rather than the SoM. 

Finally, the development proposed at the Hoover Pavilion Site would include a parking garage with 
over 1,000 parking spaces that would serve the buildings at the Hoover Pavilion Site and at the Main 
SUMC Site.  Although the clinic/medical office building could potentially be accommodated outboard 
of Welch Road, there is not available space in this area to provide a corresponding amount of parking.  
As such, if no additional development would occur at the Hoover Pavilion Site, the SUMC Project 
would not be able to provide adequate parking for patients, visitors, and employees. 

It is important to note that the development of the clinic/medical office building along Welch Road, 
rather than at the Hoover Pavilion Site, would not reduce the overall environmental impacts of the 
SUMC Project, compared with development at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  Since the development at the 
Hoover Pavilion Site would mainly house community physicians and non-Stanford health providers, 
whose primary practice would be conducted at their offices, transportation and associated air quality 
and climate change impacts for such uses would be lessened by the Hoover Pavilion Site’s greater 
proximity to public transportation, compared with the outboard portion of Welch Road.  In addition, 
construction at the Hoover Pavilion Site would result in fewer noise impacts, lower localized 
concentrations of pollutants, and health risks to sensitive receptors (hospital patients) than construction 
outboard of Welch Road, which is located directly adjacent to the Main SUMC Site.  

Due to the spatial constraints, land use issues, and other environmental impacts, development at the 
outboard portion of Welch Road will not be considered for further analysis.  As such, this will not be 
included as an alternative to the SUMC Project. 

Hotel.  Commentors suggest the construction of a hotel at or in the vicinity of the SUMC Sites.  
According to Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, an alternative shall avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project.  The Draft EIR did not identify any impacts 
that would be reduced with the inclusion of a hotel; therefore, analysis of an alternative involving the 
development of a hotel would not be warranted under CEQA.  Additionally, the construction of a hotel 
would result in new or more severe significant impacts.  Therefore, since a hotel component of the 
alternatives would result in more impacts, rather than lessen them, inclusion of a hotel is not 
warranted. 
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A commentor also specifically requests the construction of a hotel at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  The 
land at the Hoover Pavilion Site is zoned as a Public Facilities (PF) zoning district.  As stated on page 
2-9 of the Draft EIR, the PF district allows development of governmental, public utility, educational, 
community service, and/or recreational facilities.  The conditional uses for this zoning district are also 
listed on page 2-9.  While the SUMC Project would include a zoning change for the Hoover Pavilion 
Site, the uses allowed by the new Hospital District Zoning would be similar to the currently allowed 
uses.  Commencement of the process to consider a new-hotel use would require City Council approval.  

Master Response 9:  Merits of the SUMC Project and Alternatives   

Introduction  

This Master Response 9 pertains to Comments 3.1, 8.1, 22.76, 22.77, 22.81, 23.2, 25.1, 28.4, 28.6, 
29.2, 35.27, 39.1, 45.1, 45.2, 45.4, 45.8, 51.1, 56.3, 57.2, 60.1, 61.1, 62.1, 63.1, PTC1.4, 
PTC1.35, PTC2.28, PTC4.37, PTC6.1, PTC6.2, PTC6.4, PTC6.26, PTC6.44, PTC6.45, PTC6.48, 
PTC6.50, PTC6.63, PTC6.64, PTC6.86, PTC6.88, PTC6.92, CC1.6, CC1.7, CC1.8, CC1.10, 
CC1.12, CC1.13, CC1.14, CC1.15, CC1.16, CC1.17, CC1.29, CC2.6, CC2.33, CC3.22, CC3.23, 
CC3.24, CC3.25, CC3.31, CC3.37, CC3.38, CC3.39, CC3.40, CC3.42, CC3.64, CC3.72, CC4.4, 
CC5.13, CC5.14, CC5.15, CC5.16, CC5.17, CC5.18, CC5.19, CC5.20, CC5.21, CC5.22, CC5.23, 
CC5.24, CC5.25, CC5.26, CC5.28, HRB1.3, HRB1.5, HRB1.7, HRB1.8, and HRB1.10. 

A number of comments pertain to project merit rather than adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Master 
Response 9 explains that the EIR does not address project merits and that the merits of the SUMC 
Project and its alternatives will be considered by the City in its decision process.   

Project Merits  

The above-listed comments either express support of or opposition to the SUMC Project.  These 
comments are important for the public discourse on the merits of the SUMC Project and whether it is 
viewed as an asset to the City.  However, this Responses to Comments volume addresses comments on 
the adequacy of the EIR analysis and the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  The Draft EIR was 
prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and potentially 
significant environmental impacts of the SUMC Project, regardless of the SUMC Project’s merits.   

Comments were also received that pertain to the merits of the proposed alternatives.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c) states that an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project 
that “could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the significant effects.”  Under this requirement, a No Project Alternative must 
be identified and analyzed; CEQA defines the No Project Alternative as the circumstance that would 
occur should the proposed project not be approved.  Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1), 
“the purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare 
the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.”  
The No Project Alternative analysis should consider what would reasonably be expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future should the proposed project not occur. 
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Per CEQA requirements, Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, discusses and analyzes a range of 
project alternatives including two No Project Alternatives, two Reduced Project Alternatives, and three 
full-project alternatives.  The Draft EIR does not consider the merits of each of the alternatives, but 
whether the alternatives are potentially feasible, meet the SUMC Project objectives, and would reduce 
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the SUMC Project.  However, the merits of both the SUMC 
Project and/or its alternatives will be considered by the City in its decision-making process.  The merit-
related issues identified by all commentors will be considered as the City takes action on the SUMC 
Project.   

Master Response 10:  Response to Comments Not Applicable to CEQA or to the SUMC 
Project 

Introduction 

This Master Response 10 pertains to Comments 3.3, 3a.4, 7.13, 7.17, 8.31, 9.7, 10.6, 20.6, 20.18, 
35.13, 35.26, 35.28, 35.29, 42.1, 42.3, 43.5, 45.3, 46.1, 46.3, 47.1, 49.1, 50.1, 52.1, 53.2, 54.1, 
54.2, 54.3, 56.2, PTC1.1, PTC1.5, PTC1.6, PTC1.21, PTC1.32, PTC1.33, PTC1.61, PTC1.74, 
PTC2.12, PTC2.13, PTC2.16, PTC2.17, PTC2.18, PTC2.19, PTC2.20, PTC2.27, PTC2.33, 
PTC4.24, PTC4.44, PTC4.60, PTC5.25, PTC5.37, PTC6.18, PTC6.32, PTC6.33, PTC6.43, 
PTC6.46, PTC6.48, PTC6.51, PTC6.71, CC2.10, CC2.13, CC2.16, CC2.17, CC3.21, CC3.36, 
CC3.39, CC3.45, CC3.48, CC3.51, CC5.28, CC5.29, CC5.33, CC5.35, CC5.41, CC5.43, CC5.44, 
ARB1.8, and ARB1.13. 

A number of comments pertain to issues that are outside the scope of CEQA such as fiscal and social 
impacts, the design of the SUMC Project, and the Development Agreement.  Master Response 10 
explains that, to the extent they do not pertain to physical changes in the environment, the EIR does not 
address these issues. 

Response to Comments Not Applicable to CEQA or to the SUMC Project  

The above-listed comments do not pertain to CEQA issues or, in some cases, the SUMC Project in 
general.  These comments do not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis.  Under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093, a lead agency must balance consideration of adverse environmental impacts with 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits in deciding whether to approve a project.  A 
lead agency has the authority to approve a project with significant and unavoidable impacts if it finds 
the benefits of the project exceed or outweigh its environmental costs.  When a lead agency approves a 
project in spite of unavoidable adverse impacts, it must prepare a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations outlining its justification.  However, the consideration of issues other than 
environmental impacts is not required to be analyzed in the EIR process under CEQA.   

Fiscal and Social Impacts of the SUMC Project.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of 
the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where 
social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.  Fiscal issues and 
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community benefits from the SUMC Project are topics that will be considered by the City Council and 
the Commission during the decision-making process.   

SUMC Project Design.  The Draft EIR analyzes whether the design features of the SUMC Project as a 
whole would impact the visual environment and surrounding areas, but does not consider specific 
design features that would not have a substantial physical impact on the environment.  Therefore, 
comments pertaining to alterations to SUMC Project building design or site layout that would not 
lessen or reduce impacts identified in the Draft EIR are better addressed during the architectural review 
process than in the EIR.   

As stated on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR, while the SUMC Project design is still in progress and 
could continue to be altered, the EIR analysis addresses the site plans presented in the SUMC 
Application, as originally submitted in June 2007 and last amended in March 2010.  This approach is 
adequate and typical for CEQA.  Refinements in project design, such as those being suggested, are 
being addressed through the City’s Architectural Review process.  As stated on page 3.3-27 of the 
Draft EIR, as required by Municipal Code Sections 2.21 and 18.76.020(b), the SUMC Project has 
undergone preliminary Architectural Review and the SUMC Project plans are currently being 
considered by the Architectural Review Board (ARB) as part of the decision-making process. 

Comments pertaining to design have been addressed in Sections 4 and 5, Written Comments and 
Responses and Oral Comments and Responses, respectively.  It should also be noted that if the ARB, 
Planning and Transportation Commission, or City Council makes changes to the SUMC Project that 
would result in new or substantially more severe impacts, a supplemental environmental analysis will 
need to be prepared by the City.  No such changes are anticipated at this time. 

Development Agreement.  Development Agreements are negotiated contracts between a project 
proponent/applicant and the City.  A Development Agreement is typically sought to ensure that local 
regulations pertaining to a project will not change over time.  As explained and listed on page 2-27 of 
the Draft EIR, a Development Agreement would be approved as part of the SUMC Project if the terms 
of such an agreement can be mutually agreed upon. The Supplemental Development Agreement Terms 
are included on pages 2-27 through 2-28 of the Draft EIR. 

The terms under the Development Agreement under negotiation also focus on financial programs, fees 
to be paid by the SUMC Project sponsors, and community benefits.  As discussed above, fiscal and 
social impacts are not considered an environmental impact.  If the Development Agreement included a 
program that would have environmental consequences beyond those identified in the EIR, then the 
impacts from this program or term could require mitigation and/or further environmental review.  It 
was determined in the Draft EIR review process that none of the terms of the Development Agreement 
under discussion at that time would have an impact on the environment.  Please refer to Master 
Response 12 for a complete description of the Development Agreement terms and process. 
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Master Response 11:  City Process for Reviewing and Deciding on the SUMC Project   

Introduction  

Master Response 11 addresses Comments 9.7, 12.1, 12.8, 20.1, 22.75, 23.3, 29.1, 35.4,  35.21, 
35.30, 39.1, 44.4, 53.2, 57.1, 60.2, 60.3, 61.3, PTC1.13, PTC1.35, PTC1.55, PTC1.58, PTC1.71, 
PTC1.78, PTC1.80, PTC2.6, PTC2.24, PTC3.13, PTC4.44, PTC6.5, PTC6.8, PTC6.10, PTC6.13, 
PTC6.17, PTC6.47, PTC6.68, PTC6.70, PTC6.72, PTC6.84, PTC6.85, CC1.2, CC1.5, CC1.18, 
CC1.22, CC1.30, CC2.11, CC2.30, CC2.34, CC3.32, CC2.36, CC3.75, CC3.76, CC4.15, CC5.7, 
ARB1.9, and ARB1.18. 

Several commentors have concerns and questions about the general review and approval process of the 
SUMC Project.  These comments pertain to the process of certification and entitlements and not to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR is intended to review and propose mitigations to the SUMC 
Project as proposed, not to determine whether the various entitlements and designs should be approved.  
Nonetheless, for informational purposes only, the major aspects of the City’s review process of the 
SUMC Project and the next steps to occur during the EIR review are discussed below.  

City Process for Review and Deciding on the SUMC Project  

Before the SUMC Project can be approved by City Council, the SUMC Project must fulfill several 
requirements for review.  The first step is to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), which is the purpose of this document.  Another action that needs to occur before approval of 
the SUMC Project is design review of the SUMC Project by the Architectural Review Board (ARB) 
and a preliminary review by the Historic Resources Board (HRB).  Finally, the SUMC Project must 
adhere to the zoning and entitlement process.  These pre-approval City processes are explained in 
further detail below.  However, it is important to note that although these processes are considered 
separate, many steps can overlap and multiple processes could be certified or approved at the same 
time (e.g., the EIR may be certified the same night that f the project approvals are made). 

California Environmental Quality Act.  The first major aspect of the City’s review process of the 
SUMC Project is the environmental review, which is mandated under the CEQA.  As of the 
publication of this document, the majority of environmental review phases have been completed, 
including the release of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), the release of the Draft EIR, public comment 
periods on the NOP and the Draft EIR, and the release of the Final EIR.  Below is an explanation of 
each of these phases plus the next steps in the CEQA process.   

Notice of Preparation.  The City distributed an NOP on August 22, 2007, announcing its intent to 
prepare and distribute an EIR analyzing the impacts of the SUMC Project.  As indicated in the NOP, 
the City provided a 41-day comment period from August 22 to October 1, 2007 (this comment period 
was longer than the 30 days required by CEQA).  In response to the NOP, public agencies and private 
individuals submitted comment letters to the City.  In addition, the City received oral comments at the 
Planning and Transportation Commission (Commission) on September 5, 2007 and at the City Council 
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scoping session on September 24, 2007.  The comments received during the NOP public review period 
were considered and analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR provides an analysis of physical impacts anticipated to result from the 
SUMC Project. Where significant impacts are identified, the Draft EIR recommends feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce or eliminate the significant impacts and identifies which significant impacts are 
unavoidable. Alternatives to the SUMC Project are also presented in Section 5 of the document.  The 
Draft EIR is considered a draft under CEQA since it must be reviewed and commented upon by public 
agencies, organizations, and individuals before being finalized.  The Draft EIR for the SUMC Project 
was released on May 20, 2010 for a 69-day review period, which closed on July 27, 2010. 

Certification of the EIR.  The City of Palo Alto City Council must ultimately certify that it has 
reviewed and considered the information in the EIR and that the EIR has been completed in conformity 
with the requirements of CEQA.  As required by 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 unless findings are made.   

During the certification process, the Commission could make recommendations regarding the SUMC 
Project and its alternatives.  After consideration of the Commission’s recommendations, the City 
Council will make certain findings regarding the conclusions outlined in the EIR.  Those findings 
require the City Council to decide whether there are any feasible mitigation measures that would 
reduce impacts identified in the EIR.  The City Council could also make a finding as to whether there 
are feasible alternatives that would reduce the identified impacts.  It is at the discretion of the City 
Council whether to approve portions of the proposed alternatives that would mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental impacts, while rejecting the alternatives that are deemed to be infeasible.  As 
such, the Final SUMC Project could be the SUMC Project as proposed in the Draft EIR, an alternative 
to the SUMC Project, or a combination of the SUMC Project and different alternatives. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  As explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR, 
Introduction, if the City Council decides to approve the SUMC Project, then the City Council must 
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097, 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 private entity that accepts the delegation.   

The SUMC Project MMRP would identify: the specific monitoring action that would occur, the various 
City departments or other entities that would oversee the completion of the measures, and a timeline 
for when these measures would be implemented.  The responsible departments would ensure that due 
diligence is carried out during implementation of the measures.  Execution of the MMRP would reduce 
the severity or eliminate the identified significant impacts. 

Statement of Overriding Considerations.  If the City Council decides to approve the SUMC Project, 
and if the SUMC Project as approved would result in significant impacts that could not be mitigated to 
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less-than-significant levels, then the City Council must indicate that any such unavoidable impacts are 
acceptable due to overriding considerations.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, a 
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” would balance the benefits of the SUMC Project against its 
unavoidable environmental effects.  If the City Council finds that the benefits of the SUMC Project 
outweigh the impacts, then the adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable. 

Conditions of Approval.  The Conditions of Approval would incorporate the feasible mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR and would identify payment responsibility for each required mitigation 
measure.  The SUMC Project sponsors would be required to fund all mitigation measures, as identified 
in the Conditions of Approval, which would be developed during the approval stage of the SUMC 
Project process.   

Design Review.  In conjunction with the CEQA review process, the proposed design and site plans of 
the SUMC Project are under review by the ARB and the HRB, as explained below.   

Architectural Review Board.  As stated on pages 3.3-18 through 3.3-19 of the Draft EIR, the Palo Alto 
Architectural Review process assesses the design of all proposed construction, changes, and additions 
to commercial, industrial, and multiple-family projects in the City.  The process requires a 
recommendation from the ARB, which is composed of five members, at least three of whom are 
architects, landscape architects, building designers, or other design professionals.  Based on the 
recommendation of the ARB, architectural approval then is made by the Director of Planning and 
Community Environment or by the City Council.  Architectural review occurs before building permits 
are issued, and ensures that new development is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and 
environment.  The ARB weighs several design considerations when reviewing a project, promotes 
orderly and harmonious development of the City, encourages the attainment of the most desirable use 
of land and improvements, enhances the desirability of living conditions in adjacent areas, and 
promotes visual environments that are of high aesthetic quality.33 

The ARB hearing that was held during the Draft EIR public review period on July 1, 2010 is included 
as hearing transcript ARB1 in Section 5, Responses to Hearing Comments.  The ARB comments 
relating to the analysis in the Draft EIR have been addressed in Responses ARB1 and have been 
forwarded to the City Council for consideration.   

Mitigation for visual quality impacts is proposed through the ARB process.  Final review and action 
will be conducted by the City Council.  The schedule has been updated to clarify that the final ARB 
recommendation comes after the publication of the Final EIR and the City Council will review the final 
ARB recommendations.  The City Council will take the final action on entitlements including 
architectural review.   

The ARB is reviewing the SUMC Project as submitted and amended by the SUMC Project sponsors 
and is in the process of making recommendations on the SUMC Project as presented to them.  Once 

                                              
33  City of Palo Alto, “Architectural Review Board (ARB),” website accessed on October 27, 2010 at: 

http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/knowzone/agendas/architectural.asp. 
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the EIR is certified, the City Council will deny the project approvals or decide on a project that is 
either the SUMC Project as proposed, an alternative that is presented in the Draft EIR, or a mix of 
alternatives.  If alternate site plans are selected, then the updated SUMC Project would be required to 
undergo the Architectural Review process again.  Final Architectural Review approvals will not be 
granted by the City Council until after (or at the same meeting as) the entitlement review process, 
which is discussed in more detail, below. 

It is important to note that ARB will not make decisions on the SUMC Project, but rather will propose 
recommendations to the City Council.  The City Council will consider architectural review for final 
approval.   

Historic Resources Board.  The HRB is composed of seven members who have been appointed by the 
City Council and have demonstrated interest in and knowledge of history, architecture, or historic 
preservation.  Additionally, one member must be an owner or occupant of a category one or two 
historic structure, or of a structure in an historic district; three members must be architects, landscape 
architects, building designers, or other design professionals; and at least one member must possess 
academic education or practical experience in history or a related field.  

The responsibilities of the HRB include reviewing historic buildings and making recommendations to 
the ARB and City Council.  The HRB makes recommendations to the ARB on proposed exterior 
changes to historic commercial and multiple-family buildings that are on the City’s Historic Inventory 
List.  In addition, the HRB makes recommendations to City Council on proposed additions to and 
reclassifications of existing historic buildings that on the Historic Inventory List and also performs 
other functions as delegated from City Council.34 

However, the Historic Preservation Ordinance of the City of Palo Alto does not allow the HRB to 
make recommendations on buildings that are not included on the City’s Historic Inventory List.  None 
of the buildings at the SUMC Sites, including Hoover Pavilion and the Stone Building complex, are 
included on the City’s Historic Inventory.  Although the Hoover Pavilion and the Stone Building 
complex are considered historic resources for the purposes of CEQA, the HRB cannot formally make 
recommendations regarding the SUMC Project’s proposed demolitions and renovations. 

Nonetheless, the HRB has informally reviewed the SUMC Project since the Hoover Pavilion and the 
Stone Building complex are eligible for listing under the California Register of Historic Resources 
(CRHR).  Since these buildings are eligible for listing, they are considered historic resources under 
CEQA and therefore, the impacts of the SUMC Project on these buildings are analyzed in the Draft 
EIR.  This analysis has been reviewed by the HRB, in that the HRB is a certified review board as part 
of the Certified Local Government agreement between the State of California and City of Palo Alto.  In 
particular, the HRB has focused on the Hoover Pavilion, which would be preserved under the SUMC 
Project.  Since the SUMC Project involves renovations of the Hoover Pavilion façade and the 

                                              
34  City of Palo Alto, “Historic Resources Board,” website accessed on October 27, 2010 at: 

http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/knowzone/agendas/historic/default.asp. 
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contextual relationships between Hoover Pavilion and the proposed new structures, it is appropriate for 
the HRB to provide their historic review recommendation to the ARB for their informal consideration.   

The HRB has already provided preliminary comments on the SUMC Project and the Draft EIR at a 
public hearing on July 7, 2010 (see hearing transcript HRB1 in Section 5 of this document, Oral 
Comments and Responses).  The HRB comments relating to the analysis in the Draft EIR have been 
addressed in Responses HRB1.  It is expected that the HRB will further review the proposed actions at 
the Hoover Pavilion Site in February 2011.  The comments from the HRB will be transmitted to the 
ARB prior to the ARB’s formal review of the Hoover Pavilion Site in February 2011.  The comments 
from the HRB and recommendation from the ARB will then be sent to the City Council for review, 
which is expected to occur in April 2011.  

Zoning and Entitlement Process.  This stage of the approval process of the SUMC Project involves 
zoning amendments, the Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Area Plan, the Development Agreement, 
Conditional Use Permit, and Annexation.  This stage of the SUMC Project review process could occur 
after certification of the EIR and preliminary design review by the ARB and the HRB, or be approved 
at the same time as EIR certification. 

Zoning.  Current zoning designations within the SUMC Sites would not permit the level of 
development proposed under the SUMC Project; therefore, it is necessary to consider new zoning 
designations for the SUMC Sites.  The City’s Zoning Ordinance establishes the allowable land uses and 
development standards for each area in the City, and implements the land use designations and policies 
established in the Comprehensive Plan.  Rezoning an area or specific site modifies the uses and 
development standards for the area or site and may permit uses or development that would not be 
allowed by the existing zoning designations.  The rezoning process provides a regulatory framework 
for reviewing project applications. All rezoning applications are subject to environmental review, as 
included in the Draft EIR for the SUMC Project.  

As discussed on pages 2-23 through 2-25 and 3.2-29 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would 
conflict with existing development restrictions in the existing Public Facilities (PF) zoning district.  As 
such, to address this zoning inconsistency, a new zoning district would be created for land used 
specifically for hospitals, clinics, medical offices and research.  The new zoning district would have its 
own name, such as “Hospital District,” and would include development standards that accommodate 
the SUMC Project as proposed.  While the SUMC Project sponsors have requested that the SUMC 
Project components be deemed to be “permitted uses” under the proposed new Hospital District, it is 
possible that the City would make these uses conditionally permitted.  In that event, the SUMC Project 
would also require one or more conditional use permits from the City.  Rezoning of the SUMC Sites 
would require approval from City Council.  Conditional use permits would require approval from the 
Planning and Transportation Commission. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments.  Several changes are proposed to be made to the Comprehensive 
Plan under the SUMC Project including text changes, and changes to land use designations.  The 
SUMC Project would make text modifications to the Comprehensive Plan in order to clarify the 
proposed building height exceptions and commercial square foot limits for the SUMC.  Program L-3 
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would be revised as identified on page 3.2-9 of the Draft EIR.  In addition, text changes for Policy L-8 
are included on page 3.2-29 of the Draft EIR; however, since the publication of the Draft EIR, this 
language has been altered slightly.  Please see Section 6, Revisions to Draft EIR, for the revised Policy 
L-8 language.  

The SUMC Project also would change land use designations included in the Comprehensive Plan on 
portions of the SUMC Sites.  One land use designation change would be at 701 and 703 Welch Road 
from the Medical Research/Office Park designation to the Major Institution/Special Facilities land use 
designation.  In addition, the SUMC Project would include the annexation to Palo Alto of a 0.75-acre 
property within Santa Clara County jurisdiction with a Major Institution/Special Facilities land use 
designation to be applied to this property.   

The Comprehensive Plan Amendments for the SUMC Project are separate from the ongoing process to 
update the Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan Update is on a separate schedule than the 
SUMC Project.  While the SUMC Project entitlements are expected to be reviewed by the City Council 
in early 2011, the Comprehensive Plan Update, including the environmental review, is expected to be 
completed in the first half of 2012.  The City has only recently started the review process of initial 
drafts of updated Comprehensive Plan chapters with the Commission and City Council.  Detailed 
analysis and extensive public review of the SUMC Project, including the proposed changes to the 
existing Comprehensive Plan, has been completed in preparation for formal reviews.  The analysis and 
review of the SUMC Project will inform the Comprehensive Plan Update process.  As such, it is 
important to note that the SUMC Project need not be delayed as a result of the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan update process.  

Area Plan.  Program L-46 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan requires the City to work with Stanford to 
prepare an area plan for the Stanford University Medical Center.  The Area Plan is intended to be a 
guidance document for the City, Stanford, and the public to provide an overview and context for 
anticipated future development at the SUMC Sites.  It is not a regulatory document and does not 
comprise a coordinated area plan or specific plan under the City’s Municipal Code.  The content of the 
Area Plan is expected to evolve as expansion plans on the SUMC Sites are developed, and the Area 
Plan may be modified to accommodate changes in those expansion plans, to respond to new 
information revealed during the environmental review process, or at the City’s discretion. 

As a guidance document, the Area Plan may identify policies and regulatory requirements from the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code that would apply to proposed development at the 
SUMC Sites and/or describe proposed amendments to such applicable policies and regulations.  The 
Area Plan is not intended to establish land use or development policies or standards, and is not intended 
to supersede the applicable policies, regulations, requirements, and standards of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan or Municipal Code.  If any provisions of the Area Plan vary from or conflict with 
the Comprehensive Plan or Municipal Code, the current provisions of the Comprehensive Plan or 
Municipal Code shall prevail.  The Area Plan does not identify mitigation measures for SUMC Project 
impacts, evaluate alternatives to the SUMC Project, or specify community benefits outside of the 
immediate scope of the SUMC Project. 
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The City of Palo Alto, in collaboration with Stanford University, SHC, and LPCH, prepared the 
SUMC Area Plan Update in 2007.  Conceptual review and input was submitted by the City Council in 
July 2008.  However, the updated Area Plan will undergo final review by the City Council during the 
entitlement review of the SUMC Project.  The City Council will decide whether to accept the Area 
Plan.  

Development Agreement.  Development Agreements are negotiated contracts between a project 
proponent/applicant and the City.  A Development Agreement is typically sought to ensure that local 
regulations pertaining to the project will not change over time.  In exchange, local governments 
negotiate an acceptable “community benefit package.”  On June 15, 2009, the SUMC Project sponsors 
submitted a Development Agreement proposal to the City.  The City prepared a counter proposal and 
will continue to negotiate the terms with the SUMC Project sponsors.  The City Council and the public 
will be provided with additional opportunities to comment on the specific deal terms.  The 
Development Agreement cannot be approved until after certification of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report.   

As explained and listed on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, a Development Agreement 
would be approved as part of the SUMC Project if the terms of such an agreement could be mutually 
agreed upon.  In addition, Supplemental Development Agreement Terms are included on pages 2-27 
through 2-28 of the Draft EIR.  It is expected that there will be some overlap between the Development 
Agreement, the Conditions of Approval, and the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR.  
Please refer to Master Response 12 for more details regarding the proposed Development Agreement. 

Conditional Use Permit. The SUMC Project sponsors have requested that the SUMC Project 
components be deemed to be “permitted uses” under the proposed new Hospital District.  However, it 
is possible that the City would only make these uses conditionally permitted.  In that event, contrary to 
the proposal of the SUMC Project sponsors, the SUMC Project would also require one or more 
conditional use permits from the City.  For example, as part of Mitigation Measure BR-4.4A, a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City and the SUMC Project sponsors describing 
the trees at the SUMC Sites and the ones to be removed/retained would be part of a Conditional Use 
Permit.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 6 for a full description of this mitigation measure, which has 
been updated since the Draft EIR.   

Annexation.  As described on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR, a 0.75-acre parcel of land adjacent to the SoM 
and currently under the jurisdiction of the County of Santa Clara would be annexed to the City of Palo 
Alto.  The City would conduct the annexation process under a 100 percent consent proposal.  Prior to 
annexation, the City would provide notice to affected agencies for a period of 10 days.  After the 10-
day review period, City Council would be able to act on the annexation.  Although a public hearing 
regarding this annexation would not be required, the annexation could be considered as a routine 
agenda item.  The City Council would need to adopt the resolution to initiate annexation proceedings 
and then consider the proposal at a regular meeting and waive protest proceedings.  The City Council 
would also need to make findings per Section 56757 and adopt the resolution before annexation is 
approved.  Once approved, the City would forward the resolution and paperwork to the Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO), which would record a Certificate of Completion.  However, before 
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the annexation process begins, the City must first create the new Hospital District and then apply the 
pre-zoning to the annexed area.  

Master Response 12:  Development Agreement 

Introduction  

This Master Response 12 addresses Comments 22.23, 22.24, 22.26, 22.30, 22.81, 22.89, 22.91, 24.1, 
34.1, 56.2, PTC1.5, PTC1.28, PTC1.53, PTC1.58, PTC1.67, PTC6.18, PTC6.24, PTC6.72, CC1.9, 
CC1.16, CC2.13, CC2.14, CC3.33, CC4.15, and CC5.34. 

As part of their requested approvals for the SUMC Project, the SUMC Project sponsors are requesting 
City approval of a Development Agreement.  This Master Response provides further information about 
the nature and purpose of the Development Agreement, as generally described on pages 2-27 through 
2-28 of the Draft EIR. 

Development Agreement  

The California Planning and Zoning Law authorizes cities to enter into “development agreements,” 
which grant certain rights to developers, typically in exchange for other benefits which cities otherwise 
do not have the police power to require.  The following analysis explains the role and purpose of 
development agreements.  This analysis includes a summary of the general scope of the City’s police 
power and of the general rights, which developers have under federal and State law. 

Under their general police power, all cities have broad authority to negotiate agreements with any 
person or entity, including project applicants such as the SUMC Project sponsors.  However, any such 
agreement must include a genuine exchange of benefits (known in legal terms as “consideration”), with 
the parties agreeing to a negotiated exchange of one or more benefits or concessions to which they are 
not otherwise entitled.  No one party is entitled to dictate the terms of the deal – an agreement can only 
be reached when each party is adequately enticed by what the other party has to offer to be induced to 
enter into an agreement. 

Under its police power, a city also has broad, unilateral authority to impose a large variety of 
conditions to ensure that a proposed development would mitigate its adverse effects (both 
environmental and non-environmental) and would pay for the necessary infrastructure needed to serve 
the development.  Therefore, a city does not generally need to rely on any negotiated agreement with 
the developer applicant to impose such conditions.  However, both the United States Constitution and 
California statutes (particularly the Mitigation Fee Act, known sometimes as “AB 1600”) impose 
specific (although flexible) limitations on the types of conditions and exactions a city may impose on a 
particular development project.  Under these limitations, courts have held that cities cannot use their 
land use approval authority to exact concessions from a developer applicant that have nothing to do 
with the impacts or needs of the proposed development itself, or, in other words, which have no 
“nexus” with the project.  Thus, for example, a city cannot require a developer to build a new city hall 
in exchange for granting development entitlements.  In addition to the requirement of “nexus,” any 
exactions are also subject to a requirement of “rough proportionality.” If a development project is only 
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partially responsible for a particular public improvement, a city generally can only require the 
developer to pay its proportionate share of that improvement (subject to certain caveats and 
exceptions). 

A development agreement provides one exception to these limitations: a city can negotiate with 
developers the concessions that exceed what the city could require under its police power (for example, 
concessions for which there is no nexus with the proposed development, or which exceed the “rough 
proportionality” requirement) in exchange for approving a development agreement since development 
agreements provide a benefit to developers to which they are not otherwise entitled.   

As a general matter, a city has broad legislative power to zone and rezone property within its 
jurisdiction.  Thus, in theory, a city can rezone an area where apartment buildings are located to permit 
only development of single-family homes, or rezone an industrial area to only permit commercial 
development.  However, even if a city were to so exercise its zoning powers, existing property owners 
have constitutionally protected property rights to continue with their existing use of their property.  
Thus, if a city were to amend its zoning ordinance to prohibit, for example, fast food restaurants in a 
particular location, an existing fast food restaurant would have a “vested” property right to continue to 
use its property for that purpose (at least absent compensation from the city for a “taking” of this 
property right).  This use is typically referred to as a “legal non-conforming pre-existing use.” 

In the context of new development, the California Supreme Court has held that a developer does not 
obtain a “vested right” to a proposed use of property until it has first obtained a building permit and 
has spent substantial sums in reliance upon that permit.  (Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South 
Coast Regional Comm. (1976) 17 Cal.3d 785.)  Thus, under this holding, a developer who has 
incurred the expense of obtaining development approvals still faces the risk that the governing city or 
county can legislatively adopt new zoning requirements that either impose additional requirements, or 
even potentially prohibit its previously approved development. 

In partial response to this holding, the Legislature adopted statutes authorizing local governments and 
developers to enter into “development agreements.”  (Government Code sections 65864-65869.5.)  A 
development agreement has the effect of immediately vesting a developer’s right to proceed under 
existing zoning and other local laws, without having to worry about later changes in those zoning 
requirements imposing expensive new requirements or preventing the project from proceeding.  The 
Government Code imposes various requirements on development agreements, including a requirement 
that each development agreement specify its duration. 

Thus, in the present circumstances, the Development Agreement sought by the SUMC Project sponsors 
would entitle them to proceed under, and rely upon, the zoning approvals granted by the City Council, 
if the City Council approves the SUMC Project.  In approving the Development Agreement, the City 
Council would be effectively waiving its right (as well as the right of future City Councils) to later 
impose new or amended zoning or other legislative requirements or limitations on the SUMC Project.  
This waiver would exist for the duration specified in the Development Agreement.  However, it should 
also be noted that, under the principles discussed above, once the SUMC Project is constructed, the 
SUMC Project sponsors would have vested rights independent of the Development Agreement to 
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continue to use its facilities for the purpose for which they were constructed.  Thus, once the SUMC 
Project is constructed, even if the City were to later modify the applicable zoning, the SUMC hospital 
facilities could qualify as a “legal non-conforming pre-existing use” and could continue to operate 
notwithstanding any inconsistency with later-adopted zoning requirements (subject to certain caveats 
and exceptions). 

In exchange for granting the SUMC Project sponsors this vested entitlement, the City may negotiate 
benefits and/or concessions from the SUMC Project sponsors that exceed what the City can otherwise 
require under its police power, potentially including benefits that would not have a “nexus” with the 
SUMC Project.  As to this point, it should be stressed that the City does not need to rely on the 
proposed Development Agreement in order to impose requirements that it already has the police power 
to unilaterally impose.  To the extent that a particular measure or other condition is necessary or 
appropriate to mitigate the actual impacts of the SUMC Project, or to pay for infrastructure solely or 
primarily needed to serve the SUMC Project, it generally would not serve as “consideration” to the 
City for entering into the Development Agreement (except in limited cases where the City is otherwise 
legally prohibited from imposing a particular mitigation measure or other condition). 

It likewise bears emphasizing that the City cannot unilaterally require the SUMC Project sponsors to 
agree to any particular concession or benefit to the City as part of the Development Agreement.  The 
SUMC Project sponsors’ assessment of the number and total cost of concessions and other City benefits 
it will agree to as part of the Development Agreement would most likely depend upon its assessment of 
the value of the concessions and benefits it receives under the Development Agreement (which may 
primarily or only be the value of the vested right it is obtaining).  In addition, even if the City and the 
SUMC Project sponsors are not able to reach agreement on terms for a Development Agreement, it 
would still be entitled to have the City act upon the SUMC Project application itself.  The City could 
not take into account the SUMC Project sponsors’ unwillingness to agree to a particular proposed 
concession that the City does not otherwise have the police power authority to impose, in deciding 
whether to approve the proposed SUMC Project.  Nonetheless, the City still has broad legislative 
discretion in deciding whether to approve the proposed SUMC Project on its own merits. 

Comment PTC2.25, included in Section 5, of this document, suggests that any mitigation measures and 
other conditions imposed upon the SUMC Project should remain in place even after the Development 
Agreement’s term expires.  The City strongly agrees with this suggestion.  Because of the somewhat 
limited role of the Development Agreement in the actual SUMC Project approval, City staff has 
recommended that the SUMC Project application be processed to include a conditional use permit.  A 
conditional use permit would provide a useful mechanism for the City to exercise its police powers to 
impose all appropriate conditions on the SUMC Project, without the need to negotiate most of these 
conditions with the SUMC Project sponsors as part of the Development Agreement.  The conditions 
imposed upon the conditional use permit could be designed to ensure that all necessary requirements of 
the SUMC Project are met, and those conditions would remain enforceable even after the Development 
Agreement expires.   
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The SUMC Project sponsors and City staff are still in the ongoing process of negotiating the terms of 
the Development Agreement itself.  Staff has taken into account feedback and policy direction received 
from the City Council in negotiating those terms, and is attempting to negotiate terms consistent with 
the City Council’s policy direction.  Staff will continue to seek feedback from the Council as necessary 
throughout the process of negotiating the Development Agreement.  Once terms are negotiated and a 
draft Development Agreement is prepared, there will be public hearings before both the Planning and 
Transportation Commission (Commission) and the City Council to consider those terms.  The Council 
may continue to provide policy direction at such hearings, and further amendments could be proposed 
and/or made as a result of feedback provided.  The EIR has been designed to analyze the 
environmental effects of all foreseeable terms the Development Agreement might include, whether in 
the analysis of the SUMC Project itself, or in the analysis of the various possible alternatives.  
However, as stated on page 2-28 of the Draft EIR, it is not anticipated that the any of the Development 
Agreement terms would result in physical environmental impacts beyond those disclosed in the Draft 
EIR.  As such, the Development Agreement component of the SUMC Project is not discussed further 
in the Draft EIR. 

As part of the Development Agreement discussions, members of the City Council, Commission, and 
the public suggested several issues to be explored in Development Agreement negotiations.  Several of 
these issues have no direct relationship to the SUMC Project and involve a series of separate 
complicated policy decisions and negotiations that could delay decision-making on the SUMC Project.  
Subject to the City Council’s approval, staff is therefore recommending that these issues are better 
addressed outside of the SUMC Project process.  In particular, comments were submitted that suggest 
the installation of an upstream retention basin, the use of Stanford Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC) 
as a backup power source, and fire services from the County of Santa Clara.  The siting of an upstream 
retention basin on Stanford lands was not identified as a mitigation measure and can be addressed 
through the existing San Francisquito Joint Power Authority process.  Likewise, the use of the SLAC 
facility as a backup power source for the community has been a longstanding issue in the community 
and the City and Stanford are proceeding on a separate track to discuss a range of mutually beneficial 
solutions.  As the SUMC Project plans contain backup generators and building permits are governed by 
OSHPD, this issue should not be tied exclusively to the SUMC Project.  Lastly, the City and Stanford 
have a longstanding contract where the City provides fire services to Stanford-owned land in the 
County of Santa Clara.  Since the contract does not apply to the SUMC Project, staff is recommending 
that any changes to the fire service agreement be negotiated as part of the existing contract renewal 
process. 
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Section 4  
Written Comments and Responses 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are reproduced in this section.  
Written comments received were provided to the City of Palo Alto by letter or via email.  Discrete 
comments from each letter are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and numbered.  Responses 
immediately follow each comment letter and are enumerated to correspond with the comment number.  
Response 19.1, for example, refers to the response for the first comment in Letter 19.  The italicized 
text in the beginning of each response denotes a summary of each distinct comment.  Many responses 
in this section refer to Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses, which are found in Section 3 of 
this document. 

4.2 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Comment letters and responses begin on the following page. 
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Section 4  
Written Comments and Responses 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are reproduced in this section.  
Written comments received were provided to the City of Palo Alto by letter or via email.  Discrete 
comments from each letter are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and numbered.  Responses 
immediately follow each comment letter and are enumerated to correspond with the comment number.  
Response 19.1, for example, refers to the response for the first comment in Letter 19.  The italicized 
text in the beginning of each response denotes a summary of the commentors’ questions and concerns.  
Many responses in this section refer to Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses, which are found 
in Section 3 of this document. 

4.2 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Comment letters and responses begin on the following page. 
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1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit, Scott Morgan (letter dated July 7, 2010)   

1.1 The commentor acknowledges that the City of Palo Alto (City) has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse requirements for draft environmental documents per the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The City acknowledges receipt of the State 
Clearinghouse comment letter indicating that the SUMC Project Draft EIR has been 
distributed to State agencies and departments for review and that the City has complied 
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements.  No further response is necessary. 
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2. Department of Toxic Substances, Andrew Berna-Hicks, P.E. (letter dated 
June 7, 2010)   

2.1 The commentor requests that soil and groundwater sampling be performed prior to or in 
conjunction with the preparation of the EIR and that screening levels be identified.  As 
described on pages 3.12-38 through 3.12-40 of the Draft EIR in the Hazardous Materials 
section, four Phase I ESAs, one Phase II ESA, and other soil vapor and groundwater 
sampling were completed in order to assess the conditions at the SUMC Sites and identify 
potential hazardous conditions within the SUMC Project boundary.  Specifically, these 
samples were conducted at 701 Welch Road, 703 Welch Road, 1101 Welch Road, and the 
Hoover Pavilion Site.  The reports provide the applicable screening level criteria. 

In addition to the studies already conducted, further soil and groundwater tests are required 
as Mitigation Measures HM-3.1 through HM-3.4, outlined on pages 3.12-40 through 3.12-
41 of the Draft EIR.  These additional tests would occur at 701 Welch Road (preparation of 
a Phase II ESA), 703 Welch Road (excavation of contaminated soils), and the Hoover 
Pavilion Site (preparation of a Soil Vapor Program and a Site Management Plan).  Since 
preparation of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project sponsors have completed additional tests, 
as well as the human health risk assessment described in Mitigation Measure HM-3.3 on 
page 3.12-41 of the Draft EIR.  The health risk assessment shows there would be no 
significant impacts to health from the petroleum product in the soils at the Hoover Pavilion 
Site.  With implementation of these mitigation measures, the significant impact on 
construction personnel and the public due to the exposure to contaminated soils and/or 
groundwater would be reduced to less than significant.   

In addition, during construction activities at the SUMC Sites, unknown contaminated soils 
or groundwater could be discovered that would pose a risk of exposure to workers, the 
environment, and the community.  Disturbance of unidentified contaminated areas and 
exposure of persons would be a significant impact.  However, as required under Mitigation 
Measure HW-3.1 in Section 3.11, Hydrology, the SUMC Project sponsors would be 
required to develop a work plan for any unknown contaminated sites, which would reduce 
the impacts to less than significant.  No further information can be provided at this time 
since no known contamination exists outside of the locations already analyzed. 

The mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIR, which include additional soil and 
groundwater sampling during construction, would be adopted as part of the SUMC Project 
approval and the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to comply.  However, some 
additional studies have been conducted at the Hoover Pavilion Site, two of which occurred 
after the publication of the Draft EIR.   
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As such, the following text has been added after the first partial paragraph on page 3.12-20 
of the Draft EIR. 

Additional Studies at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  From October 2008 through September 
2010, the SUMC Project sponsors prepared and provided to the SCCDEH the 
following documentation which summarizes the environmental condition and the 
investigations and remediation that have been conducted at the Hoover Pavilion Site 
since 1986 to date in consideration of case closure: 

 October 31, 2008: Request for Site Closure by AMEC Geomatrix, which 
discusses site closure for the two closed in-place 2,200 gallon diesel 
underground storage tanks and the results of a soil vapor survey to evaluate 
whether volatile constituents are present in the subsurface.  

 March 26, 2009: an additional soil vapor survey was performed by AMEC 
Geomatrix and documented in the Additional Investigation Report for 
Delineation of PCE in the vicinity of Soil Boring SV-9.  

 May 25, 2010: A Site Management Plan by AMEC was developed that 
established guidelines and health and safety requirements during construction 
for the following activities:  notifications, air monitoring, soil excavation, soil 
stockpiling, on-site reuse of soil, off-site soil disposal or reuse, dust control, 
and groundwater management.    

 September 15, 2010: Technical Summary by AMEC was prepared to discuss 
the regulatory status and closure activities, site information, previous 
investigations and results, summary of remedial measures and closure criteria.  

The above AMEC reports concluded that residual petroleum is present in soil, 
particularly in the area of two 2,200 gallon, closed-in-place USTs that formerly 
contained fuel oil and diesel.  Testing confirms that no petroleum constituents are 
present in soil vapor.  Note that the presence of chlorinated volatile organic compounds 
(CVOCs) were also evaluated as part of the Hoover Pavilion Site (in soil) and found to 
be limited in concentration, area and depth, and presents no impacts to human health or 
the environment.  The impacted area would be excavated as part of the SUMC Project 
parking garage excavation.  Thus, all of the residual CVOCs and most of the petroleum 
impacted soil whose areal extent has been defined will be removed as part of the 
SUMC Project.   

With respect to groundwater, the studies show no dissolved-phased constituents are 
present above environmental screening levels and the lateral extent of the plume is 
confined to the property.  In two monitoring wells immediately adjacent to the USTs, 
1/8 to 1/4 inch of product composed of a mixture of degraded viscous fuel oil (heavy 
fuel oil number 6) and degraded diesel has been measured; remediation of this product 
has been completed to the fullest extent practicable.  CVOCs testing in groundwater are 
below the MCLs.  Therefore, the Hoover Pavilion Site has been thoroughly 
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investigated and the cleanup meets the State’s standards and poses no threat to human 
health or the environment. 

2.2 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR discuss remediation activities to be implemented 
as part of the SUMC Project, as well as the cleanup levels that would apply and the 
anticipated regulatory agency oversight.  As described on page pages 3.12-40 through 
3.12-41 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 through HM-3.4 would remediate 
the potential contaminated soils at 703 Welch and the Hoover Pavilion Site.  Specifically, 
HM-3.2 calls for conducting soils testing for mercury, silver, and pH levels in the 4- to 9-
square-foot area near every discharge point from the building located at 703 Welch.  If the 
soils are found to be contaminated, Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 calls for excavating, 
removing, and transporting contaminated soil to an approved disposal site (which would be 
in compliance with Occupational Health and Safety Administration [OSHA]).  SUMC 
Project sponsors would consult with the County Department of Environmental Health 
(DEH) on all results and remediation actions.   

Additionally, Mitigation Measure HM-3.3 in the Draft EIR calls for corrective action and 
active measures to address the potentially contaminated soil at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  
Specifically, under Mitigation Measure HM-3.3, a qualified consultant would remove all 
buried underground storage tanks from the property; conduct additional soil sampling to 
the extent necessary; and take steps necessary to ensure worker safety.  Mitigation Measure 
HM-3.3 has been amended to update the measures to treat and remediate the potentially 
contaminated soil.  This includes changes in the Summary, Section 3.12, and Section 5 of 
the Draft EIR, as shown at the end of this Response. 

Lastly, Mitigation Measure HM-3.4 calls for the development of a Site Management Plan 
(site remediation assessment) for the Hoover Pavilion Site.  The site remediation 
assessment would (a) outline specific measures to protect workers and the public from 
exposure to potential site hazards, including hazards from remediation itself, and (b) certify 
that the proposed remediation measures would clean up contaminants, dispose of the 
wastes, and protect public health in accordance with federal, State, and local requirements. 

The commentor requests further information regarding the potential impacts associated with 
the remediation activities discussed under Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 and H.M-3.3 with 
regards to air impacts, dust and noise levels, transportation impacts from the removal of 
soil, and risk of upset.  As described on pages 3.5-14 through 3.5-17 of the Draft EIR in 
the Air Quality section, emissions during construction, including remediation activities, 
would be caused by material handling, traffic on unpaved or unimproved surfaces, 
demolition of structures, use of paving materials and architectural coatings, exhaust from 
construction worker vehicle trips, and exhaust from diesel-powered construction 
equipment.  Heavy construction activity or excavation on dry soil exposed during 
construction phases or remediation would cause emissions of dust (PM10 being the air 
pollutant component of greatest concern).  To minimize dust emissions, the Bay Area Air 
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Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has identified a set of feasible PM10 control 
measures for all construction activities in the air basin.  Implementation of the BAAQMD-
recommended measure, Mitigation Measure AQ-1.1, would reduce the impacts caused by 
construction dust to a less-than-significant level.  Mitigation Measure AQ-1.1 calls for 
implementation of recommended dust control measures and strategies developed by the 
BAAQMD.  These strategies include covering all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose 
materials including demolition debris, or require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard; water all active construction areas (exposed or disturbed soil surfaces) at least 
twice daily; and use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or 
break-up of pavement.  These measures would minimize the transport of contaminated 
materials through the air because they would impede and/or minimize the transport of 
potentially contaminated soil and dust.   

In addition, construction activities, including remediation activities, would require the use 
of heavy trucks, excavating and grading equipment, and concrete breakers.  On-site 
construction activities would expose on-site noise-sensitive uses (especially the in-patient 
hospital uses at SHC and LPCH) to high noise levels from operation of multiple pieces of 
construction and excavation equipment working simultaneously.  As described on page 3.7-
23 of the Draft EIR in the Noise section, Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 would reduce the 
construction-related noise.  Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 calls for the use of quiet 
construction equipment whenever possible, particularly air compressors; provide sound-
control devices on equipment; prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines; 
require applicable construction-related vehicles and equipment to comply with the City’s 
truck route ordinance; designate a noise disturbance coordinator who would be responsible 
for responding to complaints about noise during construction; and require contractors to 
use noise-reducing pile driving techniques, including pre-drilling pile holes (if feasible, 
based on soils) to the maximum feasible depth, installing intake and exhaust mufflers on 
pile driving equipment, vibrating piles into place when feasible, and installing shrouds 
around the pile driving hammer where feasible. Remediation activities are very similar, if 
not the same, as to construction activities in terms of the level of noise generated by the 
equipment itself (i.e. excavating, hauling, etc).  Therefore, all measures that mitigate 
construction related noise would also apply to remediation activity related noise. As 
discussed on page 3.7-23 of the Draft EIR in the Noise section, although the mitigation 
measures would not reduce pile driving noise at off-site sensitive receptors or other 
construction noise at on-site sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels, it would 
lessen construction-related noise.  The impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

The commentor requests further information on the potential impacts associated with the 
transport of potentially contaminated material.  As noted on page 3.12-34 of the Draft EIR 
in the Hazardous Materials section, hazardous waste transporters are subject to both U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT) and United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) regulations.  The transport of hazardous materials include hauling of 
contaminated soil, as such, they are governed by the same regulations.  The USEPA has 
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set forth standards applicable to transporters of hazardous wastes in 40 CFR 263.  The 
DOT's regulations are documented in 49 CFR 171-180 and implemented by the Research 
and Special Programs Administration (RSPA) within the DOT.  These USEPA standards 
incorporate and require compliance with the DOT provisions on labeling, marking, 
placarding, using proper containers, and reporting discharges.   

As noted on page 3.12-35 of the Draft EIR in the Hazardous Materials section, a 
transporter must comply with the following in accordance with USEPA regulations: 
comply with the manifest system;  maintain the appropriate records (signed manifests) for 
three years; take immediate action to protect human health and the environment (e.g., 
notify local authorities or initiate interim measures) in the case of a discharge; in the event 
of a hazardous waste discharge, notify the National Response Center and submit a report to 
the DOT Office of Hazardous Materials Regulations; and clean up any discharges to the 
environment and take any actions required by the appropriate government officials for 
mitigating the discharge effects on human health and environment.  

Transporters of hazardous wastes must also adhere to all of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Regulations which DOT has adopted under the Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984.  
This Act specifies more requisites that apply to the transport vehicle and the driver, 
including concise specifications for vehicle parts and accessories, such as lighting devices, 
brakes, glazing and windows, fuel systems, tires, and horns.   

These existing regulations would ensure that the increase in hazardous waste materials 
would not substantially increase exposure to the community and surrounding environment.  
Furthermore, in the event of an accident or spill, the SUMC Project would implement its 
required emergency response plan (as part of the Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
[HMBP]) in coordination with the Palo Alto Fire Department (PAFD).  

The commentor requests information regarding the risk of upset should there be an accident 
during cleanup.  As noted on page 3.12-33, Table 3.12-8, in the event of an accident, the 
community and/or on-site workers should call the Palo Alto Fire Department and its 
Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Team. 

The pathways through which the community or the environment (e.g., local air quality and 
biota) could be exposed to hazardous materials include air emissions, transport of 
hazardous materials to or from the site, waste disposal, human contact, and accidents.  As 
mentioned above, Table 3.12-8, on page 3.12-33 of the Draft EIR, lists all of the primary 
means the SUMC Project sponsors would use to protect the community and the 
environment from exposure to hazardous materials, as required by law, such as 
California’s Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law, the 2007 
California Building Code, the 2003 Life Safety Code, the 2001 California Fire Code, the 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) groundwater 
protection program, Cal/OSHA’s Hazard Communication Standard, OSHA’s Bloodborne 
Pathogen Standard, hazardous waste laws and regulations, radiation control laws and 
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regulations, the California Medical Waste Management Act, the DOT hazardous materials 
transportation regulations, the United States Postal Service (USPS) hazardous materials 
transportation regulations, the EPA hazardous materials transportation regulations, and the 
BAAQMD and Cal/OSHA regulations restricting asbestos emissions and specifying safe 
work practices.   

Based on the changes described above, Mitigation Measure HM-3.3 in Table S-4 on page 
S-81 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

HM-3.3 Conduct a Soil Vapor Excavation Program at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  A 
qualified consultant, under the SUMC Project sponsors’ direction, shall 
undertake the following activities: 

 Remove all buried underground storage tanks from the property after 
sheds and storage buildings on the Hoover Pavilion site have been 
demolished; 

 To the extent necessary, additional soil sampling shall be collected to 
determine health risks and to develop disposal criteria; 

 If warranted based on soil sampling, contaminated soil shall be 
excavated, removed, and transported to an approved disposal facility in 
compliance with OSHA requirements;  

 If warranted based on soil sampling, a human health risk assessment 
shall be prepared and implemented to determine potential for impacts 
on construction workers as well as to develop measures to ensure it is 
safe to redevelop the Hoover Pavilion Site within engineering controls 
(e.g., SVE or vapor barriers); and   

 To the extent required based upon the results of soil sampling and the 
results of a health risk assessment (if applicable), a Site Health and 
Safety Plan to ensure worker safety in compliance with OSHA 
requirements shall be developed by the SUMC Project sponsors, and in 
places prior to commencing work on any contaminated site; and 

 The SUMC Project sponsors shall cooperate with submit documents to 
the County DEH to proceed with closure of the Hoover Pavilion Site. 

Draft EIR text under Mitigation Measures HM-3.3 on page 3.12-41 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

HM-3.3 Conduct a Soil Vapor Excavation Program at the Hoover Pavilion Site.  A 
qualified consultant, under the SUMC Project sponsors’ direction, shall 
undertake the following activities: 
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 Remove all buried underground storage tanks from the property after 
sheds and storage buildings on the Hoover Pavilion site have been 
demolished; 

 To the extent necessary, additional soil sampling shall be collected to 
determine health risks and to develop disposal criteria; 

 If warranted based on soil sampling, contaminated soil shall be 
excavated, removed, and transported to an approved disposal facility in 
compliance with OSHA requirements; and    

 If warranted based on soil sampling, a human health risk assessment 
shall be prepared and implemented to determine potential for impacts 
on construction workers as well as to develop measures to ensure it is 
safe to redevelop the Hoover Pavilion Site within engineering controls 
(e.g., SVE or vapor barriers); and   

 To the extent required based upon the results of soil sampling and the 
results of a health risk assessment (if applicable), a Site Health and 
Safety Plan to ensure worker safety in compliance with OSHA 
requirements shall be developed by the SUMC Project sponsors, and in 
places prior to commencing work on any contaminated site. 

 The SUMC Project sponsors shall cooperate with submit documents to 
the County DEH to proceed with closure of the Hoover Pavilion Site. 

Draft EIR text on page 5-128, second bullet, is revised as follows: 

 HM-3.3: Conduct a Soil Vapor Excavation Program at the Hoover Pavilion 
Site 

Draft EIR text on page 5-159, after the second full paragraph, third bullet, is revised as 
follows: 

 HM-3.3: Conduct a Soil Vapor Excavation Program at the Hoover Pavilion 
Site 

Draft EIR text on page 5-188, third bullet, is revised as follows: 

 HM-3.3: Conduct a Soil Vapor Excavation Program at the Hoover Pavilion 
Site 

Draft EIR text on page 5-218, second bullet, is revised as follows: 

 HM-3.3: Conduct a Soil Vapor Excavation Program at the Hoover Pavilion 
Site 
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3. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), Michael T. Burns (letter 
dated July 27, 2010)   

3.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  This comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary.  
Please refer to Master Response 9 for a discussion of SUMC Project merit in the CEQA 
process. 

3.2 The comment commends the City for the thorough analysis of all modes of transportation in 
the Draft EIR and TIA.  Please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation, for an 
analysis of the transportation impacts as a result of the SUMC Project.  Since this comment 
supports the analysis provided in the Draft EIR and does not offer specific suggestions, no 
further response is necessary. 

3.3 The commentor requests a long-term solution for the lease of the Palo Alto Intermodal 
Transit Service (PAITS).  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for further analysis of the 
SUMC Project's impact on transit services.  As explained in Staff-Initiated Change 1, the 
SUMC Project would not have a significant impact on transit services.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures for such impacts would be required under CEQA.  It should be further 
noted that the City's existing lease with Stanford does not expire until June 30, 2033 
(unless the City terminates it sooner); therefore, unless the City chooses, at its option, to 
terminate its lease with Stanford sooner (February 26, 2013), it would be the City that 
would be negotiating any extension or lease with VTA.  Please refer to Master Response 
10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

3.4 The commentor states that VTA is not in the financial position to commit to any service 
expansions to meet the transit demands potentially created by the project.  Additional 
analysis has been conducted for the Final EIR regarding impacts to transit.  This analysis 
determined that the expansion of VTA transit service to support the project is not 
considered necessary due to the low number of new transit trips anticipated with the 
project.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for the quantified transit analysis. 
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3a. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) CMA Planning 
Department, Robert Swierk, AICP (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

3a.1 The commentor notes that VTA has begun conceptual engineering to introduce bus rapid 
transit (BRT) in the El Camino Real corridor and asks why the Draft EIR does not 
specifically mention VTA’s future transit plans for the El Camino Real corridor.  The Draft 
EIR notes that the project area is served by VTA’s 522 Rapid bus service.  The 522 Rapid 
is the initial improvement for implementing BRT in the El Camino Real corridor.  
Additional improvements would improve transit access to the SUMC Project and would 
provide improved non-automobile access for the communities along El Camino Real, the 
Alameda, Santa Clara/Alum Rock, and Capitol Expressway.   

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-33, third paragraph under Future Conditions, is revised as 
follows to provide additional information regarding proposed VTA BRT service between 
the Palo Alto Transit Center and the Eastridge Transit Center in San Jose:   

2025 No Project.  This scenario includes all of the growth in population and 
employment that is projected to occur between Existing Conditions and the year 
2025.  It also includes all of the highway and transit improvements that have 
dedicated sources of funding that are scheduled to be completed between Existing 
Conditions and 2025.  Expected transit improvements include the proposed VTA 
BRT service between the Palo Alto Transit Center and the Eastridge Transit Center 
in San Jose.  It  This scenario does not include the SUMC Project.  

3a.2 The commentor notes that VTA supports the establishment of mini transit centers within the 
SUMC Project as described in Mitigation Measure TR-7.1.  The commentor further notes 
that this measure would provide an attractive, convenient, and safe location for passenger 
activity, but notes VTA is not planning to serve the transit centers unless they receive 
additional operating funding to cover the cost of modifying their routes and schedules.  A 
quantified transit service analysis completed for the Final EIR determined that existing 
VTA bus service is sufficient to accommodate transit demand created by the SUMC 
Project.  Any expansion of transit service needed for the SUMC Project is confined to the 
Marguerite shuttles and the U-Line. The SUMC Project sponsors have incorporated 
enhanced bus stops into the Project to accommodate the Marguerite shuttles.  Please refer 
to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for the quantified transit analysis.  

3a.3 The commentor notes the importance of the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Station (PAITS) as 
the node for several transit lines and recommends that the City require the SUMC Project 
to fund any necessary expansion required to serve the increase in transit trips due to the 
SUMC Project.  Any expansion of transit service needed for the SUMC Project would be 
limited to the Marguerite shuttles and to the U-Line and would not require expansions of 
existing VTA routes.  With regard to VTA’s concern regarding the capacity of the PAITS 
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to handle increased shuttle service, Stanford and VTA regularly communicate to coordinate 
shuttle space at PAITS and would continue to do so. 

 The City appreciates the support and cooperation of VTA and looks forward to 
cooperatively working together.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for a calculation 
of new VTA riders resulting from the SUMC Project. 

3a.4 The commentor expresses concern regarding the current lease between the City and VTA at 
the PAITS.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for further analysis of the SUMC 
Project's impact on transit services.  As explained in this response, the SUMC Project 
would not have a significant impact on transit services.  Therefore, no mitigation measures 
for such impacts would be required under CEQA.  It should be further noted that the City's 
existing lease with Stanford does not expire until June 30, 2033 (unless the City terminates 
it sooner); therefore, unless the City chooses, at its option, to terminate its lease with 
Stanford sooner (February 26, 2013), it would be the City that would be negotiating any 
extension or lease with VTA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-
CEQA issues. 

3a.5 The commentor states that Transportation Impact TR-11 indicates that transit providers 
would adjust service frequencies and distribution to meet demand trends, but that VTA is 
not in the position to expand bus service to serve increased demand created by the SUMC 
Project.  Additional transit service analysis has been completed for the Final EIR regarding 
impacts to transit.  This analysis determined that the existing bus service along VTA routes 
is sufficient to accommodate transit demand created by the SUMC Project.  Any expansion 
of transit service needed for the SUMC Project is confined to Marguerite shuttles and to 
the U-Line.  For further information, please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1. 

3a.6 The commentor states that Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 requires the SUMC Project Sponsors 
to contribute to fund the project’s fair share of Palo Alto’s share of expanded Community 
Bus service.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for the discussion and revision of 
Mitigation Measure TR-7.2. 

3a.7 The commentor notes that the proposed right turn lane at the El Camino Real/Page Mill 
Road-Oregon Expressway intersection may have negative impacts on bus operations on El 
Camino Real for buses pulling in and out of the bus stop located just north of the 
intersection.  The commentor also notes that a free right turn lane would have negative 
impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists and would require right-of-way from the VTA parking 
lot located on the corner.  This acquisition would diminish the size, configuration, and 
access to this facility.  The right turn volume at this intersection from Oregon Expressway 
to El Camino Real is over 300 vehicles per hour in the peak hours.  A right turn lane 
would greatly improve the operation of this intersection.  The suggested right turn lane 
would not be a free right turn, but would be controlled by the traffic signal.  Therefore, the 
new lane would not conflict with bus movements on El Camino Real nor would it have a 
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negative effect on pedestrians and bicyclists.  The design of the right turn lane would take 
into account the impact on the adjacent park and ride lot.  The existing curb lane is 
approximately 18 feet wide.  By using some of this excess width to accommodate the added 
lane, impacts on the park-and-ride lot can be minimized.  However, with implementation 
of other higher priority mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR (such as 
transportation demand management [TDM] measures, bicycle and pedestrian 
undercrossings, and traffic-adaptive signal technology), the right-turn lane would not be 
required to mitigate SUMC Project impacts. 

3a.8 The commentor notes that the SUMC Project is expected to generate a significant increase 
in demand for transit services and that an off-setting mitigation measure would be to 
improve deficient bus stops.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 1 for a revised and 
quantified analysis of SUMC Project impact on transit.  No mitigation is required. 

3a.9 The commentor requests that Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 takes into account pedestrian and 
bicycle access, as well as bus operations.  The City would ensure that the implementation 
of adaptive signal technology (ADT) would consider bicycle and pedestrian access 
(including wait times at traffic signals) as well as bus operations at the affected 
intersections.  The City would also coordinate with Caltrans and VTA when proceeding 
with traffic-adaptive signals on El Camino Real to ensure that bus operations, emergency 
vehicle operations, and bicycle and pedestrian access are not negatively impacted.  

3a.10 The comment encourages the City and the SUMC Project sponsors to consider providing 
bike share pods at several strategic locations around the SUMC Sites.  During public 
hearings on the SUMC Project, the Palo Alto City Council also suggested bike sharing as 
an appropriate way to expand the Hospital’s TDM program.  Please refer to Master 
Response 2 for a discussion of bike-sharing. 

3a.11 The commentor requests that the Oregon Expressway/Middlefield Road intersection be 
added to the Transportation Impact Analysis because the SUMC Project is expected to add 
ten or more peak hour vehicles per lane to any movement at this intersection, which is a 
requirement of VTA’s TIA Guideline for Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
intersections.  Per the comment, this intersection has been analyzed and the results are 
presented in Table 4-1 below: 
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Table 4-1 
Intersection LOS Analysis of the Oregon Expressway / Middlefield Road Intersection

 LOS
Avg Del 

(Sec)
Crit 
V/C 

Avg Crit Del
(sec)

AM Scenario       

Existing 

#67 
Oregon Expressway / 
Middlefield Road 
(CMP) 

D 47.1 0.665 53.0 

Existing + Project D 47.1 0.677 53.0 

2025  No Build E 61.5 0.856 67.8 

2025 with Project E 62.2 0.867 68.7 

Village Concept E 62.0 0.864 68.4 

PM Scenario     

Existing 

#67 
Oregon Expressway / 
Middlefield Road 
(CMP) 

E+ 56.1 0.660 60.4 

Existing + Project E+ 56.4 0.665 60.4 

2025  No Build E- 77.9 0.992 90.7 

2025 with Project E- 79.5 1.002 93.3 

Village Concept E- 78.6 0.996 91.9 

Source:  AECOM, 2011. 

 As shown in Table 4-1, the SUMC Project would result in a less-than-significant impact at 
the Oregon Expressway/Middlefield Road intersection.  For all scenarios analyzed, the 
intersection would operate at LOS E or better and the average critical delay would not 
increase by four seconds or more, which is acceptable for a CMP intersection.  LOS E is 
also considered acceptable under City of Palo Alto significance criteria. 

3a.12 The commentor states that Figure 3.4-9 in the Draft EIR shows 21 percent of the regional 
traffic for the SUMC Project would use US 101 to and from the south and that this 21 
percent occurs south of the San Antonio/Charleston interchange even though the graphic 
shows the 21 percent figure north of the interchange.  The commentor is correct.  Draft 
EIR Figure 3.4-9 on page 3.4-48 has been revised to show 21 percent of regional SUMC 
Project traffic occurs south of the San Antonio/Charleston interchange.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 2 for an explanation of the revisions and Appendix T of this 
document for the revised figure. 
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4. Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County (LAFCO), Dunia 
Noel (letter dated June 17, 2010)   

4.1 The commentor states that the 0.75-acre area that would be annexed to the City under the 
SUMC Project is actually in the City of Palo Alto’s Urban Service Area boundary.  
Because the 0.75-acre portion of the Main SUMC Site is within the City’s Urban Service 
Area,1 then the City will be the conducting authority for the annexation and will determine 
whether or not to approve the proposed annexation.  In response to Comment 4.1, Draft 
EIR text on page S-10, second bullet, and on page 2-23, second bullet, is revised as 
follows: 

 Annexation to Palo Alto of a 0.75-acre property within Santa Clara County 
jurisdiction, but within the City’s Urban Service Area, with a Major 
Institution/Special Facilities land use designation to be applied to this property. 

Draft EIR text on page 2-2, the fourth sentence of the first paragraph, is revised as follows: 

A 0.75-acre portion of the SoM area within the Main SUMC Site is located in 
unincorporated Santa Clara County, but within the City’s Urban Service Area, and is 
proposed for annexation to the City of Palo Alto.   

Draft EIR text on page 3.2-9, first bullet, is revised as follows: 

 SoM proposes annexation of the 0.75-acre parcel within Santa Clara County 
jurisdiction but within the City’s Urban Service Area.  This area would be annexed 
under the Major Institution/Special Facilities land use designation.  The proposed 
FIM 1 building would be consistent with this designation. 

Draft EIR text on page 3.2-31, the first sentence of the last paragraph, is revised as follows:  

The SUMC Project would require the annexation of a small (approximately 0.75-acre) 
area, within the City’s Urban Service Area, from Santa Clara County. 

4.2 The commentor states that the City is required to pre-zone territory prior to annexation.  
Page S-12, first paragraph, and page 2-27, first sentence, of the Draft EIR state, “Prior to 
annexation, the 0.75-acre area to be annexed would first need to be pre-zoned to be 
consistent with the rest of the Main SUMC Site.”  If the City approves the annexation, the 
City would include the pre-zoning designation in its adopted resolution approving the 
annexation.  The City would comply with the requirement to keep the pre-zoning in place 
for a minimum of two years. 

 In addition, Government Code Section 56757 provides that no subsequent change may be 
made to the Comprehensive Plan designation or zoning for the annexed territory that is not 

                                              
1 City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Land Use and Community Design, Map L-2, “Sphere of 

Influence Urban Service Area,” 1998.  
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in conformance to the pre-zoning designation for a period of two years after the completion 
of the annexation.  However, the City Council could make a finding at a public hearing that 
a substantial change has occurred in circumstances that necessitate a departure from the 
pre-zoning designation. 

4.3 The commentor defines the role of LAFCO in the annexation process.  In response to 
Comment 4.3, Draft EIR text on page 2-63, last bullet, is revised as follows: 

 Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approval of annexation., issuing 
and recording a Certificate of Completion for the annexation, providing the 
required documentation of the State Board of Equalization, and notifying the 
affected agencies and departments about the City’s approval of the annexation.  
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5. County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department, Jim Eggemeyer 
(letter dated July 27, 2010)   

5.1 The commentor requests additional detail on how the proposed mitigation measures could 
reduce trips on Alpine Road by 375 vehicle trips per day and states that only transportation 
demand management (TDM) measures could account for this reduction.  The 375-trip 
reduction is obtained from the Average Daily Trips (ADT) data (Table 3-9 and Table 4-8 
of Appendix C, Transportation Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR).  The location on Alpine 
Road where the ADT is calculated is just south of the Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine-
Santa Cruz (intersection #27) intersection.  Volumes at this segment include traffic from 
Alpine Road, south of I-280, as well as from I-280.  The commentor is correct that the 
only effective trip reduction measure along Alpine Road is the TDM program.  The 
reduction is due to the proposed GO Pass measure that would result in less traffic from the 
freeway.  Using the project volumes at the Alpine Road/I-280 northbound off-ramp 
(intersection #62), the total project volume along Alpine Road during both the AM and PM 
Peak Hours is 79 vehicles.  Each peak hour is approximately 7 percent of the daily traffic.  
Therefore, the daily project traffic on Alpine Road is approximately 610.  The reduction in 
project traffic due to implementation of the TDM program, including provision of the GO 
Pass, is about 100 vehicles.  In addition, the GO Pass is expected to reduce existing traffic 
by about 275 vehicles, bringing the total reduction along Alpine Road to about 375 vehicle 
trips per day.  

5.2   The commentor questions whether Caltrain has sufficient parking spaces to handle 
additional vehicles associated with the implementation of GO Passes for SUMC employees.  
The GO Pass program is a Caltrain initiative to increase ridership, allow employers to 
provide a benefit to their employees, and to eliminate drive-alone trips to their place of 
employment.  Since the program is available to all employers, the Hospitals and the City of 
Palo Alto have identified this measure as a possible TDM component for the SUMC 
Project.  Caltrain is responsible for providing the facilities necessary to accommodate any 
increase in ridership. Please see Master Response 1 for a discussion on the effectiveness of 
the GO Pass and provision of parking at Caltrain stations.  

5.3   The commentor questions whether the existing transportation system serves areas where 
SUMC employees’ trips originate, whether the project sponsors would provide expanded 
service to meet the additional demand, and states employees using Alpine Road would not 
benefit from Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 Provide Expanded Transit Service, because none 
of the transit routes targeted for improvement serve the Alpine Road area.  There is 
currently no transit service traveling along Alpine Road as noted on Draft EIR Figure 3.4-5 
on page 3.4-24:  Existing Transit Route Network.  There is no proposal to add additional 
transit service to Alpine Road as part of the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project 
Transportation Impact Analysis considered all additional travel demand on Alpine Road to 
be automobile trips and assessed the project’s impacts accordingly.  
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5.4 The commentor asks whether Stanford plans to extend the Marguerite shuttle to 
accommodate new employees using Alpine Road, whether additional parking would be 
provided to accommodate them, and where that parking would be located.  Although the 
Hospitals would be required to expand the frequency of service by the Marguerite shuttle to 
accommodate increased Caltrain ridership (Mitigation Measure TR-7.2), the purpose of 
this measure would be to improve the level of transit service between the SUMC Project 
and the Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Station (PAITS).  Stanford does not propose to 
expand Marguerite service onto Alpine Road and does not propose a park–and–ride lot on 
Alpine Road.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for the revised TR-7.2. 

5.5 The commentor requests that a trip distribution pattern be established for patients and 
visitors.  Following standard methodologies, the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix 
C of the Draft EIR) focused on the AM and PM Peak Hours (the periods between 7:00 
a.m. and 9:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., respectively).  During these times, the 
majority of travel is by employees.  However, the trip generation rates also include patient 
and visitor trips.  Moreover, the trip distribution patterns of patients and visitors during the 
AM and PM Peak Hours would be similar to employees.  A separate analysis of patient 
and visitor travel patterns is not expected to yield results different from that contained in 
the Transportation Impact Analysis. 

5.6 The commentor requests that San Mateo County standards of significance be included in the 
Transportation Impact Analysis.  The San Mateo County Congestion Management Program 
(CMP) significance criteria state that a traffic impact would be considered significant if the 
project would: 

 Cause a signalized CMP intersection to operate at a LOS that violates the standard 
adopted in the current CMP;  

 Result in a signalized CMP intersection to operate at a LOS that violates the 
standard adopted in the current CMP and the proposed project increases average 
control delay at the intersection by four seconds or more under the cumulative 
conditions;  

 Add any additional traffic to a signalized CMP intersection that is currently not in 
compliance with its adopted LOS standard as established in the CMP; 

 Cause a freeway segment to operate at a LOS that violates the standard adopted in 
the current CMP;  

 Result in a freeway segment to operate at a LOS that violates the standard adopted 
in the current CMP and the proposed project increases the V/C ratio by one  
percent under the cumulative conditions; or 

 Result in one percent increase in the V/C ratio if the freeway segment is currently 
not in compliance with the adopted LOS standard. 
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The San Mateo County CMP intersections were analyzed in the Draft EIR using City of 
Menlo Park criteria.  The analysis determined that the Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road 
intersection and the Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue intersection would be 
considered significantly impacted under these criteria. No freeway or roadway segments 
are considered significantly impacted under these criteria and no new impacts have been 
identified. 

5.7 The commentor notes that the intersection of Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road would 
experience a change in level of service from LOS D to LOS E during the AM Peak Hour 
and notes that implementation of intersection modifications would require the approval and 
concurrence of both Menlo Park and San Mateo County.  The Transportation Impact 
Analysis determined the type of physical improvements that would be necessary at every 
intersection significantly impacted by the SUMC Project.  The Transportation Impact 
Analysis further analyzed other potential mitigation measures in advance of physical 
roadway improvements; including traffic-adaptive signal technology, transportation demand 
management strategies, and bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements.  The combined 
implementation of these other strategies would mitigate the impact to the Santa Cruz 
Avenue/Sand Hill Road intersection to a less-than-significant level, and physical roadway 
improvements at this intersection would not be required. 

5.8 The commentor states that signalization of the Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp intersection 
and the Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp intersection would reduce project impacts and that 
the SUMC Project should help fund this improvement.  Draft EIR page 3.4-16, Table 3.4-6 
states that these intersections operate at unsatisfactory LOS under existing conditions.  
Because of the deficient traffic operations that currently occur at these intersections, the 
SUMC Project would result in a significant traffic impact.  However, prior to making any 
physical improvements at impacted intersections, the Draft EIR considers mitigation 
measures such as expanded TDM measures, traffic-adaptive signal technology, and bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements.  Implementation of these measures would reduce the SUMC 
Project impacts to a less-than-significant level and no physical improvements, such as 
signalization, would be necessary at the Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp intersection and 
at the Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp intersection.   

5.9 The commentor requests that intersections along Alameda de las Pulgas in West Menlo 
Park and the Middlefield Road/Marsh Road intersection be added to the Transportation 
Impact Analysis.  The parameters of the Transportation Impact Analysis were reviewed 
with Menlo Park engineering staff and the scope of the Transportation Impact Analysis 
study area is considered adequate to address the likely impacts of the SUMC Project.  The 
Transportation Impact Analysis included the analysis of 66 intersections, eight residential 
roadway segments, and eight roadway segments along major corridors within and 
surrounding Menlo Park.  However per the comment, the Middlefield Road/Marsh Road 
intersection has been added to the analysis.  On the other hand, based on the Menlo Park 
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significance criteria, the SUMC Project is unlikely to have an impact on Alameda de las 
Pulgas, classified as minor arterial street within the City of Menlo Park, as the project 
ADT is expected to be less than 100 vehicles.  As such, Alameda de las Pulgas has not 
been included within the Study Area. 

As shown in Table 4-2 below, the Transportation Impact Analysis determined that the 
Middlefield Road/Marsh Road intersection would operate within an acceptable LOS D or 
better under all scenarios analyzed. 

 

Table 4-2 
Level of Service Analysis for the Middlefield Road/ Marsh Road Intersection 

  
 

LOS 
Avg Del 

(Sec) 
Crit 
V/C 

Avg Crit Del 
(sec) 

AM Scenario       

Existing 

#69 
Middlefield Road/ 
Marsh Road 

C 24.1 0.711 34.3 

Existing + Project C 24.6 0.727 34.8 

2025  No Build C 31.9 0.882 48.3 

2025 with Project C- 33.2 0.899 50.4 

Village Concept C- 32.9 0.894 49.8 

PM Scenario       

Existing 

#69 
Middlefield 
Road/Marsh Road 

C 26.6 0.766 41.0 

Existing + Project C 26.8 0.775 41.5 

2025  No Build D 43.0 0.978 70.4 

2025 with Project D 44.1 0.987 72.7 

Village Concept D 44.3 0.988 72.9 
Source:  AECOM, 2011. 
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Written Comments and Responses

 

6. County of San Mateo County Manager, David Boesch (letter dated August, 
2010)   

6.1 The commentor states that if serious discussions ensue regarding the signalization of the 
Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp intersection and the Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp 
intersection, that a roundabout may be a viable alternative to a signal, because new 
designs of roundabouts surpass the performance of standard traffic signal technology. A 
roundabout, if properly designed, could provide more capacity than a standard traffic 
signal.  The trade-off would include the availability of right-of-way as roundabouts 
generally require more area.  The final decision with respect to the most appropriate traffic 
control at this intersection would be made by both Caltrans and San Mateo County.  
However, with implementation of the other mitigation measures identified in the Draft 
EIR, the SUMC Project would not have a significant impact at this intersection and would 
not be required to help fund a traffic signal or roundabout.   

 Signal warrants are currently met at the Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp intersection and 
the Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp intersection.  Because of the deficient traffic 
operations that currently occur at this intersection, the SUMC Project would cause a 
significant traffic impact.  However, prior to adopting mitigation measures that include 
physical improvements at impacted intersections, the Draft EIR considers expanded 
transportation demand management (TDM) measures, traffic-adaptive signal technology, 
and bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  Implementation of these measures would reduce 
the SUMC Project impacts to a less-than-significant level and no physical improvements, 
such as signalization or a roundabout, would be necessary at the Alpine Road/I-280 NB 
Off-Ramp intersection or the Alpine Road/I-280 SB Off-Ramp intersection. 
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7. City of East Palo Alto Community Development Department – Planning 
Division, Brent Butler (letter dated July 26, 2010)   

7.1 This comment pertains to demand for affordable housing resulting from cumulative 
development within the City of Palo Alto.  The commentor states, “A failure to mitigate 
both residential and non-residential development will result in increased housing demand.  
If the construction of affordable housing within Palo Alto does not meet demand [from 
cumulative development], there would likely be increased demand for affordable housing in 
East Palo Alto.  This unmet demand could force displacement of East Palo Alto families…” 
Please see Master Response 7 for a discussion of affordable housing demand in East Palo 
Alto from the SUMC Project. 

7.2 The commentor suggests and welcomes measures to reduce air quality impacts through 
provisions of non-motorized connections to East Palo Alto and affordable housing in East 
Palo Alto.  Please see Master Response 7 for a discussion of affordable housing demand in 
East Palo Alto from the SUMC Project.  The SUMC Project would not create substantial 
demand for affordable housing in East Palo Alto.  In addition, the Study Area for the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) included three East Palo 
Alto intersections, along University Avenue (see Figure 3.4-1 and Table 3.4-1).  As 
indicated in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation, no significant intersection or roadway 
level of service (LOS) impacts would occur in East Palo Alto as a result of the SUMC 
Project.  See also Responses 7.3 and 7.5, below, regarding health risk from project-related 
vehicular emissions within East Palo Alto.  The SUMC Project would not result in 
exposure of sensitive receptors in East Palo Alto to significant health risks.  Per Section 
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures are not required for effects that are 
not found to be significant.  Also, mitigation measures must be “roughly proportional” to 
the impacts of the SUMC Project.  Since no significant impacts would occur in East Palo 
Alto due to the SUMC Project, mitigation measures involving non-motorized connections 
to East Palo Alto and affordable housing in East Palo Alto would not be warranted.   

7.3 The commentor states that the EIR does not consider reasonably foreseeable secondary 
(indirect) consequences, such as transportation impacts on local air quality and mobility in 
the City of East Palo Alto.  The potential human health impact associated with increased 
traffic on the sections of University Avenue and US 101 traveling through the City of East 
Palo Alto that could be attributable to the SUMC Project is considered in a supplemental 
health risk assessment (HRA) entitled Traffic Impacts in the Vicinity of East Palo Alto – 
Proposed Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Project 
(East Palo Alto HRA), as included as Appendix BB of this document.  The East Palo Alto 
HRA analysis was conducted using the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines:  Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans 
(2010).  The analysis in the HRA evaluated free flow and queue traffic data in East Palo 
Alto for both non-SUMC Project and SUMC Project traffic in 2025 (the projected full 
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occupancy year) as estimated by AECOM.  The analysis was completed using CAL3QHCR 
(a Gaussian air dispersion model approved by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency [US EPA] and the California Air Resources Board [CARB] for use in the 
environmental documentation of transportation projects) to estimate toxic air contaminant 
and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations.   

The results of the air dispersion modeling were combined with BAAQMD default human 
exposure assumptions to estimate cancer risk, noncancer hazard indices (acute and 
chronic), and PM2.5 concentrations as a result of the exhaust from SUMC Project-related 
traffic on the sections of University Avenue and US 101 traveling through the East Palo 
Alto.  Exposures to occupants of day care centers, schools, parks, residents (adults and 
children), senior living/recreational facilities, and housing shelters were also evaluated.  
The findings of the HRA indicate that incremental cancer risks, noncancer hazard indices 
(acute and chronic), and PM2.5 concentrations are well below BAAQMD CEQA thresholds 
of significance.  Therefore, based on the methods specified by the BAAQMD, emissions 
from the traffic generated as a result of the SUMC Project do not pose a significant health 
risk to East Palo Alto residents.  With regard to mobility effects, please see Response 7.2, 
which explains that the SUMC Project would not result in significant traffic congestion in 
East Palo Alto. 

7.4 The commentor identifies the City of East Palo Alto as an environmental justice community 
that experiences disproportionate adverse environmental effects.  The City of Palo Alto and 
SUMC Project sponsors commissioned the supplemental HRA, described above in 
Response 7.3, in recognition of these facts, in order to ensure that the residents of East 
Palo Alto would not be disproportionately affected by the SUMC Project.  The City of East 
Palo Alto’s comments are important, and substantial efforts have been made to address the 
comments thoroughly. 

7.5 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the effects of toxic air 
contaminants (TACs), in particular PM2.5, along SUMC Project access routes, in particular 
within the East Palo Alto Community.  The East Palo Alto HRA, included as Appendix BB 
of this document, estimates the potential human health impacts associated with increased 
traffic related to the SUMC Project, including diesel truck traffic, on the sections of 
University Avenue and US 101 traveling through the City of East Palo Alto.  The findings 
of the analysis, which include application of a conservative age sensitivity factor that 
accounts for childhood exposure, indicate that incremental cancer risks, noncancer hazard 
indices (acute and chronic), and PM2.5 concentrations are well below BAAQMD CEQA 
thresholds of significance.  Therefore, based on the methods specified by the BAAQMD, 
the traffic generated as a result of the SUMC Project does not pose a significant health risk 
to East Palo Alto residents.  Please refer to Response 7.3, above, for additional discussion 
of the analysis of PM2.5.     
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 The air quality analysis uses traffic data for East Palo Alto estimated by AECOM for 2025 
for non-SUMC Project and SUMC Project traffic.  This considered all vehicle classes, 
including trucks.  Although 26 percent of SUMC Project traffic would travel through East 
Palo Alto (11 percent from the Dumbarton Bridge and 15 percent from US 101), the actual 
increase in traffic from the SUMC Project along the modeled road segments would be 
relatively small.  The average increase in traffic along University Avenue US 101 and the 
entrance and exit ramps would be approximately 3 percent.  The analysis considers the 
impact on health from traffic along University Avenue, US 101, and the entrance and exit 
ramps.  Of the roadways in East Palo Alto, these roadways would experience the largest 
increase in SUMC Project-related traffic, and therefore, adjacent areas would experience 
the largest impact on human health as they would carry the majority of SUMC Project 
traffic passing through the East Palo Alto area.  To the extent cut through, or other traffic, 
would occur elsewhere in East Palo Alto, it would be at lower volumes, and therefore 
lower emissions than those modeled on University Avenue, US 101, and the entrance and 
exit ramps.  Since the impact of the modeled SUMC Project traffic is well below the 
thresholds, it can be reasonably assumed that the TAC and PM2.5 impacts around other 
roads in the area would also be less than significant because SUMC Project cut-through 
traffic volumes would be even less than on the identified roadways. 

 The health impact of the queues along University Avenue during all hours of the day was 
also analyzed.  According to the analysis, the addition of SUMC Project-related traffic to 
queues along University Avenue would not significantly impact human health. 

7.6 The commentor states that the Draft EIR analysis of TACs is irrelevant because of 
uncertainty with regard to the impact of the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) 
Standards and the EIR should mitigate TAC impacts accordingly.  Please refer to Response 
7.5, above, for additional discussion of traffic-related air quality impacts and Response 
7.7, below, for a discussion of CAFE Standards.   

7.7 The commentor identifies concerns with the CAFE Program and the assumption that 
increased fuel efficiency would translate into improved air quality.  According to the US 
EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s Joint Technical Support 
Document,1 a driver's vehicle use is weakly affected by per mile cost of driving as the 
rebound effect is estimated to be in the range of 3 to 16 percent over the period from 2010 
through 2030.  While improved CAFE standards may reduce the cost of driving, criteria 
pollutant (including carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, and oxides of nitrogen) emission 
standards promulgated on a per mile basis have been reduced significantly since the 
inception of the CAFE standard, more than offsetting any marginal increase in driving due 
to the rebound effect.   

                                              
1  United States Environmental Protection Agency, Final Rulemaking to Establish Light-Duty Vehicle 

Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, EPA-420-R-10-901, 
April 2010. 
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7.8 The commentor presents justification for inclusion of public health impacts in the EIR.  The 
health risks of the SUMC Project have been evaluated as part of the East Palo Alto HRA, 
in Appendix BB of this document.  Please refer to Responses 7.3 and 7.5, above, for 
additional discussion of the health risk analysis.   

7.9 The commentor identifies concerns with the air quality model used to support conclusions 
for air quality impacts in the Draft EIR.  The air quality analysis in the East Palo Alto 
HRA, Appendix BB of this document, does not use CALINE 4, but instead uses 
CAL3QHCR, a Gaussian air dispersion model approved by the US EPA, ARB, and 
BAAQMD for use in the environmental documentation of impacts from transportation 
sources.  CAL3QHCR is a refined version of US EPA’s CAL3QHC, which is a multi-
source model developed in 1990 to estimate air concentrations of vehicle emissions near 
roadway intersections.  CAL3QHCR is used to estimate air concentrations at receptors 
located adjacent to freeways or other high traffic volume roads.  The CAL3QHCR model is 
recommended in US EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality Models (also published as 
Appendix W of 40 CFR Part 51) to determine air pollution concentrations from motor 
vehicles emissions at receptor locations downwind of freeways located in relatively 
uncomplicated terrain.  With CAL3QHCR, the analysis also uses a representative 
meteorological data set for the City of East Palo Alto that incorporated hourly surface and 
twice-daily upper air data for estimating the dispersion of emissions through the 
atmosphere.  

 In addition, the analysis also applies hourly data that are reflective of the change in traffic 
conditions throughout the day; where uncertain, a more conservative approach for the 
model setup was adopted.  Additionally, the analysis specifically evaluated TACs 
associated with vehicle exhaust, including diesel particulate matter (DPM), acetaldehyde, 
benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, and acrolein; and fine particulate matter, PM2.5, 
from both exhaust and non-exhaust sources (i.e., tire and brake wear).  Thus, the 
methodology used in the HRA, and the resulting analysis, were specifically tailored to 
reflect environmental conditions existing in East Palo Alto.   

7.10 The commentor expresses concern that the air quality model did not measure spillover 
traffic.  Please refer to Response 7.9 regarding the air quality model used in the East Palo 
Alto HRA.  The East Palo Alto HRA analyzes the impacts on health from traffic along 
University Avenue and US 101.  Of the roadways in East Palo Alto, these roadways would 
have the largest impact on human health as the majority of SUMC Project traffic passing 
through the City is anticipated to use these roadways.  Although 26 percent of SUMC 
Project traffic would travel through East Palo Alto (11 percent from the Dumbarton Bridge 
and 15 percent from US 101), there would be only a small increase in traffic from the 
SUMC Project along the modeled road segments as stated in Response 7.5, above.  The 
findings indicate that the SUMC Project’s incremental health risks would be below the 
BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of significance for the roadways analyzed.  Since the impact 
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of the modeled SUMC Project traffic would be well below the thresholds, it can be 
reasonably assumed that the TAC impacts around other roads in the area would also be less 
than significant because SUMC Project cut-through traffic volumes would be even less than 
on the identified roadways. 

7.11 The commentor identifies concerns that the Draft EIR does not adequately address 
congestion related delays at intersections.  The East Palo Alto HRA evaluates the health 
risks from the University Avenue ramps from total and SUMC Project traffic and 
determines that the SUMC Project’s incremental health risks would be below the 
BAAQMD thresholds of significance.   

7.12 The commentor refers to the Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix K of the Draft EIR), points 
out that this study omits multiplier effects (see page 39 of the Housing Needs Analysis), and 
indicates that the trip generation in the transportation analysis may be underestimated 
because the multiplier effect was not included.  The Housing Needs Analysis identified the 
increased employment that would be generated by the SUMC Project.  As explained on 
pages 38 and 39 of the Housing Needs Analysis, multipliers refer to the concept that 
income generated by certain types of jobs recycles through the economy, resulting in 
additional jobs.  The Housing Needs Analysis does not include other types of indirect 
employment and multipliers that could result from the purchase of supplies, food, 
equipment, pharmaceutical products, etc. by the expanded SUMC.   

The Housing Needs Analysis methodology for determining increased employment is a 
separate issue from the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) 
methodology for determining trip generation from the SUMC Project.  As explained on 
page 3.4-45 of the Draft EIR, trip generation rates for the SUMC Project were determined 
using data collected from existing facilities.  Driveway counts were conducted at 20 
parking areas serving the SUMC Sites during the AM (7:00-9:00) and PM (4:00-6:00) 
Peak Hours.  Trip generation rates were then calculated based on the traffic volumes and 
the size of existing and proposed buildings.  Trips generated for the full build-out (100 
percent) of the SUMC Project in 2025 are shown in Table 3.4-16 of the Draft EIR.  The 
Traffic Impact Analysis contains details of the review and validation of the hospital trip 
generation statistics.  The trip distribution patterns were based on existing employee 
residential locations because they represent the best indicator of the location of future 
employees.  The Draft EIR’s methodology for determining trip generation, as well as trip 
distribution, is appropriate. 

7.13 The commentor asserts that roadway congestion and poor access to recreational 
opportunities could inhibit bicycling or walking, which in turn could exacerbate obesity in 
East Palo Alto.  Increased obesity is not an environmental issue under CEQA.  Please refer 
to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues.  Also, the Study Area for the 
Transportation Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR included three East Palo Alto 
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intersections, along University Avenue (see Figure 3.4-1 and Table 3.4-1).  As indicated in 
Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation, no significant intersection or roadway level of 
service impacts would occur in East Palo Alto as a result of the SUMC Project.  
Accordingly, the SUMC Project would not substantially affect access to recreation, 
bicycling or walking in East Palo Alto. 

 Given that no significant congestion-related impact would occur, mitigation to address 
obesity, such as providing access to healthy foods in East Palo Alto stores, is not a required 
mitigation measure under CEQA. 

7.14 The commentor notes that an option considered at the Willow/University Corridor Study 
advisory committee meetings was to reduce University Avenue from four lanes to two lanes 
and whether that would reduce speed and cut through traffic.  Changing the cross section 
of University Avenue from four lanes to two lanes is not a consideration for the SUMC 
Project and would need to be evaluated through a separate process.  However, reducing the 
width to two lanes would probably reduce driving speed since drivers would not have the 
opportunity to pass other vehicles in the adjacent lane.  As to reducing traffic that drives 
through East Palo Alto, the amount of that reduction is difficult to gauge.  Because of 
increased congestion as a result of only a two-lane roadway, some traffic would be diverted 
onto other available parallel corridors such as the San Mateo Bridge, Willow Road, and SR 
237.  Other traffic would continue to use University Avenue but at a different time and the 
Peak Period would be expanded from two to three hours to possibly three to four hours. 

7.15 The commentor states that US 101 divides the City of East Palo Alto, and identifies US 101 
as an east/west barrier for pedestrian and bicycle mobility.  US 101 is an existing condition 
that does not result from the SUMC Project.  As discussed on page 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) explains that, in assessing the impact of a SUMC 
Project on the environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to 
changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced.  

7.16 The commentor states that the Transportation Impact Analysis omits reference to the East 
Palo Alto General Plan.  Given that the SUMC Project would occur within the City of Palo 
Alto, the City of East Palo Alto General Plan would not be applicable to the SUMC 
Project.  The City has nonetheless opted to apply the significance criteria for intersection 
level of service of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto in Appendix C to the Draft EIR, 
Transportation Impact Analysis.  In analyzing the SUMC Project’s impacts on three East 
Palo Alto intersections along University Avenue against East Palo Alto’s significance 
criteria, no significant impacts have been identified.  Additionally, Impact TR-1 on pages 
3.4-40 through 3.4-44 of the Draft EIR identifies various construction-period mitigation 
measures that would ensure that construction trucks would have less-than-significant 
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impacts.  These measures include Mitigation Measures TR-1.5, which involves restriction 
of truck routes to designated roadways; TR-1.6, which requires the SUMC Project 
sponsors to protect streets from damage and repair any structural damage to public 
roadways; and TR-1.8, which in lieu of the previous measures, requires the SUMC Project 
sponsors to provide a construction impact mitigation plan that identifies an acceptable 
method of reducing or eliminating significant transportation impacts due to routing and 
scheduling of materials deliveries, and construction employee arrival and departure 
schedules, among other construction activities.  As indicated in Appendix BB of this 
document, the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant health effects from traffic 
emissions in East Palo Alto.   

7.17 The commentor states that increased traffic leads to a decrease in non-motorized mobility 
and an increase in childhood obesity.  Please see Response 7.13, above, and Master 
Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues.  

7.18 The commentor suggests that the analysis should incorporate local planning, thresholds, 
and existing conditions.  In particular, the analysis should consider the City of East Palo 
Alto Shuttle service, or expansion of the existing service to reduce potential public health 
impacts.  The analysis presented in the East Palo Alto HRA, Appendix BB of this 
document, evaluates the impacts of SUMC Project-related traffic when traveling on streets 
in the City of East Palo Alto on sensitive receptors adjacent to those roadways.  This 
analysis applies current approaches recommended by the BAAQMD, CARB, California 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, and US EPA.  Since the SUMC 
Project would not result in a significant health risk or significant traffic effects in East Palo 
Alto, no mitigation is required. 

7.19 The commentor suggests that the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR should address air 
pollutant loading at intersections in the City of East Palo Alto in addition to the operational 
and construction-related effects.  The air quality analysis in the East Palo Alto HRA 
estimates the potential human health impact associated with increased traffic on the sections 
of University Avenue and US 101 traveling through East Palo Alto that could be attributed 
to the SUMC Project.  The findings of the analysis indicate that incremental cancer risks, 
noncancer hazard indices (acute and chronic), and PM2.5 concentrations are well below 
BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of significance.  Therefore, based on the methods specified 
by the BAAQMD, the traffic generated as a result of the SUMC Project would not result in 
a significant health risk to East Palo Alto residents.  Please refer to Response 7.3, above, 
for additional discussion of the analysis of PM2.5.   

7.20 The commentor suggests that the Final EIR should include quantification of the human 
health risk associated with hazardous air pollutants including TACs.  The air quality 
analysis in the East Palo Alto HRA (Appendix BB) estimates the potential human health 
impact associated with the SUMC Project in East Palo Alto.  Please refer to Response 7.3, 
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above, for discussion of the analysis of TACs and PM2.5.  As discussed under Response 
7.3, the traffic generated as a result of the SUMC Project would not result in a significant 
health risk to East Palo Alto residents and mitigation is not necessary.  

7.21 The commentor “recognizes a material omission by not including health impacts” in the 
URBEMIS model.  The URBEMIS model outputs in Appendix G of the Draft EIR are 
intended to address the SUMC Project’s regional emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and 
PM2.5, as well as localized concentrations of CO.  The calculations in Appendix G of the 
Draft EIR are not intended to address local health risk implications of SUMC Project-
related emissions.  Please see Response 7.3 of this document regarding health effects of 
SUMC Project-related vehicular traffic. 

7.22 The commentor recognizes a material omission by not including health impacts related to 
truck routing through East Palo Alto.  The climate change calculations in Appendix H of 
the Draft EIR are intended to address the SUMC Project’s greenhouse gas emissions that 
would contribute to global climate change.  The calculations in Appendix H of the Draft 
EIR are not intended to address local health risk implications of SUMC Project-related 
truck trips.  Please see Response 7.3 regarding health effects of project-related vehicular 
traffic. Please also see Appendix V of this Responses to Comments document for revised 
climate change calculations. 

7.23 The comment states that the EIR’s mitigation measures do not specifically state how 
additional employees generated by the SUMC Project would be housed or where they would 
live.  Please see Master Response 7.  Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, as revised in Staff-
Initiated Change 7, identifies the estimated distribution of where new employees of the 
SUMC Project are expected to live.  As discussed in pages 3.13-8 through 3.13-14 of the 
Draft EIR, the comparatively small housing needs of future employees are expected to be 
accommodated by the housing already forecasted to be built in each of the jurisdictions, 
and the SUMC Project’s impacts on housing demand would be less than significant and 
would thus not require mitigation. 

7.24 The commentor states that there is no breakdown regarding interim construction jobs and 
long term permanent jobs.  Pages 2-55 through 2-61 of the Draft EIR indicate the number 
of temporary construction workers that would be employed under the SUMC Project 
through various stages of the approximately 12-year construction period.  As indicated: 

 During the four-year construction of the Stanford Hospital and Clinics (SHC) 
component on the Main SUMC Site, the average number of construction workers 
on site would range from 500 to 800 workers; 

 During the four-year construction of the Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital 
(LPCH) component, the average number of construction workers on site would 
range from 270 to 450 workers; 
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 During the approximately 10-year construction of the Stanford School of Medicine 
(SoM) component, an average of 150 to 225 construction workers would be on site 
during construction of the FIM buildings, and 50 workers would be on site for the 
subsequent demolitions; 

 During the two-year construction on the Hoover Pavilion Site, an average of 140 
construction workers would be on site. 

 As indicated on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR, given the limited duration and standard nature 
of the construction anticipated, the demand for construction employment would likely be 
met within the existing and future labor market in the City of Palo Alto, in Santa Clara 
County, or within the Bay Area.  It is not relevant for the analysis to determine the specific 
job titles or categories of construction workers. 

 As indicated in various portions of the Draft EIR and as pointed out by the commentor, the 
SUMC Project would result in 2,242 additional employees.  Appendix K of the Draft EIR, 
the Housing Needs Analysis by Keyser Marston Associates, provides a breakdown of 
existing SUMC employment by compensation range as background information for 
determining the affordable and market-rate housing demand from new employment (see 
Appendix 5 to the Housing Needs Analysis).  Providing a breakdown by compensation 
range rather than job titles or categories is more relevant for determining the new 
employment’s demand for affordable housing. 

7.25 The commentor states that Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 does not specify a target number of 
housing units that will be developed for SUMC employees.  No housing is proposed as part 
of the SUMC Project and the City is not recommending that housing be provided for 
employees under the main SUMC Project.  The Village Concept Alternative recommends 
490 housing units be provided for SUMC employees.  Please see Master Response 7 for a 
discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

7.26 The commentor expresses concern regarding the availability of housing necessary to 
accommodate indirect housing demand.  Please see Master Response 7 for a discussion of 
resulting affordable housing demand in East Palo Alto. 

7.27 The commentor requests changes to some of the mitigation measures presented in Section 
3.4, Transportation, and Section 3.5, Air Quality and requests ongoing consultation with 
City staff and the legislative body.  Please see Responses 7.28 through 7.34, below, for 
responses to the specific requested changes.  The City of Palo Alto believes that it is 
appropriate to have ongoing consultations with neighboring jurisdictions for the purpose of 
reducing negative health outcomes not only for sensitive receptors, but for all residents.   

7.28 The commentor suggests that the SUMC Project sponsors should fund a community risk 
reduction plan for the City of East Palo in accordance BAAQMD Guidelines.  As noted 
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under Response 7.3, the air quality analysis in the East Palo Alto HRA (Appendix BB of 
this document) indicates that incremental cancer risks, noncancer hazard indices (acute and 
chronic), and PM2.5 concentrations would be well below BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of 
significance and mitigation would not be required.   

7.29 The commentor states that the Lead Agency should amend TR-2.2 so that funds are 
provided to the City of East Palo Alto for bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing 
improvements to be realized for the purpose of offsetting decreases in air quality and 
mobility by providing alternatives to vehicular travel.  Mitigation Measure TR-2.2 was 
developed to mitigate the SUMC Project’s traffic impacts at intersections.  The following 
three intersections in East Palo Alto were analyzed:  

 Woodland Avenue/University Avenue (intersection #17) 

 Donohoe Street/University Avenue (#55) 

 Bay Road/University Avenue (#54) 

 The Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) indicates that the 
SUMC Project traffic would not result in a significant impact at any of the intersections in 
East Palo Alto.  Therefore, there is no requirement for the SUMC Project sponsors to fund 
bike and pedestrian improvements in East Palo Alto as mitigation for traffic impacts at 
intersections.   

7.30 The commentor states that the Lead Agency should amend TR-4.2 so that efforts to reduce 
motor vehicular travel are adopted in accordance with “best practices” to reduce public 
health concerns in the adjacent environmental justice community.  Mitigation Measure TR-
4.2 was developed to mitigate the SUMC Project’s traffic impacts at the Durand Way/Sand 
Hill Road intersection due to construction of a new road segment in that location.  No new 
road segments are proposed in East Palo Alto as part of the SUMC Project and no local 
circulation impacts would be caused by the SUMC Project. 

7.31 The commentor states that the Lead Agency should amend Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 so 
that funds are provided to reduce impacts associated with increased air pollutants and 
declining non-motorized mobility.  Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 identifies measures for 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements in the vicinity of the SUMC Project.  
As noted on page 3.4-76 of the Draft EIR, the intent of the improvements is to: 

 reduce auto related traffic by providing the infrastructure for alternative travel 
modes;   

 improve the bicycle and pedestrian linkages between the SUMC Project and 
Downtown Palo Alto, and between the SUMC Project and the surrounding 
residential neighborhoods; and  
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 mitigate the safety hazards to pedestrians and cyclists that would result from the 
SUMC Project related increase in vehicular traffic and congestion.   

 As noted, these measures would reduce auto-related traffic, and as such would also reduce 
vehicular air emissions.  The measures would also improve the infrastructure allowing for 
more non-vehicular travel within the surrounding community.   

7.32 The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not include the City of East Palo Alto free 
shuttle with a base ridership of 60,000 persons and that transit service to East Palo Alto 
should be expanded.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for information on expanded 
shuttle service and the existing East Palo Alto Shuttle.  

7.33 The commentor states that the Lead Agency should add a monitoring protocol that 
evaluates the impacts of increased congestion on East Palo Alto roadways and other 
surrounding roadways.  Please refer to Responses 7.3 and 7.5 regarding traffic congestion 
in East Palo Alto and the potential for air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in these 
areas.  Because the SUMC Project would not result in significant impacts related to traffic 
congestion and health effects in East Palo Alto, the addition of mitigation for a monitoring 
protocol would not be warranted.   

7.34 The commentor states that the Lead Agency should add a mitigation measure to reduce 
TACs and the heat island effect.  As noted in Response 7.3 and Staff-Initiated Change 3 of 
this document, the health risk analyses did not identify any significant health effects from 
TACs.  In addition, the SUMC Project would not increase impervious surfaces compared 
with existing conditions, so no new heat island effect would occur.  Further, the SUMC 
Project includes green roofs where feasible, which minimizes heat island effects.  
Therefore, no mitigation would be required to mitigate public health impacts or heat island 
effects associated with the SUMC Project.    
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8. City of Menlo Park, Richard Cline, Mayor (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

8.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Master Response 
9 for a discussion of SUMC Project merit in the CEQA process. 

8.2 The commentor requests to engage in open dialogue with the City of Palo Alto regarding 
the SUMC Project and moves to resolve all related concerns.  The City of Palo Alto has 
engaged with the City of Menlo Park throughout the environmental review process.  In 
particular, the City of Menlo Park reviewed the draft Transportation Impact Analysis 
(Appendix C to the Draft EIR) prior to inclusion in the Draft EIR.  The City of Palo Alto 
has prepared responses to these comments, which are included in Response 8a.  As of the 
preparation of this Responses to Comments document, the City of Palo Alto and its 
transportation consultant are conducting ongoing coordination efforts with the City of 
Menlo Park regarding the SUMC Project and its mitigation measures. 

8.3 The commentor notes that the mitigation improvements contained in the Draft EIR need to 
include construction cost estimates and a determination of the fair share cost attributable to 
the SUMC Project.  The commentor suggests that fair share be calculated as project trips 
divided by the expected growth in trips from now to the project build out year.  Please refer 
to Master Response 6 for a complete discussion on the SUMC Project’s fair share 
contributions. 

8.4 The commentor requests that Mitigation Measure TR-1.4, which limits the number of 
construction workers arriving and departing between 4:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., be 
expanded to include limitations between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and notes 
that the location of remote parking areas and the number of shuttles between the remote 
parking area and the project site for construction workers have not been identified.  Please 
refer to Master Response 4 for the revised TR-1.4 on the arrival and departure hours of the 
construction workers.  TR-1.1 of the Draft EIR stipulates that the remote parking area shall 
be provided with a shuttle bus to transport construction workers to and from the project site 
if adequate off-street parking for the construction workers cannot be provided.  The SUMC 
Project sponsors are required to adhere to city and/or agency rules and regulations when 
determining the locations of the remote parking.  The SUMC Project sponsors will 
coordinate the locations and shuttle frequency with the City of Palo Alto and, if located in 
other jurisdictions, with the jurisdiction where the parking would be located. 

8.5 The commentor requests that the Construction Impact Mitigation Plan that the SUMC 
Project sponsor is required to submit to the City of Palo Alto also be submitted to the City 
of Menlo Park for approval, since truck routes also include Menlo Park streets.  Please 
refer to Master Response 4 for the revised TR-1.8 regarding submission of a construction 
impact mitigation plan to Menlo Park. 
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8.6 The commentor notes that traffic-adaptive signal technology suggested in the Draft EIR for 
all Menlo Park intersections on El Camino Real and for the Santa Cruz/Sand Hill Road 
Avenue intersection has already been accomplished by the City of Menlo Park. As a 
replacement for this mitigation measure, the City of Menlo Park requests that the project 
contribute a fair share contribution towards the City’s Transit Impact Fee (TIF).  Please 
refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair share contributions to 
Menlo Park.  Also, please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 2 for revisions to the Draft EIR’s 
analysis to address existing traffic-adaptive signal technology in Menlo Park and to identify 
new locations for such technology. 

8.7 The commentor notes that the Draft EIR identifies a fair share contribution to the 
construction of a bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing of the Caltrain tracks in the vicinity 
of Middle Avenue and that the fair share should be calculated in a manner consistent with 
Comment 8.3.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair 
share contribution. 

8.8 The commentor requests that the annual monitoring report on transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures also be submitted to the City of Menlo Park.  Additionally, 
the commentor notes that the proposed TDM mitigation relies heavily on Caltrain GO 
Passes and by the time the SUMC Project is constructed, there may be considerable 
changes to transit along the Peninsula. Please refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion 
of the effectiveness of GO Pass and provision of the annual monitoring report to Menlo 
Park. 

8.9 The commentor states that the City of Palo Alto should establish a limit on traffic that the 
SUMC Project cannot exceed and that if actual trips exceed the trip estimates in the Draft 
EIR, the mitigation measures would not achieve their intended effect.  Please refer to 
Master Response 2 for a discussion of a No Net New Trips requirement and similar 
requirements based on traffic counts. 

8.10 The commentor provides suggestions to include in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan; a 
requirement for annual traffic counting that is tied to daily limits, with enforcement 
required to increase TDM measures or face monetary penalties.  Please refer to Master 
Response 2 for a discussion of a No Net New Trips requirement and similar requirements 
based on traffic counts. 

8.11 The commentor notes that Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 requires the SUMC Project sponsors 
to lease 75 parking spaces at the Ardenwood Park-and-Ride lot and questions if these are 
new spaces or whether these would displace existing users. The Ardenwood Park-and-Ride 
lot was recently expanded from just over 100 spaces to about 350 spaces.  Currently, 
approximately 40 of these spaces are vacant on a typical day.  It cannot be determined at 
this time what the usage of this lot would be at the time the SUMC Project is constructed 
and occupied.  However, the intent of this measure is not to displace other, existing users.  
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Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion on feasibility and effectiveness of other 
TDM measures. 

8.12 The commentor requests that the SUMC Project provide a fair share contribution to the 
improvements at the El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue intersection which are contained 
in Menlo Park’s TIF study (City of Menlo Park’s 2009 Transportation Impact Fee Study 
Report) and which are consistent with the mitigation improvements noted in the Draft EIR. 
Please see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a discussion of revisions to the intersection analysis.  
With implementation of higher priority mitigation, impacts at the El Camino 
Real/Ravenswood Avenue intersection would be reduced to a less-than-significant level and 
no roadway improvements at this location are required as mitigation for the SUMC Project. 

8.13 The commentor notes that the Draft EIR identifies physical improvements at the Middlefield 
Road/Willow Road intersection but finds these improvements to be infeasible.  The 
commentor further states that the City of Menlo Park TIF program identifies improvements 
at this intersection that the City of Menlo Park finds to be feasible, estimating the cost at 
$1,700,000, and states that the SUMC Project should contribute its fair share to the cost of 
these improvements.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a discussion of 
intersection impacts and Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s 
contribution.  This intersection would not be significantly affected by the SUMC Project 
with implementation of higher priority mitigation measures.  Nevertheless, the SUMC 
Project sponsors have offered funding for this intersection in their Development Agreement 
proposal. 

8.14 The commentor notes that the Draft EIR identifies improvements at the Willow 
Road/Bayfront Expressway intersection and identifies these improvements as potentially 
feasible and estimates the cost to be $470,000.  The commentor further states that the City 
of Menlo Park desires a fair share contribution from the SUMC Project to make these 
improvements. Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a discussion of intersection 
impacts and Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair share 
contribution. 

8.15 The commentor states that the Draft EIR identifies improvements at the Bayfront 
Expressway/University Avenue intersection, which were considered infeasible.  The 
commentor further states that the Menlo Park TIF has identified improvements at this 
intersection that the City feels are feasible, and the City desires a fair share contribution to 
the cost from the SUMC Project. Please refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on 
SUMC Project’s fair share contribution. 

8.16 The commentor states the Draft EIR identifies a potentially feasible improvement at the 
Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue intersection, similar to improvements noted in the 
Menlo Park TIF with an estimated cost of $1,520,000.  The commentor suggests that the 
SUMC Project contribute its fair share cost of this improvement. The SUMC Project’s 
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impact at this intersection would be mitigated by enhanced TDM measures and additional 
bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing improvements.  Therefore, a fair share contribution to 
the physical improvements at this intersection is not needed.  

8.17 The commentor provides an alternative method for calculating the SUMC Project’s fair 
share payments. Please refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s 
fair share contribution. 

8.18 The commentor suggests that the SUMC Project should be required to expand Marguerite 
shuttle service into Menlo Park and also make enhancements to the Dumbarton Express, 
provided by Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA).  Mitigation Measure TR-
7.2 requires the SUMC Project to expand Marguerite transit service between the SUMC 
and PAITS and use reasonable efforts to assure that the transit service provider achieves a 
load factor of less than 1.0 on the U-Line.  Further mitigation of transit impacts is not 
warranted.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 1 for a discussion of the SUMC Project 
transit trips. Because transit impacts would be less-than-significant, payment toward shuttle 
service in Menlo Park is no longer included in Mitigation Measure 7.2.  Nevertheless, the 
SUMC Project sponsors have included such a payment in their Development Agreement 
proposal.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for the calculation of the funding 
contribution.   

8.19 The commentor requests that a fair share financial contribution for the installation of 
Opticom be required of the SUMC Project to all significantly impacted intersections in 
Menlo Park, specifically, on El Camino Real between Encinal Avenue and Cambridge 
Avenue, on Sand Hill Road between I-280 and Santa Cruz Avenue, and on Marsh Road 
between Bayfront Expressway and Bay Road. Please refer to Master Response 6 for a 
discussion on SUMC Project’s fair share contribution. 

8.20 The commentor states that the Transportation Impact Analysis is deficient in that it did not 
include traffic from planned and approved projects in the City of Menlo Park.  Menlo Park 
requests that the Transportation Impact Analysis be redone.  Please refer to Master 
Response 3 for a complete discussion on the Background Growth. 

8.21 The commentor requests that additional traffic analyses be performed to assess the potential 
for increased traffic between the SUMC Project and Stanford’s Redwood City medical 
offices.  The basis of the Transportation Impact Analysis for trip generation was the 
existing SUMC facility.  Traffic counts were collected at the existing facility and trip 
generation rates were developed from those counts and the existing facility size.  These 
rates were then used to determine the additional traffic generated by the expanded SUMC 
facility.   

 The clinics that were relocated to Redwood City are self-contained. Patients do not travel 
between Redwood City and Palo Alto for treatment. Some faculty members or researchers 
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may travel between the two sites on some days, but this is not expected to be frequent. The 
faculty tends to have clinic days and teaching days so they normally go to one facility or 
the other. The number of intercampus trips would likely be relatively small on a given day. 

8.22 The commentor requests that the traffic analysis trip distribution be re-evaluated to reflect 
the fact that traffic uses the Cambridge Avenue/El Camino Real intersection to make a U-
turn to access the project site because the traffic movement from Palo Alto Avenue to Sand 
Hill Road is not allowed.  The Transportation Impact Analysis added one vehicle trip in the 
AM Peak Hour to this left-turn movement to reflect a U-turn.  Most of the added U-turns 
that could occur at this location would happen during the AM Peak Hour when the SUMC 
Project creates mostly inbound traffic.  However, if all of the inbound traffic traveling 
through Downtown North during the AM Peak Hour made this U-turn, the LOS at El 
Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue would still remain at LOS B.  Therefore, a new 
significant impact would not result from this change.  The Table 4-3 below shows the 
results of adding all project traffic through Downtown North making a U-turn at 
Cambridge Avenue.  Please also see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a revised analysis of 
intersection LOS impacts. 

 

Table 4-3 
Level of Service Analysis for the El Camino Real / Cambridge Avenue Intersection 

AM Scenario  
 

LOS 
Avg Del 

(Sec) 
Crit  
V/C 

Avg Crit Del  
(sec) 

Existing 

#6 
El Camino Real / 
Cambridge Avenue 

B 13.4 0.561 14.8 

Existing + Project B 15.4 0.616 17.6 

2025  No Build B 15.3 0.687 18.6 

2025 with Project B 17.5 0.742 21.8 

Village Concept Alternative B 16.9 0.727 21.0 
Source: AECOM Transportation, 2011. 

 

8.23 The commentor notes that the configuration of the El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road/Alma 
Street intersection causes some SUMC Project traffic to spill over into Menlo Park and 
requests additional traffic analysis be undertaken to evaluate the conditions if all traffic 
movements were permitted at El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road/Alma Street.  The City of 
Palo Alto designed the El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road/Alma Street intersection as part of 
the Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects.  Modifications to this intersection design were not 
identified as part of the SUMC Project.  Any such modifications would be addressed 
through a separate process. 

8.24 The commentor requests that additional analysis be undertaken to address potential project 
impacts on Oak Avenue, because some motorists use Oak Avenue to avoid traffic on Sand 
Hill Road and as traffic increases on Sand Hill Road as a result of the SUMC Project or 
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other growth in traffic, cut through traffic using Oak Avenue may increase. The 
Transportation Impact Analysis considered the possibility of cut through traffic in the West 
Menlo Park area.  Several streets were evaluated, including Santa Cruz Avenue, Sharon 
Road, Stanford Avenue, Leland Avenue, and Vine Street.  The Transportation Impact 
Analysis did not identify a significant impact on any of these residential streets in West 
Menlo Park.  In response to this comment and others, daily traffic volumes were collected 
on Oak Avenue in September 2010.  Using City of Palo Alto criteria, a significant impact 
would result if the TIRE index for a local or collector residential street increased by 0.1 or 
more.  The existing TIRE Index for Oak Avenue is 3.4, the Future No Project TIRE Index 
is 3.4, and the Future With Project TIRE Index remains at 3.4.  An increase of 650 daily 
vehicles is needed to trigger an increase in the TIRE Index.  The SUMC Project would not 
contribute more than 100 daily trips (before mitigation).  As such, the SUMC Project 
traffic would not cause a change in the TIRE Index.  Therefore, the SUMC Project would 
not negatively impact Oak Avenue and this increase in trips would not constitute a 
significant impact according to the City of Palo Alto standards of significance.   

8.25 The commentor requests that the Transportation Impact Analysis be expanded to include the 
intersection of Willow Road/Durham Street.  In response to this comment, traffic volumes 
at the intersection of Willow Road/Durham Street were collected in September 2010.  As 
shown in Table 4-4, the existing LOS was found to be B in the AM and PM Peak Hour.  
The 2025 No Project LOS would be B in the AM and PM Peak Hour.  The 2025 with 
Project LOS would be B in the AM and PM Peak Hour.  Therefore, the SUMC Project 
would not negatively affect the intersection of Willow Road/Durham Street, based on the 
criteria established in the Draft EIR.  See also Staff-Initiated Change 2. 

 

Table 4-4 
Level of Service Analysis for the Willow Road / Durham Road Intersection 

AM Scenario  
 

LOS 
Avg Del 

(Sec) Crit V/C 
Avg Crit Del  

(sec) 

Existing 

#68 
Willow Road / 
Durham Road 

B 15.3 0.649 16.0 
Existing + Project B 15.4 0.687 18.1 
2025 No Build B 15.6 0.674 16.7 
2025 with Project B 15.8 0.711 17.4 
Village Concept Alternative B 15.7 0.70 17.2 

PM Scenario       
Existing 

#68 
Willow Road / 
Durham Road 

B 13.8 0.595 12.8 
Existing + Project B 13.7 0.608 13.0 
2025  No Build B 15.3 0.703 16.0 
2025 with Project B 15.3 0.716 16.3 
Village Concept Alternative B 15.5 0.723 16.6 

Source:  AECOM Transportation, 2011. 
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8.26 The commentor requests that the Transportation Impact Analysis be expanded to include 
potential traffic impacts on Valparaiso Avenue.  The Transportation Impact Analysis 
considered the potential impacts on Valparaiso Avenue.  As noted in Table 3.4-22: 2025 
Roadway Average Daily Trips (ADT) Analysis, with Enhanced TDM and Additional 
Undercrossing on page 3.4-72,  the project is not expected to significantly impact 
Valparaiso Avenue. 

8.27 The commentor notes that the Draft EIR found that the project would have a significant 
impact on Alpine Road west of Junipero Serra Boulevard.  The commentor questions 
whether roadway widening and/or added turn lanes would mitigate this impact or whether 
remote parking with shuttles or some mitigation measure would mitigate the impact. The 
Draft EIR found the impact on Alpine Road would be significant and unavoidable because 
the thresholds of the City of Menlo Park’s Roadway ADT were exceeded. It is noted that 
Menlo Park’s thresholds of significance for roadway segments are very conservative, as 
they are triggered in this case by an increase in ADT of 100 trips per day.  As explained in 
the Draft EIR, this segment of Alpine Road is projected to experience an ADT of 25,120 
without the SUMC Project, and 25,634 with the SUMC Project, an increase in 514 trips 
per day.  With implementation of TDM mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR 
(Mitigation Measure TR-2.3), the total ADT is expected to be reduced to 25,260.  Thus, 
even with this mitigation, the increase in ADT is still 140 trips, 40 trips above the 100 trip 
threshold.  Widening the road or adding turn lanes would not reduce the number of vehicle 
trips using this roadway, and thus would not reduce ADT or mitigate this particular impact 
– in fact, such improvements that increase roadway capacity might make Alpine Road a 
more desirable route and actually increase the number of motorists who use this roadway, 
thereby increasing the impact.  The only way to further mitigate this impact would be to 
further reduce the number of trips added to this roadway.  However, the TDM measures 
that are already proposed in the Draft EIR would already reduce the number of trips by 
374, which is a 73 percent reduction.  The implementation of additional TDM measures 
would have incrementally smaller effects, since there is a limit to the number of employees 
who would actually use alternate travel modes.  For example, there would be a certain 
redundancy in requiring both use of GO Pass and use of remote parking and shuttles, since 
these TDM measures would largely compete with each other for the same users.   

8.28 The commentor notes a punctuation error in the text.  The text on page 3.13-17, third 
sentence of second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

Table 3.13-11 converts the jobs to housing ratio to a jobs to employed residents per 
household ratio and shows that the SUMC Project would result in a total demand of 
approximately 1,303 new households in the region and 1.052 1,052 households above 
the 0.01 threshold.  

8.29 The commentor requests more information regarding housing need impacts in Menlo Park.  
Please see Master Response 7.  Also, the SUMC Project would not include housing that 
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would generate students.  As indicated on page 3.14-17 of the Draft EIR, the actual 
generation of new students would be a tertiary impact of the SUMC Project.  As also 
indicated on page 3.14-17, the new residential development that may indirectly result from 
the increase in employment and that would generate students would be subject to separate 
CEQA review and would also be subject to residential school impact fees per SB 50.  As a 
result, the tertiary demand for school services, including tertiary school demand in Menlo 
Park, would be less than significant.  With regard to park use, please see Response 20.10. 

8.30 The commentor requests an analysis of project impacts on affordable housing.  Please see 
Master Response 7.   

8.31 The commentor notes a negative impact on the housing market in Menlo Park.  Please see 
Master Response 7 for a discussion of housing demand in Menlo Park.  Also, the impact of 
a project on housing prices is not a physical environmental impact.  See Master Response 
10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

8.32 As noted by the commentor, the Draft EIR notes that the project would exceed Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA significance standards.  Policy N-26 states 
that the City should support programs that improve air quality in the Bay Area.  While the 
project does exceed the BAAQMD CEQA standards of significance, the BAAQMD does 
not recommend denying approval for projects that would exceed these thresholds, but 
rather provides recommended mitigation measures to be implemented in order to reduce the 
emissions associated with individual projects.  The SUMC Project sponsors’ TDM 
program, as well as Mitigation Measures AQ-1.1 and AQ-1.2, provided in Section 3.5, Air 
Quality, would be consistent with the BAAQMD’s recommendations for projects with a 
significant air quality impact.  If the SUMC Project were approved, that approval would 
not indicate a lack of support for programs that improve air quality. 

8.33 The commentor notes that there would be a significant noise level increase along Sand Hill 
Road.  This impact is identified on pages 3.7-30 and 3.7-33 in the Draft EIR, and 
referenced in the policy discussion on page 3.2-25 regarding land use policy consistency.  
Policy N-41 provides guidelines for evaluating when a project would have a significant 
noise level increase.  These criteria were used in Section 3.7, Noise, to evaluate the 
project’s impacts.  However, as discussed on page 3.7-33 of the Draft EIR, while the 
Comprehensive Plan threshold is triggered, the Noise Ordinance Section 9.10.050 exempts 
noise associated with “emergencies” from its standards and penalties.  The analysis 
included in Section 3.7 and referenced on page 3.2-25 conservatively includes ambulance 
noise in the noise calculations, even though this noise source would be considered exempt 
under the Noise Ordinance.  In addition, as noted on page 3.2-25, the project would not 
exceed the City’s maximum noise guideline of 75 dBA, and as such would be within the 
City’s guidelines for conditionally acceptable uses. 
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8.34 The commentor requests more review under Impact LU-2 during construction since it would 
occur over a 12-year period.  As stated on page 3.2-30 of the Draft EIR, Section 3.2, Land 
Use, a land use conflict would occur if a project, after construction, would significantly 
impede the function of surrounding uses.  Therefore, since construction-period activities 
are not land use-specific and are temporary, these impacts are not analyzed as a land use 
impact under Impact LU-2. 

 However, construction-related impacts on the surrounding areas are analyzed by topic in 
their respective sections.  Significant impacts that would occur as a result of the 
construction of the SUMC Project include temporary degradation of visual character 
(Impact VQ-1); traffic-related impacts (TR-1); cumulative traffic-related impacts (TR-10); 
criteria air pollutant emissions (AQ-1); cumulative emissions (AQ-6); cumulative toxic air 
contaminants (AQ-8); noise (NO-1); cumulative noise (NO-5); hazardous materials 
disturbance (HM-2); exposure to contaminated soil and/or groundwater (HM-3); 
cumulative hazardous materials disturbance (HM-12); and cumulative exposure to 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater (HM-13).  Most of these construction-related 
impacts would be mitigated to a level of less than significant with the incorporation of 
mitigation measures.  However, Impacts AQ-1, AQ-6, NO-1, and NO-5 would not be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation, and therefore would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact.  Please refer to the respective sections in the Draft EIR 
for a full analysis of the construction-related impacts and a list of mitigation measures to 
reduce these impacts. 

8.35 The commentor states that since the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines have been approved, the 
Final EIR should use these guidelines as the significance threshold for the SUMC Project 
analysis.  At the time of the CEQA analysis for the SUMC Project, thresholds of 
significance for greenhouse gas emissions did not exist.  Therefore, as explained on page 
3.6-25 of the Draft EIR and as required under the statewide CEQA Guidelines adopted in 
December 2009, the lead agency must develop its own significance criteria based on local 
conditions, data, and guidance from public agencies and other sources.  As the Lead 
Agency, the City of Palo Alto has decided to use compliance with the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan as the significance criteria for the SUMC Project, which necessitates a 
reduction of 30 percent beyond business-as-usual emissions.   

 The commentor notes that the City’s plan extends only until 2020; however, the 30 percent 
reduction compared to Business As Usual (BAU) is consistent with the climate change 
goals adopted by the State of California.  Further, much of the reduction achieved by the 
SUMC Project would be implemented immediately upon building occupancy, and would 
not be delayed until full buildout and full occupancy.  The adoption of the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines and a numerical threshold after publication of the Draft EIR for the 
SUMC Project does not supersede the City of Palo Alto’s authority to determine another 
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threshold.  For consistency, the threshold chosen by the City and applied to the Draft EIR 
will remain as is and continue to be applied in this document.  

8.36 The commentor states that it is unclear how the SUMC Project’s energy efficiency was used 
to determine the emissions reductions.  Energy efficiency of the SUMC Project is detailed 
in Table 3.6-5 of the Draft EIR, page 3.6-31.  As described, the energy efficiency 
measures results in a 30 percent reduction in energy usage for non-hospital buildings as 
compared to the 2004 Title 24 standard and a 15 percent reduction as compared to the 2008 
Title 24 standards.  The SUMC Project’s energy efficiency with respect to the hospital 
buildings has been re-evaluated based on Staff-Initiated Changes. Please see Staff-Initiated 
Change 4 (under the subheading “Energy Efficiency Rating of the SUMC Project”) for 
complete details. 

 Further, the commentor states that compliance with the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan 
policies does not result in a reduction in emissions and that mitigation measures should be 
required to comply with measureable and enforceable standards.  Mitigation Measure CC-
1.1, as described on page 3.6-32 and page 3.6-54 of the Draft EIR, documents the 
commissioning of the energy systems for the new buildings.  The systems commissioning 
would guarantee that the system has been designed to ensure that the energy efficiencies 
stipulated by the EIR are achieved.  However, to clarify the commissioning procedures, 
Table 3.6-5 on page 3.6-32, first row, under the column titled “SUMC Measure” has been 
revised as detailed in Staff-Initiated Change 4.   

 While the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan policies may not correlate with a quantifiable 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, the Draft EIR describes the design features 
associated with the Climate Protection Plan policies that would be implemented and result 
in a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions (as included in Table 3.6-5, pages 3.6-31 
through 3.6-49, of the Draft EIR).  Where the quantification of reductions is not possible, a 
qualitative discussion of compliance with the Palo Alto Climate Protection Plan policies is 
provided in the Draft EIR.  Where quantifiable reductions are obtainable, these reductions 
are included in the quantification of greenhouse gas emissions in Table 3.6-8 on page 3.6-
56.  The SUMC Project emission reductions associated with compliance with the Palo Alto 
Climate Protection Plan were quantified based upon project-specific information.  While it 
is understood that the non-quantified measures would reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
their potential reductions are not included, and therefore, the Draft EIR as analyzed 
represents a conservative estimate of emissions. 
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8.37 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not include evaluation of noise impacts to 
Menlo Park residents from helicopter and/or ambulance noise.  The Draft EIR includes 
noise contours for existing and future noise levels with the helipad, as shown in 
Figure 3.7-3 and 3.7-5 of the Draft EIR.  These contours include all the surrounding areas, 
including residents of Menlo Park.  However, because noise levels from helicopters would 
be greatest for areas closest to the landing area, only impacts to residents closest to the site 
are discussed.  Impacts to residents within the City of Menlo Park would be less than for 
those residents closest to the SUMC Sites, such as the residents at 1100 Welch Road.  The 
helicopter noise would not result in a significant impact, so no mitigation pertaining to that 
source is required. 

 Ambulance noise would also be greatest for residents closest to the access points to the 
replacement SHC Hospital.  Noise impacts identified in the Draft EIR from ambulance 
sirens are primarily related to the rerouting of ambulance routes onto Sand Hill Road 
between El Camino Real and Durand Way.  These areas currently do not experience 
ambulance noise from the existing Hospital, and as such would have a significant increase 
in noise levels as a result of relocation of the Emergency Department (as discussed in 
Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR).  The Draft EIR also shows that there would be no 
comparable project-related ambulance noise impact at the 1100 Welch Road apartments 
because this portion of Welch Road is an existing ambulance route and the ambulance noise 
impacts would occur here regardless of whether the SUMC Project is approved.  This is 
also true for residents within the City of Menlo Park that are also near an existing 
ambulance route.  The Draft EIR also notes that it is likely that more of the future 
ambulance trips would use the routes connecting with El Camino Real because the 
population density in areas along El Camino Real is higher than areas along I-280/Sand 
Hill Road. 

 The commentor asks whether mitigation such as a sound barrier could be designed to 
reduce the SUMC Project’s adverse noise effects.  To reduce noise from ambulances, a 
barrier would need to be erected between Sand Hill Road and the residences located along 
Sand Hill Road from El Camino to Durand Way.  To construct an effective barrier in this 
area, the barrier would need to be sufficiently high to block ambulance noise to the upper 
floor residents; this was considered to be infeasible.  In addition, a sound barrier in this 
area could result in significant visual impacts.  For these reasons, mitigation is not 
proposed. 

8.38 The commentor requests a quantification of traffic and air quality impacts associated with 
the Village Concept Alternative.  Please see Staff-Initiated Changes 4 and 8.   

8.39 The commentor requests a response to the concerns raised in their letter.  Please see 
Responses 8.1 through 8.38, above, for the responses prepared by the City of Palo Alto to 
the comments provided by the City of Menlo Park.   
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8a City of Menlo Park, Rene C. Baile (Email dated April 1, 2010) 

8a.1 The commentor states that the existing intersection geometry of the intersections of El 
Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue (intersection #1) and Marsh Road/US 101 Southbound off-
ramp (#49) needs to be updated in Figure 2-1 of Appendix C (Transportation Impact 
Analysis) of the Draft EIR. Figure 2-1 of Appendix C of the Draft EIR that shows the 
existing intersection geometry has been updated for intersections #1 and #49.  The traffic 
analysis was also updated to reflect these changes. No new impacts resulted from the 
updated analysis.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 2. 

8a.2 The commentor states that additional text should be added to page 3-11 of Appendix C of 
the Draft EIR, to identify the intersections that are located in Menlo Park (Bayfront 
Expressway/Willow Road (#52) and Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue (#53)).  In 
response to the comment, lines 4 and 5 of the last paragraph on page 3-11 of Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR has been changed as follows: 

 Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road (#52) (Menlo Park) 

 Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue (#53) (Menlo Park) 

8a.3 The commentor states that Menlo Park requires truck route permits for truck travel on 
Menlo Park streets.  Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional information about 
truck route permits in the City of Menlo Park. 

8a.4 The commentor states that traffic-adaptive signal technology has already been implemented 
at and is planned for several intersections. The intersection LOS analysis has been 
modified to account for updated information regarding traffic-adaptive signal technology.  
Please see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a full discussion of these changes.  

8a.5 The commentor states that the SUMC Project’s fair share financial contribution to the 
construction of the Middle Avenue under crossing in Menlo Park should be identified in the 
Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair 
share contribution. 

8a.6 The commentor states that the City of Menlo Park’s recommended intersection 
improvements from its 2009 Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Study should supersede the 
recommended intersection improvements in the Menlo Park General Plan for the following 
intersections: 

 Bayfront Expressway / Willow Road (intersection #52) - On the mitigation measure 
proposed for the Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road, the City of Menlo Park is 
currently negotiating with the Menlo Gateway developer for a third EB right turn 
lane on Willow Road.  In the Menlo Park TIF study, the total cost to construct the 
third eastbound right turn lane on Willow Road was estimated to be approximately 
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$470,000.  However, there is some uncertainty as to when the Menlo Gateway 
development project will commence or when this mitigation improvement will be 
implemented. As a condition or requirement, Menlo Park would like SUMC to 
consider implementing this mitigation improvement as part of its project if 
scheduling shows that the SUMC would be constructed prior to the Menlo Gateway 
project. In the event, though, that it appears that the Menlo Gateway would be 
completed first along with this mitigation measure, Menlo Park would like SUMC, 
instead, to contribute to the costs of a traffic signal adaptive technology on Willow 
Road between Hamilton Avenue and Middlefield Road, El Camino Real and 
Ravenswood Avenue, as recommended in the Menlo Park TIF study and also, the 
Peninsula Gateway project.  

 El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue (intersection #3) - Menlo Park would like 
SUMC to consider contributing to the cost of adding a northbound through lane at 
the intersection. 

 Middlefield Road / Willow Road (intersection #18) - Menlo Park would like SUMC 
to consider the improvements in the Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) for the intersection of 
Middlefield Road / Willow Road as feasible potential mitigation measures and 
participate in the estimated implementation cost of $1,700,000.   

 Bayfront Expressway / University Avenue (intersection #53) - Menlo Park would 
like SUMC to consider the improvements in the TIF for the intersection of Bayfront 
Expressway/University Avenue (intersection #53) as feasible potential mitigation 
measures and participate in the estimated implementation cost of $2,500,000.  
Menlo Park would like SUMC to consider participating in the costs of a traffic-
adaptive signal technology on Sand Hill Road between I-280 and Santa Cruz 
Avenue.

 In response to the comment, Table 3.4-18 on pages 3.4-63, 64, and 65 of the Draft EIR 
has been updated to include the improvements from the TIF for intersections #52, and #53.  
In addition, no contribution to intersection improvements is necessary when the impact is 
less than significant (intersection #3) or where other mitigation reduces the impact to less 
than significant (intersection #18).  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 2.  In addition, please 
refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair share contribution.

8a.7 The commentor states that the proposed installation of Opticom as a mitigation measure for 
emergency vehicle access should be in terms of emergency corridors or routes such as El 
Camino Real in lieu of individual intersections (El Camino Real at Ravenswood).  The 
SUMC Project would provide fair share contribution to the installation of Opticom at all 
study intersections impacted by the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for 
a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair share contribution. 
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8a.8 The commentor states that, based on the trip generation tables, the Village Concept 
Alternative would generate less traffic than the SUMC Project and asks why it does not 
appear that the Village Concept Alternative is the preferred alternative.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 8 for a discussion of the traffic effect of Village Concept Housing. 
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9. Town of Portola Valley, Stephen Toben, Mayor (letter dated July 21, 2010)   

9.1 The commentor states that the intersection of Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road/Santa 
Cruz Avenue (intersection #27) operates at level of service (LOS) C without the SUMC 
Project and deteriorates to LOS D with the SUMC Project traffic added, but, no 
improvements for this intersection are contained in the Draft EIR.  The commentor suggests 
that a free right turn lane for traffic from Santa Cruz Avenue onto Alpine Road, which was 
previously available, may need to be restored.  The Transportation Impact Analysis 
(Appendix C of the Draft EIR) did not identify a significant impact for the SUMC Project 
at this intersection.  The intersection operates at LOS D both with and without the SUMC 
Project.  Therefore, the SUMC Project would not result in the deterioration in LOS and no 
improvements would be warranted.  As part of a separate process, this intersection could 
be evaluated and the right turn lane restored if the traffic analysis indicated it is warranted 
and a funding source is identified. 

9.2 The commentor states that the LOS at the intersection of Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road 
(intersection #30) would change from LOS D in the AM Peak Hour without the SUMC 
Project to LOS E with the SUMC Project and suggests that the Draft EIR should further 
evaluate this intersection. The Transportation Impact Analysis for the Draft EIR followed a 
structured process.  First, the traffic operations analysis was completed to determine if any 
significance thresholds were exceeded when SUMC Project traffic was added to the future 
No Project condition.  If so, intersection improvements were identified to mitigate those 
impacts.  A significant impact was determined to occur at Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Road 
because of SUMC Project traffic. The right turn lane was determined to be the appropriate 
physical improvement mitigation measure, but field observation determined that this 
physical improvement would be difficult to accomplish.  Therefore, the analysis process 
evaluated traffic-adaptive signal technology, bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings, and 
travel demand management (TDM) strategies (Mitigation Measures TR-2.1 through TR-
2.3, respectively) to determine if these measures would mitigate the SUMC Project impact 
at this intersection.  As noted on page 3.4-61 of the Draft EIR, these three mitigation 
measures would eliminate the traffic impact at Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue without 
the need for physical improvements. 

9.3 The commentor states that details of the signal design at the northbound off-ramp from I-
280 at Alpine Road (intersection #62) are not provided and it cannot be determined how the 
signal would affect through traffic on Alpine Road.  The Transportation Impact Analysis 
for the Draft EIR found that the SUMC Project would cause a significant impact at the 
northbound I-280 off-ramp intersection at Alpine Road.  The Transportation Impact 
Analysis also identified signalization as a potentially feasible mitigation measure.  
However, prior to making physical improvements, other mitigation measures were tested.  
These measures, including traffic-adaptive signal technology, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, and an expanded TDM program (Mitigation Measures TR-2.1 through TR-
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2.3, respectively),  were found to mitigate the SUMC Project impacts to a less–than-
significant level and signalization of the intersection would not be necessary.  In response 
to this comment, Draft EIR text on page 3.4-9, Table 3.4-1, has been revised as follows:  

 
Intersection # Intersection City / Jurisdiction Source and Date of Count 

62 I-280 NB Off-Ramp and 
Alpine Road 

Palo Alto San Mateo 
County 

AECOM Transportation, 
October 2008 

63 I-280 SB Off-Ramp and 
Alpine Road 

Palo Alto San Mateo 
County 

AECOM Transportation, 
October 2008 

9.4 The commentor notes that the intersection of the southbound off-ramp from I-280 at Alpine 
Road (intersection #63) would operate at LOS F in the AM Peak Hour and D in the PM 
Peak Hour with the SUMC Project and states that improvements to traffic operations at this 
intersection should be included in the Draft EIR.  The SUMC Project would not 
significantly impact the southbound I-280 off-ramp intersection at Alpine Road because 
most of the traffic traveling to and from SUMC via I-280 would not use the southbound 
off-ramp at Alpine Road.  For example, traffic coming from the north to SUMC would 
probably use the Sand Hill Road interchange instead of the Alpine Road interchange.  
Likewise, traffic coming from SUMC and traveling south on I-280 would probably use 
Alpine Road and the loop on-ramp to southbound I-280.  While signalization of the I-280 
southbound off-ramp at Alpine Road be warranted for existing reasons, the SUMC Project 
would not significantly impact this intersection and, therefore, this EIR for the SUMC 
Project does not identify such signalization as a mitigation measure. 

9.5 The commentor notes that in the PM Peak Hour, westbound traffic on Alpine Road backs 
up to the Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection 
(intersection #27) and that this condition should be evaluated in the Draft EIR.  The 
intersection of Junipero Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road/Santa Cruz Avenue was evaluated in 
the Draft EIR and no significant SUMC Project impacts were identified.  The intersection 
of Alpine Road with the northbound I-280 off-ramp was also evaluated in the Draft EIR 
and found to warrant the installation of a traffic signal.  However, as noted in Response 
9.3, above, other mitigation measures would reduce the SUMC Project’s impact to a less-
than-significant level, so signalization would not be needed.  If a traffic signal were 
installed as an improvement by San Mateo County and/or Caltrans, the traffic operations 
and queuing along Alpine Road would be improved.  

9.6 The commentor expresses concern regarding the height of the proposed SHC Hospital 
building modules and how they will conflict with the overall visual character along Sand 
Hill Road.  The following is a description of the SHC Hospital tower height, as explained 
by the SUMC Project sponsors.  The Building Code itself does not specify the height or 
square footage of hospitals; these details are dictated by the hospital program envisioned by 
the SUMC Project sponsors in order to meet the future demands.  As stated by the 
commentor, the SHC Hospital would need to be built vertically for efficiency purposes, 
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thereby requiring the heights as proposed.  The upright alignment of the new SHC Hospital 
would allow for vertical circulation in the form of elevators, rather than requiring patients 
to move through lengthy public corridors.  The immediate adjacency between the floors 
would organize patient movement privately and safely in the most efficient way possible 
through vertical transportation.1  In addition, Building Code ventilation and structural 
requirements result in a greater floor-to-floor height for a hospital than a commercial office 
building.  The typical floor-to-floor height of an office building is 10-12 feet, while in a 
modern hospital it is 16-20 feet.2  As such, the height of the SHC Hospital building is 
necessary for the functionality of the hospital. 

 The SHC Hospital building would include five modules at 130 feet in height, which could 
degrade the existing visual character, resulting in a significant impact if not properly 
addressed through the City’s Architectural Review process.  As described in the Draft EIR 
on page 3.3-40, the SUMC Project would alter some intermittent views along Sand Hill 
Road, but would not substantially change its character and visual quality.  The Main 
SUMC Site, which would contain the 130-foot modules, is separated from Sand Hill Road 
by properties along Welch Road and the only direct views of the SUMC Sites are at the 
Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road intersection (as illustrated in Figure 3.3-9 for the SUMC 
Project and Figure 5-6 for the Tree Preservation Alternative).  Due to the set-back from 
Sand Hill Road, the SUMC Project would not disturb the broad setbacks and rural, oak-
dominated landscaping that characterizes this route. 

 In addition, as noted on page 3.3-29 of the Draft EIR, several buildings of similar height 
are located within the surrounding areas, including City Hall (127 feet), the Stanford 
University Hoover Tower (285 feet), and the Hoover Pavilion (110 feet).  As such, the 
proposed building heights would be similar to existing massing in the area.  Nonetheless, 
as outlined on page 3.3-39, Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1 would be implemented to reduce 
the impacts to visual character at the SUMC Sites.  This mitigation measure would require 
the SUMC Project sponsors to adhere to the City’s Architectural Review process and 
would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

9.7 The commentor requests that the final or near final design of the project be subject to 
public review.  The visual simulations and analysis in the Draft EIR is based on June 2009 
site plans.  As discussed on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR, SUMC Project design is still in 
progress and may continue to be altered.  It is typical and acceptable for EIRs to address 
site plans as they are in process of being refined.  However, the building program and 
envelope defined in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR are anticipated to 
remain constant.   

                                              
1  Mark Tortorich, Vice President of Facilities Planning, Design and Construction for Stanford University 

Medical Center and Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital, City Council Hearing, June 14, 2010. 
2  Stanford University Medical Center, “Guide to Key Community Issues for the Stanford University Medical 

Center Renewal Project,” June 2010, accessed on October 14, 2010 at: http://www.stanfordpackard.org/ 
sites/default/files/pdfs/report_0610.pdf 
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 As indicated In Section 3.3, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, adherence to the City’s 
Architectural Review process would ensure that impacts on on-site visual character and 
quality, and views, would be less than significant because the architectural review 
approvals would address massing, layout, landscaping, and architectural design impacts 
from the SUMC Project.  The Architecture Review Board (ARB’s) recommendations 
regarding these factors will be forwarded to the City Council for consideration for 
approval.  Architectural Review approval cannot be granted by the City Council unless the 
SUMC Project meets stringent criteria.  As stated in Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 
18.76.020, neither the Director, nor the City Council, shall grant Architectural Review 
approval, unless it is found that: 

(1) The design is consistent and compatible with applicable elements of the Palo 
Alto Comprehensive Plan; 

(2) The design is compatible with the immediate environment of the site; 

(3) The design is appropriate to the function of the project; 

(4) In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, the design is compatible with such character; 

(5) The design promotes harmonious transitions in scale and character in areas 
between different designated land uses; 

(6) The design is compatible with approved improvements both on and off the site; 

(7) The planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site create 
an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants, 
visitors and the general community; 

(8) The amount and arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and 
the function of the structures; 

(9) Sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of the 
project and the same are compatible with the project’s design concept; 

(10) Access to the property and circulation thereon are safe and convenient for 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

(11) Natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the project; 

(12) The materials, textures, colors and details of construction and plant material 
are an appropriate expression to the design and function and whether the same 
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are compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structures, landscape 
elements and functions; 

(13) The landscape design for the site, as shown by the relationship of plant masses, 
open space, scale, plant form, and foliage textures and color create a desirable 
and functional environment whether that landscape concept depicts an 
appropriate unity with the various buildings on site; 

(14)  Plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being properly 
maintained on the site, and is of a variety that would tend to be drought 
resistant and to reduce the consumption of water in its installation and 
maintenance; 

(15) The design is energy efficient and incorporates renewable energy design 
elements; and 

(16) The design is consistent and compatible with the purpose of Architectural 
Review. 

Please refer to Master Responses 10 and 11 for additional information regarding SUMC 
Project design. 

9.8 The commentor recommends workforce housing.  Please see Master Response 7.   

9.9 The commentor questions the adequacy of the Climate Change analysis.  The Draft EIR 
states that the SUMC Project would contravene the goals of the City’s Climate Protection 
Plan because the Draft EIR concluded the SUMC Project would not achieve a 30 percent 
reduction from Business as Usual (BAU) emissions.   

 Staff-Initiated Change 4 updates the greenhouse gas emissions inventory based on revisions 
to methodology used to estimate SUMC Project and BAU emissions associated with energy 
use and transportation.  With the incorporation of the revisions to the greenhouse gas 
emissions analysis and mitigation, the SUMC Project would be in compliance with the 
City’s Climate Protection Plan.  Details of the revisions to the climate change emissions 
inventories are detailed in Staff-Initiated Change 4. 
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10. Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD), Kevin Skelly, Ph.D. (letter dated 
July 27, 2010)   

10.1 The commentor asks if housing units within the PAUSD would be subject to property tax 
assessments.  The SUMC Project does not include construction of new housing units.  As 
such, this comment is inapplicable to the SUMC Project as proposed.  However, the 
Village Concept Alternative includes a recommendation by the City that 490 previously 
approved housing units, which fall within the Palo Alto School District (PAUSD) service 
area, be dedicated to SUMC Project employees.  As explained on pages 5-32 through 5-33 
of the Draft EIR, all 490 have been analyzed under previous CEQA documentation, 
including the Stanford University 2000 Community Plan and General Use Permit 
(CP/GUP) EIR and the Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects (Sand Hill Road) EIR.  The 
CP/GUP EIR determined that the housing developed under the CP/GUP would result in a 
potentially significant impact to public schools.  The identified mitigation required that 
Stanford pay the statutory school impact fees for its housing development.  As such, all of 
the housing that would be constructed under the Village Concept Alternative would be 
subject to school impact fees.  In addition, if and when these units are constructed, 
regardless of who constructs or occupies the units, these units would be subject to property 
tax assessments by Santa Clara County, as required by State law; however, if built as rental 
units for students, faculty, or staff of the University or the SUMC, the units may qualify 
for an annual property tax exemption. 

10.2 The commentor notes that local developer fees have historically not covered the cost of 
expanding school facilities to serve growing enrollment.  As stated on page 3.14-17 of the 
Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would pay non-residential development fees subject to SB 50 
School Impact Fees.  According to Section 65996 of the State Government Code, payment 
of school impact fees is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation.   

 As explained on page 3.14.17 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would not directly 
impact enrollment and school capacity.  Instead, the actual generation of new students 
would be a tertiary impact.  The SUMC Project would increase employment, which could 
induce more housing, a secondary impact.  Construction of additional housing units would 
generate more students, a tertiary impact.  The new residential development that may 
indirectly result from the increase in employment under the SUMC Project would be 
subject to separate CEQA review and would be required to pay separate residential school 
impact fees. 

 The commentor also states that at some point, existing schools may reach capacity.  The 
analysis in the Draft EIR for the SUMC Project is based on existing conditions, and not on 
future, projected capacity.  As shown in Table 3.14-1, the additional capacity available in 
the PAUSD during the 2008-2009 school year was 457 students.  Therefore, the tertiary 
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impacts of the SUMC Project on the PAUSD were based on this existing capacity 
information. 

 However, the Draft EIR also discusses the cumulative impacts of future development in the 
City.  As stated on pages 3.14-23 to 3.14-24 of the Draft EIR, school facilities would need 
to be expanded to serve the projected increase in students plus additional students that were 
not accounted for in the projections.  Therefore, an expansion of school facilities is 
assumed by 2025, which could result in adverse environmental impacts.  However, as with 
the SUMC Project, the cumulative projects would be required to pay school impact fees, 
which are based on the amount of proposed residential and commercial space.  
Additionally, the SUMC Project would not directly contribute new students to the 
cumulative enrollment growth.  The contribution of 73 students would not be a 
considerable contribution to the cumulative enrollment growth that is assumed to 
necessitate construction of new facilities, resulting in a less than cumulatively considerable 
contribution. 

10.3 The commentor questions how the City plans to meet the objective of “address[ing] project-
induced school impacts not mitigated by school impact fees” while the SUMC Project 
promotes additional housing.  As explained on page 3.14-16 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC 
Project would have an impact on schools by indirectly generating up to 73 students.  
However, the existing capacity within the school district is 457 students; therefore, the 
SUMC Project would not directly or indirectly trigger the need for new school facilities.  
In addition, as discussed above in Response 10.2, the analysis in the Draft EIR states that 
with the school impact fee, the impact from the SUMC Project on the PAUSD would be 
less than significant.  As such, the project-induced school impacts would be mitigated and 
no additional measures would be warranted under CEQA.  

10.4 The commentor questions how the planning and facilities expenses would be mitigated if the 
SUMC Project-related enrollment growth extends beyond the payment of school impact fees 
established by SB 50.  As stated in Response 10.2, above, payment of school impact fees is 
deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation.  As such, no other mitigation is 
required.   

10.5 The commentor requests an analysis of the environmental impacts and mitigations that 
increased traffic from the SUMC Project would have on schools.  It is important to note 
that the discussion and analysis of traffic impacts are separate from the discussion and 
analysis of school impacts.  According to CEQA, a proposed project would have an impact 
on schools if it increased enrollment to such an extent that new school facilities would need 
to be constructed, resulting in a significant environmental impact.  That topic is addressed 
in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR. 

 Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, Transportation, examines the roadways and intersections that 
would be affected by the SUMC Project.  All impacts from the SUMC Project to roadways 
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and intersections within the City of Palo Alto would be mitigated to less than significant 
with implementation of mitigation measures.  Please refer to Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR 
for more information. 

 Additionally, the commentor mentions that the Draft EIR states that the “expansion of 
school facilities could result in adverse environmental impacts.”  This statement is included 
on page 3.14-23 of the Draft EIR and is in regards to cumulative impacts, not project-level 
impacts.  As discussed in the document, and in Response 10.2, above, cumulative 
development in the City could necessitate the expansion of school facilities; however, the 
SUMC Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. In addition, it is important to note that the “adverse physical impacts” from 
cumulative development would occur due to the construction and operation of new school 
facilities, rather than the impact from the SUMC Project itself.  Although these significant 
impacts could occur with the construction of new school structures, a separate CEQA 
review would be required for these potential future projects.    

10.6 The commentor questions the staffing levels and expenses at the LPCH School under the 
SUMC Project.  The current understanding between the PAUSD and the LPCH is that the 
PAUSD would continue to provide the existing level of school staffing, and the LPCH 
would provide the funds for the incremental staff required as a result of the SUMC 
Project.1  Nonetheless, the commentor’s concern is an issue outside the scope of CEQA.  
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-
CEQA issues. 

                                              
1  Stanford University Medical Center, correspondence with PBS&J, October 12, 2010. 
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11. City of Palo Alto Utilities Department, Roland Ekstrand (letter dated August 2, 
2010)   

11.1 The commentor requests a final copy of the EIR for the Palo Alto Utilities Department 
(PAUD) files, along with the associated water and wastewater calculations.  A Water 
Supply Analysis (WSA) was prepared for the SUMC Project and was adopted by the Palo 
Alto City Council on March 16, 2010.  The WSA is provided as Appendix M to the Draft 
EIR.  The City’s Planning and Community Environment Department will provide a copy of 
the EIR and records of wastewater calculations to the City of Palo Alto Utilities 
Department.  

11.2 The commentor requests the final analysis of the long-term utility and public infrastructure 
demand generated by the SUMC Project.  As stated on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR, one of 
the City’s objectives is to “provide for the long-term utility and public infrastructure 
demand generated by the SUMC Project.”  Although the SUMC Project would increase the 
demand for public utilities during construction and operation, the City has made it a goal to 
provide the SUMC Project with the utility infrastructure that they need. 

 The analysis of this long-term utility and public infrastructure demand is included in 
Section 3.15, Utilities.  As stated on page 3.15-18, the SUMC Project would result in a 
less-than-significant water supply impact because it would not result in the need for new or 
expanded entitlements for water supplies.  The long-term horizon for this analysis is 2025, 
which is considered full occupancy of the SUMC Project.  As such, the City would be able 
to meet its objective of providing long-term water supplies to meet the increased demand 
from the SUMC Project. 

 In addition, the SUMC Project would have less-than-significant impacts on wastewater, 
stormwater, solid waste generation, and energy demand at full occupancy in 2025.  The 
SUMC Project would not trigger the need for the expansion or construction of new public 
infrastructure facilities.  Therefore, the City’s objective of providing for the long-term 
utility demand generate by the SUMC Project would be met. 

 Please refer to Section 3.15, Utilities, for a more detailed analysis of the long-term utility 
and public infrastructure demand generated by the SUMC Project. 

11.3 The commentor requests a signed agreement regarding the existing emergency City of Palo 
Alto Utilities (CPAU) water interconnects with Stanford water, including the activation 
conditions for these interties.  As requested by the commentor, Stanford will provide the 
Utilities Department with the signed agreement separate from approval of the SUMC 
Project.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary.   
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11.4 The commentor asks that “Utilities Review” be included under the subheading “Other City 
Approvals” in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  The list of City approvals 
generally includes discretionary approvals requested as part of the entitlement process, and 
does not include reviews conducted by City departments, though the need for those reviews 
is acknowledged here.  Consequently, the review by CPAU is not included on page 2-29 or 
2-62.  The list of “Other City Approvals” on pages 2-28 and 2-29 outlines the permits or 
approvals that the SUMC Project sponsors have requested.   

11.5 The commentor requests an addition to the Utilities section.  In response to this comment, 
the following text has been added to the first bullet point after subheader “Section 
18.40.130” on page 3.3-22 of the Draft EIR: 

 Utilities (e.g., transformer cabinets, pads, fiber optic trenching and above ground 
cabinets, large water check valves) and underground utilities shall not be placed 
within required landscaped areas, except where they will not preclude appropriate 
planting of trees and will be predominantly screened from public view.  These 
locations shall comply with City of Palo Alto Utilities Department (CPAU) Rules 
and Regulations, and the Utility Standards. 

11.6 The commentor states that there are inaccuracies under the discussion of Emergency Water 
Supply and Storage.  The Draft EIR correctly assumes that Emergency Water Supply and 
Storage (EWSS) would be utilized only in multiple dry year events.  As stated on page 2-11 
of the WSA (Appendix M of the Draft EIR), the City has approved the EWSS, which 
provides the City with the ability to use groundwater for emergency purposes during 
multiple dry years.  An EIR for the EWSS was prepared and certified by the City in March 
2007.  The commentor should refer to that separate EIR and its supporting technical studies 
for all analyses required to approve and implement the separate EWSS project.   
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12. Councilmember Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated June 14, 2010)   

12.1 The commentor asks if the SUMC Project sponsors have formally changed their application 
to the Tree Preservation Alternative.  As explained in the Staff Response, the SUMC 
Project sponsors submitted Application Amendment 8 on March 8, 2010 to clarify that the 
Tree Preservation Alternative is the SUMC Project sponsors’ preferred alternative.  This 
amendment also indicated that they have stopped further design plans for the SHC Hospital 
building and the FIM 1 as originally proposed and instead are pursuing a more detailed site 
plan of the Tree Preservation Alternative.   

 Although the Tree Preservation Alternative is considered the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
preferred alternative, the SUMC Project as described and analyzed in the Draft EIR is 
considered the proposed project for the purposes of this document.   

 According to the analysis in Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, most of the impacts 
would be the same under this alternative compared to the SUMC Project.  However, 
exceptions include that the Tree Preservation Alternative would preserve more aesthetic 
tree resources than the SUMC Project (although still resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact); the Tree Preservation Alternative would result in less-than-significant 
construction criteria air pollutant emissions; the Tree Preservation Alternative would have 
greater significant and unavoidable noise impacts during construction due to pile driving; 
and the Tree Preservation Alternative could have less-than-significant impacts with 
mitigation regarding stormwater generation, runoff, and erosion due to the conservative 
assumption that there could potentially be more impervious surfaces.  Please refer to pages 
5-135 through 5-166 for a discussion and analysis of these issues and how the impacts 
under the Tree Preservation Alternative would differ from those of the SUMC Project. 

 Ultimately it will be up to the City Council to decide whether the Tree Preservation 
Alternative would reduce impacts as compared to the SUMC Project and whether to adopt 
it as the proposed project.  It is at the discretion of City Council whether to approve 
portions of the proposed alternatives that would mitigate or avoid significant environmental 
impacts, while rejecting the alternatives that are deemed to be infeasible.  As such, the 
Final SUMC Project could be the SUMC Project as proposed in the Draft EIR, an 
alternative to the SUMC Project (such as the Tree Preservation Alternative), or a 
combination of the SUMC Project and different alternatives.  Please see Master Response 
11 for more details about the review process. 

12.2 The commentor states that Impacts BR-1, BR-3, and BR-4, in Section 3.9, Biological 
Resources, are not specific and do not properly address the impacts.  As discussed in the 
Staff Response, the Draft EIR identifies impacted wildlife and plant species and the number 
of Protected Trees.  Specifically, Table 3.9-1, on pages 3.9-3 to 3.9-10 of the Draft EIR, 
lists the special-status species potentially occurring on the SUMC Sites.    
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 Impact BR-1 describes the significant impacts that the SUMC Project would have on 
special-status plant or wildlife resources.  Although the impact statement is general, the 
more detailed analysis beneath the statement states that there would be a significant impact 
on special-status bat species and Cooper’s hawks.  However, none of the other species 
listed in Table 3.9-1 would be impacted.  As a result of the significant impacts on special-
status bat species and Cooper’s hawks, Mitigation Measures BR-1.1 through BR-1.5 are 
required in order to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant. 

 Impact BR-3 explains that the SUMC Project would have no impact on the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, but could impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites, resulting in a significant impact.  The analysis states that the SUMC 
Sites could provide nesting habitat for a wide variety of native birds, including non-special-
status birds and raptors, which are protected by the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG).  However, the removal of buildings, trees, and shrubs would disrupt the 
nursery sites of these birds.  Therefore, Mitigation Measures BR-3.1 and BR-3.2 are 
presented to reduce the impacts to less-than-significant. 

 Impact BR-4 includes an analysis of the Protected Trees at the SUMC Sites and states that 
implementation of the SUMC Project would have a significant impact on these trees.  The 
Draft EIR defines Protected Trees as being coast live oaks or coast redwoods with specific 
diameters.  In addition, the number of other tree species that were observed at the SUMC 
Sites is also provided.  Since the publication of the Draft EIR, the mitigation measures 
regarding tree removal have been revised and further enhanced.  In addition, the 
descriptions of Protected Trees to be removed and retained have been updated.  Please 
refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for revisions to the mitigation measures and Protected 
Tree numbers.  

 In addition, please refer to Section 3.9, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR for more 
analysis regarding impacts on special-status species, nursery sites, and Protected Trees. 

12.3 The commentor expresses concern that Mitigation Measure BR-4.5 in Section 3.9, 
Biological Resources, only focuses on publicly-owned trees and not all Protected Trees at 
the SUMC Sites.  Mitigation Measures regarding tree removal are presented on pages 3.9-
26 through 3.9-28 of the Draft EIR.  Since the publication of the Draft EIR, the mitigation 
measures regarding tree removal have been revised and further enhanced.  As a result of 
these edits, tree replacement for loss of privately-owned Protected Trees is required under 
Mitigation Measures BR-4.4B.  In addition, as included in the Draft EIR, tree replacement 
for loss of publicly-owned trees is included in Mitigation Measure BR-4.5.  For the new 
Mitigation Measure BR-4.4B, please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for revisions to the 
mitigation measures.  

12.4 The commentor requests that financial contribution to the City’s tree fund be included as 
mitigation for trees lost to demolition at a rate based on the City’s regulations or as 
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determined by City Council.  Mitigation Measure BR-4.4B, as outlined in Staff-Initiated 
Change 6, would require replacement for privately-owned Protected Trees in accordance 
with the Tree Technical Manual.  The measure specifies that such replacement can be 
accomplished through payment to the City’s Forestry Fund.  The SUMC Sites do not have 
sufficient space to accommodate all of the replacement trees that would be required under 
the replacement ratios specified in the Tree Technical Manual.  Rather than reduce the 
ratios, payment into the Forestry Fund would enable trees to be planted throughout Palo 
Alto, which would benefit the urban tree canopy as a whole.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 6 for revisions to the mitigation measures as included in the Draft EIR.   

12.5 The commentor asks what mechanisms allow the demolition of trees in violation of the 
City’s Tree Ordinance.  As explained in the Staff Response, removal of Protected Trees 
would require an amendment to the City’s Tree Ordinance.  The proposed mechanism 
developed in consultation with the City Arborist is an exception to be contained in the 
proposed new Hospital District zoning for the SUMC Sites.  This exception would preserve 
the most aesthetically significant Protected Trees, while permitting the removal of others, 
provided certain mitigations are implemented.   

 As first described on page 2-28, Section 2, Project Description, the new Hospital District 
zoning ordinance would allow for the removal of the majority of the Protected Trees at the 
SUMC Sites while preserving the “aesthetic tree resources.”  These trees are considered to 
be protected category oaks or redwoods per the Municipal Code and are trees that possess 
prominent features, contribute to a landscape theme, or possess unique character.  The 
Hospital District zoning ordinance would include provisions for specific Protected Tree 
retention and preservation through development standards and regulations. 

 The Draft EIR introduces the proposed Hospital District zoning approach to preserve 
Protected Trees.  However, as explained in Staff-Initiated Change 6, the number of 
Protected Trees has been corrected since the publication of the Draft EIR.  For the updated 
Protected Tree numbers, please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6.  City Council would 
review the tree regulations as proposed for the Hospital District zoning during the 
entitlement review for the SUMC Project.    

12.6 The commentor questions if the mitigations for removed trees for the SUMC Project also 
apply to the Tree Preservation Alternative.  As discussed on page 5-153 in Section 5, 
Alternatives, Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.5 would apply to the Tree 
Preservation Alternative as well.  Since the publication of the Draft EIR, the mitigation 
measures regarding tree removal have been revised and further enhanced, as outlined in 
Staff-Initiated Change 6.  The revised tree mitigation measures would still apply to the 
Tree Preservation Alternative.  However, these measures would not be able to avoid the 
removal of 59 Protected Trees (or the relocation of three biological and aesthetic tree 
resources) and therefore, even with the implementation of the mitigation measures, the 



4-127Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

Tree Preservation Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.  Please 
refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for the updated Protected Tree numbers and edits to the 
mitigation measures. 

12.7 The commentor questions the inconsistency between the number of Protected Trees to be 
retained or removed as outlined in the Draft EIR versus those outlined in the Staff Report 
that was prepared for City Council.  As discussed above, since the publication of the Draft 
EIR, the numbers of Protected Trees have been corrected.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 6 for the corrected Protected Tree numbers. 

12.8 The commentor has concerns about the City’s Architectural Review Board (ARB) process.  
This comment pertains to the general process of certification and entitlements and not to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description 
of the City’s review process and the next steps in the EIR review.   
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13. Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010)   

13.1 The commentor requests clarification on the number of new jobs.  The estimated new 
employment includes new SUMC employees and non-SUMC community health care 
provider employment. As indicated on page 8 of the Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix K 
of the Draft EIR), the estimated new employment accounts for new Hospital employees and 
non-SUMC community health care provider employment based on the additional space that 
would be made available for lease to community health care providers. 

13.2 The commentor asks the location of a table that lists the employees of the Hospitals and the 
city that these employees are from.  As explained in the staff response as shown in the City 
Council minutes of July 12, 2010, the requested table is Table 2 on page 8 of 14 in 
Appendix H of the Transportation Impact Analysis, which was prepared by AECOM.  The 
Transportation Impact Analysis is included as Appendix C of the Draft EIR. 

13.3 The commentor asks how many SUMC employees and how many Stanford University 
employees live on the Stanford campus.  As presented in Appendix L of the Draft EIR, 93 
Hospital employees live on the Stanford University campus, which is equivalent to 
approximately one percent.  Table 3.13-8 on page 3.13-12 of the Draft EIR shows the 
existing employee distribution by zip code and the projected distribution of the SUMC 
Project at full buildout.   

 Approximately 1,046 Stanford University employees lived on campus in 2008.  This 
represents slightly less than 10 percent of the total 11,000 campus employees.  As of 2006, 
1,769 employees, approximately 16 percent, lived in the City of Palo Alto.1   

 The commentor also asks why the drive-alone rates for University and SUMC employees 
differ.  As explained in the staff response, the primary explanation for the difference in 
drive-alone rates for the Hospitals (77 percent) and the University (55 percent) is that the 
University workers are provided free GO Passes and the hospital workers are not. 

 

                                              
1  Stanford University Medical Center, correspondence with PBS&J, October 12, 2010. 
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14. Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010)   

14.1 The commentor asks if Stanford University had a 20 percent increase in staff from 9,156 to 
11,000 since 2006, or if the employee count in Table 2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis’ 
Appendix H (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) do not include employees that live on campus.  
Stanford University employment has not increased by 20 percent since 2006.  Stanford 
University has 11,000 employees.  The 9,156 figure in Appendix H of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis is the number of Stanford University employees who live in cities on the 
Peninsula that are served by Caltrain, between San Francisco and Gilroy.  

 The commentor also asks whether more recent transportation data are available.  The 
EIR’s analysis is based upon data available at the time environmental review commenced.  
It would be impractical to collect new data, take new traffic counts, and update the traffic 
model repeatedly during preparation of the EIR.   
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15. Councilmember Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated July 12, 2010)   

15.1 The commentor asks how many Stanford University employees live on the Stanford campus.  
Approximately 1,046 Stanford University employees lived on campus in 2008.  This 
represents slightly less than 10 percent of the total 11,000 campus employees.  As of 2006, 
1,769 employees, approximately 16 percent, lived in the City of Palo Alto.1

 
   

                                              
1  Stanford University Medical Center, correspondence with PBS&J, October 12, 2010. 



L
et
te
r
16

16
.1

16
.2

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

13
5



16
.2

C
on

't

16
.2

C
on

't

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

13
6



4-137Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

16. Councilmember Greg Schmid, City Council (letter dated June 30, 2010)   

16.1 The commentor questions the accuracy of the future traffic projections and questions the 
conclusion that only 8 to 27 percent of the traffic increases are associated with the SUMC 
Project.  Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion on background growth and 
cumulative traffic impacts. 

16.2 The commentor notes that the increased baseline traffic numbers were developed using the 
City of Palo Alto Travel Demand Forecast Model, but that the SUMC Project was not 
included in the base model.  The commentor questions the method in which Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) assumptions have been incorporated into the City’s model.  
Please refer to Master Response 3.   
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17. Mayor Patrick Burt, Councilmember Greg Schmid, and Councilmember 
Nancy Shepherd, City Council (letter dated June 30, 2010)   

17.1 The commentors ask for the comparative benefit (trip reduction) and cost of using the 
Clipper multi-transit pass instead of the GO Pass from Caltrain.  Either pass would be 
expected to attract the same number of ridership if the SUMC Project covered the cost.  
The decision to ride Caltrain by SUMC Project employees would be based on several 
factors, such as the cost to the employee, the location of their place of residence, and 
personal factors such as dropping children off at school on the way to work, etc.  An 
evaluation of the two options shows that as long as Caltrain ridership exceeds 10.3 percent 
of Hospital employees, the GO Pass is the least costly option.  The campus population’s 
use of the GO Pass was 15.8 percent in 2006, a figure used in the Draft EIR as an assumed 
benefit of the GO Pass mitigation. 

17.2 The commentors question the accuracy of the future traffic projections and questions the 
conclusion that only 8 to 27 percent of the traffic increases are associated with the SUMC 
Project.  Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion on background growth and 
cumulative traffic impacts. 

17.3 The commentors question what studies have been prepared regarding improvements along 
Embarcadero Road between Alma Street and El Camino Real to improve traffic flow and 
safety and if the SUMC Project could be conditioned to study of this corridor.  No 
significant impacts are identified for Embarcadero Road (after mitigation), so additional 
mitigations are not required by the EIR.  Prior project environmental reviews have 
recommended improvements to Embarcadero Road or an increased number of turn lanes 
from El Camino Real onto Embarcadero Road, but have not been accepted by City Council 
as they would be inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan policies to protect the residential 
and neighborhood character of the road.  A corridor study of Embarcadero Road evaluated 
the potential for roundabouts on the road, but the roundabouts were not implemented. The 
corridor study was part of a series of potential studies of residential arterials 
(Charleston/Arastradero, Middlefield, etc), which have not been revisited.  There is, 
however, a major Caltrans traffic signal upgrade planned for the El Camino 
Real/Embarcadero Road intersection in the next few months.  Caltrans will be putting in 
protected left turns on the Galvez Street and Embarcadero Road approaches (all within the 
existing right of way, without widening).  These improvements would result in an 8-phase 
signal operation that would be more efficient and improve level of service.  The Draft EIR 
assumed these improvements in its analysis of the Future Conditions both with and without 
the SUMC Project. 

17.4 The commentors question whether mitigation for traffic impacts in the City of Menlo Park 
were included in the Development Agreement or elsewhere in the Draft EIR.  Please see 
Staff-Initiated Change 2 for an updated discussion of intersection impacts in Menlo Park 
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and corresponding mitigation measures involving fair share contributions towards traffic-
adaptive signal technology, pedestrian and bicycle undercrossings, and roadway 
improvements in Menlo Park (mitigation Measures TR-2.1, TR-2.3, and TR-2.4, 
respectively).  See Master Response 6 for a calculation of fair share contributions that the 
SUMC Project sponsors will make.   
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18. Councilmember Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

18.1 The commentor questions why the Stanford Shopping Center expansion was referred to as a 
future project in the City Council packet and if it is included in the analysis of the Draft 
EIR.  As explained on pages 3.1-3 to 3.1-4 in Section 3.1, Environmental Analysis, the 
Stanford Shopping Center expansion is not considered a reasonably foreseeable project in 
the City and is, therefore, not included in the cumulative project analysis in the Draft EIR.  
As described in the Draft EIR, the Simon Property Group submitted an application in 2007 
to expand the Stanford Shopping Center and construct a boutique hotel.1  However, this 
application was withdrawn in April 2009.  Given Stanford University’s statement that it 
intends to focus its development efforts on the SUMC Project, and due to the current 
economic downturn and changing retail trends, the scope of any future development at the 
Stanford Shopping Center is too speculative to analyze at this point.  As stated by Stanford, 
the Shopping Center expansion is no longer before the City for its consideration and there 
are no foreseeable plans, proposals, or programs in place that would bring the Shopping 
Center expansion back to the City for approval at a later time.2  Therefore, the Stanford 
Shopping Center expansion is not considered a probable future project for the purposes of 
the discussion of cumulative impacts, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.  Nevertheless, 
some background traffic growth at the Stanford Shopping Center is assumed in the City’s 
traffic model, consistent with regional growth projections. 

18.2 The commentor enquired as to whether the pedestrian and bike connections shown in 
Figure 3.4-10 on page 3.4-75 of the Draft EIR will be funded and built, and by whom.  The 
new pedestrian and bike connections shown in Figure 3.4-10, within the SUMC Sites, 
would be funded and constructed by the SUMC Project sponsors as part of the SUMC 
Project.   

18.3 The commentor states that, with regard to the traffic impact analysis at the intersections of 
I-280/Page Mill Road and at US 101 at Oregon Expressway, the SUMC Project could 
reasonably be expected to cause a significant impact on traffic.  Both the northbound off-
ramp intersection and southbound off-ramp intersection on Page Mill Road at I-280 were 
analyzed in Section 3.4, Transportation, of the Draft EIR.  During the AM Peak Hour, the 
southbound off-ramp intersection is projected to operate at LOS F and the northbound off-
ramp intersection is projected to operate at LOS E.  However, the SUMC Project traffic 
would not result in a significant impact.  Therefore, no mitigation is required from the 
SUMC Project.  Traffic signalization would improve traffic operations at these two 
intersections.  The Oregon Expressway and Embarcadero Road northbound ramps from US 
101 contain very short weaving sections between the loop ramps.  These short weaving 

                                              
1  Simon Property Group, “Simon Properties – Stanford Shopping Center Expansion Application,” August 20, 

2007. 
2  Barbara Schussman, Bingham McCutchen LLP, Letter to Cara Silver, Senior Assistant City Attorney, April 

16, 2009. 
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segments are a result of the outdated design of the interchange.  The SUMC project is 
expected to add approximately 55 AM Peak Hour vehicle trips to this interchange without 
transportation demand management (TDM) mitigation and less than 10 vehicle trips with 
TDM mitigation (see Mitigation Measure TR-2.3, as revised in Master Response 1).  
While additional traffic would contribute to the poor weaving through the interchange, no 
improvement has been proposed to advance the traffic operations through this interchange.  
Therefore, there is no place for the SUMC Project sponsor to contribute a fair share 
contribution and, even if such an improvement were proposed, requiring the SUMC 
Project sponsors to fund the entire improvement with very minor traffic volume increases 
is beyond reasonable expectations for a single project.   
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19. Councilmember Karen Holman, City Council (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

19.1 The commentor questions the housing demand assumptions.  Please see Master Response 7 
for a discussion of the Draft EIR’s methodology of estimating the location of future 
employees.   

 The assumption that eight percent of SUMC employees would seek to live in Palo Alto is 
based on historical evidence, comprised of SUMC’s data on the residential distribution of 
their employees.  As indicated on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, the distribution of 
housing for SUMC Project employees is based on existing SUMC employee zip code data 
provided by the SUMC Project sponsors (see Appendix L of the Draft EIR).1  No basis for 
a ten percent Palo Alto residency has been provided by the commentor; as such, the eight 
percent assumption is appropriate.  Also, see Master Response 7 for a discussion of the 
rationale for developing the criteria for determining the impact on the City’s jobs to 
employed residents ratio. 

 Accurately analyzing the physical environmental effects of housing development in Palo 
Alto would require an identification of the housing sites, housing density at each site, and 
building mass of the housing at each site.  Please see Master Response 7 for a discussion of 
Mitigation Measure PH-3.1.  The 70 housing units at the Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road site 
under the Village Concept Alternative would fall within Palo Alto limits.  These 70 units 
have been analyzed and environmentally cleared under the Sand Hill Road Corridor 
Projects EIR.2 

19.2 The commentor states that the amount and distribution of fill is underestimated.  The Draft 
EIR does not provide a quantified amount or distribution of fill under the SUMC Project.  
Sections 3.10, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, and 3.11, Hydrology, of the Draft EIR 
identify the various federal, State, and local regulations that would apply to excavated soils 
and fill.  As indicated in these sections, the required compliance with these regulations 
would ensure that impacts associated with excavated soils and fill would be less than 
significant. 

19.3 The commentor requests information on the toxicity levels of excavated soil and the disposal 
location for such soils.  Please see pages 3.12-10 through 3.12-20 of the Draft EIR for a 
discussion of the known levels of contamination based on previous site sampling conducted 
on the SUMC Sites.  As noted on page 3.12-5 of the Draft EIR, the properties and health 
effects of different chemicals are unique to each chemical and depend on the extent to 
which an individual is exposed.  As described on pages 3.12-40 through 3.12-41 of the 
Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures HM-3.2 through HM-3.4 would 

                                              
1  Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 

Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5, Figure 5-5. 
2  City of Palo Alto, Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects Final Environmental Impact Report, certified by the 

City of Palo Alto, July 1998. 
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remediate the potentially contaminated soils at 703 Welch and the Hoover Pavilion Site.  
Specifically, Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 calls for conducting soils testing for mercury, 
silver, and pH levels in the 4- to 9-square-foot area near every discharge point from the 
building located at 703 Welch.  Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 calls for excavating, 
removing, and transporting contaminated soil to an approved disposal site (which would be 
in compliance with Occupation Safety and Health Administration [OSHA]).  The SUMC 
Project sponsors would consult with the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental 
Health (DEH) on all results and remediation actions. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure HM-3.3 calls for conducting a soil excavation program at 
the Hoover Pavilion Site.  Specifically, under Mitigation Measure HM-3.3, a qualified 
consultant would remove all underground storage tanks from the property; conduct 
additional soil sampling to the extent necessary; if warranted, excavate and remove 
contaminated soils; and prepare a Site Health and Safety Plan.  Please refer to Response 
2.2 for an additional discussion of these mitigation measures. 



PH
O
N
E

FA
X

 
  Ju

ly
 2

7,
 2

01
0 

 St
ev

en
 T

ur
ne

r 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f P

lan
ni

ng
 a

nd
 C

om
m

un
ity

 E
nv

iro
nm

en
t 

 
R

e:
  S

ta
nf

or
d 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r F
ac

ili
tie

s 
R

en
ew

al
 a

nd
 R

ep
la

ce
m

en
t D

ra
ft 

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l 
Im

pa
ct

 R
ep

or
t, 

SC
H

 #
20

07
08

21
30

 
 D

ea
r S

te
ve

n,
 

 Th
e 

Co
m

m
itt

ee
 fo

r G
re

en
 F

oo
th

ill
s (

"C
om

m
itt

ee
")

 su
bm

its
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

co
m

m
en

ts
 o

n 
th

e 
St

an
fo

rd
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 
M

ed
ica

l C
en

te
r D

ra
ft 

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l I
m

pa
ct

 R
ep

or
t (

"S
U

M
C 

D
E

IR
", 

or
 "

D
E

IR
")

. 
 G

en
er

al
 C

om
m

en
ts

: 
 Le

ng
th

 o
f r

ev
ie

w
 p

er
io

d.
  W

e 
ar

e 
aw

ar
e 

of
 c

om
pl

ain
ts

 th
at

 th
e 

re
vi

ew
 p

er
io

d 
fo

r t
hi

s p
ro

jec
t i

s t
ak

in
g 

to
o 

lo
ng

 a
nd

 
is 

to
o 

clo
se

 to
 th

e 
st

at
ut

or
y 

de
ad

lin
e 

fo
r s

eis
m

ic 
up

gr
ad

es
, a

nd
 th

er
ef

or
e 

fu
rth

er
 re

vi
ew

 sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
tru

nc
at

ed
, n

o 
ne

w
 

m
iti

ga
tio

ns
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
qu

es
te

d,
 a

nd
 S

ta
nf

or
d'

s p
ro

jec
t s

ho
ul

d 
be

 a
pp

ro
ve

d 
w

ith
ou

t m
od

ifi
ca

tio
ns

.  
Th

es
e 

ob
je

ct
io

ns
 

fa
il 

to
 a

cc
ou

nt
 fo

r t
w

o 
re

as
on

s t
ha

t a
re

 re
lat

ed
 to

 S
ta

nf
or

d'
s o

w
n 

ac
tio

ns
.  

 
 Fi

rs
t, 

St
an

fo
rd

 b
eg

an
 th

e 
pr

oc
es

s m
uc

h 
lat

er
 th

an
 o

th
er

 h
os

pi
ta

l s
ys

te
m

s l
ik

e 
th

e 
Sa

nt
a 

Cl
ar

a 
V

all
ey

 M
ed

ica
l C

en
te

r. 
 

Th
is 

st
ra

te
gy

 b
y 

St
an

fo
rd

, o
f b

eg
in

ni
ng

 a
 p

ro
ce

ss
 la

te
 a

nd
 th

en
 c

lai
m

in
g 

th
ei

r p
ro

po
sa

l n
ee

ds
 to

 b
e 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 a
s i

s 
be

ca
us

e 
th

er
e's

 n
o 

tim
e 

to
 c

ha
ng

e 
it,

 is
 a

n 
of

t-u
se

d 
pr

oc
ed

ur
e. 

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
us

ed
 th

e 
id

en
tic

al 
st

ra
te

gy
 fo

r o
bt

ain
in

g 
ap

pr
ov

al 
of

 it
s S

us
ta

in
ab

le 
D

ev
elo

pm
en

t S
tu

dy
 fr

om
 S

an
ta

 C
lar

a 
Co

un
ty

, w
ith

ou
t i

nc
or

po
ra

tin
g 

an
y 

ch
an

ge
s 

su
gg

es
te

d 
by

 P
alo

 A
lto

.  
G

iv
in

g 
in

to
 th

is 
st

ra
te

gy
 is

 se
lf-

de
fe

at
in

g,
 so

 n
eit

he
r t

he
 C

ity
 n

or
 th

e 
Co

un
ty

 sh
ou

ld
 le

t 
St

an
fo

rd
's 

de
lay

 fu
nc

tio
n 

as
 a

 re
as

on
 fo

r g
iv

in
g 

in
 to

 it
s d

em
an

ds
. 

 Se
co

nd
, t

he
 re

vi
ew

 w
as

 d
ela

ye
d 

fo
r a

 p
er

io
d 

w
he

n 
St

an
fo

rd
 w

as
 g

iv
en

 u
na

nn
ou

nc
ed

 a
cc

es
s t

o 
pr

eli
m

in
ar

y 
ve

rs
io

ns
 o

f 
th

e 
D

E
IR

.  
Th

is 
ac

ce
ss

 c
on

tra
ve

ne
s a

 st
at

em
en

t b
y 

th
e 

Ci
ty

 se
ve

ra
l y

ea
rs

 e
ar

lie
r (

w
hi

ch
 w

as
 th

e 
las

t t
ha

t w
e 

ha
d 

he
ar

d 
fr

om
 th

e 
Ci

ty
) t

ha
t t

he
 C

ity
 w

ou
ld

 n
ot

 sh
ar

e 
pr

eli
m

in
ar

y 
ve

rs
io

ns
 o

f D
E

IR
s w

ith
 a

pp
lic

an
ts

, a
 p

ra
ct

ice
 th

at
 b

ias
es

 th
e 

re
vi

ew
 p

ro
ce

ss
 a

nd
 g

iv
es

 a
pp

lic
an

ts
 in

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s t

o 
in

flu
en

ce
 w

ha
t i

s s
up

po
se

d 
to

 b
e 

a 
ne

ut
ra

l 
ev

alu
at

io
n.

  W
hi

le 
ex

ac
tly

 w
ha

t h
ap

pe
ne

d 
is 

un
cle

ar
, i

t a
pp

ea
rs

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
to

ok
 a

dv
an

ta
ge

 o
f i

ts
 a

cc
es

s t
o 

ar
gu

e 
fo

r 
ch

an
ge

s i
n 

th
e 

D
E

IR
 th

at
 d

ela
ye

d 
its

 p
ub

lic
at

io
n.

  A
ga

in
 th

e 
fa

ul
t f

or
 d

ela
y 

lie
s w

ith
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

(a
lth

ou
gh

 a
lso

 in
 p

ar
t 

w
ith

 th
e 

Ci
ty

 fo
r i

ts
 m

ist
ak

en
 d

ec
isi

on
). 

 T
he

se
 d

ela
ys

 d
o 

no
t j

us
tif

y 
sh

or
t-c

ha
ng

in
g 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l r
ev

iew
. 

 D
E

IR
 in

ad
eq

ua
te

ly
 a

dd
re

ss
ed

 is
su

es
 ra

is
ed

 in
 o

ur
 s

co
pi

ng
 le

tte
r. 

 O
n 

O
ct

ob
er

 1
, 2

00
7,

 th
e 

Co
m

m
itt

ee
 

su
bm

itt
ed

 sc
op

in
g 

co
m

m
en

ts
 fo

r t
he

 D
E

IR
 (a

tta
ch

ed
). 

 S
ev

er
al 

of
 o

ur
 c

om
m

en
ts

, r
ep

ro
du

ce
d 

be
lo

w
, h

av
e 

no
t b

ee
n 

ad
dr

es
se

d 
ad

eq
ua

te
ly:

 
 

�
A

ny
 re

lax
in

g 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
zo

ni
ng

 st
an

da
rd

s w
ill

 v
io

lat
e 

th
re

sh
ol

ds
 fo

r e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 th
at

 th
e 

st
an

da
rd

s a
re

 m
ea

nt
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

, u
nl

es
s c

om
pe

ns
at

or
y 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l m
iti

ga
tio

n 
is 

re
qu

ire
d.

  T
hi

s i
s e

sp
ec

ial
ly 

tru
e 

gi
ve

n 
th

e 
lar

ge
 si

ze
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

jec
t. 

Fo
r e

xa
m

pl
e, 

ea
sin

g 
de

ns
ity

 re
st

ric
tio

ns
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

co
m

pe
ns

at
ed

 w
ith

 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n.
 

 
�

In
cr

ea
se

d 
bu

ild
in

g 
he

ig
ht

 a
nd

 d
en

sit
y 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

m
pe

ns
at

ed
 w

ith
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n.

  D
ec

re
as

in
g 

vi
ew

s 
of

 h
ill

sid
es

 a
nd

 o
f n

at
ur

al 
ar

ea
s a

re
 v

isu
al 

im
pa

ct
s t

ha
t c

an
 b

e 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

ly 
co

m
pe

ns
at

ed
 fo

r b
y 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n.

 
 

L
et
te
r
20

20
.1

20
.2

20
.3

20
.4

Co
m

m
itt

ee
 fo

r G
re

en
 F

oo
th

ill
s 

Ju
ly 

27
, 2

01
0 

Pa
ge

 2
 o

f 4
 

�
In

cr
ea

se
 u

til
iz

at
io

n 
of

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 m
us

t b
e 

an
aly

ze
d 

in
 th

e 
E

IR
 fo

r d
ire

ct
, i

nd
ire

ct
, a

nd
 c

um
ul

at
iv

e 
im

pa
ct

s. 
 T

he
 C

ity
 sh

ou
ld

 c
om

pa
re

 th
e 

an
aly

sis
 u

se
d 

fo
r t

he
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

G
U

P 
in

 S
an

ta
 C

lar
a 

Cl
ou

nt
’s 

E
IR

 fo
r 

co
m

pa
ris

on
.  

In
cr

ea
se

d 
ut

ili
za

tio
n 

is 
a 

sig
ni

fic
an

t i
m

pa
ct

 u
nl

es
s m

iti
ga

te
d.

 
 �

Th
e 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
ho

us
in

g 
w

ill
 b

e 
sig

ni
fic

an
t u

nl
es

s m
iti

ga
te

d 
an

d 
m

us
t b

e 
an

aly
ze

d.
  T

he
 im

pa
ct

 w
ill

 a
lso

 a
ffe

ct
 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
an

d 
tra

ffi
c, 

be
ca

us
e 

if 
ne

w
 h

ou
sin

g 
is 

no
t c

on
st

ru
ct

ed
 b

y 
St

an
fo

rd
, i

t w
ill

 b
e 

co
ns

tru
ct

ed
 m

os
tly

 in
 

Ce
nt

ra
l V

all
ey

 a
nd

 e
lse

w
he

re
, w

ith
 w

or
ke

rs
 c

om
m

ut
in

g 
in

 o
n 

ar
ea

 h
ig

hw
ay

s. 
 T

he
 C

ity
 m

us
t d

o 
its

 o
w

n 
ca

lcu
lat

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
nu

m
be

r o
f j

ob
s g

en
er

at
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

am
ou

nt
 o

f s
pa

ce
 c

re
at

ed
.  

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
(o

ff
-s

ite
) 

ec
on

om
ic 

im
pa

ct
s m

us
t a

lso
 b

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 in
 d

et
er

m
in

in
g 

th
e 

ne
t d

em
an

d 
fo

r h
ou

sin
g 

cr
ea

te
d 

by
 th

is 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
 

�
A

ll 
ne

w
ly-

cr
ea

te
d 

ho
us

in
g 

de
m

an
d 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
fu

lly
 m

iti
ga

te
d 

w
ith

 h
ou

sin
g 

cr
ea

tio
n 

th
at

 m
at

ch
es

 th
e 

in
co

m
e 

lev
el 

of
 h

ou
sin

g 
de

m
an

d 
ge

ne
ra

te
d.

 
 �

A
ny

 a
na

lys
is 

th
at

 c
on

clu
de

s a
 “

no
 n

et
 in

cr
ea

se
” 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
st

an
da

rd
 fo

r t
ra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
is 

no
t f

ea
sib

le,
 m

us
t 

als
o 

de
te

rm
in

e 
w

hy
 it

 is
 fe

as
ib

le 
fo

r t
he

 m
uc

h 
lar

ge
r S

ta
nf

or
d 

G
U

P 
ex

pa
ns

io
n 

bu
t n

ot
 fo

r t
hi

s p
ro

jec
t. 

 
R

ai
si

ng
 h

ei
gh

t l
im

its
, v

is
ua

l i
m

pa
ct

s,
 a

nd
 th

e 
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l i
m

pa
ct

s 
ju

st
ify

 a
nd

 re
qu

ire
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e 
m

iti
ga

tio
n.

  
Th

e 
Co

m
m

itt
ee

 d
isa

gr
ee

s t
ha

t s
im

pl
e 

co
m

pl
ian

ce
 w

ith
 u

nd
ef

in
ed

 A
RB

 re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 fo
r f

in
al 

de
sig

n 
(D

E
IR

 a
t S

-
28

) w
ill

 su
ffi

ce
 to

 c
on

ve
rt 

an
 a

dm
itt

ed
ly

-s
ig

ni
fic

an
t i

m
pa

ct
 b

ef
or

e 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

in
to

 o
ne

 th
at

 is
 le

ss
-th

an
-s

ig
ni

fic
an

t. 
 T

he
 

lo
ss

 o
f o

pe
n 

vi
ew

s a
nd

 a
 "

bi
g 

sk
y"

 m
ea

ns
 th

at
 th

e 
ab

ili
ty

 to
 tr

av
el 

ar
ou

nd
 th

e 
Ci

ty
 a

nd
 su

rr
ou

nd
in

g 
ar

ea
 a

nd
 n

ot
 fi

nd
 it

 
do

m
in

at
ed

 b
y 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
 is

 re
du

ce
d.

  A
n 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

fo
r t

hi
s i

m
pa

ct
 is

 to
 se

cu
re

 n
ea

rb
y 

op
en

 sp
ac

e, 
an

d 
St

an
fo

rd
 c

ou
ld

 a
pp

ro
pr

iat
ely

 d
o 

th
at

 b
y 

pr
ov

id
in

g 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

ac
ce

ss
 o

r p
ay

in
g 

fu
nd

s t
ha

t c
ou

ld
 b

e 
us

ed
 to

 se
cu

re
 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
ac

ce
ss

. 
 Si

m
ila

rly
, i

nc
re

as
ed

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l u

se
 in

 a
n 

ar
ea

 th
at

 th
e 

D
E

IR
 a

ck
no

w
led

ge
s h

as
 in

su
ffi

cie
nt

 p
ar

kl
an

d 
(D

E
IR

 a
t 3

.1
4-

8)
 

is 
a 

sig
ni

fic
an

t i
m

pa
ct

.  
Th

e 
an

aly
sis

 o
f e

m
pl

oy
ee

 u
se

 fa
ils

 to
 in

clu
de

 o
ve

ra
ll 

in
cr

ea
se

d 
po

pu
lat

io
n 

pr
es

su
re

, a
s t

he
 

pe
op

le 
w

ho
 w

ill
 b

e 
br

ou
gh

t t
o 

w
or

k 
at

 S
U

M
C 

w
ill

 h
av

e 
to

 li
ve

 so
m

ew
he

re
 w

ith
 th

ei
r f

am
ili

es
, d

es
pi

te
 th

e 
Ci

ty
's 

di
sin

te
re

st
 in

 re
qu

iri
ng

 h
ou

sin
g 

as
 p

ar
t o

f t
he

 p
ro

jec
t. 

 T
he

 fa
ilu

re
 to

 a
cc

ou
nt

 fo
r h

ou
sin

g 
im

pa
ct

s m
ea

ns
 p

ay
m

en
t o

f 
th

e 
Co

m
m

un
ity

 F
ac

ili
ty

 F
ee

 fo
r n

on
-re

sid
en

tia
l d

ev
elo

pm
en

t i
s i

ns
uf

fic
ien

t t
o 

fu
lly

 m
iti

ga
te

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t's

 im
pa

ct
s. 

 
E

ve
n 

if 
th

es
e 

pe
op

le 
ca

nn
ot

 li
ve

 in
 P

alo
 A

lto
, l

iv
in

g 
els

ew
he

re
 m

ea
ns

 th
ey

 w
ill

 p
lac

e 
pr

es
su

re
 o

n 
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l u
se

s 
els

ew
he

re
.  

Th
at

 e
ffe

ct
 o

n 
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l u
se

s e
lse

w
he

re
 is

 u
na

na
lyz

ed
, a

s i
s t

he
 lo

st
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
 o

f P
alo

 A
lto

 re
sid

en
ts

 
to

 u
se

 th
es

e 
ou

t-o
f-c

ity
 fa

cil
iti

es
, t

he
re

by
 p

lac
in

g 
m

or
e 

pr
es

su
re

 o
n 

Ci
ty

 fa
cil

iti
es

.  
Fi

na
lly

, t
he

 a
na

lys
is 

fa
ils

 to
 c

on
sid

er
 

th
e 

re
cr

ea
tio

na
l i

m
pa

ct
s t

o 
ar

ea
s i

m
m

ed
iat

ely
 o

ut
sid

e 
of

 P
alo

 A
lto

 su
ch

 a
s t

he
 m

ain
 c

am
pu

s a
re

a 
of

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
an

d 
in

 
Sa

n 
M

at
eo

 C
ou

nt
y, 

w
he

re
 th

e 
Co

m
m

un
ity

 F
ac

ili
ty

 F
ee

 w
ou

ld
 n

ot
 p

ro
vi

de
 m

iti
ga

tio
n.

 
 Th

e 
cu

m
ul

at
iv

e 
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l i
m

pa
ct

 o
f t

hi
s p

ro
jec

t t
og

et
he

r w
ith

 o
th

er
 re

cr
ea

tio
na

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

pr
es

su
re

s i
s s

ig
ni

fic
an

t. 
 

Co
m

bi
ne

d 
w

ith
 v

isu
al 

im
pa

ct
s, 

th
e 

D
E

IR
 sh

ou
ld

 re
qu

ire
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

th
at

 c
re

at
es

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l a

cc
es

s t
o 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
to

 
m

iti
ga

te
 th

e 
lo

st
 o

pe
n 

sk
y 

an
d 

di
m

in
ish

ed
 re

cr
ea

tio
na

l o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s. 
 O

ne
 p

os
sib

ili
ty

 w
hi

ch
 w

as
 in

clu
de

d 
in

 th
e 

St
an

fo
rd

 G
U

P 
D

E
IR

 w
as

 th
e 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

of
 tw

o 
tra

ils
 fr

om
 th

e 
m

ain
 c

am
pu

s i
nt

o 
th

e 
Fo

ot
hi

lls
.  

Th
e 

sa
m

e 
co

ul
d 

be
 

do
ne

 in
 th

is 
ca

se
, e

ith
er

 fr
om

 S
U

M
C 

or
 fr

om
 p

or
tio

ns
 o

f t
he

 m
ain

 c
am

pu
s e

as
ily

 a
cc

es
sib

le 
fr

om
 S

U
M

C 
in

to
 th

e 
Fo

ot
hi

lls
.  

 A
lig

nm
en

ts
 o

f t
he

 C
1 

Tr
ail

 n
ea

r t
he

 n
or

th
 si

de
 o

f S
ta

nf
or

d 
Fo

ot
hi

lls
 a

nd
 o

ut
sid

e 
of

 th
e 

go
lf 

co
ur

se
 w

ou
ld

 
be

 id
ea

l, 
or

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

ve
rs

io
ns

 o
f t

he
 S

1 
Tr

ail
 th

at
 ru

n 
alo

ng
 th

e 
St

an
fo

rd
 F

oo
th

ill
s a

nd
 e

ve
nt

ua
lly

 c
on

ne
ct

 to
 th

e 
tra

il 
un

de
r c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

co
ul

d 
w

or
k 

as
 w

ell
. 

 A
n 

alt
er

na
tiv

e 
to

 d
ed

ica
tio

n 
of

 a
 tr

ail
 is

 p
ay

m
en

t o
f e

qu
iv

ale
nt

 fu
nd

s i
nt

o 
a 

gr
an

t p
ro

gr
am

 th
at

 w
ou

ld
 m

iti
ga

te
 

St
an

fo
rd

's 
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l i
m

pa
ct

s. 
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

ha
s e

ss
en

tia
lly

 a
gr

ee
d 

to
 d

o 
ju

st
 th

at
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

its
 p

ro
po

se
d 

sid
ew

alk
 

ex
pa

ns
io

n 
alo

ng
 A

lp
in

e 
Ro

ad
.  

If
 S

an
 M

at
eo

 C
ou

nt
y 

co
nt

in
ue

s t
o 

re
jec

t t
he

 si
de

w
alk

 e
xp

an
sio

n 
as

 it
 h

as
, t

he
n 

St
an

fo
rd

 w
ill

 p
ay

 th
e 

m
on

ey
 it

 w
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

sp
en

t o
n 

th
at

 m
as

siv
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

nt
o 

a 
fu

nd
 ru

n 
by

 S
an

ta
 C

lar
a 

Co
un

ty
 P

ar
ks

 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t t
ha

t c
ou

ld
 m

iti
ga

te
 th

e 
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l i
m

pa
ct

s o
f t

he
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

G
U

P.
  G

iv
en

 th
at

 w
as

 S
ta

nf
or

d'
s o

w
n 

ag
re

em
en

t w
ith

 th
e 

Co
un

ty
, i

t s
ho

ul
d 

m
ee

t t
he

 sa
m

e 
st

an
da

rd
 w

ith
 th

e 
Ci

ty
. 

 

20
.5

20
.6

20
.7

20
.8

20
.9

20
.1
0

20
.1
1

20
.1
2

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

14
9



Co
m

m
itt

ee
 fo

r G
re

en
 F

oo
th

ill
s 

Ju
ly 

27
, 2

01
0 

Pa
ge

 3
 o

f 4
 

T
ra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
is

su
es

.G
iv

en
 th

e 
co

nc
lu

sio
n 

th
at

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n,
 a

ir 
qu

ali
ty

, a
nd

 c
lim

at
e 

ch
an

ge
 im

pa
ct

s w
ill

 b
e 

sig
ni

fic
an

t, 
th

e 
D

E
IR

 sh
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

in
clu

de
d 

eit
he

r o
f t

he
 fo

llo
w

in
g 

fe
as

ib
le 

m
iti

ga
tio

ns
 to

 re
du

ce
 th

os
e 

im
pa

ct
s: 

 1
. a

 
N

o-
N

et
-N

ew
 T

rip
s s

ta
nd

ar
d,

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
st

an
da

rd
 u

se
d 

in
 th

e 
St

an
fo

rd
 C

ou
nt

y 
G

U
P 

E
IR

, r
eq

ui
rin

g 
St

an
fo

rd
 to

 
eit

he
r a

vo
id

 th
e 

cr
ea

tio
n 

of
 n

et
 n

ew
 tr

ip
s o

r i
ns

ta
ll 

th
e 

tra
ffi

c 
m

iti
ga

tio
ns

 re
qu

ire
d 

in
 th

is 
D

E
IR

; o
r 2

. t
he

 e
qu

iv
ale

nt
 o

f 
N

o-
N

et
-N

ew
 T

rip
s t

ha
t w

ou
ld

 re
qu

ire
 S

U
M

C 
to

 m
at

ch
 e

ve
ry

 in
ce

nt
iv

e 
an

d 
di

sin
ce

nt
iv

e 
us

ed
 b

y 
St

an
fo

rd
 in

 th
e 

co
re

 
ca

m
pu

s, 
bu

t w
ith

ou
t r

eq
ui

rin
g 

ac
tu

al 
m

ea
su

re
m

en
t o

f t
ra

ffi
c. 

 T
hi

s w
ou

ld
 n

ot
 e

xe
m

pt
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

fr
om

 tr
af

fic
 

m
iti

ga
tio

ns
 re

qu
ire

d 
in

 th
e 

D
E

IR
.  

Th
is 

se
co

nd
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
w

ou
ld

 a
dj

us
t o

ve
r t

im
e, 

"r
at

ch
et

in
g"

 u
p 

to
 m

at
ch

 c
ha

ng
es

 
in

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 u
se

d 
on

 th
e 

co
re

 c
am

pu
s t

o 
av

oi
d 

in
cr

ea
se

d 
tri

ps
. 

 In
 d

ev
elo

pi
ng

 a
 N

o-
N

et
-N

ew
 T

rip
s s

ta
nd

ar
ad

, p
at

ien
t t

rip
s s

ho
ul

d 
als

o 
be

 ta
ke

n 
in

to
 a

cc
ou

nt
, a

nd
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

sh
ou

ld
 

pr
ov

id
e 

sim
ila

r i
nc

en
tiv

es
 to

 p
at

ien
ts

 a
nd

 g
ue

st
s t

o 
av

oi
d 

in
cr

ea
se

d 
tri

ps
.  

If
 th

is 
is 

se
en

 a
s i

nf
ea

sib
le,

 h
ow

ev
er

, t
he

 n
o 

ne
t n

ew
 tr

ip
s s

ta
nd

ar
d 

co
ul

d 
ex

em
pt

 p
at

ien
ts

 a
nd

 g
ue

st
s a

nd
 st

ill
 p

ro
vi

de
 p

ar
tia

l m
iti

ga
tio

n 
to

 th
e 

sig
ni

fic
an

t i
m

pa
ct

s 
fr

om
 th

is 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
 It 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
no

te
d 

th
at

 o
ne

 tr
af

fic
 m

iti
ga

tio
n,

 im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 to
 In

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
#

3 
(E

l C
am

in
o/

Ra
ve

ns
w

oo
d)

 (D
E

IR
 a

t 
3.

4-
61

), 
ap

pe
ar

s t
o 

be
 a

t l
ea

st
 p

ar
tia

lly
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

lis
te

d 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

as
 th

at
 fo

un
d 

in
 th

e 
St

an
fo

rd
 G

U
P 

D
E

IR
 to

 m
iti

ga
te

 
fo

r t
ha

t s
ep

ar
at

e 
an

d 
di

ffe
re

nt
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

pr
oj

ec
t (

St
an

fo
rd

 G
U

P 
D

E
IR

 a
t 4

.4
-9

8)
.  

W
hi

le 
th

e 
SU

M
C 

D
E

IR
 d

oe
s n

ot
 

co
un

t t
he

 im
pr

ov
em

en
t o

f I
nt

er
se

ct
io

n 
#

3 
to

w
ar

ds
 th

e 
po

st
-m

iti
ga

tio
n 

co
nc

lu
sio

n 
(D

E
IR

 a
t 3

.4
-6

5)
, i

t d
oe

s c
ou

nt
 it

 
he

re
 a

s p
ot

en
tia

l m
iti

ga
tio

n 
fo

r t
hi

s p
ro

jec
t, 

an
d 

th
at

 c
ou

ld
 b

e 
do

ub
le

-c
ou

nt
in

g 
of

 a
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

th
at

 w
ill

 n
ot

 b
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
be

ca
us

e 
it 

co
ul

d 
be

 "
us

ed
 u

p"
 fo

r a
no

th
er

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
 It

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
di

st
ur

bi
ng

 a
nd

 in
ad

eq
ua

te
 if

 th
is 

sa
m

e 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
ke

ep
s g

et
tin

g 
lis

te
d 

in
 st

ill
 m

or
e 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l r
ev

iew
s a

s p
ot

en
tia

l m
iti

ga
tio

n 
fo

r s
til

l m
or

e 
pr

oj
ec

ts
.  

Si
m

ila
rly

, I
nt

er
se

ct
io

ns
 #

10
, #

18
, a

nd
 #

23
 a

re
 li

st
ed

 in
 b

ot
h 

D
E

IR
s, 

alt
ho

ug
h 

th
ey

 ra
ise

 fe
w

er
 is

su
es

 a
s t

he
y 

ar
e 

no
t c

on
sid

er
ed

 fe
as

ib
le.

  T
he

 fa
ilu

re
 to

 d
isc

us
s t

he
 p

ot
en

tia
l d

ou
bl

e-
co

un
tin

g 
in

 th
e 

D
E

IR
 is

 d
ist

ur
bi

ng
. 

 Th
e 

D
E

IR
 st

at
es

 "
Th

e 
th

re
e 

fe
as

ib
le 

in
te

rs
ec

tio
n 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 in
 T

ab
le

 3
.4

-1
8"

 w
er

e 
co

m
bi

ne
d 

w
ith

 o
th

er
 

m
iti

ga
tio

ns
 to

 a
ss

es
s o

ve
ra

ll 
im

pa
ct

 m
iti

ga
tio

n.
  I

n 
fa

ct
, o

nl
y 

tw
o 

fe
as

ib
le 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 a
re

 li
st

ed
 in

 T
ab

le 
3.

4-
18

.  
If

 
th

e 
ov

er
all

 a
na

lys
is 

co
un

te
d 

on
 a

 th
ird

 in
te

rs
ec

tio
n 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
th

at
 is

 n
ow

 o
nl

y 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 "
Po

te
nt

ial
ly 

Fe
as

ib
le"

 o
r 

"N
ot

 F
ea

sib
le"

, t
he

n 
th

e 
an

aly
sis

 e
xa

gg
er

at
es

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s o
f t

he
 m

iti
ga

tio
n.

  
 Th

e 
im

pa
ct

 o
f t

he
 S

U
M

C 
ex

pa
ns

io
n 

to
 tr

af
fic

 o
n 

A
lp

in
e 

Ro
ad

 b
et

w
ee

n 
Ju

ni
pe

r S
er

ra
 a

nd
 H

ig
hw

ay
 2

80
 is

 li
ke

ly 
to

 b
e 

es
pe

cia
lly

 se
ve

re
.  

Fo
r t

hi
s r

ea
so

n 
as

 w
ell

, a
 N

o-
N

et
-N

ew
 T

rip
s s

ta
nd

ar
d 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
ap

pl
ied

. 
 Ad

di
tio

na
l c

om
m

en
ts

: 
 Th

e 
Tr

ee
 R

ep
lac

em
en

t M
iti

ga
tio

n 
M

ea
su

re
 B

R-
4.

5 
sh

ou
ld

 e
m

ph
as

iz
e 

th
e 

us
e 

of
 n

at
iv

e 
tre

es
 a

nd
 th

at
 p

ro
vi

de
 

m
ax

im
um

 b
en

ef
iti

s t
o 

w
ild

lif
e 

as
 re

pl
ac

em
en

t t
re

es
 fo

r t
he

 o
ne

s t
ha

t w
ou

ld
 b

e 
re

m
ov

ed
 if

 th
is 

pr
oj

ec
t i

s a
pp

ro
ve

d.
 

 PH
-1

 im
pa

ct
 a

na
lys

is 
st

at
es

 th
e 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f r
eg

io
na

l h
ou

sin
g 

de
m

an
d 

fr
om

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

s r
ela

tiv
ely

 sm
all

.  
D

E
IR

 a
t 

S-
85

.  
G

iv
en

 th
e 

tre
m

en
do

us
 to

ta
l h

ou
sin

g 
de

m
an

d 
on

 th
is 

ar
ea

, t
he

 c
um

ul
at

iv
e 

is 
co

ns
id

er
ab

le 
an

d 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

m
iti

ga
te

d 
by

 th
e 

pr
ov

isi
on

 o
f o

n-
sit

e 
ho

us
in

g 
or

 p
ay

in
g 

in
to

 a
 fu

nd
 fo

r t
he

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
of

 h
ou

sin
g,

 e
sp

ec
ial

ly 
ho

us
in

g 
th

at
 is

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le 
ac

co
rd

in
g 

to
 th

e 
ty

pe
 o

f d
em

an
d 

ge
ne

ra
te

d 
by

 th
e 

ne
w

 jo
bs

 a
t S

U
M

C.
  M

iti
ga

tio
n 

M
ea

su
re

 P
H

-3
.1

 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

m
an

da
to

ry
 a

nd
 sh

ou
ld

 e
xp

re
ss

ly
 a

pp
ly

 to
 th

e 
SU

M
C 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

 Pl
ea

se
 c

on
ta

ct
 m

e 
w

ith
 a

ny
 q

ue
st

io
ns

. 
 Si

nc
er

ely
, 

 
Br

ian
 A

. S
ch

m
id

t 
Le

gi
sla

tiv
e 

A
dv

oc
at

e, 
Sa

nt
a 

Cl
ar

a 
Co

un
ty

 

20
.1
3

20
.1
4

20
.1
5

20
.1
6

20
.1
7

20
.1
8

Co
m

m
itt

ee
 fo

r G
re

en
 F

oo
th

ill
s 

Ju
ly 

27
, 2

01
0 

Pa
ge

 4
 o

f 4
 

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t: 

 L
et

te
r o

f O
ct

ob
er

 1
, 2

00
7,

 fr
om

 C
om

m
itt

ee
 fo

r G
re

en
 F

oo
th

ill
s t

o 
Ci

ty
 o

f P
alo

 A
lto

 

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

15
0



PH
O
N
E

FA
X

 
  O

ct
ob

er
 1

, 2
00

7 
 St

ev
en

 T
ur

ne
r 

Ci
ty

 o
f P

alo
 A

lto
 

 
R

e:
  S

co
pi

ng
 c

om
m

en
ts

 fo
r t

he
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

M
ed

ic
al

 C
en

te
r a

nd
 S

ho
pp

in
g 

C
en

te
r E

xp
an

si
on

 E
IR

 
 D

ea
r S

te
ve

n;
 

 
Th

e 
Co

m
m

itt
ee

 fo
r G

re
en

 F
oo

th
ill

s s
ub

m
its

 th
e 

fo
llo

w
in

g 
co

m
m

en
ts

 fo
r s

co
pi

ng
 th

e 
E

IR
 fo

r t
he

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
M

ed
ica

l C
en

te
r a

nd
 S

ho
pp

in
g 

Ce
nt

er
: 

 �
Th

e 
pu

rp
os

e 
of

 th
e 

ap
pr

ov
al 

fo
r t

hi
s p

ro
jec

t m
us

t b
e 

de
fin

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
Ci

ty
, n

ot
 b

y 
th

e 
ap

pl
ica

nt
.  

If
 th

e 
pu

rp
os

e 
th

at
 th

e 
pe

rm
iss

io
ns

 th
e 

ap
pl

ica
nt

s s
ee

ks
 (s

uc
h 

as
 im

pr
ov

in
g 

m
ed

ica
l c

ar
e)

 c
an

 b
e 

do
ne

 in
 a

 w
ay

 th
at

 th
e 

ap
pl

ica
nt

 d
oe

s n
ot

 se
ek

, t
ha

t o
pt

io
n 

re
m

ain
s w

ith
in

 th
e 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 th

e 
Ci

ty
.  

Le
ga

lly
, t

he
 a

pp
lic

an
t c

an
no

t 
de

fin
e 

th
e 

pu
rp

os
e 

in
 a

 w
ay

 th
at

 a
rti

fic
ial

ly 
na

rr
ow

s t
he

 sc
op

e 
of

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t a

nd
 it

s a
lte

rn
at

iv
es

.  
Be

ca
us

e 
th

e 
Ci

ty
 is

 d
ec

id
in

g 
w

he
th

er
 to

 ap
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

ag
re

em
en

t, 
it 

ha
s t

o 
de

fin
e 

th
e 

pu
rp

os
e. 

 �
Th

e 
E

IR
 m

us
t c

on
sid

er
 a

 “
no

 e
xp

an
sio

n/
se

ism
ic

 o
nl

y 
up

gr
ad

e”
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
fo

r t
he

 M
ed

ica
l C

en
te

r. 
 

�
A

 “
no

 in
cr

ea
se

 in
 m

ed
ica

l o
ffi

ce
 sp

ac
e”

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
in

clu
de

d.
  C

on
di

tio
ns

 sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
pl

ac
ed

 d
ef

in
in

g 
w

ha
t t

yp
e 

of
 a

ct
iv

ity
 o

r o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
m

ay
 u

se
 “

m
ed

ica
l o

ffi
ce

 sp
ac

e.”
 

 �
A

ny
 re

lax
in

g 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
zo

ni
ng

 st
an

da
rd

s w
ill

 v
io

lat
e 

th
re

sh
ol

ds
 fo

r e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 th
at

 th
e 

st
an

da
rd

s a
re

 m
ea

nt
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

, u
nl

es
s c

om
pe

ns
at

or
y 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l m
iti

ga
tio

n 
is 

re
qu

ire
d.

  T
hi

s i
s e

sp
ec

ial
ly 

tru
e 

gi
ve

n 
th

e 
lar

ge
 si

ze
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

jec
t. 

Fo
r e

xa
m

pl
e, 

ea
sin

g 
de

ns
ity

 re
st

ric
tio

ns
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

co
m

pe
ns

at
ed

 w
ith

 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n.
) 

 
�

In
cr

ea
se

d 
bu

ild
in

g 
he

ig
ht

 a
nd

 d
en

sit
y 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

m
pe

ns
at

ed
 w

ith
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n.

  D
ec

re
as

in
g 

vi
ew

s 
of

 h
ill

sid
es

 a
nd

 o
f n

at
ur

al 
ar

ea
s a

re
 v

isu
al 

im
pa

ct
s t

ha
t c

an
 b

e 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

ly 
co

m
pe

ns
at

ed
 fo

r b
y 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n.

 
 �

In
cr

ea
se

 u
til

iz
at

io
n 

of
 re

cr
ea

tio
na

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 m

us
t b

e 
an

aly
ze

d 
in

 th
e 

E
IR

 fo
r d

ire
ct

, i
nd

ire
ct

, a
nd

 c
um

ul
at

iv
e 

im
pa

ct
s. 

 T
he

 C
ity

 sh
ou

ld
 c

om
pa

re
 th

e 
an

aly
sis

 u
se

d 
fo

r t
he

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
G

U
P 

in
 S

an
ta

 C
lar

a 
Cl

ou
nt

’s 
EI

R 
fo

r 
co

m
pa

ris
on

.  
In

cr
ea

se
d 

ut
ili

za
tio

n 
is 

a s
ig

ni
fic

an
t i

m
pa

ct
 u

nl
es

s m
iti

ga
te

d.
 

 �
Th

e 
E

IR
 p

ro
ce

ss
 sh

ou
ld

 a
na

lyz
e 

th
e 

ph
as

in
g 

an
d 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
m

on
ito

rin
g 

us
ed

 in
 th

e 
St

an
fo

rd
 G

U
P 

EI
R 

to
 

av
oi

d 
sim

ila
r p

ro
bl

em
s. 

 F
or

 th
e 

St
an

fo
rd

 G
U

P,
 si

x 
ye

ar
s a

fte
r t

he
 im

pa
ct

s h
av

e 
oc

cu
rr

ed
, t

he
 p

ro
m

ise
d 

tra
ils

 
ha

ve
 n

ot
 y

et
 b

ee
n 

co
ns

tru
ct

ed
.  

M
iti

ga
tio

ns
 sh

ou
ld

 n
ot

 ju
st

 b
e 

be
gu

n 
be

fo
re

 th
e 

im
pa

ct
s h

av
e 

oc
cu

rr
ed

, t
he

y 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

co
m

pl
et

ed
, o

r a
t l

ea
st

 a
 sc

he
du

le 
es

ta
bl

ish
ed

 w
ith

 c
lea

r s
to

p 
da

te
s. 

 �
Th

e 
ho

sp
ita

l o
pe

ni
ng

 sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
in

 p
ha

se
s, 

w
ith

 n
on

e 
th

e 
m

ed
ica

l o
ffi

ce
 sp

ac
e 

op
en

in
g 

un
til

 a
ll 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 
m

iti
ga

tio
ns

 h
av

e 
be

en
 c

om
pl

ied
 w

ith
.  

Th
is 

w
ill

 m
ak

e 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

m
on

ito
rin

g 
an

d 
en

fo
rc

em
en

t m
or

e 
cr

ed
ib

le 
if 

it 
st

op
s u

se
 o

f m
ed

ica
l o

ffi
ce

 sp
ac

e 
un

til
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l c

on
di

tio
ns

 a
re

 c
om

pl
ied

 w
ith

 a
s o

pp
os

ed
 to

 st
op

pi
ng

 
us

e 
of

 th
e 

ho
sp

ita
l. 

 �
A

ny
 n

et
 in

cr
ea

se
s i

n 
gr

ee
nh

ou
se

 g
as

 e
m

iss
io

ns
 a

re
 c

um
ul

at
iv

ely
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

. 
 

�
“G

re
en

 b
ui

ld
in

g”
 st

an
da

rd
s s

ho
ul

d 
be

 re
qu

ire
d.

 

20
.1
9

Co
m

m
itt

ee
 fo

r G
re

en
 F

oo
th

ill
s 

O
ct

ob
er

 1
, 2

00
7 

Pa
ge

 2
 o

f 2
 

 �
Th

e 
im

pa
ct

 o
n 

ho
us

in
g 

w
ill

 b
e 

sig
ni

fic
an

t u
nl

es
s m

iti
ga

te
d 

an
d 

m
us

t b
e 

an
aly

ze
d.

  T
he

 im
pa

ct
 w

ill
 a

lso
 a

ffe
ct

 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

an
d 

tra
ffi

c, 
be

ca
us

e 
if 

ne
w

 h
ou

sin
g 

is 
no

t c
on

st
ru

ct
ed

 b
y 

St
an

fo
rd

, i
t w

ill
 b

e 
co

ns
tru

ct
ed

 m
os

tly
 in

 
Ce

nt
ra

l V
all

ey
 a

nd
 e

lse
w

he
re

, w
ith

 w
or

ke
rs

 c
om

m
ut

in
g 

in
 o

n 
ar

ea
 h

ig
hw

ay
s. 

 T
he

 C
ity

 m
us

t d
o 

its
 o

w
n 

ca
lcu

lat
io

ns
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f j
ob

s g
en

er
at

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
am

ou
nt

 o
f s

pa
ce

 c
re

at
ed

.  
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

(o
ff

-s
ite

) 
ec

on
om

ic 
im

pa
ct

s m
us

t a
lso

 b
e 

co
ns

id
er

ed
 in

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
th

e 
ne

t d
em

an
d 

fo
r h

ou
sin

g 
cr

ea
te

d 
by

 th
is 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

 
�

A
ll 

ne
w

ly-
cr

ea
te

d 
ho

us
in

g 
de

m
an

d 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

fu
lly

 m
iti

ga
te

d 
w

ith
 h

ou
sin

g 
cr

ea
tio

n 
th

at
 m

at
ch

es
 th

e 
in

co
m

e 
lev

el 
of

 h
ou

sin
g 

de
m

an
d 

ge
ne

ra
te

d.
 

 �
A

ny
 a

na
lys

is 
th

at
 c

on
clu

de
s a

 “
no

 n
et

 in
cr

ea
se

” 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

st
an

da
rd

 fo
r t

ra
ns

po
rta

tio
n 

is 
no

t f
ea

sib
le,

 m
us

t 
als

o 
de

te
rm

in
e 

w
hy

 it
 is

 fe
as

ib
le 

fo
r t

he
 m

uc
h 

lar
ge

r S
ta

nf
or

d 
G

U
P 

ex
pa

ns
io

n 
bu

t n
ot

 fo
r t

hi
s p

ro
jec

t. 
 �

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 a

nd
 u

na
vo

id
ab

le 
im

pa
ct

s m
us

t b
e 

co
m

pe
ns

at
ed

 fo
r i

n 
a 

co
m

pa
ra

bl
e 

m
an

ne
r. 

 F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e, 
th

e 
vi

su
al 

im
pa

ct
 o

f M
ed

ica
l C

en
te

r s
ky

sc
ra

pe
r w

ill
 b

e 
un

av
oi

da
bl

e, 
bu

t r
at

he
r t

ha
n 

sim
pl

y 
ac

ce
pt

 th
at

 a
s t

he
 c

os
t 

th
e 

co
m

m
un

ity
 m

us
t b

ea
r, 

it 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

co
m

pe
ns

at
ed

 fo
r w

ith
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

w
he

re
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

 d
o 

no
t 

pr
ed

om
in

at
e 

vi
ew

s. 
 �

E
lim

in
at

e 
St

an
fo

rd
’s 

“p
lat

ea
u 

ba
rg

ain
in

g”
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
us

e 
of

 b
in

di
ng

 p
ro

m
ise

s i
n 

th
e 

pr
oc

es
s. 

 F
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e, 
St

an
fo

rd
 h

as
 m

ad
e 

pr
om

ise
s o

n 
w

he
re

 it
 w

ou
ld

 a
gr

ee
 to

 p
lac

e 
th

e 
S1

 T
ra

il 
on

 it
s p

ro
pe

rty
, a

nd
 th

en
 af

te
r 

m
uc

h 
w

or
k 

ha
d 

be
en

 d
on

e 
by

 th
e 

Co
un

ty
 so

 it
 c

ou
ld

 a
cc

ep
t t

he
 o

ffe
r, 

St
an

fo
rd

 re
ne

ge
d 

on
 th

e 
pr

om
ise

s 
un

les
s d

ra
m

at
ic 

ne
w

 c
on

ce
ss

io
ns

 w
er

e 
ad

de
d.

  T
hi

s p
ro

bl
em

 c
an

 b
e 

st
op

pe
d 

by
 sp

ell
in

g 
ou

t i
n 

ad
va

nc
e 

w
he

n 
an

d 
w

hi
ch

 p
ar

ts
 o

f a
 p

ro
m

ise
 a

re
 b

in
di

ng
. 

 Pl
ea

se
 c

on
ta

ct
 u

s i
f y

ou
 h

av
e 

an
y 

qu
es

tio
ns

. 
 Si

nc
er

ely
, 

 
Br

ian
 A

. S
ch

m
id

t 
Le

gi
sla

tiv
e 

A
dv

oc
at

e, 
Sa

nt
a C

lar
a 

Co
un

ty
 

 

20
.1
9

C
on

't

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

15
1



4-152 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

20. Committee for Green Foothills, Brian A. Schmidt (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

20.1 The commentor questions the reasons why the publication of the Draft EIR was delayed.  
As stated by the commentor, the publication of the Draft EIR was delayed; however, this 
was due to several unanticipated factors rather than the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
noncompliance, as suggested by the commentor.  Reasons for the delay include site plan 
modifications and application updates by the SUMC Project sponsors in order to fulfill 
Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD) requirements; withdrawal 
of  the Stanford Shopping Center Project from the analysis of the Draft EIR; and changes 
in the Traffic Model.  This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 
11 for a detailed description of the City’s review process and the next steps in the EIR 
review.   

20.2 The commentor states additional delays were the result of the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
review of preliminary versions of the Draft EIR.  The SUMC Project sponsors were 
initially allowed to review administrative drafts of the Draft EIR in order to provide 
technical expertise.  The City permitted this review in recognition of the complexity of the 
SUMC Project and the need to verify the accuracy of information regarding hospital 
functions and the requirements of SB 1953.  Although the SUMC Project sponsors had 
access to preliminary drafts, the public was also able to review the document prior to its 
publication.  An early version of the Draft EIR was available in 2009 at the Palo Alto City 
Library upon request.  After early 2009, neither the SUMC Project sponsors nor the public 
had access to the updated drafts of the document until publication of the Draft EIR in May 
2010.  Preliminary review by the SUMC Project sponsors and the public did not cause 
additional delays in the release of the Draft EIR.   

20.3 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address issues raised in their 
scoping letter submitted October 1, 2007.  As discussed in Section 1 of the Draft EIR, 
Introduction, on page 1-3, the City provided a 41-day comment period for review of the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP).  All written comments were reviewed and the Introduction to 
each environmental topic within Section 3 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the 
relevant NOP scoping comments.  All comments were considered in the analysis of each 
topic. 

 The commentor also observes that their NOP comment regarding existing zoning standards 
was not addressed in the Draft EIR.  As noted on page 3.2-1 of the Land Use Section of 
the Draft EIR, “applicable land use issues that were identified during the scoping period 
pertain to the modification of existing zoning and land use designations and to mitigation of 
the environmental impacts that might result from such actions.  These issues are considered 
in this section.” 
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 The analysis in the Land Use Section notes that the SUMC Project would conflict with the 
existing development restrictions, such as floor-area-ratio (FAR) and height limits.  
However, the proposed zoning changes would resolve the potential zoning inconsistencies 
associated with the SUMC Project.  As noted by the commentor, these changes to existing 
zoning could have impacts, particularly to visual quality.  As such, Mitigation Measure 
VQ-2.1, presented in Section 3.2, Visual Quality, would mandate compliance with the 
City’s Architectural Review process.  As stated on page 3.3-39, the Architectural Review 
Board (ARB) shall assess proposed building heights, massing, and siting of buildings and 
structures.  Any recommendations made by the ARB with respect to the design of the 
SUMC Project, as adopted by the Council or Planning Director, would be implemented by 
the SUMC Project sponsors.     

20.4 The commentor requests that building height and density increases, along with decreasing 
views of hillsides, should be compensated with open space protection.  As stated above, the 
significant impact related to building height and density would be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level by Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1, as discussed on page 3.3-39 of the Draft 
EIR.  The City’s Architectural Review process would address, among other factors, 
whether the SUMC Project has a coherent composition and whether its bulk and mass are 
harmonious with surrounding development.  The City Council will then determine if the 
design promotes consistent transitions in scale and character and that the amount and 
arrangement of open space are appropriate to the design and function of the structures.  
Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1 would also address impacts on hillside views from local streets 
and other vantage points, as discussed on pages 3.3-40 through 3.3-42. Mitigation Measure 
VQ-2.1 would reduce visual quality impacts to less than significant.  Additionally, open 
space protection in areas other than the SUMC Sites would not further mitigate the 
increased density impacts to the SUMC Sites.  Protection or development of off-site open 
space would not alter the visual character of the SUMC Sites and would, therefore, have no 
mitigating effect on the height of the buildings on the SUMC Sites. 

 In addition, as stated on page 3.14-9 of the Public Services Section, the SUMC Project 
proposes to expand the existing open space at the SUMC Sites.  The open space would 
include walkways, open plazas, and landscaped areas for employees, patients, and visitors.  
The SUMC Project would also incorporate new sections of open space and small grass 
fields, increasing pervious surfaces by 23 percent over existing conditions.  Several of 
these proposed open spaces would be visible from public areas, such as the landscaped 
gateway at the corner of Welch Road/ Quarry Road, the LPCH/Shopping Center 
connection along Welch Road, the Hoover Pavilion entry lawn, and the refurbished Pasteur 
Mall. In addition, the SUMC Project sponsors would provide access to Stanford 
University’s fields for SUMC employees.  This access would offset the potential 
deterioration new SUMC employees could cause on City parks.  Therefore, even though 
the SUMC Project would increase height and bulk at the SUMC Sites, additional open 
space would be included and access to other open space areas would be available.  
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20.5 The commentor requests an analysis of increased utilization of recreational resources.  
Impacts on park and recreational facilities are discussed in Section 3.14, Public Services.  
As stated on pages 3.14-17 through 3.14-18, per the City’s Municipal Code, Section 16.58, 
the SUMC Project would be required to pay a City “Community Facility Fee”1 to mitigate 
potential park impacts.  In addition, as explained above under Response 20.4, the SUMC 
Project would supply ample open space amenities for its employees and patients.  Because 
open space amenities are currently provided at the SUMC Sites and would be expanded as 
part of the proposed facilities, it is not expected that a large number of SUMC employees 
and patients would use nearby parks.  Therefore, with the required City Community 
Facility Fee, impacts on parks would be less than significant.  Refer to Impacts PS-4 and 
PS-5 in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR for more details regarding SUMC Project impacts on 
parks and Impact PS-9 for the cumulative impacts on parks and recreational facilities. 

 The commentor also requests a comparison of the analysis used in the Stanford University 
2000 Community Plan and General Use Permit (CP/GUP) regarding recreational areas.  
Comparing the impacts of the SUMC Project on park facilities to the impacts of the 
CP/GUP is unwarranted.  As stated on page 4.2-23 of the CP/GUP Final EIR, “the 
CP/GUP will reduce the availability of recreational facilities while increasing the demand 
for such facilities.”  As explained in the CP/GUP Final EIR, the CP/GUP proposes 
development of housing at several sites that are currently used for recreation.  Therefore, 
construction of the housing under the CP/GUP would displace these recreational areas.  In 
addition, because the CP/GUP includes housing, the residential population in the area 
would increase, thereby contributing to deterioration of nearby parks.2  Since the SUMC 
Project does not include the construction of housing and would not displace existing or 
proposed parks, the impacts of the SUMC Project are not similar to the CP/GUP and 
therefore, further comparison is not warranted. 

20.6 The commentor requests an analysis of impacts on housing.  Please see Master Response 7.  
The SUMC Project sponsors are not proposing to construct housing as part of the SUMC 
Project; as such, the SUMC Project would not directly result in environmental impacts due 
to housing construction.  As indicated in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR and in Master 
Response 7, the indirect housing demand due to new SUMC employment would be within 
housing growth projections in the region, and as such would be less than significant.  The 
distribution of indirect housing demand in Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR is based on 
historical evidence, comprised of SUMC’s data on the residential distribution of their 
employees.  As indicated on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, the distribution of where 
SUMC Project employees would live is based on existing SUMC employee zip code data 

                                              
1  The Community Facility Fee is a mix of the Park fee ($4.234 per net new square foot) + Community Center 

fee ($0.239 per net new square foot) + Libraries fee ($0.228 per net new square foot).  Hence, the Parks 
line item of the fee is just part of the Community Facility fee. 

2  County of Santa Clara, Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit Application, 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Certified by the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors, December 
2000. 



4-155Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

provided by the SUMC Project sponsors (see Appendix L of the Draft EIR).3  Also, 
housing to accommodate additional demand throughout the region would be subject to 
separate environmental review and mitigation, as warranted.  Lastly, to state that housing 
due to the SUMC Project would be constructed mostly in the Central Valley is speculative.  
As indicated in Table 3.13-8, a small 4.8 percent of new SUMC employees would demand 
64 housing units outside the San Francisco Bay Area.   

 Economic impacts due to housing demand is not an environmental impact that requires 
discussion under CEQA.  Please see Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA 
issues. 

20.7 The commentor requests mitigation for housing demand.  Please see Master Response 7 for 
a discussion of housing demand due to the SUMC Project. 

20.8 The commentor refers to Stanford’s “No Net Increase” mitigation standard for 
transportation, and asks why it was considered feasible for the CP/GUP but not for the 
SUMC Project.  Please see Master Response 2 for a discussion of imposing a No Net New 
Trips requirement.  Also, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(4)(B), mitigation 
measures must be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project.  The standards of 
significance applied in the transportation analysis are listed on Draft EIR pages 3.4-30 
through 3.4-32.  Based on these criteria, there could be some increase in traffic that would 
not result in a significant impact.  As such, requiring No Net New Trips as a mitigation 
measure would be beyond the requirements of CEQA.  See Staff-Initiated Change 2, which 
provides the revised analysis of level of service (LOS) impacts, and the updated mitigation 
measures for significant LOS impacts.  The mitigation measures identified in Staff-Initiated 
Change 2 are appropriate.  

20.9 The commentor expresses concern about the height of the SUMC Project towers and the 
associated visual impacts.  Please refer to Response 20.4, above.   

 The commentor also requests open space mitigation for visual impacts.  Although not 
proposed as a mitigation measure because it is required for all projects in the City of Palo 
Alto per the Municipal Code, the Community Facility Fee would be required.  As 
explained above under Response 20.5, the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to 
pay these fees to reduce park impacts.  In particular, the Community Facility Fee would go 
towards new neighborhood and district parklands acquisition, community center 
development, and the local library system.  Per the fee rates, the SUMC Project sponsors 

                                              
3  Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 

Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5, Figure 5-5. 
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would contribute approximately $6.2 million to this fee, $5.6 million of which would be 
dedicated to the parks portion.4 

20.10 The commentor states that the analysis of the park and recreational impacts from the 
SUMC Project does not take into account population growth.  Increases in residential 
population within the City due to the SUMC Project are considered to be a tertiary impact.  
That is, the SUMC Project would directly increase employment, which is expected to 
generate housing demand, and thus induce more housing, a secondary impact.  These 
additional housing units would generate a greater demand for parks, a tertiary impact.  
Tertiary impacts are generally acknowledged in the Draft EIR; however, these impacts 
would not occur as a direct impact from the SUMC Project.  The new residential 
development that may indirectly result from the increase in employment under the SUMC 
Project would be subject to separate CEQA review and would be required to pay separate 
Community Facility Fees.   

 The commentor also states that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis of the parks and 
recreational impacts in adjacent cities and/or San Mateo County.  As explained above, 
while the Draft EIR acknowledges the potential effects of growth induced by the SUMC 
Projects, the impacts analysis in the Draft EIR focuses on the direct impacts of the SUMC 
Project.  It is anticipated that increased employment at the SUMC Sites would result in 
increased use of existing nearby neighborhood parks, particularly during the lunch hour or 
before or after shifts.  However, due to various shifts, employees would have lunch breaks 
at different times and only a fraction of the daytime employees would potentially use park 
grounds during lunch or after work.  This type of use – walking or eating lunch – would 
not result in substantial deterioration of park facilities.  In addition, due the limited time 
during their breaks, it is unlikely that the employees would travel to adjacent cities to use 
the park facilities.  Therefore, the increase in park use by new SUMC employees would 
not be such that it would result in substantial deterioration of park facilities in adjacent 
jurisdictions.   

 Although the SUMC Project sponsors would allow access to open spaces and fields at the 
Stanford University campus, the increase of 2,242 employees at the SUMC Sites is not 
expected to significantly impact these areas.  In addition, visitors and patients are not 
expected to utilize nearby parks since their visits to the SUMC Sites would be focused on 
the healthcare serves offered by the SUMC Project.  Since there is existing ample open 
space at the Stanford University campus and additional open space is proposed under the 
SUMC Project, an increase of employees would not result in deterioration of these 
resources, whether in the City of Palo Alto or neighboring jurisdictions. 

                                              
4 The Community Facility Fee is a mix of the Park fee ($4.234 per net new square foot * 1,311,411 square 

feet = 5,552,514 = ~$5.6 million) + Community Center fee ($0.239 per net new square foot * 1,311,411 
square feet = $313,427) + Libraries fee ($0.228 per net new square foot * 1,311,411 square feet = 
$299,001) = $6,164,943 = ~$6.2 million. 
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20.11 The commentor suggests mitigation from the CP/GUP EIR to mitigate cumulative park 
impacts.  As discussed on pages 3.14-24 through 3.14-25, under Impact PS-9 of the Public 
Services section, cumulative growth in the City would necessitate acquisition or 
development of new parklands.  However, the contribution of the SUMC Project to this 
cumulative impact would be less than cumulatively considerable.  Since the SUMC Project 
and all other projects proposed within the City would pay a Community Facility Fee, 
impacts are not considered to be significant.  

 As explained under Response 20.5, a comparison to the CP/GUP EIR is not warranted.  
Unlike the CP/GUP, the SUMC Project would not include the development of housing 
units.  The increase in population due to the housing units proposed under the CP/GUP 
would have a significant direct impact on parks and the development of new housing would 
convert existing parks and open spaces, thereby reducing park acreage in the area.  
Because of these significant impacts resulting from the CP/GUP, additional mitigation was 
proposed to lessen the impacts, including two trails.  However, since the SUMC Project 
would have less-than-significant impacts on parks with the payment of the Community 
Facility Fee, the SUMC Project would not be subject to additional mitigation measures. 

20.12 The commentor states that an alternative to dedicating trails as mitigation, payment of 
equivalent funds would mitigate impacts.  Please refer to Responses 20.5 and 20.11.  As 
explained above, the payment of the Community Facility Fee would mitigate park impacts.  
Therefore, no other mitigations or fees are required. 

20.13 The commentor states that the Draft EIR should have included a No Net New Trips 
standard.  Please see Response 20.8 and Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a discussion on 
Changes to Intersection Conclusions, and Master Response 2 for the feasibility of imposing 
a No Net New Trips requirement. 

20.14 The commentor states that the intersection of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue 
(intersection #3) is being double counted as mitigation in the CP/GUP and the current 
Draft EIR for the SUMC Project.  The commentor notes that the mitigation is required for 
another project and there are three other intersections that are common to both 
environmental documents. Many times the traffic analyses for projects consider identical 
intersections and arrive at the same mitigation for those projects.  When a project is 
required to fund its fair share of an improvement to mitigate the impact, it only covers a 
percentage of the total cost.  As other projects contribute, and when full funding is 
available, the improvement can be made.  Therefore, the SUMC Project EIR is not double 
counting or using mitigation from a prior project.  Also, Stanford did not make the 
intersection improvements noted in the CP/GUP Draft EIR.  Instead, the County imposed a 
No Net New Trips policy that stated that the physical improvements to intersections could 
be deferred as long as traffic monitoring determined that Stanford was not increasing their 
traffic levels.  In any event, as explained in Staff-Initiated Change 2, physical roadway 
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improvements are not needed at this intersection to reduce SUMC Project impacts to a less-
than-significant level. 

20.15 The commentor states that there appears to be an error on page 3.4-65 of the Draft EIR.  
The Draft EIR refers to “three feasible intersection improvements.” This is because several 
of the other intersections listed on Table 3.4-18 would not experience a significant impact 
due to the SUMC Project after implementation of traffic adaptive signal technology and an 
enhanced TDM program.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a revised discussion of 
roadway improvements and intersection LOS impacts. 

20.16 The commentor states that the impact of the SUMC expansion to traffic on Alpine Road 
between Junipero Serra Boulevard and I-280 is likely to be especially severe, so a No Net 
New Trips standard should be applied.  Please see Response 20.8, above, and Staff-
Initiated Change 2 for a more detailed discussion on changes to intersections, and Master 
Response 2 for the feasibility of imposing a No Net New Trips requirement. 

20.17 The commentor requests that Mitigation Measure BR-4.5 on page 3.9-28 of the Draft EIR 
include the replacement of removed trees with native trees.  Tree replacement pursuant to 
this measure will be consistent with the City of Palo Alto Public Works Department Street 
Tree Management Plan.  As such, street tree replacement would include native species to 
the maximum extent possible and appropriate species include California black oak, red 
maple, toyon, and flax leaf paperbard.  

20.18 The commentor states that regional housing demand would be great.  As shown in 
Table 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the additional housing demand from the SUMC Project 
would be within projected housing growth for each community within the region.  As such, 
impacts would be less than significant.  On page 3.13-20, the Draft EIR states “Table 3.13-
8 demonstrates that the indirect housing demand from the SUMC Project would represent a 
small percentage of the cumulative housing development at 2025 for all jurisdictions.”  
Because the SUMC Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable effect, 
mitigation for housing demand would not be required.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(3), mitigation measures are not required for effects that are not found to be 
significant.  Also, please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA 
issues.  Lastly, see Master Response 7 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

20.19 The commentor resubmitted the NOP comments.  Please see Responses 20.1 through 20.18, 
above. 
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21. Middlefield North Neighborhood Association, John Guislin (letter dated May 
21, 2010)   

21.1 The commentor states that Middlefield Road is identified as an arterial in the Draft EIR 
when in fact it is a residential arterial and therefore should have been analyzed by the TIRE 
index to determine if the SUMC Project has an impact to this residential street.  The TIRE 
index analysis was conducted for Middlefield Road in Palo Alto.  The existing TIRE Index 
is 4.2, the Future No Project TIRE Index is 4.3, and the Future With Project TIRE Index 
would also be 4.3.  An increase of 5,200 daily vehicles is needed to trigger an increase in 
the TIRE Index.  The SUMC Project is not expected to contribute more than 1,000 daily 
trips without implementation of enhanced transportation demand management (TDM) 
measures (Mitigation Measure TR-2.3).  As such, SUMC Project-generated traffic would 
not cause a change in the TIRE Index and, therefore, would not have a significant impact 
according to the City of Palo Alto standards of significance.  The SUMC Project would not 
result in a significant impact on Middlefield Road at Lytton Avenue.   

21.2 The commentor states that the Transportation Impact Analysis for the Draft EIR found that 
Middlefield Road/Willow Road (intersection #18) was identified as an intersection impacted 
by the SUMC Project, but Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue (intersection #19) and 
Middlefield Road/University Avenue (intersection #20) were not.  The commentor notes that 
if one intersection is impacted all adjacent intersections would experience similar amounts 
of SUMC Project traffic and should also be impacted.  The Transportation Impact Analysis 
(see Appendix C of the Draft EIR) found that both Middlefield Road/Willow Road and 
Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue would be significantly impacted by the SUMC Project 
but, University Avenue/Middlefield Road would not.  Similar amounts of SUMC Project 
traffic travel through the Middlefield Road/Willow Road and Middlefield Road/Lytton 
Avenue intersections, but lesser amounts of SUMC Project traffic travels through the 
University Avenue/Middlefield Road intersection.  A large proportion of project traffic is 
expected to turn off Middlefield Road at Lytton Avenue and uses Lytton Avenue to traverse 
downtown Palo Alto, because of the slow travel speeds along University Avenue.  
Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue and Middlefield Road/Willow Road would not require 
physical improvements to mitigate SUMC Project traffic because the higher priority 
mitigation involving traffic-adaptive signal technology would mitigate the effect of SUMC 
Project traffic.  See Staff-Initiated Change 2. 

21.3 The commentor states that Marsh Road, Sand Hill Road, Willow Road, and Ravenswood 
Avenue are all classified as minor arterials with no build traffic volumes over 18,000.  The 
commentor further states that project traffic on these streets of 100 or more vehicles per 
day would constitute a significant impact according to the City of Menlo Park’s criteria; if 
300 additional cars on Willow Road are headed to Stanford University the most likely route 
is on Middlefield Road, to Lytton Avenue, and University Avenue. Draft EIR page 3.4-71 
Table 3.4-21 lists the roadway Average Daily Trip (ADT) analysis for streets in Menlo 
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Park.  The analysis examined Middlefield Road in Menlo Park and found that SUMC 
Project-generated traffic would not have a significant impact according to Menlo Park’s 
criteria.  The City of Palo Alto uses a different analysis methodology (TIRE Index) to 
evaluate SUMC Project impacts on roadway segments.  For Middlefield Road, the existing 
TIRE Index is 4.2, the 2025 Future Without Project TIRE Index is 4.3, and the 2025 with 
project TIRE Index would also be 4.3.  An increase of 5,200 daily vehicles is needed to 
trigger an increase in the TIRE Index.  The SUMC Project is not expected to contribute 
more than 1,000 daily trips without implementation of enhanced TDM measures.  As such, 
the SUMC Project traffic would not cause a change in the TIRE Index and, therefore, does 
not constitute a significant impact according to the City of Palo Alto standards of 
significance.   
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22. Stanford University Medical Center, Michael J. Peterson (letter dated July 27, 
2010)   

22.1 The commentor requests that on page S-7, the size of the annexation parcel should be 
described as 0.75 acres.  The following edit has been made to the fourth sentence of the 
second paragraph on page S-7 in the Summary section of the Draft EIR. 

A half 0.75-acre area at the northwest corner of the Main SUMC Site, just west of 
Pasteur Drive, is located in unincorporated Santa Clara County, and falls within the A-
1 district in the County of Santa Clara Zoning Code.   

22.2 The commentor requests a text change on page S-12 to state that the Development 
Agreement terms were proposed by the SUMC Project sponsors.  The following edit has 
been made to the first full paragraph under the subheader “Development Agreement” on 
page S-12 in the Summary Section of the Draft EIR.  Please note that the terms that follow 
the below paragraph are those proposed by the SUMC Project sponsors; the City’s 
supplemental terms are provided separately. 

Development Agreement.  A Development Agreement would be approved as part of 
the SUMC Project if the terms of such an agreement could be mutually agreed upon.  
The terms proposed by the City the SUMC Project sponsors and amended by the City 
to be included in the Development Agreement are as follows: 

22.3 The commentor requests a revision to page S-23 to correct the size of the Emergency 
Department.  Footnote 20 on page S-23 has been revised as follows: 

20   The 36,192-square-foot increase in ED size includes 25,000 square feet of “right-
sizing” or decompression space, which refers to expanded floor area to serve as 
treatment space.  The right-sizing or decompression trend is typically seen in 
modernizing hospitals as modern treatment standards require increased floor area 
per bed or treatment space, compared to older hospital facilities.  As such, only 
5,600 11,192 square feet of the ED expansion would be associated with an 
increased level of operations. 

22.4 The commentor disagrees that the Hospital District would include an inclusionary housing 
element. Please refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion on inclusionary housing.  

22.5 The commentor requests a text change to the amendment of Policy L-8 of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The City has proposed to modify Policy L-8 to allow for a greater 
amount of square footage development at the SUMC Project Sites.  As outlined on page 
3.2-29 of the Draft EIR, Land Use, the policy would be amended to state that the SUMC 
hospital uses would not be treated as “non-residential development.”  It should be noted 
that the EIR analyzes the effects of the square footage proposed under the SUMC Project.  
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Therefore, the change to Policy L-8 would not result in impacts beyond that identified in 
the EIR. 

 Not only would the area devoted to urban development remain constant, but new non-
residential growth from 1989 forward would be limited to just over 3.25 million square 
feet.  The total non-residential development in the City in 1996 was in the range of 25 
million square feet.  This amount of growth was analyzed in the Citywide 1989 Land Use 
and Transportation Study and was largely implemented through commercial downzoning. 
This growth limit would be observed Citywide for the term of the Comprehensive Plan.  
Traffic will be monitored to ensure that the intent of the limit is being achieved, though it 
is recognized that traffic counts are affected by both residential and non-residential growth 
and also by auto use behavior.  Any uses identified in Map L-6 as exempt from monitoring 
would not count towards the area specific or citywide caps.  

 The following edits have been made to the first paragraph on page 3.2-29 of Section 3.2, 
Land Use.  Please note that the last sentence in the text below is already underlined in the 
Draft EIR and so the additional text here is bolded and double underlined.   

In addition, the City has proposed to modify Policy L-8 as follows (underlined text 
would be added): 

Maintain a limit of 3,257,900 square feet of new non-residential development for 
the nine planning areas evaluated in the 1989 Citywide Land Use and 
Transportation Study, with the understanding that the City Council may make 
modifications for specific properties that allow modest additional growth.  Such 
additional growth will count towards the 3,257,900 maximum.  Stanford 
University Medical Center hospital, clinic, and medical school uses are not 
intended to be treated as “non-residential development” for the purposes of this 
policy; thus, additional growth in areas zoned “Hospital District” is exempt from 
this policy.  

22.6 The commentor states that it would not be feasible to screen all construction activities from 
view, as required by Mitigation Measure VQ-1.1 in Section 3.3, Visual Quality.  As stated 
on page 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR under Mitigation Measure VQ-1.1, “The intent of the 
[Construction Visual Improvement] plan is to aesthetically improve portions of the project 
site that would remain unimproved for an extended period and screen the construction zone 
from view by passersby along the public streets and sidewalks.”  As noted by the 
commentor, not all areas would be completely blocked from view; however, the SUMC 
Project sponsors are expected to install barriers, such as fencing materials, along public 
sidewalks and streets.  These fences, along with the other visual improvements outlined in 
Mitigation Measure VQ-1.1, would screen direct street views of the SUMC Sites during 
construction.  The specifics of the Construction Visual Improvements Plan would be 
developed and implemented by the SUMC Project contractor(s) and approved by the 
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Planning Director.  The City believes that construction area screening is feasible; 
therefore, no changes to the text are warranted.  

22.7 The commentor requests a text revision to Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1.  As correctly stated 
by the commentor, recommendations from the Architectural Review Board (ARB) 
regarding the final building and site plans of the SUMC Project would be forwarded to City 
Council for consideration.   

 As a result of this comment, Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1 on Table S-4 on page S-28 of the 
Draft EIR, and on page 3.3-39 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

VQ-2.1 Adhere to City’s Architectural Review Process and 
Recommendations.  The SUMC Project sponsors shall submit final 
building and site plans to the ARB prior to issuance of any 
development permits.  Architectural Review shall assess the 
appropriateness of proposed demolitions, proposed building heights 
and massing, siting of buildings and structures, architecture and 
façade treatments, landscaping, circulation plans, and parking.  
The ARB may require recommend alterations to any of the above 
project features, or the ARB may suggest new features, such as 
new landscaping or public art, to improve the proposed SUMC 
Project design.  Any recommendations made by the ARB 
conditions required by the City Council as a result of the 
Architectural Review Process with respect to the design of the 
SUMC Project shall be implemented by the SUMC Project 
sponsors.  

22.8 The commentor states that the City cannot require the SUMC Project sponsors to implement 
transportation demand management (TDM) measures without the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
agreement.  The comment is noted.  As the Draft EIR acknowledges, there is legal 
uncertainty as to whether the City has the authority to directly require the SUMC Project 
sponsors to implement traffic demand management measures, given the apparent 
prohibition in Health and Safety Code Section 40717.9.  Notwithstanding this apparent 
prohibition, the City’s legal counsel has determined that the City still retains such authority 
(see Appendix CC of this document).1  The City’s legal counsel reached this conclusion 
after reviewing and considering the February 24, 2009 memorandum from SUMC’s legal 
counsel. 

 This EIR cannot resolve this legal disagreement over whether the City has the authority to 
implement such TDM measures.  Should the City choose to exercise such authority, it is 

                                              
1  Jarvis, Rick W., and Benjamin P. Fay, “Stanford University Medical Center Proposed Expansion – City 

Authority to Impose Employee Trip Reduction Programs,” Memo to Cara Silver, City of Palo Alto Senior 
Assistant City Attorney, July 2, 2010.  See Appendix CC of this document for full memo. 
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possible that the SUMC Project sponsors could file a lawsuit challenging such exercise, and 
it would then be for a court to resolve this legal dispute.  For the purposes of this EIR, it is 
adequate to acknowledge this legal uncertainty.  In cases where SUMC Project sponsors 
object to the imposition of a particular proposed TDM requirement (such as the identified 
potential requirement for employee use of off-site remote parking lots), the City Council 
should take into account this legal uncertainty as one factor in assessing the overall 
feasibility of imposing such a requirement as a mitigation measure.  However, in cases 
where SUMC affirmatively proposes or otherwise agrees to a particular TDM requirement 
(such as implementation of the GO Pass measure), the existence of this legal uncertainty is 
essentially irrelevant for the purposes of CEQA.  The GO Pass measure is obviously a 
feasible mitigation measure given SUMC’s strong statements agreeing to such a measure, 
even if the City does not have the legal authority to impose it without the SUMC Project 
sponsors’ agreement. 

 The comment cites language in a prior condition of approval and a prior EIR for the 
Stanford Cancer Center (SCC), which suggested that the City did not have authority to 
impose TDM measures.2  The comment suggests that the same language should be used in 
the present EIR.  However, that earlier language predates the legal opinion from the City’s 
legal counsel that concludes that the City does have such authority.  

22.9 The commentor expresses concerns about the requirement under Mitigation Measure TR-
1.6 to survey roads and repair damage during the construction period.  It is anticipated that 
the required survey of damages would identify those damages reasonably attributable to 
construction activities.  Periodically during construction, at an interval determined by the 
City of Palo Alto, roadway surveying would be conducted, the amount of deterioration and 
damage that is attributable to the SUMC Project construction would be estimated, and 
repairs would need to be made by the SUMC Project. 

22.10 The commentor contests Mitigation Measure TR-1.9, which addresses maintaining roadway 
capacity during special events.  The types of special events and their location could change 
between now and the time that construction of the SUMC Project is completed. The 
mitigation measure should be maintained.  If the proposed construction would not restrict 
roadways for accessing special events, then this measure would not be triggered.  As a 
result of this comment, Draft EIR text on page S-33 and on page 3.4-44, Mitigation 
Measure TR-1.9, is revised as follows: 

TR-1.9 Conduct Additional Measures During Special Events.  During 
major athletic events or other special events which attract a 
substantial number of visitors to the campus, the SUMC Project 
sponsors shall implement a mechanism to prevent roadway 

                                              
2  City of Palo Alto, “Stanford Center for Cancer Treatment and Prevention/Ambulatory Care Pavilion EIR,” 

2000.   
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construction activities from reducing roadway capacity during 
major athletic events or other special events which attract a 
substantial number of visitors to the campus along those roadways 
that would be affected by the SUMC Project and that would 
provide access to the athletic or other special events.  This measure 
may require a special supplemental permit to be approved by either 
Santa Clara County or the City of Palo Alto prior to hosting such 
events during significant construction phases. 

22.11 The commentor requests clarification of the “additional fee” under Mitigation Measure TR-
2.1, and indicates that traffic-adaptive signal technology is already installed at specified 
intersections.  Please refer to Master Response 6 a discussion on SUMC Project’s fair 
share contribution.  Please also see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a corrected discussion of 
the traffic-adaptive signal technology requirement.   

22.12 The commentor requests clarification of the fair share costs and fees required under 
Mitigation Measure TR-2.2.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for a discussion on SUMC 
Project’s fair share contribution under Mitigation Measure TR-2.2.   

22.13 The commentor questions Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 and states that the specifics of this 
measure would be the subject of the Development Agreement since it is a voluntary 
measure.  Please refer to Response 22.8, above.  The City and the SUMC Project sponsors 
are negotiating Development Agreement terms to implement and clarify this measure. 

22.14 The commentor questions the list of required roadway improvements under Mitigation 
Measure TR-2.4.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a revised discussion of the 
roadway improvements.  The Draft EIR and Staff-Initiated Change 2 also evaluate ways to 
mitigate SUMC Project impacts without making physical roadway improvements.  The 
SUMC Project impact at the El Camino Real/Page Mill Road intersection can be mitigated 
through traffic-adaptive signal technology and, therefore, physical roadway improvements 
at this intersection would not be necessary or warranted.   

22.15 The commentor questions the list of the roadway improvement required under Mitigation 
Measure TR-2.5.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 2 for a revised discussion of the 
roadway improvements and intersection LOS conclusions. Also, please refer to Master 
Response 6 for a discussion on the SUMC Project’s fair share contribution. 

22.16 The commentor objects to the imposition of remote parking lots.  The comment is noted.  
The Draft EIR does not propose the actual imposition of a mitigation measure which would 
require use of remote parking by employees, although Appendix K of the Draft EIR 
presents remote parking facilities as a potential alternative to the proposed GO Pass 
measure.  The comment, including its attachments (as included in this section as Letter 
22b), presents various arguments as to why a remote parking mitigation measure would not 
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be feasible.  Such arguments would only need to be considered if the City Council 
considers imposing such a measure, which the EIR does not propose.   

 With respect to the commentor’s statement that the City does not have the legal authority to 
impose such a mitigation measure without the SUMC Project sponsors’ agreement, refer to 
Response 22.8 above.  For the same reasons as is set forth in a memorandum from July 2, 
2010, counsel for the City is of the opinion that the City has the legal authority to require 
use of remote parking lots as a form of TDM.3  Also, please refer to Master Response 2 
for a discussion of remote parking.   

22.17 The commentor supports Mitigation Measure TR-4.2, as presented on page 3.4-72 of 
Section 3.4, Transportation.  The comment is noted and no further response is necessary.   

22.18 The commentor contests the conclusion that the SUMC Project would result in a traffic 
hazard on Welch Road.  Please refer to Master Response 5 for a detailed discussion of the 
connection between Pasteur Drive and Roth Way. 

22.19 The commentor contests the requirement under Mitigation Measure TR-4.1 to conduct 
further studies for the connection between Pasteur Drive and Roth Way.  Please refer to 
Master Response 5 for a detail discussion of Mitigation Measure TR-4.1. 

22.20 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not identify any SUMC Project component 
that would impede existing or planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  As indicated on 
page 3.4-76 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would result in increased bicycle and 
pedestrian activity in and around the SUMC Sites.  In addition, the SUMC Project would 
generate 10,061 daily vehicular trips, before mitigation.  An increase in bicycle and 
pedestrian travel, and traffic volumes, plus the associated intersection congestion caused by 
higher traffic levels, could result in increased traffic-related hazards to pedestrians and 
cyclists.   

22.21 The commentor states that the Draft EIR on page 3.4-76, under Impact TR-6, does not 
relate to the City’s significance standard.  The City’s standard on page 3.4-31 of the Draft 
EIR states that the SUMC Project would result in the significant impact if it would “result 
in increased traffic related hazards to pedestrians and bicyclists as a result of increased 
congestion.” As indicated on page 3.4-76 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would result 
in increased bicycle and pedestrian activity in and around the SUMC Sites.  In addition, the 
SUMC Project would generate 10,061 daily vehicular trips, before mitigation.  An increase 
in bicycle and pedestrian travel, and traffic volumes, plus the associated intersection 
congestion caused by higher traffic levels, could result in increased traffic-related hazards 
to pedestrians and cyclists.  As such, the conclusion is related to the significance standard. 

                                              
3  Jarvis, Rick W., and Benjamin P. Fay, “Stanford University Medical Center Proposed Expansion – City 

Authority to Impose Employee Trip Reduction Programs,” Memo to Cara Silver, City of Palo Alto Senior 
Assistant City Attorney, July 2, 2010.  See Appendix CC of this document for full memo. 
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22.22 The commentor notes that aspects of Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 would be subject to 
Caltrans approval and would result in a new significant impact in the AM Peak Hour.  
Please refer to Master Response 6 for revisions to this measure.     

22.23 The commentor states that the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to fund a bicycle and 
pedestrian connection between the SUMC Sites and Stanford Shopping Center.  While the 
SUMC Project sponsors have offered to fund a bicycle and pedestrian connection between 
the SUMC Sites and Stanford Shopping Center, the City is nonetheless retaining this 
provision as a mitigation measure to ensure its implementation.  Final Development 
Agreement terms have yet to be negotiated.  Please refer to Master Response 12 for further 
discussion of the purpose of the Development Agreement and the process for its adoption. 

22.24 The commentor states that the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to fund a connection 
from the planned Everett Avenue bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing to the El Camino 
Real/Quarry Road intersection.  While the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to fund a 
connection from the planed Everett Avenue bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing to the El 
Camino Real/Quarry Road intersection, the City is nonetheless retaining this provision as a 
mitigation measure to ensure its implementation.  Final Development Agreement terms 
have yet to be negotiated.  Please refer to Master Response 12 for further discussion of the 
purpose of the Development Agreement and the process for its adoption as well as Master 
Response 6 for a discussion of fair share calculations to the cost of transportation-related 
mitigation measures. 

22.25 The commentor points out that the requirement under Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 for a 
bicycle and pedestrian route through the Arboretum is beyond the City’s jurisdiction.  
Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 identifies measures to reduce the hazards from the SUMC 
Project’s impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians.  These measures include installing a variety 
of improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian network in the immediate vicinity of the 
SUMC Sites.  One identified improvement would be to provide a bicycle and pedestrian 
trail through the Arboretum Drive as part of future campus planning in the vicinity of the 
SUMC Sites.  Upon further review, the City has determined that this measure would not be 
necessary to mitigate the SUMC Project’s impacts.  Under existing conditions, there is 
already bicycle and pedestrian access through this portion of the campus, although not 
formally designated as such.  It should be noted that Stanford’s bike plan does call for 
making similar improvements, and such improvements may make sense from a general 
planning perspective, but those improvements are not necessary to mitigate any impact of 
the SUMC Project.  Given the above discussion, Draft EIR text has been revised, as shown 
in Master Response 6. 

22.26 The commentor points out that continuous sidewalks exist along Quarry Road and that the 
SUMC Project sponsors have offered to fund enhancements to bus stops along Quarry 
Road.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for changes to Mitigation Measure TR-6.1.   
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22.27 The commentor questions whether the 12-foot-wide crosswalks and other improvements 
under the second to last bullet under Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 are feasible or desirable. 
Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 requires that 12-foot-wide crosswalks be provided at El 
Camino Real/Quarry Road and other intersections along Vineyard Lane, Quarry Road, and 
Welch Road, along with color concrete or diagonal striping, pedestrian pushbuttons, and 
countdown pedestrian signals.  All of these improvements are considered feasible and 
desirable to maximize pedestrian travel in and around the SUMC Project.  Other 
improvements, such as median refuge areas and advance warning devices, are suggested to 
be installed on a case-by-case basis during the design process.  

22.28 The commentor indicates that the SUMC Project sponsors will include installation of Class 
I and Class III bicycle parking spaces.  While the SUMC Project sponsors have indicated 
that they will include installation of Class I and Class III bicycle parking spaces, the City is 
nonetheless retaining this measure as a mitigation measure to ensure its implementation. 

22.29 The commentor questions the validity of the Draft EIR’s conclusion regarding transit.  
Please see Staff-Initiated Change 1 for discussion of the quantified transit analysis. 

22.30 The commentor states that the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to provide increased 
Marguerite shuttle service as part of the Development Agreement.  Refer to Master 
Response 1 for a discussion of the GO Pass mitigation measure and required steps in the 
event that mode splits are not accomplished.  In addition, please refer to Master Response 
12 for a description of the Development Agreement. 

22.31 The commentor notes the Draft EIR on page 3.4-78 identifies the maximum load factor for 
the U-Line from Ardenwood to the Stanford campus at 1.0.  The commentor indicates that 
Stanford provides funding for this service.  The Draft EIR evaluates the existing U-Line 
service and finds the current load factor (comparison of the number of riders to the number 
of seats) to be 0.94.  The attractiveness of transit for long trips, such as across the Bay to 
the Stanford campus, is partially based on every passenger having a seat.  The use of U-
Line service could be negatively impacted if the load factor were allowed to exceed 1.0. 

22.32 The commentor indicates that conditions for transit centers do not occur at the SUMC.  
Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for a discussion of transit facilities.   

22.33 The commentor disputes the requirement for transit centers as mitigation and points out 
that the SUMC Project would provide enhanced bus stops.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 1 for a revised discussion on transit facilities. 

22.34 The commentor questions the requirement under Mitigation Measure TR-7.2 that would 
require a financial contribution to expand Marguerite shuttles into Palo Alto.  It is essential 
that Marguerite shuttle service be expanded between SUMC and PAITS as part of the GO 
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Pass mitigation.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for the discussion and revision of 
Mitigation Measure TR-7.2.  

22.35 The commentor references Mitigation Measure TR-7.2, which suggests the SUMC Project 
sponsors make a financial contribution to the operation of the U-Line; however, Stanford 
currently funds the U-Line service and works with AC Transit to ensure adequate service. 
The Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) suggests that the 
appropriate mitigation for the U-Line service would be to maintain a load factor of 1.0 or 
less.  An additional financial contribution above and beyond what Stanford already 
contributes would only be necessary in the event that the U-Line load factors were 
consistently above 1.0. 

22.36 The commentor indicates that the SUMC Project sponsors intend to pay the Citywide 
Traffic Impact Fee under Mitigation Measure TR-7-2.  The comment is noted and no 
response is warranted. 

22.37 The commentor indicates that the SUMC Project would not result in an increase in 
ridership on the VTA bus line and questions the fair share contribution as required under 
Mitigation Measure TR-7.2.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 1, which concludes that 
contribution to the VTA service and Crosstown Shuttle would not be warranted.  

22.38 The commentor indicates that they will explore payment towards Menlo Park’s shuttle fee 
as required under Mitigation Measure TR-7.2.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 1 for 
revisions to Mitigation Measure 7.2. 

22.39 The commentor indicates that Mitigation Measure TR-9.1 should be clarified to specify that 
contribution toward an Opticom system would only be required for intersections that would 
be significantly impacted after mitigation.  Contrary to the comment, Mitigation Measure 
TR-9.1 would be required for all significantly impacted intersections prior to mitigation.  
There would be 11 intersections  that would be significantly impacted prior to mitigation.  
Please refer to Master Response 6 for more discussions on the SUMC Project’s fair share 
contribution. 

22.40 The commentor correctly notes that the recently adopted Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) significance thresholds would not apply to the SUMC Project since the 
Notice of Preparation for the SUMC Project was released prior to the adoption date for the 
new thresholds.  The Draft EIR only provides a comparison of the SUMC Project’s 
emissions to these new thresholds for informational purposes, and the conclusions in the 
EIR are based on the previously adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines with the exception 
of cumulative impacts from TACs and fine particulate matter. 

22.41 The commentor correctly notes that the provision of a Caltrain GO Pass for SUMC 
employees would not reduce SUMC Project emissions to a less-than-significant level, as 
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described on page 3.5-19 of the Draft EIR.  The commentor also correctly notes that the 
reduction in trips associated with this measure would only apply to SUMC employee trips 
and not trips by patients or visitors.  Patient and visitor trips are estimated to be 
approximately 60 percent of the SUMC Project trips.  The commentor also correctly notes 
that these patient and visitor trips would likely occur with or without the SUMC Project, as 
those in need of medical treatment likely would seek treatment elsewhere in the Bay Area if 
the SUMC facilities were not expanded. 

22.42 The commentor disputes the efficacy of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1.  Please see Master 
Response 7 regarding the feasibility of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1.  Also, as shown in 
Table 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR, mobile source emissions of NOX and PM10 would be 
significant and unavoidable.  That is, with mitigation, SUMC Project trips would emit 
95.69 pounds per day or 16.30 tons per year of NOX and 407.91 pounds per day or 74.44 
tons per year of PM10.  These emissions would exceed the applicable BAAQMD thresholds 
of 80 pounds per day or 15 tons per year.  As such, an alternative to reduce or avoid the 
significant and unavoidable mobile source emissions from the SUMC Project has been 
evaluated.  The Village Concept Alternative provides an alternative development scenario 
that involves nearby employee housing, which was evaluated to determine whether it could 
reduce the SUMC Project’s mobile-source emissions of NOX and PM10.  However, as 
shown in the Staff Initiated Change 4, the Village Concept Alternative would result in an 
increase in emissions over the SUMC Project and therefore would not reduce impacts with 
respect to greenhouse gas emissions or NOX and PM10. 

22.43 The commentor requests that a cumulative analysis of the potential health risks associated 
with the SUMC Project using the BAAQMD’s published methodology for cumulative health 
risks.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 3 and Appendix U of this document for a 
discussion of the cumulative health risks associated with the SUMC Project. 

22.44 The commentor has requested that the calculations of business-as-usual (BAU) and SUMC 
Project emissions be revised as described in an attachment, included as Letter 22d of this 
section.  Revisions have been made to the emission inventories as described in Staff-
Initiated Change 4. 

22.45 The commentor disagrees with the conclusion that the SUMC Project energy-consuming 
features are inconsistent with the Climate Protection Plan policies with respect to energy 
efficiency. Table 3.6-5 on page 3.6-31 of the Draft EIR outlines the energy efficiency 
measures that would be incorporated as design features under the SUMC Project.  The 
Draft EIR concludes that an audit is necessary to verify the reductions obtained. The text in 
Table 3.6-5 on pages 3.6-31 and 3.6-32 has been revised as indicated in Staff-Initiated 
Change 4.  In addition, Mitigation Measure CC-1.1 on page 3.6-54 of the Draft EIR has 
been revised as indicated in Staff-Initiated Change 4.   
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22.46 The commentor requests that Mitigation Measure CC-1.1 be revised to specify that the 
commissioning would occur once for each new building, the year following its construction.  
The purpose of Mitigation Measure CC-1.1 is to ensure that the buildings are operating at 
the intended design efficiency.  This can be accomplished through an initial commissioning 
and then subsequent annual reports and does not require repeated commissioning. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure CC-1.1 has been revised as indicated in Staff-Initiated 
Change 4. 

22.47 The commentor states that the City’s Climate Protection Plan indicates that participation in 
the Palo Alto Green Energy Program is voluntary and not, as indicated in the Draft EIR, a 
requirement for the SUMC Project.  Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 on page 3.6-55 of the 
Draft EIR, which required participation by the SUMC Project in the Palo Alto Green 
Energy Program, has been revised as indicated in Staff-Initiated Change 4.  Under the 
revised Mitigation Measure CC-1.2, the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to 
participate in a renewable energy program, but not necessarily the City’s Palo Alto Green 
renewable energy program.  

22.48 The commentor states that the Draft EIR overestimates the SUMC Project energy usage, 
and further states that the Draft EIR does not adequately recognize the efforts that the 
SUMC Project sponsors are taking to reduce energy use.  As discussed in more detail in 
Staff-Initiated Change 4, the electricity usage and emissions estimates for the SUMC 
Project have been revised.  See Staff-Initiated Change 4 for complete details. Due to these 
revisions, there is a reduction in estimated electrical usage for the SUMC Project from 
54,640 MWh to 32,147 MWh annually.   

 While the Draft EIR acknowledges the energy efficiency measures applied to the SUMC 
Project, the SUMC Project must be compliant with each of the City’s Climate Protection 
Plan individual policies in order to result in less-than-significant impacts.  Mitigation 
Measure CC-1.2, on page 3.6-55 of the Draft EIR, has been revised to require that the 
SUMC Project participate in a renewable energy program, but not necessarily the City’s 
Palo Alto Green renewable energy program, as indicated in Staff-Initiated Change 4.   

22.49 The commentor indicates that the City’s Climate Protection Plan promotes inventorying and 
reporting of greenhouse gas emissions and does not make reporting mandatory. The 
Climate Protection Plan does not mandate that individual businesses inventory or report 
greenhouse gas emissions.  However, the City has indicated that annual greenhouse gas 
emissions inventories for the Hospitals should be included as mitigation in order to enable 
the City to more accurately monitor the Citywide emissions and the effects of the Climate 
Protection Plan policies.    
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22.50 The commentor indicates that the City’s Climate Protection Plan’s policy for offering 
additional public shuttles appears to apply to the City rather than the community.  The 
additional public shuttle mitigation in the City’s Climate Protection Plan applies to the 
City.  However, the SUMC Project sponsors currently provide an extensive public shuttle 
system that is expanded as demand increases.  Further, the SUMC Project sponsors have 
offered to expand the Marguerite shuttle service where increased demand would result 
from the implementation of the Caltrain GO Pass.  Because of the SUMC Project’s 
potential expansion of the Marguerite shuttle service, the Draft EIR includes this policy to 
further demonstrate the SUMC Project’s compliance with the goals of the City’s Climate 
Protection Plan.    

22.51 The commentor indicates that the City’s Climate Protection Plan does not appear to require 
individual businesses to prepare and submit waste reduction audits, while the mitigation 
implemented in the Draft EIR requires annual waste reduction audits.  The City’s Climate 
Protection Plan does not require that individual businesses prepare or submit waste 
reduction audits.  With the City’s commitment to minimizing waste generation with the 
ultimate goal of Zero Waste, the inclusion of the mitigation requiring an initial audit is to 
show that the waste reduction due to SUMC Project efficiencies is warranted.  As waste 
reduction audits are not mandated by the City’s Climate Protection Plan, Table 3.6-5 on 
page 3.6-45 of the Draft EIR has been revised such that compliance with the plan is 
indicated; however mitigation is proposed to ensure that an audit is performed to verify the 
anticipated reductions are met, as shown in Staff-Initiated Change 4.   

22.52 The commentor objects to the SUMC Project sponsors requirements to conduct annual 
waste reduction audits.  Mitigation Measure CC-1.4 has been revised to remove the annual 
waste reduction audits, as shown in Staff-Initiated Change 4. 

22.53 The commentor states that vehicle miles traveled would not be substantially reduced by 
providing housing in Palo Alto.  Please see Master Response 7 regarding Mitigation 
Measure PH-3.1.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 4 for revisions to the calculation of 
greenhouse gas emissions and conclusions in the climate change analysis.  As indicated, the 
SUMC Project’s greenhouse gas emissions would be more than the 30 percent below BAU, 
and as such, the SUMC Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable 
contribution to global climate change due to quantified greenhouse gas emissions.  As 
shown in the Staff-Initiated Change 4, the Village Concept Alternative would result in an 
increase in emissions over the SUMC Project and therefore would not reduce impacts with 
respect to greenhouse gas emissions.  However, both the SUMC Project and the Village 
Concept Alternative would have less than cumulatively considerable contributions to global 
climate change with mitigation. In making its decision on the SUMC Project and its 
alternatives, the City Council will take into consideration the benefits of the Village 
Concept Alternative, including the level to which this alternative would or would not 
reduce mobile source emissions (see Master Response 8). 



4-187Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

22.54 The commentor states that the SUMC Project sponsors have a long track record of tree 
protection and preservation.  The comment is noted and acknowledged by the City.  Please 
refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for a description of the corrected Protected Tree numbers. 

22.55 The commentor suggests that the Final EIR identify the trees within the SUMC Project Sites 
that the City has determined to be biological and aesthetic tree resources.  Figure 5-1 in 
the Draft EIR has been replaced with new figures (Figures 5-1a through 5-1d), as indicated 
in Staff-Initiated Change 6.  These figures depict the aesthetic tree resources that would be 
removed, retained, and relocated.  Figures 5-1a through 5-1d in Staff-Initiated Change 6 
compares tree removal, retention, and relocation under the Tree Preservation Alternative 
with the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for corrected aesthetic 
tree resource numbers. 

22.56 The commentor summarizes their understanding of the tree replacement requirements.  
Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures.   

22.57 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measures BR-4.1 through BR-4.5 on pages 3.9-
26 through 3.9-29 of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to these mitigation measures, 
with the exception of Mitigation Measure BR-4.5.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 
for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22.58 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.1, as presented on page 3.9-26 
of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.1.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22.59 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.2, as presented on pages 3.9-26 
through 3.9-27 of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.2.  
Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22.60 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.3, as presented on page 3.9-27 
of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.3.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures.  

22.61 The commentor requests the deletion of Mitigation Measure BR-4.4 as presented in the 
Draft EIR on pages 3.9-27 through 3.9-28.  Although the City has decided not to delete the 
mitigation measure in its entirety, edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.4 
(now Mitigation Measure BR-4.4A).  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to 
the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22.62 The commentor suggests an additional mitigation measure, which would require the 
replacement for the loss of any Protected Trees within the SUMC Sites.  This mitigation 
measure has been added as Mitigation Measure BR-4.4B.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 
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22.63 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.6, as presented on page 3.9-28 
of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.6.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22.64 The commentor requests a revision to the Draft EIR to reflect that the Santa Clara Valley 
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) has not 
yet been adopted.  According to the Santa Clara County, the Draft EIR/EIS for the Draft 
Habitat Plan was released on December 17, 2010 and the certification of the Environmental 
Review and the completion of the Final HCP/NCCP is expected to occur in 2011.4  
Therefore, the following text edit has been made to fifth sentence of the discussion under 
Impact BR-5 on page 3.9-29 of Section 3.9, Biological Resources: 

In September 2006, Stanford University initiated the development of the Stanford 
University HCP with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries.  However, because the 
Stanford University HCP is currently out for public review and has not been 
adopted, it is not a currently applicable Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP).  Until such time that the HCP is 
adopted, there is no requirement to comply with its provisions.  In addition, Tthe 
Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP is the nearest adopted HCP/NCCP in the region 
but is also in development and has not yet been adopted.  Nonetheless, the 
SUMC Sites are not included within it’s the boundaries of the Santa Clara Valley 
HCP/NCCP and it would not apply to the SUMC Project.  Because no applicable 
adopted HCP or NCCP currently exists for the SUMC Sites, and no habitat for 
special-status plant or wildlife species occurs in the SUMC Sites, the SUMC 
Project would have no impact on any applicable HCP or NCCP. 

22.65 The commentor questions whether the SUMC Project would increase jobs compared to the 
City’s projections.  Please see Master Response 7 for a discussion of the analysis of the 
SUMC Project’s contribution to the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio.   

22.66 The commentor questions whether the project would increase the City’s jobs to employed 
residents ratio.  The SUMC Project can only increase the jobs to employed residents ratio 
because the SUMC Project does not propose to increase housing stock and the SUMC 
Project does not propose to increase the City’s projected employed residents.  The SUMC 
Project only proposes to increase the “jobs” portion of the ratio.  The methodology of 
comparing increased employment against a future scenario is appropriate under CEQA; it 
is comparable to the methodology in Section 3.4, Transportation, which applies a future 
year scenario both with and without the SUMC Project for more accurately determining 
impacts.   

                                              
4  County of Santa Clara, Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan, “Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP,” accessed on 

January 14, 2011 at: http://scv-habitatplan.org/www/site/alias__default/1/home.aspx. 
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22.67 The commentor offers clarifications regarding specifics of the SUMC Project.  The 
clarifications pointed out by the commentor are correct.  Please see Master Response 7, 
which explains that Mitigation Measure PH-3.1 is presented in the Draft EIR for 
informational purposes as an alternative mitigation measure to those identified in Section 
3.4, Transportation, and Section 3.5, Air Quality.   

22.68 The commentor discusses the feasibility of mitigation measures.  Please see Master 
Response 7 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

22.69 The commentor discusses the feasibility of mitigation measures.  Please see Master 
Response 7 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1.   

22.70 The commentor discusses the feasibility of mitigation measures.  Please see Master 
Response 7 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

22.71 The commentor discusses the feasibility of mitigation measures.  Please see Master 
Response 7 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

22.72 The commentor discusses the feasibility of mitigation measures.  Please see Master 
Response 7 for a discussion of Mitigation Measure PH-3.1. 

22.73 The commentor states that the amount of City open spaces outlined in the Draft EIR does 
not correctly add to the total.  According to the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, 
there is a total of 16,627 acres of land in the City, approximately 40 percent of which is 
dedicated as parks and open space preserves.5  The open space preserves that are owned 
and operated by the City are the Baylands Nature Preserve, Esther Clark Nature Preserve, 
Foothills Park, and the Pearson-Arastradero Preserve.6  In addition, the open space 
preserves that are within City lands, but are operated by the Mid-Peninsula Open Space 
District, include Montebello Open Space Preserve and Montebello Open Space Preserve.7  
Although the Draft EIR correctly identified the open space areas, the total acreages and 
percentages did not add to the correct sum, as noted by the commentor.  As such, the third 
full paragraph on page 3.14-10, which continues to the beginning of page 3.14-11, has 
been revised, as shown below.  These changes do not affect the analysis or the impact 
conclusions regarding park and open space facilities. 

Approximately 30 38 percent54 (4,763 6,372 acres) of the City’s land area consists of 
open space preserves.5455,56  Open space preserves provide opportunities for hiking, 
biking, fishing, picnicking, camping, nature study, and non-motorized boating.  They 
also have significant ecological and aesthetic value, providing important habitat for 
wildlife and scenic areas.5557  These major foothill open spaces that are owned and 

                                              
5  City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Land Use and Community Design, 1998, pg. L-4. 
6  City of Palo Alto, “Open Space & Parks, Preserves and Open Space,” accessed on August 25, 2010 at: 

http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/depts/csd/parks_and_open_space/preserves_and_open_spaces/default.asp 
7  City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Natural Environment, 1998, pg. N-2. 
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operated by the City include:  the 1,940-acre John Fletcher Byxbee Recreational Area 
Baylands Nature Preserve; the 1,400-acre Foothills Park; the 622 610-acre Pearson-
Arastradero Preserve; and the 22-acre Esther Clark Park Nature Preserve;. 58,59 the 
12.4-acre Timothy Hopkins Creekside Park; In addition, the open space preserves that 
are within City lands, but are operated by the Mid-Peninsula Open Space District, 
include the 2,200 acres of Montebello Open Space Preserve; and the 200-acre Los 
Trancos Open Space Preserve.60  The Byxbee, Foothill, Arastradero, Clark, and 
Hopkins Parks are owned and operated by the City, while Montebello and Los Trancos 
are operated by the Mid-Peninsula Open Space District.56 

    
54 Greg Betts, Director of Community Services, City of Palo Alto Community Service. 

Electronic communication, October 25, 2007. 6,372 acres of open space preserves/16,627 
acres of land within the City of Palo Alto = 38.3 percent = ~ 38 percent 

55 City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Land Use and Community Design, 1998. 
56 City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Natural Environment, 1998. 
5557 City of Palo Alto. 1997. Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan EIR, Natural Environment, 

September. 
56  Greg Betts, Director of Community Services, City of Palo Alto Community Service. 

Electronic communication, October 25, 2007. 
58 City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Natural Environment, 1998. 
59  City of Palo Alto, “Open Space & Parks, Preserves and Open Space,” accessed on August 

25, 2010 at: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/depts/csd/parks_and_open_space/preserves_and 
_open_spaces/default.asp. 

60 City of Palo Alto, Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Natural Environment, 1998. 

22.74 The commentor agrees with the impact conclusions and analysis of the impacts related to 
fire protection due to the implementation of the SUMC Project, but disagrees with the 
suggested improvement measures.  Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment and/or 
staff to support a public service is not considered a significant impact unless new facilities 
would need to be constructed to house them, resulting in physical impacts.  For example, if 
a project would require an increase in the level of staffing at the fire department, and the 
existing fire house would not be not large enough to support this increase, a new, larger 
fire facility would have to be constructed.  This new construction would result in 
potentially significant environmental impacts.  However, the SUMC Project would not 
increase the need for fire services to the extent that new fire facilities would need to be 
constructed, therefore resulting in a less-than-significant impact. 

 Nonetheless, the SUMC Project would require additional fire services, just not to the 
degree that would result in the construction of new buildings.  These additional services 
would have an impact on the Palo Alto Fire Department (PAFD) itself; however, under 
CEQA, this is not considered a physical environmental impact.  As stated on page 3.14-13, 
the impacts to the PAFD include the need for a new ladder to serve the increased building 
heights at the SUMC Sites and the need for three additional full time employees. 
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 Improvement measures are identified in the Draft EIR as a potential way to reduce the less-
than-significant impacts to the PAFD, as presented on page 3.14-14.  Since the impacts are 
not large enough to trigger the construction of new facilities, the construction of which 
could result in a significant impact, mitigation measures would not be warranted under 
CEQA.  However, the City could encourage the SUMC Project sponsors to implement 
these improvement measures or consider imposing them as Conditions of Approval.  
Consideration over whether to include the improvement measures as Conditions of 
Approval would occur during the entitlement process rather than the environmental review 
process.  Therefore, for the purposes of CEQA review in the Draft EIR, the improvement 
measures are provided as supplemental information and are not mandated, but encouraged.   

 One of the improvement measures, as outlined on page 3.14-14 of the Draft EIR, includes 
providing the PAFD with a 100-foot ladder to replace the existing 75-foot ladder.  The 
130-foot SHC Hospital towers would be significantly taller than the existing buildings at 
the SUMC Sites.  Therefore, in order for the PAFD to reach the upper floors of the 
buildings in the event of an emergency, the PAFD has indicated that a new ladder would 
need to be purchased.  Although more space would be needed at the fire station to house a 
100-ladder truck, the PAFD has looked at the apparatus-housing capabilities at the fire 
stations and has determined that the current facilities are capable of handling any new 
equipment.8 

 The other improvement measure would increase the 12-hour Medical unit to a 24-hour unit 
and add three full time employees.  The commentor questions the need for these additional 
medical unit employees.  The calculations to determine how many new PAFD employees 
would be needed are based on the existing call volumes from the SUMC and square 
footages.  The PAFD received 64 calls per year from the SUMC Sites in 2007 (the baseline 
condition).  Based on the increase of square footage, the calls would increase to 99 calls 
per year.  Although it is expected that many emergencies would be treated by hospital staff 
rather than the PAFD Medical unit, there is still a current demand for the PAFD (64 calls) 
and an increase in square footage, which would result in an increase of patients, 
employees, and visitors, is expected to result in a higher demand for PAFD staff.  
Therefore, as stated on page 3.14-13 of the Draft EIR, Dan Firth, former Fire Marshal of 
the PAFD, confirmed that three new full time employees would need to be hired.9  
Although additional staff would be needed as a result of the SUMC Project, the PAFD 
acknowledges that the existing fire stations are capable of handling the increase in 
employment.10  Therefore, the need for new fire facilities would not be triggered and a 
less-than-significant physical environmental impact would occur. 

                                              
8  Gordon Simpkinson, Acting Fire Marshal, Palo Alto Fire Department, Planning and Transportation 

Commission Hearing, June 2, 2010. 
9  Dan Firth, Fire Marshal, Palo Alto Fire Department, electronic communication May 9, 2008. 
10  Gordon Simpkinson, Acting Fire Marshal, Palo Alto Fire Department, Planning and Transportation 

Commission Hearing, June 2, 2010. 
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22.75 The commentor acknowledges that City decision-makers could approve modifications to the 
SUMC Project alternatives that combine components of certain alternatives.  The Palo Alto 
City Council must ultimately certify that it has reviewed and considered the information in 
the EIR and that the EIR has been completed in conformity with CEQA.  Following 
certification, it is at the discretion of the City Council whether to approve the SUMC 
Project as proposed, or portions of the proposed SUMC Project alternatives that would 
mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts, while rejecting the alternatives that are 
deemed to be infeasible.  Nonetheless, if it is determined that any impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be prepared.  
Refer to Master Response 8 for a description of the alternatives and variations to the 
proposed alternatives.  Also refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description of the 
City’s review process and the next steps in the EIR review.   

22.76 The commentor does not support the No Project or Reduced Project Alternatives.  Per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR must include a range of feasible alternatives 
that obtain most of the project objectives and reduce the significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the proposed project.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) 
requires the inclusion of a “no project” alternative in order to allow decision-makers to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the SUMC Project Draft EIR analyzes seven alternatives, 
including two No Project and two Reduced Intensity Alternatives.  This comment concerns 
the merits and feasibility of the SUMC Project alternatives and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to 
Master Response 9 regarding the merits of the SUMC Project and its alternatives. 

22.77 The commentor states that no trees that are both biological and aesthetic tree resources 
would be removed under the Tree Preservation Alternative.  Please see Staff-Initiated 
Change 6 for corrected numbers under the SUMC Project and Tree Preservation 
Alternative.  The Tree Preservation Alternative would result in the relocation of three 
aesthetic tree resources (while retaining 15 of these trees).  No Protected Trees that are 
aesthetic tree resources would be removed under this alternative.  Up to 59 Protected Trees 
(which are not aesthetic tree resources) would be removed, which is less than the 74 
Protected Trees removed under the SUMC Project.   

 In addition, the commentor expresses support for the Tree Preservation Alternative.  It is 
acknowledged that the Tree Preservation Alternative is the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
preferred alternative.  Nonetheless, this comment concerns the merits of the SUMC Project 
alternatives and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding the merits of the 
SUMC Project and its alternatives. 
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22.78 The commentor states that extending the parking garage below Kaplan Lawn under the 
Historic Preservation Alternative would impact aesthetic tree resources Protected Trees.  
As stated on page 5-25 in Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, the Historic 
Preservation Alternative would need to relocate the underground parking lot proposed at 
the site of the new SHC clinics (under the SUMC Project) to a different location.  This 
parking could potentially be accommodated by expanding the existing Pasteur Drive garage 
and/or increasing the size of the proposed SHC parking structure at the corner of Welch 
Road and Pasteur Drive.    

 Since the exact site plans for the Historic Preservation Alternative are unknown at this 
time, it is too speculative to determine the exact location of the parking garage.  As stated 
by the commentor, expanding the existing Pasteur Drive garage would require the removal 
of the Protected Trees in Kaplan Lawn.  Although this would result in a further significant 
and unavoidable impact to Protected Trees, it would more importantly, for the purposes of 
the Historic Preservation Alternative, affect the historic integrity of the area.  This would 
result in a significant, and potentially unavoidable, impact to the Stone Building complex 
and its surroundings.  Therefore, the efforts of the Historic Preservation Alternative would 
not succeed in retaining the historic integrity of the building. 

 As explained on page 5-178 of the Draft EIR, the Pasteur Drive configuration and 
landscaping were an important part of E.D Stone’s original Master Plan.  The construction 
of the subterranean parking structure below the Pasteur Mall would likely require 
dismantling and reconstruction of the fountain in the western forecourt, which has been 
identified as a character-defining feature.  In addition, the parking garage would require the 
removal of the biological and aesthetic tree resources in Kaplan Lawn.  The vehicular and 
pedestrian approach to the Stone Building complex along Pasteur Drive contributes to the 
overall feel and integrity of the area.  Therefore, removal of the fountain and the Kaplan 
Lawn trees would significantly compromise E.D. Stone’s Master Plan layout, existing open 
spaces, landscape features, and the immediate setting of the Stone Building complex.11 

 Due to the potentially significant and unavoidable cultural and biological resource impacts, 
the following edit has been made to the last sentence of the last bullet on page 5-25: 

The parking lots proposed under the SUMC Project that would be constructed under 
the Historic Preservation Alternative would include the SHC parking structure as 
proposed under the Tree Preservation Alternative (with three levels underground and 
four levels aboveground) at the corner of Welch Road and Pasteur Drive, the 
underground LPCH parking structure at the corner of Welch Road and Quarry Road, 
and the Hoover Pavilion parking structure.  However, the underground parking lot 
proposed at the site of the new SHC clinics would have to be constructed elsewhere 

                                              
11  Architectural Resources Group, Inc., Stanford Medical Center Project: ARG Project Number 07030, Memo 

to PBS&J, March 17, 2010. 
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since it would be located under the 1959 Hospital Building complex.  This parking 
would instead be accommodated elsewhere at the Main SUMC Site, including 
potentially expanding the existing Pasteur Drive garage and/or increasing the size of 
the proposed SHC parking structure at the Welch Road/Pasteur Drive intersection. 

22.79 The commentor argues that reusing the Stone Building complex as office space, instead of 
clinics and research facilities as proposed in the Draft EIR, is not feasible.  This statement 
pertains to a comment submitted at a public hearing.  Please Refer to Master Response 8 
for the range of alternatives analyzed and variations to the proposed alternatives.   

22.80 The commentor argues that reusing the Stone Building complex for community physicians, 
instead of clinics and research facilities as proposed in the Draft EIR, is not feasible.  This 
statement pertains to a comment submitted at a public hearing.  Please Refer to Master 
Response 8 for the range of alternatives analyzed and variations to the proposed 
alternatives.   

22.81 The commentor supports the pedestrian linkages under the Village Concept Alternative but 
does not support the housing component.  This comment concerns the merits of the Village 
Concept Alternative and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a discussion of 
project merit in the CEQA process. 

 The commentor also states that the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to provide $23 
million to be used towards affordable housing in the City of Palo Alto.  As explained on 
page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, a Development Agreement would be 
approved as part of the SUMC Project if the terms of such an agreement could be mutually 
agreed upon.  One term proposed by the SUMC Project sponsors to be included in the 
Development Agreement is the payment of housing in-lieu fees in the amount of $23.1 
million, which is equivalent to what a commercial project would pay.  The Village Concept 
Alternative was included in the Draft EIR as an alternative to paying this in-lieu fee.  See 
Master Response 12 for further discussion of the purpose of the Development Agreement 
and the process for its adoption. 

22.82 The commentor corrects the land use designation for the Village Concept Housing Sites, as 
outlined in Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives.  On pages 5-30 and 5-32, the Draft 
EIR states that the Quarry Road/Arboretum Drive and the Quarry Road/El Camino Real 
housing sites are zoned A1-20S.  According to the 2007 Santa Clara Zoning Atlas, these 
sites are zoned A1-20S, A1 with Combining District.12  However, the Land Use 
Designation for these sites, as outlined in the Stanford University 2000 Community Plan 
and General Use Permit (CP/GUP), is Academic Campus.  The Academic Campus 
designation applies to lands in current or intended academic use and allows for the 

                                              
12  County of Santa Clara, Santa Clara County Zoning Atlas, Map 16, August 2007. 
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construction of student housing.  Although the zoning was included in the Draft EIR, the 
Land Use Designation for the sites were not stated or explained.  Therefore, the following 
text has been revised in the fourth paragraph on page 5-30: 

The Quarry Road/Arboretum Drive site is zoned as A1-20S, Academic Reserve and 
Open Space A1 with Combining District, per the approved Stanford Community 
Plan/General Use Permit Santa Clara County Zoning Atlas.10  Zone A1-20S is defined 
as lands outside of the core campus area that currently have an open space character or 
use, or low intensity academic use a slope density combining district with the same 
allowed uses as the A1 Zoning District, General Use.  These lands are identified as 
important for their scenic beauty, visual relief, grazing, and wildlife values, as well as 
their academic potential.  Permitted uses in the A1 Zoning District include, but are not 
limited to, agricultural uses, single-family residences, parks and playgrounds, home 
occupations, and accessory buildings to permitted uses.  University uses are 
conditionally permitted uses.  The 20S refers to the 20S Slope-Density Combining 
District, which regulates density of development through provisions that determine the 
maximum number of lots and dwelling units permitted through subdivision based on the 
average slope of the lot.1011  This site is within unincorporated Santa Clara County, and 
any changes to the previously approved housing therein would require County 
approval.  

In addition to the zoning, the Stanford Community Plan/General Use Permit has 
assigned the Quarry Road/Arboretum Drive Site with the land use designation of 
“Academic Campus.”  According to Policy LU-1 of the Stanford Community Plan, 
“the Academic Campus designation applies to lands in current or intended academic 
use.”  These academic uses support the academic activity of the University, including, 
but not limited to, student housing and administrative offices.12 In addition, the 
Stanford General Use Permit places the sites in the Quarry Development District.13   

    
10 County of Santa Clara, Santa Clara County Zoning Atlas, Map 16, August 2007. 
1011  County of Santa Clara, Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit 

Application, Final Environmental Impact Report, Certified by the Santa Clara County 
Board of Supervisors, December 2000. 

12  Santa Clara County Planning Office, Stanford University Community Plan, adopted by the 
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors December 12, 2000. 

13 County of Santa Clara, Stanford University 2000 General Use Permit, approved December 
12, 2000.   

 In addition, the following text has been revised in the first sentence on page 5-32 of the 
Draft EIR: 

The Quarry Road/El Camino Real site is also zoned as A1-20S, Academic Reserve and 
Open Space  A1 with Combining District, per the approved Stanford Community 
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Plan/General Use Permit Santa Clara County Zoning Atlas14 and has a land use 
designation of Academic Campus per the Community Plan.1115   

    
14 County of Santa Clara, Santa Clara County Zoning Atlas, Map 16, August 2007. 
1115  County of Santa Clara, Stanford University Draft Community Plan and General Use Permit 

Application, Final Environmental Impact Report, Certified by the Santa Clara County 
Board of Supervisors, December 2000. County of Santa Clara, Stanford University 
Community Plan, approved December 12, 2000. 

22.83 The commentor describes housing units allowed under General Use Permit Condition F.1.  
The comment is noted.  Please see Response 22.86, below.   

22.84 The comment requests clarification on allowance of housing on the Stanford campus.  In 
response to Comment 22.84, the following sentence is added as the last sentence to the first 
bullet on page 5-33 of the Draft EIR: 

These two sites were approved in December 200016 to provide a total of 420 units (350 
units plus a 20 percent overage of 70 units17) for postgraduates and/or hospital 
residents.  More specifically, these sites are designated for postdoctoral fellows and 
medical residents.  

22.85 The commentor states that the Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road housing site under the Village 
Concept Alternative is zoned RM-40, rather than PF (Public Facilities), as stated in the 
Draft EIR.  The revisions suggested by the commentor are correct.  As such, the second 
paragraph under the bullet titled “Pasteur Drive/Sand Hill Road Site” on page 5-32 of the 
Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

This site consists of 2.5 acres and is located on the southeast corner of Pasteur Drive 
and Sand Hill Road.  The site is just north of the Main SUMC Site, and Sand Hill 
Fields is located across Pasteur Drive, to the east of the site.  Currently, this site is 
open space and no buildings are located on the property.  This site is within City of 
Palo Alto jurisdiction and is zoned PF, Public Facilities. A zone change to RM-40,12 
which allows multiple-family residential units at a maximum residential density of 40 
dwelling units/acre.13 would be required for this site.  

22.86 The comment discusses the CP/GUP as it relates to on-campus housing.  The CP/GUP 
allows up to 3,018 units, but only requires that 2,420 of those units be constructed as a 
condition to full academic build out.  As there is no regulatory requirement to build 598 
units, up to 598 CP/GUP units have been identified by the City as excess units that could 
be the subject of a housing agreement if mutually agreed upon.  Stanford asserts that the 
units have been “programmed” for other uses, but the CP/GUP does permit the units to be 
used for postdoctoral fellows and medical residents.   
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 While the CP/GUP provides strict limits on non-residential development, including a 
specific development cap, it provides greater latitude for residential development.  The 
Framework section of the CP/GUP clarifies that additional housing is exempt from the 
development cap.  The Housing section of the CP/GUP also expressly provides that upon 
approval of the Santa Clara County Planning Commission and subject to further 
environmental assessment, additional housing beyond 3,018 units may be constructed.  
Read together, if the parties mutually agree, the housing can be used for hospital housing.   

 As stated on pages 5-34 through 5-35 of the Draft EIR, recommendations to dedicate the 
housing to SUMC employees would have some implications on the analysis in the CP/GUP 
EIR.  Specifically, the CP/GUP EIR transportation analysis applied trip generation rates 
specific to campus residents, including graduate students and post doctoral fellows.  
However, the trip rate of SUMC employee occupants of the housing, as proposed under the 
Village Concept Alternative, would differ from the trip generation rate for graduate 
students and post doctoral follows.  The change in the trip rate and the corresponding 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), air quality, climate change, and noise emissions are also 
analyzed on pages 5-198 through 5-210 of the Draft EIR.   

 In light of Stanford's assertion that the units have been “programmed” for other uses, the 
trip generation and LOS analysis of the Village Concept Alternative has been revised since 
the publication of the Draft EIR.  For the revisions to the analysis, refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 8, which assumes displacement of the campus population could occur if GUP 
housing were allocated to SUMC employees.  In addition, the associated changes to the 
climate change analysis due to adjustments of VMT have also been applied to this EIR 
under Staff-Initiated Change 4. 

22.87 The commentor contests the approach for analyzing trip generation and intersection 
impacts under the Village Concept Alternative.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 8 for 
a revised trip generation analysis under the Village Concept Alternative. 

22.88 The commentor states that vehicle miles traveled may increase under the Village Concept 
Alternative.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 4.   

22.89 The commentor states that the SUMC Project sponsors have offered as part of the 
Development Agreement to fund a new Class I bicycle and pedestrian path extending from 
the planned Everett undercrossing to El Camino Real.  The City is nonetheless retaining 
this feature as part of the Village Concept Alternative for the Council’s consideration.  See 
Master Response 8, which discusses how the City may opt to approve components of 
various project alternatives in its final decision on the SUMC Project.  Final Development 
Agreement terms have yet to be negotiated.  In addition, see Master Response 12 for 
further discussion of the purpose of the Development Agreement and the process for its 
adoption. 
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22.90 The comment describes Caltrans approval of roadway improvements.  As indicated on page 
5-35, colored bike lanes [along El Camino Real] would require Caltrans approval.  The 
following sentence is added as the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 5-35 of the 
Draft EIR: 

Figures 5-4 and 5-5 show the sequence of public spaces and connections.  All 
modifications within the El Camino Real right-of-way would require Caltrans approval. 

 Also, the following text is added to the last sentence to the last bullet on page 5-35 of the 
Draft EIR: 

- Evaluate of the adequacy of bicycle and pedestrian signal crossing times, and if 
deficient (greater than 4 feet per second crossing speed), increase time (decrease 
walking speed to 3.5 to 4 feet per second) and evaluate impact on peak hour 
intersection LOS and vehicle delay;.  Changes in crossing times within the El 
Camino Real right-of-way would require Caltrans approval; 

Please refer to Master Response 6 for changes to the El Camino Real/ Quarry Road 
intersection component. 

22.91 The commentor states that the SUMC Project sponsors have offered to include new 
pedestrian crossings at the Stanford Barn area as part of the Development Agreement.  The 
City is nonetheless retaining this feature as part of the Village Concept Alternative for the 
Council’s consideration.  See Master Response 8, which discusses how the City may opt to 
approve components of various project alternatives in its final decision on the SUMC 
Project.  Final Development Agreement terms have yet to be negotiated.  See Master 
Response 12 for further discussion of the purpose of the Development Agreement and the 
process for its adoption. 

22.92 The commentor indicates that the SUMC Project sponsors plan to fund improved bus stops 
on Quarry Road, which are part of the components of the Village Concept Alternative.  The 
commentor also points out that the transit centers described under the Village Concept 
Alternative correct the descriptions found under Mitigation Measure TR-7.1. Please refer 
to Staff-Initiated Change 1 for revisions to the requirement regarding transit centers.  
Please refer to Master Response 6 for revisions to the Quarry Road linkage component. 

22.93 The commentor provides information regarding consistency of the SUMC Project sponsors 
objectives relative to the Village Concept Alternative.  As such, the following revisions 
have been made to the first paragraph on page 5-49 of the Draft EIR: 

Project Sponsors Objectives.  The Village Concept Alternative would meet all most 
of the objectives of the SUMC Project sponsors because this alternative would include 
the SUMC Project as proposed.  Development of the Village Concept Alternative 
would construct new hospital and medical office buildings, allowing each hospital to 
meet SB 1953’s criteria and to maintain its position as a leading provider of health 
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care.  Under this alternative, SHC and LPCH would provide sufficient beds and other 
facilities to meet projected future growth in demand.  All regional needs for emergency 
and disaster preparedness would be met through maintenance of SHC and LPCH.  In 
addition, the existing SoM buildings would be replaced by the new FIM buildings; 
therefore, this alternative would achieve the objective of replacing outmoded research 
facilities with state-of-the-art research facilities to support contemporary translational 
research.  The Village Concept Alternative also would provide sufficient faculty 
offices, research laboratories, and administrative support space to meet the SoM’s 
projected needs would maintain the opportunity to provide responsible and sustainable 
design for the SoM’s operating systems, water systems, and use of physical materials.  
In addition, tThe alternative could allow sufficient design and entitlement flexibility to 
be able to adapt to changes in medical research needs and changes in technology.  In 
addition to meeting the objectives at the SHC, LPCH, and SoM, the Village Concept 
Alternative would also include pedestrian linkages, which would enhance the bicycle 
and pedestrian connections between the SUMC Sites, the Stanford Shopping Center, 
PAITS, and nearby open space areas.  These linkages would further the SUMC Project 
sponsors’ objectives of providing efficient access to the SUMC Sites for healthcare 
providers and staff.  As such, the Village Concept Alternative would attain all of the 
SUMC Project sponsors objectives. 

 However, the Village Concept Alternative would not meet the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
cost objective.  Due to the housing unit component of this alternative, the cost of 
construction would be higher than proposed under the SUMC Project.  The Village 
Concept Alternative would meet the majority of the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
objectives, but would not minimize the initial cost to the greatest extent feasible. 

22.94 The commentor indicates that the SUMC Project sponsors are evaluating the feasibility of 
identified mitigation measures for pile driving noise under the Tree Preservation 
Alternative.  The SUMC Project sponsors have indicated that if the Tree Preservation 
Alternative was selected and pile driving is used, the identified mitigation measures for pile 
driving are generally feasible.  The SUMC Project sponsors provided suggestions for text 
modification to subsection (a), which are acceptable.  Therefore, the additional mitigation 
measure for pile driving under the Tree Preservation Alternative has been revised as 
follows.  

 Draft EIR text on page 5-149, second bullet, subsection (a), has been revised as follows: 

a. Require construction contractors to use noise-reducing pile driving techniques, 
including pre-drilling pile holes (if feasible, based on soils) to the maximum 
feasible depth, installing verify that manufacturer-provided intake and exhaust 
mufflers on pile driving equipment are present, vibrating piles into place when 
feasible, and installing shrouds around the pile driving hammer where feasible. 
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22.95 The commentor indicates that under the Village Concept Alternative, fewer University 
postdoctoral fellows and medical residents would be within walking distance of the campus 
compared to development under the CP/GUP.  Please see Response 22.86.  Please also see 
Staff-Initiated Change 8, which considers displacement of postdoctoral fellows and medical 
residents off campus under the Village Concept Alternative.   

22.96 The commentor indicates that housing for SUMC employees would generate more trips than 
housing for non-SUMC employees.  Please see Staff-Initiated Change 8 for a revised 
analysis of the Village Concept Alternative. 

22.97 The commentor notes that Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 largely duplicates the components of 
the Village Concept Alternative.  Several elements of Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 are also 
components of the Village Concept Alternative; however, Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 and 
the pedestrian linkages under the Village Concept Alternative differ slightly and have their 
own unique characteristics.  The Village Concept Alternative would not have significant 
impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Please refer to CC2.26 in Section 5 of this 
document for a comparison of the requirements of Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 and the 
bicycle and pedestrian connections proposed under the Village Concept Alternative. 

22.98 The commentor indicates that the Village Concept Alternative could result in the need for 
additional parking for campus commuters by displacing members of the campus 
population.  The Village Concept Alternative would eliminate the need for some SUMC 
Project parking because hospital employees would be housed near the SUMC Sites.  The 
savings would be approximately 250 spaces (490 x 64.9 percent x 0.8, where 64.9 percent 
is the SUMC’s drive alone population, and 0.8 is the weekday factor).  Likewise, 
displacing a portion of the campus population would result in an increase in the need for 
on-campus parking.  The increase would be approximately 230 spaces (420 x 54.4 percent, 
where 54.4 percent is the University’s drive-alone population).  

22.99 The commentor states that the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with the SUMC 
Project without the traffic demand measures should be 275,566 annually, and would be less 
than the Village Concept Alternative because the SUMC Project does not include a 
residential component.  The VMT associated with the SUMC Project and the Village 
Concept Alternative has been revised.  Please refer to Staff Initiated Changes 4 and 8 for 
changes in the VMT analysis for the Village Concept Alternative.   

22.100 The commentor states that Table 5-13 and Table 5-15 of the Draft EIR (pages 5-206 and 5-
209 respectively) show that with the GO Pass implementation, greenhouse gas emissions of 
the Village Concept Alternative are reduced by less than 1 percent from the emissions of the 
SUMC Project. The VMT associated with the Village Concept Alternative has been 
revised.  Please refer to Staff Initiated Changes 4 and 8 for changes in the VMT analysis 
for the Village Concept Alternative.   
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22.101 The commentor states that Table 5-16 on page 5-209 incorrectly applies trips by non-
employee household members to the proposed SUMC Project.  Please refer to Staff Initiated 
Changes 4 and 8 for changes in the VMT analysis for the Village Concept Alternative.   

22.102 The comment reiterates some points made in the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
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4-208 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

22a. Stanford University Medical Center, Barbara Schussman (letter dated 
February 24, 2009)   

22a.1 The commentor disagrees with the statement on page 3.4-27 of the Draft EIR that the City 
can effectively require the applicant to include TDM measures in the SUMC Project. Please 
see Response 22.8.  
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Redwood City

Embarcadro Road

Ardenwood Farms

SLAC – Sand Hill Road

Page Mill-I-280

Figure 1 – Remote Parking Locations Proposed by City of Palo Alto

Figure 2 – Sand Hill Road / I-280 Locations
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Figure 3 – Page Mill Road / I-280 Location

Figure 4 – Embarcadero Road Location (across from Palo Alto Golf Course / Airport)
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Figure 5 – Ardenwood Parking (Existing Park and Ride Lot)

Figure 6 – Redwood City Mid-Point Technology Center Location
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4-215Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

22b. Stanford University Medical Center, Michael J. Peterson (letter dated July 27, 
2010)   

22b.1 The commentor points out the disadvantages of implementing a mandatory remote parking 
program.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion on remote parking. 

22b.2 The commentor provides background information on the Ardenwood park-and-ride lot.  The 
information provided by the commentor is correct.  If remote parking were implemented 
using the Ardenwood park-and-ride lot, the SUMC Project sponsors would need to lease 
the appropriate number of spaces from AC Transit, the operator of the park-and-ride lot.  
In addition, additional environmental review would be required if the lot were expanded 
beyond its current size.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for more discussion on remote 
parking. 

22b.3 The commentor provides background information on the parking lot at Page Mill Road/ 
I-280 interchange.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking. 

22b.4 The commentor provides background information on the parking lot at I-280/Sand Hill 
Road interchange.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking. 

22b.5 The commentor provides background information on the parking lot along Embarcadero 
Road.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking. 

22b.6 The commentor provides background information on the parking lot in Redwood City.  
Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking. 
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4-221Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

22c. Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated January 9, 2010)   

22c.1 The commentor provides information to prepare a conceptual design of enhanced bus 
stops at Stanford Hospital and at the Hoover Pavilion.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 1 for more discussion of provision of on-site enhanced bus stops.   
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22d. Stanford University Medical Center, Barbara Schussman (letter dated July 27, 
2010)   

22d.1 The commentor states that the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) adopted Scoping 
Plan anticipates that in order to reduce emissions by 30 percent compared to business-as-
usual (BAU) emissions in 2020, much of the reductions will come from Statewide 
regulations.  Accordingly, when using a BAU methodology, the effect of Statewide 
regulations adopted since 2003 should be included in the calculations of non-BAU 
emissions, but not BAU emissions.  The calculation of non-BAU emissions of the SUMC 
Project has been revised to include the State-adopted regulations when estimating project-
specific emissions.  Revisions to the greenhouse gas inventory based on Statewide 
standards are discussed in detail in the Staff-Initiated Change 4 (State Adopted AB 32 
Scoping Plan Measures).     

22d.2 The commentor states that the Draft EIR incorrectly adds current Title 24 efficiency 
standards to the assumptions for BAU emissions quantifications on page 3.6-52; however 
the emissions are accurately calculated without the incorporation of the current Title 24 
efficiency standards.  In order to address this comment, the second sentence of the first 
paragraph on page 3.6-52 of the Draft EIR has been revised to clearly define the 
assumptions used in the BAU calculations with respect to energy efficiency, as shown in 
Staff-Initiated Change 4. 

22d.3 The commentor states that the future energy consumption for the SUMC Project hospital 
buildings should be 30 percent lower than BAU and that the production of steam and 
chilled water from the Central Energy Facility should also be reduced due to the increased 
energy efficiency of the hospital buildings.  The calculations of greenhouse gas emissions 
from future energy consumption of the hospital buildings and the reduction of steam and 
chilled water from the Central Energy Facility have been revised to more accurately 
portray the energy efficiencies of the SUMC Project.  The revisions to the greenhouse gas 
inventory based on changes to the energy efficiencies from those presented in the Draft EIR 
are discussed in detail in the Staff-Initiated Change 4.     

22d.4 The commentor agrees that the methodology for the BAU emissions associated with non-
fleet vehicle emissions is appropriate.  However, the commentor states that the adopted 
State laws should be incorporated into the calculation of 2020 SUMC Project emissions.  
The adopted State laws, such as Paveley and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard are now 
incorporated into the non-BAU vehicular emissions.  This assumption, and the resulting 
revisions to the Draft EIR, is discussed in detail in the Staff-Initiated Change 4.   

22d.5 The commentor asks that the City consider whether it is appropriate to attribute greenhouse 
gases from patient and visitor trips to the SUMC Project for purposes of performing a BAU 
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comparison.  See Staff-Initiated Change 4 (Patient and Visitor Trips) for a full discussion 
of patient and visitor trips with respect to the revised greenhouse gas analysis. 
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4-237Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

22e. Stanford University Medical Center (letter dated July 20, 2010)   

22e.1 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.1, as presented on page 3.9-26 
of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.1.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22e.2 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.2, as presented on pages 3.9-26 
through 3.9-27 of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.2.  
Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22e.3 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.3, as presented on page 3.9-27 
of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.3.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22e.4 The commentor requests the deletion of Mitigation Measure BR-4.4 as presented in the 
Draft EIR on pages 3.9-27 through 3.9-28, and suggests a replacement mitigation measure.  
Although the City has decided not to delete the mitigation measure in its entirety, edits 
have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.4 (now Mitigation Measure BR-4.4A).  In 
addition, the City has included the commentor’s suggested mitigation measure as 
Mitigation Measure BR-4.4B.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the 
Protected Tree mitigation measures. 

22e.5 The commentor requests edits to Mitigation Measure BR-4.6, as presented on page 3.9-28 
of the Draft EIR.  Edits have been made to Mitigation Measure BR-4.6.  Please refer to 
Staff-Initiated Change 6 for edits to the Protected Tree mitigation measures. 
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23. Brian and Susan Anuskewicz (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

23.1 The commentor is concerned that the City is using the SUMC Project as a way to balance 
the City’s budget.  A Fiscal Impact Analysis was prepared by CBRE Consulting, Inc. in 
February 2009 to determine the potential tax and fee revenues that would be generated by 
the SUMC Project.  These fees would be required to sufficiently fund the anticipated costs 
of providing municipal services to the SUMC Project.  The analysis used a time horizon of 
thirty years (2010-2040), consistent with the proposed Development Agreement, which is 
outlined on pages 2-27 through 2-28 of the Draft EIR.  For the monetary impacts of the 
SUMC Project and the required fees to be paid by the SUMC Project sponsors, please refer 
to the Fiscal Impact Analysis, which is available at the City’s website.1

23.2 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary.  
Please refer to Master Response 9 for a discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 

  

23.3 The commentor questions the review process of the EIR.  This comment pertains to the 
review process and the SUMC Project in general and does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master 
Response 11 for a detailed description of the City’s review process and the next steps in the 
EIR review.   

 

                                              
1  City of Palo Alto, “City Manager’s Report,” Memo to City Council, May 24, 2010, accessed on September 

3, 2010 at: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/knowzone/news/details.asp?NewsID=1316&TargetID=219. 
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24. Dorothy Bender (letter dated July 23, 2010)   

24.1 The commentor requests that the City ensure that the bicycle and pedestrian linkages 
included in the Development Agreement and the mitigation measures presented in the Draft 
EIR are not redundant.  The Development Agreement is not yet finalized and the City and 
the SUMC Project sponsors are still in the negotiation process.  All comments submitted 
during the EIR review process, including this comment, will be considered by the City 
during the finalization of the Development Agreement.  Please refer to Master Response 12 
for a description of the Development Agreement process and terms.  

24.2 The commentor cites Figure 3.4-10 of the Draft EIR concerning bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements in the immediate vicinity of the SUMC Project and suggests that all 
mitigation measures suggested by Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 be added to that graphic.  
The bicycle and pedestrian mitigation measures required by TR-6.1 are described in detail 
on Draft EIR pages 3.4-76 to 3.4-77.  This detailed description adequately conveys the 
requirements of this mitigation measure.   
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25. Melvin and Aviva Bernstein (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

25.1 The commentor expresses opposition to the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 

 The commentor also states that the building program proposed for the SUMC Project is too 
large.  As explained on page 2-22 in Section 2 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, the 
SUMC Project requires additional floor area due to existing spatial constraints and the 
growing demand for outpatient services.  Current spatial constraints at the SHC and LPCH 
facilities restrict the SUMC’s ability to serve new patients; therefore, expansions are 
necessary to provide the optimal level of care for new and existing patients.  At both 
hospitals, the number of patients turned away will increase unless additional patient beds 
are provided.  In addition, hospital expansion is necessary because the American Academy 
of Healthcare Architects recommends that all beds be in private rooms, which require 
‘right-sizing’ under the SUMC Project.  With regards to outpatient services, in order to 
accommodate the growing demand, the hospitals propose to construct new and replacement 
clinics on the Main SUMC Site, as well as renovate the existing Hoover Pavilion building 
and construct a new building for use as clinics and medical office space. 

 Several SUMC Project alternatives are discussed and analyzed in Section 5 of the Draft 
EIR, Alternatives, that seek to reduce the size of the SUMC Project.  No Project  
Alternative A, No Project Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative A, and Reduced 
Intensity Alternative B, all propose to reduce the building floor area and construction of the 
SUMC Project.  Please refer to Master Response 8 for an explanation of alternatives to the 
SUMC Project.  
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26. Charlie Bourne (letter dated July 24, 2010)   

26.1 The commentor states that insufficient attention is given to roadway segments in Menlo 
Park that funnel traffic to and from the SUMC Project.  Daily traffic volumes were 
collected on Oak Avenue in September 2010.  Using City of Palo Alto criteria, a 
significant impact would result if the TIRE index for a local or collector residential street 
increased by 0.1 or more.  The existing TIRE Index for Oak Avenue is 3.4, the 2025 
Future Without Project TIRE Index is 3.4, and the 2025 Future With Project TIRE Index 
would also be 3.4.  An increase of 650 daily vehicles is needed to trigger an increase in the 
TIRE Index.  Before the implementation of mitigation, the SUMC Project is expected to 
contribute no more than 100 daily trips.  As such, the SUMC Project traffic would not 
cause a change in the TIRE Index and, therefore, does not constitute a significant impact 
according to the City of Palo Alto standards of significance.  The SUMC Project would not 
negatively impact Oak Avenue.   

 Using City of Menlo Park criteria, an increase of 25 trips or more per day would be a 
significant impact.  However, with implementation of enhanced transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures, the SUMC Project would add fewer than 25 trips per day in 
this location.  Therefore, both the City of Palo Alto and Menlo Park’s significance criteria 
indicate that the SUMC Project would have a less than significant impact to Oak Avenue.  
As such, the amount of project trips along the “tributaries” of Oak Ave is not expected to 
cause a significant impact as well.  

26.2 The commentor states that SUMC Project traffic traveling southbound on US 101 is likely 
to exit on Marsh Road, and use various side streets to get to Sand Hill Road.  The 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) evaluated SUMC Project 
traffic that exited US 101 at Marsh Road and travelled various routes through Menlo Park.  
Specifically in West Menlo Park, the Transportation Impact Analysis evaluated Santa Cruz 
Avenue, Sharon Road, Stanford Avenue, Leland Avenue, and Vine Street.  SUMC Project-
specific traffic impacts were not found to occur for any of these streets.  Therefore, other 
adjacent streets would not experience a significant SUMC Project impact. 

26.3 The commentor states that there may be an increase in southbound traffic exiting US 101 at 
Willow Road, which could impact the intersection of Willow Road/Newbridge Street.  The 
analysis of impacts to the Willow Road/Newbridge Street intersection has been included in 
Staff-Initiated Change 2 (see intersection #70).   

26.4 The commentor states that the Willow Road/Bayfront Expressway intersection already 
operates at LOS F, but the SUMC Project sponsor’s presentation was not adequate to 
reflect the seriousness of the situation.  The Transportation Impact Analysis found that the 
Willow Road/Bayfront Expressway intersection currently operates at LOS E.  The analysis 
also found that the SUMC Project would have a significant impact at this intersection.  The 
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SUMC Project would be required to contribute a fair share financial contribution to this 
intersection to implement the improvements noted in the City of Menlo Park’s Traffic 
Impact Fee program. See Staff-Initiated Change 2. 

26.5 The commentor states that the recent EIR for the Bohannon Menlo Gateway project 
estimated it would decrease the service levels in the Willow Road region.  Furthermore, the 
impacts from that project have not been included in the SUMC Draft EIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 3 for a discussion on background growth.  

26.6 The commentor notes that the new Stanford Medical Campus in Redwood City was recently 
developed and expanded and, as such, there would be traffic traveling between the 
Redwood City campus and SUMC.  The basis of the Transportation Impact Analysis for 
trip generation was the existing SUMC facility.  Traffic counts were collected at the 
existing facility.  As discussed on page 3.4-45 of the Draft EIR, trip generation rates were 
developed from those counts and the existing facility size.  These rates were then used to 
determine the additional traffic generated by the expanded SUMC facility.  The clinics that 
were relocated to Redwood City are self-contained.  Patients do not travel between 
Redwood City and Palo Alto for treatment.  Some faculty members or researchers may 
travel between the two sites on some days, but this is not expected to be frequent.  The 
faculty tends to have clinic days and teaching days so they normally go to one facility or 
the other.  The number of inter-campus trips would likely be relatively small on a given 
day. 

26.7 The commentor states that future development plans for several acres of Stanford property 
on El Camino Real have not been disclosed and they should be included in the SUMC Draft 
EIR as a cumulative impact.  There are currently no plans for the Stanford land located in 
Menlo Park.  The City of Menlo Park is considering a Specific Plan that would govern 
these lands, but the City has not completed its EIR for the Specific Plan and the plan has 
not been approved.  Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion on background 
growth. 

26.8 The commentor notes that the Draft EIR does not consider several other relevant projects in 
the cumulative analysis, including projects in Menlo Park and the Stanford Shopping 
Center Project.  Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion on background growth 
and cumulative impacts pertaining to traffic impacts.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15355, cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental effects.  
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(3), “Lead agencies should define the 
geographic scope [or context] of the area affected by the cumulative effect and provide a 
reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.”  The geographic context is 
typically tailored to the nature of the environmental issue/impact and resource or 
population being affected. Each discussion of cumulative impacts in Sections 3.2 through 
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3.15 of the Draft EIR includes an explanation of the relevant geographic context.  
Depending on the topic, the geographic context could be localized or regional.  For 
example, the cumulative context for air quality would include the larger regional air basin.   

 As stated on page 3.1-2 of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) requires that 
an EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts should be based on either a list of past, present, 
and probable future projects producing related impacts or a summary of projections 
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document.  The cumulative projects analyzed in the Draft EIR rely on both a 
list of projects within Palo Alto and regional growth projections.  The list of foreseeable 
projects within the City of Palo Alto was provided by City staff and included in the analysis 
(see Appendix B to the Draft EIR).  Growth projections applied to the cumulative analysis 
in the Draft EIR include forecasted growth in adjacent cities other than Palo Alto.  Growth 
projections also include growth allowed under the Stanford University 2000 CP/GUP, the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 2005, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District’s (BAAQMD) air quality projections, the City of Palo Alto’s Travel 
Demand Forecasting Model, and projections of various public service and utility providers 
for the SUMC Project.  See pages 3.1-2 through 3.1-6 for a discussion of the cumulative 
scenario. 

 In regards to the Shopping Center Project, the commentor states that when Stanford 
withdrew the application for the Stanford Shopping Center expansion, Stanford affirmed 
that it wanted to consider the Shopping Center Project at a later date.  However, this is 
incorrect.  As explained on pages 3.1-3 to 3.1-4 in Section 3.1, Environmental Analysis, 
the Stanford Shopping Center expansion is not considered a reasonably foreseeable project 
in the City and is, therefore, not included in the cumulative project list assumed in the 
Draft EIR.  As described in the Draft EIR, the Simon Property Group submitted an 
application in 2007 to expand the Stanford Shopping Center and construct a boutique 
hotel.1  However, this application was withdrawn in April 2009.  Given Stanford 
University’s statement that it intends to focus its development efforts on the SUMC Project, 
and due to the current economic downturn and changing retail trends, the scope of any 
future development at the Stanford Shopping Center is too speculative to analyze at this 
point.  As stated by Stanford, the Shopping Center expansion is no longer before the City 
for its consideration and there are no foreseeable plans, proposals, or programs in place 
that would bring the Shopping Center expansion back to the City for approval at a later 
time.2  Therefore, the Stanford Shopping Center expansion is not considered a probable 
future project for the purposes of the cumulative impact discussion, per CEQA Guidelines 

                                              
1  Simon Property Group, “Simon Properties – Stanford Shopping Center Expansion Application,” August 20, 

2007. 
2  Barbara Schussman, Bingham McCutchen LLP, Letter to Cara Silver, Senior Assistant City Attorney, April 

16, 2009. 
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Section 15130.  Nevertheless, some background growth at the Stanford Shopping Center is 
included in the City’s regional traffic model. 

26.9 The commentor states that traffic mitigation for the SUMC Project should include parking 
areas near I-280 and Sand Hill Road and the new Stanford Medical Campus in Redwood 
City with shuttle buses carrying passengers between the remote parking areas and the 
SUMC site.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion on remote parking.   

26.10 The commentor states that the traffic mitigation for the SUMC Project relies heavily on the 
expanded use of Caltrain.  However, the commentor states that Caltrain is having financial 
difficulties and may not be able to provide the service anticipated.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 for a more detailed discussion on the viability of the GO Pass mitigation 
measure. 

26.11 The commentor requests that the Sand Hill Road/El Camino Real intersection be modified 
to allow traffic to travel east/west across this intersection.  The intersection geometrics and 
permitted movements at the Sand Hill Road/El Camino Real/Alma Street intersection have 
been established by the City of Palo Alto.  Modifications of these geometrics would not 
change the impacts associated with the SUMC Project.  Changing the travel patterns 
through this intersection is not an improvement that is tied to the SUMC Project. 

26.12 The commentor requests that the traffic signal at the Sand Hill Road/Oak Avenue 
intersection be modified to eliminate the eastbound left turn from Sand Hill Road onto Oak 
Avenue. The eastbound left turn from Sand Hill Road to Oak Avenue is not a traffic 
movement that would be used by traffic traveling to and from the SUMC Project site.  The 
modification of this intersection as suggested in the comment is not part of the SUMC 
Project and would need to be addressed through a separate transportation and 
environmental analysis.   
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27. Irv Brenner (letter dated July 21, 2010)   

27.1 The commentor states that the traffic impact at key intersections such as at Willow 
Road/Middlefield Road will impact the Palo Alto North neighborhood streets such as 
Everett Avenue and Hawthorne Avenue.  Turn restrictions at Middlefield Road and at Alma 
Street (southbound Middlefield Road has right-turn restrictions at Hawthorne Avenue and 
Everett Avenue from 7:00 to 10:00 a.m.; southbound Alma Street has left-turn restrictions 
at Hawthorne Avenue and Everett Avenue from 7:00 to 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 to 6:00 p.m.) 
reduce the use of these streets as cut-through routes.  However, once on Lytton Avenue, 
traffic can divert over to Everett Avenue and Hawthorne Avenue.  Both Everett Avenue 
and Hawthorne Avenue were included in the Transportation Impact Analysis.  The City 
uses the TIRE Index to determine if a residential street is impacted by a project.  A 0.1 
change in the TIRE Index constitutes a significant impact.  As noted in Draft EIR Table 
3.4-20, on page 3.4-71, the SUMC Project did not constitute a 0.1 change in the TIRE 
Index.  Although the SUMC Project is expected to add traffic to Everett Avenue and 
Hawthorne Avenue, the added traffic is not projected to be large enough to constitute a 
significant impact. 

27.2 The commentor notes that the Lytton Avenue traffic signals and turn lanes were improved 
as part of the Downtown North study, but drivers continue to use Everett Avenue and 
Hawthorne Avenue on their way to Stanford and is concerned how this traffic would be 
mitigated.  Cut-through traffic through North Palo Alto has been an on-going issue.  Turn 
restrictions have been implemented at both the Middlefield Road end and the Alma Street 
end to help control traffic.  However, drivers continue to use both Everett Avenue and 
Hawthorne Avenue to travel to and from the Stanford area, either by ignoring the turn 
restrictions or by initially turning onto Lytton Avenue and then back to Everett Avenue and 
Hawthorne Avenue.  The Draft EIR considered the effect of the SUMC Project expansion 
on North Palo Alto streets.  Draft EIR Table 3.4-20 on page 3.4-71 shows the results of 
the TIRE analysis.  While the SUMC Project may add approximately 125 vehicle trips per 
day to these two streets, it would not result in a significant impact according to City of Palo 
Alto standards of significance.  

 
 



L
et
te
r
28

28
.1

28
.2

28
.2

C
on

't

28
.3

28
.4

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

25
2



28.5

28.6

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

25
3



4-254 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

28. Beth Bunnenberg (letter dated July 22, 2010)   

28.1 The commentor expresses support for the renovation of Hoover Pavilion as proposed under 
the SUMC Project, but requests more definition of the treatment of the entry façade.  In 
response to this request, the Architectural Resources Group (ARG) has provided a further 
analysis of the Hoover Pavilion renovation.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated Change 5 for 
more details regarding the Hoover Pavilion renovation. 

28.2 The commentor believes that the demolition of the Stone Building complex would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts and refers to ARG’s peer review.  This statement is 
consistent with the findings in the Draft EIR under Impact CR-1 on pages 3.8-18 through 
3.8-23.  As noted on page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
CR-1.2 through CR-1.4 would reduce the impacts from the loss of the Stone Building 
complex; however, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable due to the 
demolition of the buildings.  The analysis in the Cultural Resources section, Section 3.8 of 
the Draft EIR, considers the findings from ARG’s peer review in reaching this significance 
conclusion.  Because the City has concluded the Stone Building complex is eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), the Stone Building 
complex is considered an historic resource for the purposes of the Draft EIR. 

28.3 The commentor requests consideration of the cumulative impacts of demolishing an E.D. 
Stone building within Palo Alto.  As described on page 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR, Cultural 
Resources, E.D. Stone constructed three other buildings within the City in addition to the 
Stone Building complex.  However, according to an evaluation by ARG, only one of these 
buildings, the Palo Alto Main Library, has been determined eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places.  The library is planned to undergo renovation and expansion, 
which could impact its historical integrity.  In combination with the SUMC Project, 
development at the Main Library and other historic buildings in the City would have 
cumulatively significant impacts on historic resources.  As stated on page 3.8-27 of the 
Draft EIR, the demolition of the Stone Building complex would have a cumulatively 
considerable significant and unavoidable impact due to the small body of E.D. Stone’s 
work present in the City that retains sufficient integrity to be eligible as historical 
resources.  Therefore, the conclusions in the Draft EIR are consistent with the 
commentor’s remarks.  

28.4 The commentor expresses support for the Historic Preservation Alternative and supports 
using the Stone Building complex for medical office space.  Please refer to Master 
Response 9 regarding the merits of the SUMC Project and its alternatives.  In addition, 
please refer to Master Response 8 for the range of alternatives analyzed and considered in 
the approval process, along with an analysis of the variation on the Historic Preservation 
Alternative suggested by the commentor. 
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28.5 The commentor states that the Stone Building complex has been evaluated by ARG as being 
historic.  Please refer to Response 28.2, above.   

28.6 The commentor expresses support for the Historic Preservation Alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 9 regarding the merits of the SUMC Project and its alternatives.  In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 8 for the range of alternatives analyzed and 
considered in the approval process. 
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A/73590786.1  

29. Diane Churchill (letter dated June 10, 2010)   

29.1 The commentor supports the SUMC Project and requests no further delays in the SUMC 
Project approval process.  Reasons for the publication delay of the Draft EIR include site 
plan modifications and application updates by the SUMC Project sponsors in order to meet 
Office of Statewide Health and Planning Development (OSHPD) requirements; the 
withdrawal of  the Stanford Shopping Center Project from the analysis of the Draft EIR; 
and changes in the City’s Traffic Model.  The comment concerns the EIR process and does 
not relate to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with 
CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description of the City’s review 
process and the next steps in the SUMC Project and EIR review process.   

29.2 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 
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30. Katrina and James Currier (letter dated July 21, 2010)   

30.1 The commentors state that they agree with Ken Hake’s letter concerning traffic in North 
Palo Alto and believe an increase in traffic in this area would greatly affect the safety of 
children.  The Transportation Impact Analysis for the Draft EIR considered the two 
primary streets in Downtown North:  Everett Avenue and Hawthorne Avenue.  Draft EIR 
Table 3.4-20 on page 3.4-71 shows the results of that analysis.  As shown in the table, both 
Hawthorne Avenue and Everett Avenue are expected to see an increase in traffic as a result 
of the SUMC Project (before mitigation) of 127 vehicle trips per day.  The City of Palo 
Alto uses the TIRE index to determine if an increase in traffic on a residential street results 
in a significant impact.  The increase projected for Everett Avenue and Hawthorne Avenue 
would not result in a significant impact.   
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31. Janet Davis (letter dated May 22, 2010)   

31.1 The commentor notes that Draft EIR Figure 3.4-3 is incorrect in that the figure shows a 
Class I bike path on Alpine Road from Junipero Serra Boulevard to the I-280 interchange.  
Draft EIR page 3.4-21, Figure 3.4-3, is revised as described in Staff-Initiated Change 2 
and shown in Appendix T to this document.  The Class I bike path along Alpine Road ends 
north of Stowe Lane.  There is also a designated bike trail from Piers Lane going into San 
Mateo County but it does not meet the width requirements set out in the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual for Class I bike path and is not reflected in the revised figure.  

31.2 The commentor states that the Transportation Impact Analysis identified the existing 
conditions for the I-280 off-ramps at Alpine Road, but the analysis failed to address other 
intersection, parking, and access issues.  The commentor further states that the 
Transportation Impact Analysis for the SUMC Project did not address Stowe Lane, Bishop 
Lane, Ansel Lane, the “Dish” parking problem, or the difficulties accessing Alpine Road 
with the TIRE analysis.  The Transportation Impact Analysis followed the requirements for 
traffic studies established by the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Agency 
(CMA).  The analysis of minor, unsignalized intersections is not required by the CMA.  
For the Final EIR, the TIRE analysis was conducted for Alpine Road.  The results of the 
analysis indicate that no impact from the SUMC Project would occur.  The existing TIRE 
Index is 4.3, the 2025 without project TIRE Index is 4.4, and the 2025 with project TIRE 
Index would remain at 4.4.  An increase of 6,600 daily vehicles is needed to trigger an 
increase in the TIRE Index.  The project is expected to contribute no more than 600 daily 
trips at this location before the implementation of mitigation measures.  As such, the 
project traffic would not cause a change in the TIRE Index and, therefore, does not 
constitute a significant impact according to the City of Palo Alto standards of significance.  
The project would not negatively impact Alpine Road between Junipero Serra Boulevard 
and the I-280 interchange; nor would it contribute to parking problems at the “Dish.” 

31.3 The commentor states that the Transportation Impact Analysis did not consider the 
appropriate Peak Hours for Alpine Road.  The Transportation Impact Analysis considered 
both the AM (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.) and PM (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) Peak Periods.  Within these 
Peak Periods the Peak Hour was established.  A common Peak Hour was selected for study 
area intersections, such as 7:30 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. and from 4:45 p.m. to 5:45 p.m.  Traffic 
analysis procedures are based on the hour during the a.m. and again during the p.m. when 
the greatest amount of traffic is present on the transportation network.  Even though the 
Peak Period may begin before 7:00 a.m., the greatest amount of traffic during a one-hour 
period occurs after 7:00 a.m. and that is the hour that was addressed in the Transportation 
Impact Analysis.  In addition, a typical traffic analysis only considers the weekday AM and 
PM Peak Hours.  Even though an individual intersection may have a concentration of 
traffic during some other period, the analysis addresses the traffic levels that occur when 
the overall transportation network experiences the greatest traffic loads.  
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31.4 The commentor notes that the Transportation Impact Analysis did not address the level of 
accidents, blind corners, problems with speeding that occurs in off hours, minor landslides, 
and winter flooding.  The issues identified in the comment are not typical issues addressed 
in a Transportation Impact Analysis for a development project such as the SUMC Project.  
Accident issues are typically associated with inadequate geometric roadway design or 
traffic control facilities.  The blind corners, speeding, landslides, and flooding on Alpine 
Road are not associated uniquely or specifically with the SUMC Project.   

31.5 The commentor questions whether a traffic study was completed since they did not notice 
anyone in the field.  The Transportation Impact Analysis for the SUMC Project was 
initiated in 2007 and continued into 2010.  The typical types of field investigations that 
occur when traffic engineers are present are traffic volume counts during the AM and PM 
Peak Periods, collection of traffic control and roadway geometrics, and observation of 
general traffic conditions.  Some of this information may be collected from other recent 
studies and not re-collected in the field.  
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32. Janet Davis (letter dated June 22, 2010)   

32.1 The commentor is concerned with the speed limits on Alpine Road.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors do not establish the speed limit on Alpine Road nor are they charged with its 
enforcement.  These issues are enforcement issues rather than SUMC Project impacts, and 
are under the jurisdiction of Menlo Park and San Mateo County. 

32.2 The commentor states that the County and Menlo Park have not responded to the SUMC 
expansion project, and is concerned about various traffic issues on or near Junipero Serra 
Boulevard and I-280.  Both San Mateo County (as included in Letters 5 and 6 of this 
document) and Menlo Park (as included in Letter 8 of this document) commented on the 
Draft EIR for the SUMC Project.  There are no plans by Stanford to reduce the traffic 
capacity of Junipero Serra Boulevard.  As currently contemplated, the Junipero Serra 
Boulevard roadwork (which is not part of the SUMC Project) would include a median and 
bulb-outs in three locations.  The Junipero Serra Boulevard (JSB) roadwork is intended to 
slow traffic to the posted speed and eliminate unsafe left-turns onto and off of the road.  
Santa Clara County would be the lead agency for the roadwork project.   

 The specifics of a tunnel, where it would start and stop, and other features are not included 
in the comment.  The construction of a tunnel in the vicinity of Alpine Road is beyond the 
scope of the SUMC Project.   

32.3 The commentor states several issues with speed limits on Alpine Road and traffic concerns 
with Buck Estates.  These issues are enforcement issues rather than SUMC Project impacts.  

 



1

R
uc

hi
ta

 K
ad

ak
ia

Fr
om

:
E

m
sl

ie
, S

te
ve

Se
nt

:
Tu

es
da

y,
 J

ul
y 

27
, 2

01
0 

2:
47

 P
M

To
:

Tu
rn

er
, S

te
ve

n;
 W

ill
ia

m
s,

 C
ur

tis
Su

bj
ec

t:
FW

: H
os

pi
ta

l e
xp

an
si

on
 - 

E
IR

 IN
P

U
T

FY
I

Fr
om
: 

Ja
ne

t 
D

av
is

 [
m

ai
lto

:j
ad

ja
dj

ad
@

sb
cg

lo
ba

l.n
et

] 
 

Se
n
t:

 T
ue

sd
ay

, J
ul

y 
27

, 2
01

0 
1:

52
 P

M
 

To
: 

Co
un

ci
l, 

Ci
ty

 
C
c:

 R
ic

h 
G

or
do

n;
 L

en
ni

e 
Ro

be
rt

s 
Su
bj
ec
t:

 H
os

pi
ta

l e
xp

an
si

on
 -

 E
IR

 I
N

PU
T

I h
av

en
't 

he
ar

d 
a 

pe
ep

 o
ut

 o
f t

he
 C

ou
nt

y 
of

 S
an

 M
at

eo
 w

ith
 re

sp
ec

t t
o 

in
pu

t, 
w

hi
ch

 is
 n

ot
 u

nu
su

al
, s

in
ce

 th
ey

 
ne

ve
r s

ee
m

 to
 g

et
 a

ro
un

d 
to

 in
te

ra
ct

in
g 

w
ith

 o
th

er
 ju

ris
di

ct
io

ns
 to

 so
lv

e 
pr

ob
le

m
s. 

 H
ow

ev
er

, I
 li

ve
 o

n 
A

lp
in

e 
R

oa
d 

an
d 

us
e 

Sa
nt

a 
C

ru
z 

A
ve

 in
 th

e 
un

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

 p
ar

t
of

 M
en

lo
 P

ar
k.

  T
he

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
tra

ff
ic

 is
 a

lre
ad

y 
be

yo
nd

 
w

ha
t t

he
se

 ro
ad

s c
an

 b
ea

r. 
 It

 is
 u

nc
on

sc
io

na
bl

e 
to

 fu
rth

er
 b

ur
de

n 
th

em
 w

ith
 th

e 
in

ev
ita

bl
e 

tra
ff

ic
 to

 th
e 

ho
sp

ita
l. 

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
ha

s t
o 

do
 m

or
e 

th
an

 p
ut

 a
 tr

af
fic

 li
gh

t a
t I

-2
80

.  
It 

ne
ed

s t
o 

di
g 

a 
tu

nn
el

 fr
om

 2
80

 to
 th

e 
m

ai
n 

ar
ea

 o
f c

am
pu

s t
o 

ca
rr

y 
a 

go
od

 p
ar

t o
f t

he
 tr

af
fic

 th
at

 g
et

s d
um

pe
d 

on
 re

si
de

nt
s i

n 
ot

he
r j

ur
is

di
ct

io
ns

, a
nd

 a
ls

o 
op

en
 u

p 
so

m
e 

of
 th

e 
fe

ed
er

 ro
ut

es
 li

ke
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

A
ve

.  
I l

iv
e 

w
ith

in
 w

al
ki

ng
 d

is
ta

nc
e 

of
 th

e 
ho

sp
ita

l. 
 H

ow
ev

er
, 

go
in

g 
by

 c
ar

 (a
nd

 fi
nd

in
g 

pa
rk

in
g)

 a
t t

im
es

 c
ou

ld
 ta

ke
 a

lm
os

t a
s l

on
g,

 w
ith

ou
t y

et
 m

or
e 

tra
ff

ic
.  

A
ls

o,
 y

ou
 h

av
e 

to
 b

ea
r i

n 
m

in
d 

th
at

 S
ta

nf
or

d 
pl

an
s t

o 
ex

pa
nd

 th
e 

sh
op

pi
ng

 c
en

te
r. 

 I'
m

 a
ll 

fo
r a

n 
im

pr
ov

ed
 h

os
pi

ta
l, 

bu
t p

eo
pl

e 
ha

ve
 to

 g
et

 th
er

e 
be

fo
re

 th
ey

 d
ie

 w
ai

tin
g 

in
 a

 g
rid

 lo
ck

ed
 tr

af
fic

 ja
m

.  P
al

o 
A

lto
 a

ls
o 

ne
ed

s t
o 

al
lo

w
 S

an
d 

H
ill

 
R

oa
d 

tra
ff

ic
 g

o 
th

ro
ug

h 
to

 A
lm

a 
in

st
ea

d 
of

 tu
rn

in
g 

le
ft 

at
 E

l C
am

in
o 

an
d 

m
ak

in
g 

a 
U

 tu
rn

 in
 M

en
lo

 P
ar

k 
to

 g
o 

to
 A

lm
a 

in
 P

al
o 

A
lto

.  
Ja

ne
t D

av
is

 A
lp

in
e 

R
oa

d 
M

P 

L
et
te
r
33

33
.1

33
.2

33
.3

33
.4

33
.5

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

26
5



4-266 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

33. Janet Davis (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

33.1 The commentor states that she is not aware that the County of San Mateo has provided 
input on the SUMC Project.  Since the SUMC Project is located in close proximity to the 
County of San Mateo, the County was encouraged to submit comments on the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) and the Draft EIR.   

 In August 2007, the City distributed the NOP and announced its intent to prepare an EIR 
analyzing potential impacts of the SUMC Project.  No comment letters were received from 
the County of San Mateo during the NOP scoping period.  However, the County of San 
Mateo Planning and Building Department submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIR on 
July 27, 2010 (see Letter 5 of this document).  The County’s comment letter pertains to 
traffic impacts to intersections in the unincorporated County and transit impacts to Caltrain, 
SamTrans, and the Marguerite Shuttle.  In addition, the letter requests that the Draft EIR 
be revised to include the San Mateo County Level of Service Standards.  Please see 
Letter 5 for comments from the County of San Mateo and Responses 5.1 through 5.9.  

33.2 The commentor is concerned with the level of traffic on Alpine Road and Santa Cruz 
Avenue and suggests that the SUMC Project sponsors build a tunnel from I-280 to the 
central part of campus to remove traffic that affects residents in adjacent jurisdictions.  The 
construction of a tunnel from I-280 to the central part of the Stanford University campus is 
not required to reduce to significant traffic effects of the SUMC Project. 

33.3 The commentor states she lives within walking distance of the hospital, but that traveling to 
the hospital by car and finding parking at times takes just as long as walking.  The 
Transportation Impact Analysis addressed the existing levels of congestion surrounding the 
SUMC Project site.  In addition, the availability of parking and future parking demand was 
addressed in the Transportation Impact Analysis.  An additional 10 percent of parking 
supply was added to reduce, to the extent feasible, recirculation to find a vacant parking 
space.  The SUMC Project is making bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements that 
encourage trips to be made by non-automobile modes if possible. 

33.4 The commentor notes that Stanford plans to expand the Stanford Shopping Center.  As 
explained on pages 3.1-3 to 3.1-4 in Section 3.1, Environmental Analysis, the Stanford 
Shopping Center expansion is not considered a reasonably foreseeable project in the City 
and is, therefore, not included in the cumulative project list assumed in the Draft EIR.  As 
described in the Draft EIR, the Simon Property Group submitted an application in 2007 to 
expand the Stanford Shopping Center and construct a boutique hotel.1  However, this 
application was withdrawn in April 2009.  Given Stanford University’s statement that it 
intends to focus its development efforts on the SUMC Project, and due to the current 

                                              
1  Simon Property Group, “Simon Properties – Stanford Shopping Center Expansion Application,” August 20, 

2007. 
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economic downturn and changing retail trends, the scope of any future development at the 
Stanford Shopping Center is too speculative to analyze at this point.  As stated by Stanford, 
the Shopping Center expansion is no longer before the City for its consideration and there 
are no foreseeable plans, proposals, or programs in place that would bring the Shopping 
Center expansion back to the City for approval at a later time.2  Therefore, the Stanford 
Shopping Center expansion is not considered a probable future project for the purposes of 
the discussion of cumulative impacts, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.  Nevertheless, 
some background growth at the Stanford Shopping Center is included in the City’s regional 
traffic model. 

33.5 The commentor states that Palo Alto needs to allow Sand Hill Road traffic to go through to 
Alma Street, instead of turning left onto El Camino Real and making a U-turn in Menlo 
Park to return to Palo Alto.  The intersection geometrics and permitted movements at the 
Sand Hill Road/El Camino Real/Alma Street intersection have been established by the City 
of Palo Alto.  Modifications of these geometrics is not required to reduce the impacts 
associated with the SUMC Project.  Changing the travel patterns through this intersection 
is not an improvement that is tied to the SUMC Project. 

 

                                              
2  Barbara Schussman, Bingham McCutchen LLP, Letter to Cara Silver, Senior Assistant City Attorney, April 

16, 2009. 
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34. Natalie Fisher (letter dated May 25, 2010)   

34.1 The commentor states that if Stanford is required to provide a public benefit to the City, 
then Stanford should provide a flood retention basin.  Please refer to Master Response 12 
for a discussion of the Development Agreement.   

 As explained in Impact HWY-4, pages 3.11-37 through 3.11-41 of the Draft EIR, the 
SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater runoff and erosion.  
The SUMC Project would be required to comply with existing regulations and 
implementation of these requirements would prevent substantial on-site erosion by 
requiring erosion and sediment controls during construction and operation.  In addition, as 
discussed on page 3.11-41 of the Draft EIR, on-site stormwater detention may be required 
by the Public Works Department to lessen the SUMC Project’s impact on City storm 
drains, which would further reduce the less-than-significant runoff and erosion impacts.  
The SUMC Project sponsors would be required to adhere to the requirements of the Public 
Works Department.   

 According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), mitigation measures are not 
required for impacts that are not found to be significant.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(4), mitigation measures must be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the 
project.  Therefore, since less-than-significant stormwater runoff and erosion impacts 
would occur under the SUMC Project, and since the suggested retention pond is located 
away from the SUMC Sites, mitigation measures such as the retention pond are not 
required under CEQA.   

   
 



�

C
ha

pm
an

, K
ir

st
en

 R

Fr
om

:
M

. F
ru

th
 [m

af
ru

th
@

ya
ho

o.
co

m
]

S
en

t:
T

hu
rs

da
y,

 A
ug

us
t 2

6,
 2

01
0 

5:
44

 P
M

To
:

C
ou

nc
il,

 C
ity

; M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

C
ity

 C
ou

nc
il;

 m
hu

ds
on

@
ci

ty
of

ep
a.

co
m

C
c:

T
ur

ne
r, 

S
te

ve
n

S
ub

je
ct

:
S

ta
nf

or
d 

S
U

M
C

 R
ev

ie
w

 o
f t

he
 D

ra
ft 

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l R
ep

or
t

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
�	
�

��
��
��
��
�
��

�
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
��
���

� ��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��

�
��
��
�

�

��
��
��
	

��
��
���
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�
	�
��

�
��
�

��
	�
�
��
��
��

�
��

��
��
��

�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
�	
��
��
�

��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

�
���
�

��
�
��
��

�
���
 �
��
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��

�
�

�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�

��

�
��

��
��
��
�
��
�
��

�	
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

�

�
��
��
��
���
��
	�
��
��
��
��
		
��
��
�

���
��
�
��
�

��
��
�
�
��
��
��

�
�
��

�


�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

�
��
	�
��
�
 �
�

� �

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��

�
�	
��
�

��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
���
�

��
��
��
��
��

�

��
��
��
��
�

�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

�
�

��
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
�	
��
�

��
��
��
��
�	�
�
�
��
��
�


�
��
�

���
�
�
��
���
�	
��

��
��

��
�
�
��
��
��
��
�

�

��
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
���

� ��
��
��
�
��
�
�

��

�
�	
	��
��
���
��

���
��
��
��
�
�

��

�

�
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�

��
��
�
�

��
��
	�
��
��
��
�
�
�
��

��
��
��	
��
�

��
�

��
��
��
 �

�
���
��
��
�

��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��

�
��
�
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
�

�
��
�
��

�
��
���
��
�
��
���
��


��
��
��
�
�
� 
��
��
��
�

��
��
��

�
�
��
�

���
��
��
�

�
��
��
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
��
�	
��
�

�

��
��
��
��
��
���
�
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
�

��
���
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
�	
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
��

��
��

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
�

�	�
��
��
��
�
�

��
���
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
�	
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
���
��
���
�
��

�
��
�
��

�

�
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
	�
��
��
�
��
�

��

�
�
�
��

��
��
��
�

���
�

��
��
�
�
��
���
	�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�

�	�
�

��
��

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�

�
�

��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
�

� ��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
�

��
��

�
��
�

��
��
��

�
��

�
��
�
��
�
��
��
�	
��
���

��
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
	�
���
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
�
�

��
��
�
�
���
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
���
��
���
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
���
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��

�

��
�
��

��
��
��
��
��

��
��
�
��
���
�
�
��

�
�	
��
�

��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
��

��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
���

�
�

��
��
��

�
�

��
���
	�

�
��
	�
�
��
��
	�
��
��
���
	�

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
�
��

��
��
�	
��
��

��
��
��
��

�
��
�

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
��

���
��
�

��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�

��
���
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
	�

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��
		
��
��
�

��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��

�
��
��
��
���
��
��
�

�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
�

��
�

�
���
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
�		
��
��

�

��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
�
�
��

��
��
��
��
��
���
�

��
�

��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
��
�
�
�
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

� ��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
��

��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
	

��
��
���
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�
�

���
��

�

�
��

�
�

�

�
�
��
�
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
���
�

��
	�
�
��
��
��
�
��

�
��
��
�

�

��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��
�


��
��
��
�

�

��
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
�

��
��
�
��
��
���
��

��
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�	
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
�
��

�
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
�	

�
��
��
��
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�
��

��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
�
��
�

��
�
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
�

��

�
��
��
��
�
��
���
�	
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�
��
�
��

�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
��
��

��
��
�

��
��
���
�

���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
�

��

�
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
���
��
��
���
��
��
�

��
��
��
		
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
�

��
�
�
��
�
�
���
��

�
��
�

��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
�
��

�
��

�

L
et
te
r
35

35
.1

35
.2

35
.3

35
.4

35
.5

35
.6

35
.7

�

��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
	�
��

��
��
	�
��
��
��
� 
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
��

�
�	
��
�

��
�
��
�
�
�
��
�

��
���
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
�	
���
	��
��
��
��

� ��
��
�

��
�	
�

��
		
��
���
��
��
��
���
��
��
���
��
��

�
���
��
��

��
��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
�
���
��
��
�	
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
��


�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
�
��

�
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��

�
��
�	
�

��
���
��
�

��
�

� ��
	�
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
�
��
�

�	�
��
��

�
��
�
�	

�
��
��
��
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
��
���
��

�
��
���


�
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
�
	�
��
�
�
�
��

��
��
���
��
��
��
���
�
��
�
�
��
�

�
�
��
�

��
��
��
�	�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��

�
���
��
��

��

 �

�
��
�	
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
	�
��
�

�
��
�
��
��
�	
��
��
�
�
��

��
��
���
��
�
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�	
��

�
�	
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
���
�
�
�
��

��
��
���
�	
��
���
��

�
��
�

��
��
��
��

��

��
��
��
��

�
�
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��
��
�
��
�
�

�

��
��
���
��
��

��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�	
��

�
�	
��
�
��
��
�	
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
�
�
��

��
��
��
�

���
�

��
��
�
�
��
���
	�
���

��
��
��
��

�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�

�	�
��
��
�
�
��
���
���
�
��
��
�
�
�
�

��
��
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
�

��
	�
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
��
��
�	
��
�	
��
���
�
�
��

��
��
�	
��
���
��

�
��
��

��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
�
��
��

�
��
��
���
��
��
���
��
�

��
��
��
��

�
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
���
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
 �

�
���
�

���
�

�

��
��
� 
�
�
���
��
��
��
��
���
�
��

�
�	
��
��
���
�
�
�
��

��
��
��
	�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��

��
��
�
��

�
���
�

��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
�

� ��
��
�
�	

�
��
��
��
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�

��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
�

��
��
�

��

�
�	
��
�

��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��


��
��
��
��
�

��
��

�
�

��
��
��
���
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
� 
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
	��
��
��
��

��
	�
��

�
��
	�

�
��
���
��

�
�
��
	�

��
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
�

��
��
�
��
��
��
�

��
��
���
	�
��
��
� 
�
�
���
 �
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
�
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
	�
��
��
��
��	
��
���
�	
�

��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
	�
���
�

�
�
�
��

�
�
�

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��

�
�
�
��
�

��

��
��
�

��
���
��
��
��
���
���
��
�

��
��
��

��
��
��
��
�

��
���

�
��
�

��
��
�	
�

��
�

���
�

��
��
��
��
�
�
�
��
���
��
��
�

��
��
�

��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
	�

�
��
��
��
���
�

��
	�
�
���
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
�

��

�

�
��
��
��
��

��

��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��

��
���
��
���
��
�

��
��
��
�

��
��
�

�

��
�
��
	

��
��
���
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�

��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��

�

�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
	�
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
		
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�

�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�	

�
��
��
��
��
��

�
���
�
��
�

��
��
��

�
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��

�
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
���

��

�
��
���
��
�

�
��
�
��
��
��
��
�	�
��
�

���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
���
�
��
�

��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��

�
��

��
��
�
��

�

��
�
�
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
�
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�	
�

��
��
	��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
�

�	
��
�

��
��

��
�

��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
 �
��

�
�	
��
�

��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
�
��
	�
�
�
�
�
���
��

�
�	
��
�

�
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
��

�
�

��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
���
��
�
��

�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
� 
�
�
��
�
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
	�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��

� ��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�

���
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��

�
��
�

��
��

�
��

�
��
��
�
�
�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�

��

�

�
��
� 
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
���
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
�	
��

�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
���
�
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
�
��

��
��
��
�
��
��
��

�
��
�
�
�

��
��
	�
��
	�
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
	�
�

��
	�
�
���
�
���
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
���
�	
�

��
��

�
�	
��
�
��
�
��
��

�
�	
��
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
	�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�

��
�
��
��

�
���
��
��
��

�
���
��
��
��
�	
�

��
��
��
��

�
�

��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��

�

�
��
�

��
	�
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
���

�
�

��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��

��
��
��	
��
���

��
��
�

� �

��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��

�
��
��
��
�
��
��
	�
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
�

��
��
�
�

��
	�
��
�

��
��
��

�	
��
�

��
�	
��
��
��
��
��
���
���
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��

��
���
��
�
�
��

�
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

�

��


�
��
���
�
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
���
��
��
��
��
�

�

35
.8

35
.9

35
.1
0

35
.1
1

35
.1
2

35
.1
3

35
.1
4

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

27
0



�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
���
��
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
�
��
��
��

�
�
��
��
	�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
��

�
���
��
���
�
�
��
��
��
��
�

� �
��
�
���
�
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
���
�
��
��
��

��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
�
���
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
���
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
�

��
���
���
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
	�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��

�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
���
��
���
�
��

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
���
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
���
��
��
	�
��
��

��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
	�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�� 
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
�
��
�
��
��
���

�
��
�

�
�
�
��
�	
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
�
�
��

�
�

��
��

�
��
��
�	
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
���
��

� �

��
��
��
��
 
��
��
�
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
�

�
�
��
��
��
���
���

�
��
��

��
�
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
�
���
��
��
���
�
��
��
�

��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

�
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��


�
��
��
��
��
�

��
���
��
��
�
��
���
��
�

��
��
��
��
���
��

�
��
��
���
�
��
��
���
�
��
��
�

��
�
���
��
���
�
���
�
���
��
��
�
��

�
�

��
��
��
 
��
��
�
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
�
���
��
���
�
��

�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��
���
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
���
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
�
���
��
�
��
���
�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
��
�
�

��
��
��
��
�	�
��
��
��
�
�
���
��
��
���
�
��
��

��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��

�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�

��
���

�
��
��
�

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
���
��
��

�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
�

� �

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��

�
�

��
��
�
��
�
���
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

� ��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
�

�
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�	
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
���
�
��
��
���
��
��
���
��
���
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
�	�
��
��
���
�
��
��
��

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
���
��
���
��
���
�
���
�
��
��
�
��

�
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
� 
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
�

� �

��
��
�
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���

�
�

���
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
�

��

��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
� 
��
��
��
��
��
���
���
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
���
��

�
��
�

�
��
�
�

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�	�
��
��

�
��
��
�

��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
���
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
���
�
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
�

��
�

�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��

�
��
�

��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
���
��
���
�
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
�
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�

��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
� 
���
��
�
��
�
��
���
�
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
���
�
���
��
��
��
���
��
��
�
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
��
��
��
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�

��
��

�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��

��
��
��
��
�

��
�
�
� 
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

�
�
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
��
�
��

�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
�

��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
���
���
��
�
��
��
�

��
 �
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
���
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
���
���
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�

��
�35

.1
5

35
.1
6

35
.1
7

35
.1
8

35
.1
9

35
.2
0

35
.2
1

35
.2
2

35
.2
3

�

�
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�
��

�
��
���
���
��
��
�

��
�
�
��
��
���
�

��
�
��
� 
���
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
���
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
���

�
��
�
��

�
���
��
��
��
 �
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
���

��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
���
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
���
�

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
�

� ��
�
���
���
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

� �
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
�
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
���
�
���
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
���
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
�
��
��
��
��
�

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��

�
��
�
��
��
��
�
��

�
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
�
��
�
���
��
�
���
�
��

�
��
�
�

��
��
���
�
��

��
��
�
���
�
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
 
��
��
�
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
��

�
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
�
���
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
�
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�


�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
�

��
��
��
�
��
�
��

�
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
�
��
���
�
���
��
��
��
���

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��

��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�

��

��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
��
��
��

� ��
��
��
��
�

��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
�

�
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
�
�


�
��
��
�

� ��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
���
�
�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
�
��
��
���
�
��
�
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
��
���
�
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
��
��
��

� 
��
��
��
�

��

�
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
���
��
�
���
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
�

��
��
��
��
���
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
�

��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��

� �
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
�

��

��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
���
�

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��

�
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
�
��
�
��
��
�

��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
�

��
��
 �
��
��

��
��
��
��

�
���
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
���
�


��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
��
���
�
�
��
�	�
��
��
��
���
��
���
��
���
�

��
��
��
�

��
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
	�
��
���
��
��
���
��
���
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
���
��
���
��
�

��
��
��
��
��
�

�
���
��
���
�
��
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
�
��
��
�

��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
�
��

��
�
��
��
��
�
���
��
���
�
�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
���
��	
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
�
��
��
��
��
�
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
�
��
��
���
��
���
��
���
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
��
���
�
��
��
��
���
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���

�
��
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��

��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
���
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
�
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��

��
��

�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
���
�
���
��
���
�
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
���
��
�
��
���
��

� ��
���
���
��
���
�
��

�
��
��

�
��
��
��
��
���
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
��
��

�
��
��
�
��
��
��
���
��
��
��

�� ��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
�
���
��
��


��
��
��
��
��
��

�

35
.2
3

C
on

't

35
.2
4

35
.2
5

35
.2
6

35
.2
7

35
.2
8

35
.2
9

35
.3
0

35
.3
1

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

27
1



4-272 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

35. Margaret Fruth (letter dated August 26, 2010)   

35.1 The commentor makes the statement that the City must provide responses to any and all 
comments received and requests responses be provided to her comments.  Please see 
Responses 35.2 through 35.31, below, in response to the commentor’s specific questions 
and concerns. 

35.2 The commentor states that Stanford University and the Stanford University Medical Center 
are the same entity.  This statement is incorrect. SHC and LPCH are nonprofit 
corporations.  While they are owned by Stanford University, they are separate legal entities 
with their own Boards of Directors, budgets, and corporate documents.  The Stanford 
School of Medicine, by contrast, is part of Stanford University.  The “SUMC” is a 
location, not an entity. 

35.3 The commentor is surprised at the results of the intersection impact analysis in East Palo 
Alto, Redwood City, and Mountain View, and believes that the SUMC Project should pay 
for full mitigation at the Willow Road/Bayfront Expressway intersection, not just fair share.  
The Transportation Impact Analysis assessed the traffic operations of several intersections 
on University Avenue through East Palo Alto.  Although traffic congestion currently 
occurs on University Avenue, the addition of SUMC Project traffic would not cause a 
significant impact according to the established thresholds. 

 The study area included 66 intersections in Menlo Park, Palo Alto, East Palo Alto, and 
portions of unincorporated San Mateo County.  The study area captured the impact of the 
SUMC Project on local intersections and adjacent freeways.  Any project traffic on streets 
within Redwood City or Mountain View would be locally generated and would not cause 
degradation in traffic operations. 

 The Transportation Impact Analysis assessed the traffic operations at the Willow 
Road/Bayfront Expressway intersection and found that the SUMC Project caused a 
significant transportation impact.  However, SUMC Project impacts would be mitigated to 
less than significant through a payment of a fair share contribution based on the amount of 
project traffic in relation to the amount of growth in traffic over existing levels. 

35.4 The commentor indicates that the SUMC Project sponsors should construct and operate the 
SUMC Project in a productive way and meet its responsibility to fund identified mitigation 
measures.  As outlined throughout the Draft EIR, mitigation measures are identified to 
reduce impacts that are deemed to be significant.  Table S-4 in the Summary Section of the 
Draft EIR lists all the mitigation measures that would need to be implemented during 
construction and operation of the SUMC Project.   
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 As explained in the Introduction Section on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR, if the SUMC 
Project is approved, then the City of Palo Alto must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), which would ensure that the mitigation measures presented 
in the Draft EIR are implemented.  Additionally, the Conditions of Approval would 
identify payment responsibility for required mitigation measures.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors would be required to fund all mitigation measures, as identified in the Conditions 
of Approval, which would be developed during the approval stage of the SUMC Project 
process.  In addition, as part of the SUMC Project, a Development Agreement is proposed 
that would outline funds and specific fees that the SUMC Project sponsors would be 
required to pay.  As such, before approval of the SUMC Project, the City and the SUMC 
Project sponsors would determine specific mitigation and Development Agreement payment 
responsibilities.  Please see Master Response 11 for a description of an MMRP, Conditions 
of Approval, and the Development Agreement and how these would be implemented during 
the SUMC Project review and approval process. 

35.5 The commentor requests to know the increase in size of the Emergency Department (ED) 
under the SUMC Project.  As stated on pages S-22 and 2-49 of the Draft EIR, Summary 
and Project Description respectively, the ED would be expanded from 11,700 square feet 
to 47,892 square feet and the number of treatment spaces would increase from 38 to 51.  
The 36,192-square-foot increase in ED size includes 25,000 square feet of “right-sizing” or 
decompression space, which refers to expanded floor area to serve as treatment space.  The 
right-sizing or decompression trend is typically seen in modernizing hospitals as modern 
treatment standards require increased floor area per bed or treatment space, compared to 
older hospital facilities.  As such, only 11,192 square feet of the ED expansion would be 
associated with an increased level of operations.  Based on this increase in size and 
treatment spaces, SUMC anticipates annual ED visits would increase from the current 
42,522 (116 per day) to 61,200 (168 per day) by 2015 and to 72,675 (199 per day) by full 
occupancy of the hospitals in 2025.   

 The commentor also questions how the term “modest overall projected population growth” 
was estimated, as used on page 2-22 of the Draft EIR.  The projected growth of SUMC 
patients is shown in Table 2-8 on page 2-47 of the Draft EIR, which projects the number of 
annual patient visits at the SHC and the LPCH (no patient activity is induced by SoM 
research/laboratory functions).  These estimates are based on current market trends, 
specific data collected from competing modern healthcare institutions, and knowledge of 
delivery of complex care.  As shown in Table 2-8, annual SHC outpatient visits would 
increase from 403,885 to 470,923 at 2015 (an increase of 67,038) and to 572,949 at 2025 
(an additional increase of 102,026).  Annual LPCH outpatient visits would increase from 
107,363 to 138,893 in 2015 (an increase of 31,530) and to 153,349 at 2025 (an additional 
increase of 14,456).  In total, the SUMC Project would increase annual outpatient visits by 
215,050 upon full occupancy at 2025.  The proposed increase in ED functions and 
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capabilities under the SUMC Project would be able to serve the future needs of the LPCH 
and SHC Hospitals.  These increases form the basis of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

35.6 The commentor questions the SUMC Project construction schedule as outlined in Section 2, 
Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  As noted on page 2-53, the mid-2009 approval date 
for the SUMC Project serves as a conservative assumption to ensure that mitigation would 
be in place when warranted and not at a later date.  Although the Draft EIR was published 
in May 2010, after the assumed approval date, this date was retained in order to guarantee 
that the mitigation measures would be implemented during construction. As such, the 
construction timeline as outlined in Section 2 of the Draft EIR will remain as is and the 
analysis in the Draft EIR remains adequate for the purposes of CEQA.   

35.7 The commentor states that she did not receive requested Draft EIR information until a later 
date.  The Draft EIR and the associated appendices have been available online on the 
City’s website (www.cityofpaloalto.org/sumc) since publication of the Draft EIR on May 
20, 2010.  In addition, the Draft EIR is available at the Palo Alto Main Library, the City of 
Palo Alto’s Development Center, and City Hall at the Department of Planning and 
Community Environment.  As such, the materials related to the SUMC Project Draft EIR 
were available to the public and the City accepted comments until July 27, 2010.  The City 
extended the required 45 day review period to a 60+ day public review period through 
July 27, 2010, for a total of 69 days.  The public had adequate time to review and comment 
on the Draft EIR and all associated documentation. 

 In addition, the commentor claims that the SUMC public relations team welcomes only 
positive feedback.  During the Draft EIR public review period, several public hearings 
were held for individuals to express their comments and concerns about the SUMC Project 
and the Draft EIR.  The public review period included six Planning and Transportation 
Commission (Commission) hearings, six City Council hearings, one Architectural Review 
Board hearing, and one Historic Resources Board hearing.  The Commission and City 
Council hearings were open to the public and individuals were invited to voice their 
opinions on the SUMC Project and the Draft EIR.  In addition to the public hearings, 
members of the public were encouraged to submit written comments.  As demonstrated in 
this document, comments received on the SUMC Project and Draft EIR reflect both 
positive and negative opinions on the SUMC Project. 

35.8 The commentor states that the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park should annex all 
unincorporated Stanford lands within their respective spheres of influence.  As explained in 
Section 2 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, the SUMC Project proposes City of Palo 
Alto annexation of a 0.75 acre parcel of land adjacent to the Main SUMC Site in order to 
expand the SoM buildings into this area.  However, the annexation of other Stanford lands 
is not proposed under the SUMC Project.  Therefore, this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.   
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35.9 The commentor requests that all traffic, housing, and environmental quality impacts be 
mitigated.  Please see Master Response 7 regarding Mitigation Measure PH-3.1.  Also, it 
should be noted that it is not the intent of CEQA to mitigate 100 percent of impacts; rather, 
CEQA requires mitigation for impacts that are determined to be significant, based on the 
significance criteria established by the lead agency.  Per CEQA Guidelines 15126.4, 
mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant. 
Where an EIR concludes that it is not feasible to mitigate a particular impact, CEQA 
allows the project to nonetheless be approved if the lead agency adopts a statement of 
overriding considerations explaining what considerations warrant approval of the project 
notwithstanding its significant and unavoidable impacts. 

35.10 The commentor requests that the SUMC Project sponsors ensure that any funding 
requirements to implement specific mitigation measures be determined and assigned prior 
to SUMC Project approval.  Please refer to Response 35.4, above. 

35.11 The commentor states that the term “Stanford University Medical Center uses” is not 
specific.  This exact term is not applied in the Draft EIR.  However, page 2-22 of the Draft 
EIR explains, “the hospitals propose approximately 60,000 square feet of medical 
office/clinics for community practitioners and SUMC uses at the Hoover Pavilion Site.”  In 
this reference, “SUMC uses” is meant to include clinic and medical office uses by the 
SUMC, which exclude the community practitioners that are not affiliated with the SUMC.  
This can be inferred by the information provided in the Project Description; therefore, no 
changes will be made to the Draft EIR.  Other than this one use, the terms “Stanford 
University Medical Center uses” or “SUMC uses” are not applied in the Draft EIR. 

 The commentor also states that the proposed changes in Policy L-8 of the Comprehensive 
Plan are too broad.  All land uses proposed under the SUMC Project are provided in 
Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  The change to Policy L-8 is a 
clarification that this policy was not intended to limit growth of hospital, clinic, and 
research uses. The City planning staff has concluded this based on review of the legislative 
history.   

 Considering the changes made in Sections 3 and 6 of this document, the SUMC Project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to traffic generation, emission 
of criteria air pollutants, construction noise, ambulance noise, demolition of the historical 
1959 Hospital Building complex, and removal of Protected Trees.  The City may approve 
the proposed changes to Policy L-8, as well as all components of the SUMC Project, even 
with its significant and unavoidable impacts.  As indicated in pages 1-5 and 1-6 of the Draft 
EIR, if the City of Palo Alto decides to approve the SUMC Project, and if the SUMC 
Project would result in significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant 
levels, then the City must indicate that any such unavoidable significant impacts are 
acceptable due to overriding considerations as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15093.  This is known as a “Statement of Overriding Considerations.”  In preparing this 
statement, CEQA requires the City to balance the benefits of the SUMC Project against its 
unavoidable environmental effects.  If the City finds that the benefits of the SUMC Project 
being considered outweigh the project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects, then 
the adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15093). 

35.12 The commentor states that the scoping documents did not address the increase in impact, 
particularly the impacts associated with right-sizing.  This EIR, including the Draft EIR, 
addresses environmental impacts of the SUMC Project in its entirety, as defined in Section 
2 of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 2-44 of the Draft EIR, right-sizing refers to 
increasing floor area per inpatient bed or service without substantially increasing the 
number of patients or employees.  Right-sizing is a trend that many hospitals undergo to 
conform to modern healthcare standards.  Approximately 34 percent of the building 
program would be attributable to right-sizing, and 66 percent would be attributable to 
increased operations.  This EIR addresses impacts of increased space due to both right-
sizing and increased operations. 

 As indicated in Section 3.13, Population and housing, of the Draft EIR, there would be no 
significant impacts related to direct or indirect population growth.  The Draft EIR does 
identify an adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio, but this impact is 
not labeled as a significant impact under CEQA. 

 The commentor also asks that the City Council require its approval for changes in medical 
procedures that would result in more intensive uses.  From a land use perspective, hospital 
uses are considered as a whole.  The City does not weigh in on the individual procedures 
performed inside the hospitals. 

35.13 The commentor questions why the SUMC Project would need additional height and square 
footage.  This comment pertains to the design of the SUMC Project and does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please 
refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of SUMC Project design and other non-
CEQA issues.   

 The following is a description of the SHC Hospital tower height, as explained by the 
SUMC Project sponsors.  The Building Code itself does not specify the height or square 
footage of hospitals; these details are dictated by the hospital program envisioned by the 
SUMC Project sponsors in order to meet the future demands.  The SHC Hospital building 
would need to be built vertically for efficiency purposes, thereby requiring the building 
heights as proposed.  The upright alignment of the new SHC Hospital building would allow 
for vertical circulation in the form of elevators, rather than requiring patients to move 
through lengthy public corridors.  The immediate adjacency between the floors would 
organize patient movement privately and safely in the most efficient way possible through 
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vertical transportation.1  In addition, Building Code ventilation and structural requirements 
result in a greater floor-to-floor height for a hospital than a commercial office building.  
The typical floor-to-floor height of an office building is 10-12 feet, while in a modern 
hospital it is 16-20 feet.2  As such, the height of the SHC Hospital building is necessary for 
the functionality of the hospital. 

 As outlined on page 3.3-39, Mitigation Measure VQ-2.1 would be implemented to reduce 
the impacts to visual character and quality at the SUMC Sites.  This mitigation measure 
would require the SUMC Project sponsors to adhere to the City’s Architectural Review 
process and would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

 In addition to the height increases, the SUMC Project would require an expansion of 
square footage.  As explained on page 2-22 in Section 2, Project Description of the Draft 
EIR, the SUMC Project requires additional floor area over what is currently at the SUMC 
Sites due to existing spatial constraints and the growing demand for outpatient services.  
Current spatial constraints at the SHC and LPCH restrict the SUMC’s ability to serve new 
patients and expansions needed to provide the optimal level of care for existing patients.  
At both hospitals, the number of patients turned away will increase unless additional patient 
beds are provided.  In addition, the hospitals need to expand because the American 
Academy of Healthcare Architects recommends that all beds be in private rooms, which 
require right-sizing under the SUMC Project.  With regards to outpatient services, in order 
to accommodate the growing demand, the hospitals propose to construct new and 
replacement clinics on the Main SUMC Site, as well as renovate the existing Hoover 
Pavilion building and construct a new building for use as clinics and medical offices. 

 The commentor also requests open space dedication as a way to mitigate the height and 
bulk increases.  As stated on page 3.14-9 of the Draft EIR, Public Services, the SUMC 
Project proposes to expand the existing open space at the SUMC Sites.  The expanded open 
spaces would include walkways, open plazas, and landscaped areas for employees, 
patients, and visitors.  The SUMC Project would also incorporate new sections of open 
spaces and small grass fields, increasing pervious surfaces by 23 percent over existing 
conditions.  Several of these proposed open spaces would be visible from public areas, 
such as the landscaped gateway at the corner of Welch Road/Quarry Road, the 
LPCH/Shopping Center connection along Welch Road, the Hoover Pavilion entry lawn, 
and the refurbished Pasteur Mall.  In addition, the SUMC Project sponsors would provide 
access to Stanford University’s fields for SUMC employees.  This access would offset the 
potential deterioration new SUMC employees could cause on City parks.  Therefore, even 

                                              
1  Mark Tortorich, Vice President of Facilities Planning, Design and Construction for Stanford University 

Medical Center and Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital, City Council Hearing, June 14, 2010. 
2  Stanford University Medical Center, “Guide to Key Community Issues for the Stanford University Medical 

Center Renewal Project,” June 2010, accessed on October 14, 2010 at: http://www.stanfordpackard.org/ 
sites/default/files/pdfs/report_0610.pdf 
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though the SUMC Project would increase height and bulk at the SUMC Sites, additional 
open space would be included and access to other open space areas would be available. 

 Similarly, there is no need for a density transfer from other Stanford land.  The land west 
of I-280 does not have entitlements for building square footage that could be transferred to 
the SUMC Sites, even if such a transfer were desirable. 

35.14 The comment expresses a preference to preserve the façade of the Stone Building complex.  
At this time, the SUMC Project sponsors do not anticipate using portions of the Stone 
Building complex façade in the design of the new buildings.  If any part of the Stone 
Building complex were retained, it would have to be physically separated from the 
remaining hospital buildings in order to comply with the requirements of Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD).  This would necessitate demolition 
of the 1973 Core Expansion Building and separation of utility systems.  In addition, any 
portion of the Stone Building complex that would remain in place would need to undergo 
substantial seismic retrofit work because the buildings in the Stone Building complex do not 
meet current standards for fire separations, air exchange, and ventilation.  Upgrading these 
systems would require duct work that would reduce available interior space, diminishing 
the functionality of the interior space.3 

 In addition to the functional obstacles, preservation of a portion of the Stone Building 
complex would not substantially reduce the effect on historic resources caused by 
demolishing the rest of the building complex.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2) 
states that the significance of a historical resources is materially impaired when a project 
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR).  The 
primary façade of the Stone Building complex faces the main entry and its fountain plaza 
on Pasteur Drive.  Three sections of the Stone Building Complex are visible from the 
Pasteur Drive entry:  the Boswell, Edwards, and West Pavilion buildings.  This represents 
about 1,050 linear feet of façade and the complex as a whole has approximately 3,000 
linear feet of unobstructed façade.  Even if one of the buildings facing the front entry, the 
West Pavilion, were preserved and re-used, the Stone Building complex would no longer 
retain sufficient physical characteristics to justify its eligibility for the CRHR.   

 Re-use of the West Pavilion would preserve approximately 560 linear feet (18.6 percent) of 
the total façade for the Stone Building complex façade, only 325 feet (10.8 percent) of 
which would be visible from Pasteur Drive.  While retaining the West Pavilion would 
preserve some of the architectural features of the building, the scale and proportion would 
be severely compromised and, at less than 20 percent of the original complex and less than 

                                              
3  Barbara Schussman, Bingham McCutchen LLP, Memorandum: “Historic Preservation Alternative,” 

November 12, 2008. 
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a third of the front façade, the surviving element would not retain enough integrity to 
qualify as a historic resource.  In addition, the West Pavilion displays some incompatible 
rooftop additions and lacks the interior courtyard that is one of the essential features of the 
Stone Building complex.4  Accordingly, preservation of the West Pavilion would not avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant effects of the SUMC Project and, therefore, it is not 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

 Mitigation Measures CR-1.2 through CR-1.4, as presented on pages 3.8-22 through 3.8-23 
of the Draft EIR, would be required as part of the SUMC Project.  Mitigation Measure 
CR-1.2 would require HABS documentation with site-specific history, accurate mapping of 
all buildings, architecture descriptions, and photographic documentation.  As included in 
Mitigation Measure CR-1.3, all written and photographic documentation regarding the 
Stone Building complex would be submitted to applicable agencies.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure CR-1.4 requires the SUMC Project sponsors to install interpretive displays within 
the SUMC Sites that provide information to visitors and residents regarding the history of 
the Stone Building complex.  The displays, signs, and/or plaques would be installed in 
highly visible areas.  Therefore, although the SUMC Project would require the demolition 
of the Stone Building complex, these mitigation measures would lessen the significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the loss of this historic structure. 

35.15 The commentor requests a review of the full build-out of the SUMC Project and a review of 
forgoing development or No Project Alternatives.  A discussion and analysis of the SUMC 
Project full build-out is included in Section 3 of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Sections 3.2 
through 3.15 for a complete analysis of the anticipated SUMC Project impacts associated 
with full project buildout.  In addition, Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, provides 
an analysis of seven alternatives, including two No Project and two Reduced Intensity 
Alternatives.  In addition, please refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of the full 
range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR.   

35.16 The commentor describes an approach to an analysis of cumulative impacts.  Each 
cumulative analysis throughout Section 3, Environmental Analysis, of the Draft EIR 
provides the definition of the geographic context of each resource being addressed in the 
cumulative scenario.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(3), lead agencies should 
define the geographic scope (or context) of the area being affected by the cumulative effect 
and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.  The geographic 
contexts for this analysis have been tailored to the location of the resources or populations 
that would experience a cumulative impact from the SUMC Project as well as other 
foreseeable development.  For example, for cumulative emissions of criteria air pollutants, 
the geographic context includes the entire, nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.  
For cumulative impacts on archaeological resources, the geographic context includes the 

                                              
4  Stanford University Medical Center, correspondence with PBS&J, October 12, 2010. 
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300-foot archaeologically sensitive zone along San Francisquito Creek, which comprises a 
geographically distinct cluster of resources.  This approach is appropriate under CEQA. 

 Section 4.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts, of the Draft EIR addresses the ways in which the 
SUMC Project could foster economic growth, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. As explained on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR, in accordance with 
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, this discussion of growth inducement is not 
intended to characterize growth induced by the SUMC Project as necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.  The growth inducement discussion 
is provided for informational purposes so that the public and local decision-makers have an 
appreciation of the potential long-term growth implications of the SUMC Project. As such, 
no mitigation measures for increased economic growth are warranted. 

35.17 The commentor requests the inclusion of all future projects within the City of Palo Alto and 
neighboring jurisdictions in the cumulative analysis of the SUMC Project.  Per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15355, cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects 
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental effects.  According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(3), “Lead 
agencies should define the geographic scope [or context] of the area affected by the 
cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.”  
The geographic context is typically tailored to the nature of the environmental issue/impact 
and resource or population being affected.  Each discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of the Draft EIR includes an explanation of the relevant 
geographic context.  Depending on the topic, the geographic context could be localized or 
regional.  For example, the cumulative context for air quality would include the larger 
regional air basin.    

 As stated on page 3.1-2 of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(A) requires 
that an EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts should be based on either a list of past, 
present, and probable future projects producing related impacts or a summary of 
projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document.  The cumulative projects analyzed in the Draft EIR rely on both a 
list of projects within Palo Alto and regional growth projections.  The list of foreseeable 
projects within the City of Palo Alto was provided by City staff and included in the analysis 
(see Appendix B to the Draft EIR).  Growth projections applied to the cumulative analysis 
in the Draft EIR and include forecasted growth in adjacent cities other than Palo Alto.  
Growth projections also include growth allowed by the Stanford University 2000 
Community Plan and General Use Permit (CP/GUP), the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) Projections 2005, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 
(BAAQMD) air quality projections, the City of Palo Alto’s Travel Demand Forecasting 
Model, and projections of various public service and utility providers for the SUMC 
Project.   
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 Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion on background growth and cumulative 
traffic impacts.   

35.18 The commentor states that the Draft EIR only mentions Marguerite shuttles, Alameda-
Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), U Line, and Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA) Community buses, and does not account for all shuttles in the area.  
Additionally, the commentor states transportation mitigations should expand transit 
benefits.  The Transportation Impact Analysis evaluated all public transit routes that serve 
the area in proximity to the SUMC Project including regular VTA and SamTrans service.  
It also included Menlo Park and Palo Alto shuttles and contained mitigation measures to 
improve those services.  Consideration was given to provide a Clipper transit pass to all 
SUMC employees which allows travel on most transit routes, but it was determined that 
GO Passes provide a more cost effective means of traffic mitigation, and combined with 
other measures mitigate all SUMC Project intersection impacts.  The SUMC transportation 
demand management (TDM) Program includes a guaranteed ride home regardless of shift.  
Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of other TDM measures.  

35.19 The commentor states that the traffic impact numbers should reflect the fact that part-time 
employees usually generate as many trips as full time.  The Transportation Impact Analysis 
for the SUMC Project based trip generation on project-specific data.  The amount of traffic 
generated by the existing facilities was measured and future traffic volumes were expanded 
based on the expansion of the facilities.  Existing part-time employee trip generating 
characteristics were captured in the existing data collection and were expanded in relation 
to the SUMC Project. 

35.20 The commentor requests that the impact of patient trips be expanded.  SUMC Project trip 
generation was based on project-specific data.  All existing patient trip generation was 
captured in the data collection and these values were expanded to reflect the future patient 
traffic volumes.  The growth in patient traffic has been accurately represented in the 
Transportation Impact Analysis. 

35.21 The commentor requests clarification on which parking would be “Performance Based 
Parking,” as shown on page 2-25 and requests that reduced spaces be placed in a 
landscape reserve and not eliminated.  As described in Master Response 11, the SUMC 
Project would conflict with existing development restrictions in the existing Public 
Facilities (PF zoning district).  Therefore, the project approval would include creation of a 
new zoning district.  The SUMC Project sponsors have proposed "performance-based 
parking" as the parking requirement in the new district, rather than a parking requirement 
based on square footage or number of housing units, as traditionally occurs in zoning 
regulations.  Parking would be provided to meet projected needs, with consideration given 
to the potential for reduced parking demand due to the proximity of the Palo Alto 
Intermodal Transit Station (PAITS) and demonstrated effective TDM programs.  The 



4-282 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

performance-based parking requirements would be established by the applicable 
conditional use permit.  The SUMC Project sponsors have proposed parking spaces for 
employees, patients, and visitors, with consideration to the possible utilization of PAITS 
and other TDM programs. 

35.22 The commentor asks that full funding be required for all traffic mitigations, including those 
listed in Table 3.4-18 and on page 3.4-62.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for fair share 
calculations.   

35.23 The commentor states that any improvements to ambulance service should be paid in full by 
the project and modifications should be made to the El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road/Alma 
Street intersection to allow travel across El Camino Real for emergency access.  The 
information provided on page 2-49 of the Draft EIR states that the SUMC Project sponsors 
estimate that ambulance trips would increase from the current total of 8,331 trips (23 per 
day) to 11,995 trips (33 per day) by 2015 and 14,244 trips (39 per day) by full occupancy 
of the hospitals in 2025.  Figure 3.7-6 shows existing ambulance routes and Figure 3.7-7 
shows ambulance routes with the SUMC Project.  Ambulance trips from San Mateo 
County traveling down I-280 would use Sand Hill Road today and with the SUMC Project 
to access the emergency room.  Ambulance trips from San Mateo County traveling on El 
Camino Real or US 101 would use Quarry Road today and Sand Hill Road with the SUMC 
Project.  The roadway network surrounding the SUMC is a grid network which allows 
ambulances several options to access the emergency room if one specific route is blocked.  
The proposed ambulance routes shown on Figure 3.7-9 of the Draft EIR are the preferred 
routes which will be used most of the time.  However, variations on these routes are 
available and will be used as necessary. 

 The SUMC Project is required by Mitigation Measure TR-9.1 to pay a fair share 
contribution to the installation of Opticom traffic signal sensors at all intersections 
significantly impacted by the project even if through other mitigation measures these 
intersections are fully mitigated.  There is not a nexus to expand this mitigation measure to 
other intersections or to require more than a “fair share” contribution from the SUMC 
Project sponsors.  The traffic volumes for El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road/Alma Street 
intersection reflect the expected 2025 condition without the project and the 2025 condition 
with the project. The City of Palo Alto has designed the El Camino Real/Sand Hill 
Road/Alma Street intersection to prohibit east/west travel to/from Sand Hill Road and 
Alma Street.  An ambulance from North Palo Alto to the emergency room could either turn 
right at Alma Street and travel up El Camino Real and make a U-turn at Cambridge 
Avenue, a right turn onto Sand Hill Road, and a left on Durand to reach the emergency 
room or alternatively turn left on Alma Street, travel through the University Avenue/Alma 
Street interchange, turn right onto El Camino Real, turn left onto Sand Hill Road, and turn 
left onto Durand to reach the emergency room.   
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35.24 The commentor requests that US 101 from Marsh Road to Woodside Road be included in 
the analysis and included in Table 3.4-23.  The following freeway analysis, included in 
Table 4-5, below, indicates that the project trips would be less than one percent of the 
segment capacity and would not significantly impact the US 101 segment. 

  

Table 4-5 
Freeway Analysis Under the SUMC Project 

US 101 Segment Direction 

# of 
Mixed 
Lanes 

Peak 
Hour 

Total 
Capacity 

Total Project 
Trips 

Project Trips 
with HOV 
Adjusted 

Percent Capacity 
Added with 

HOV Adjusted 

Marsh Road to 
Woodside Road  

NB 4 AM 9,200 21 17 0.18 percent 

PM 9,200 61 49 0.53 percent 

Woodside Road 
to Marsh Road 

SB 3 AM 6,900 65 49 0.71 percent 

PM 6,900 23 17 0.33 percent 
Source: AECOM Transportation, 2010. 

 

35.25 The commentor requests the Draft EIR to include an impact analysis of the increase in 
employees under the SUMC Project in relation to community services, schools, and 
population.  Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, Public Services, addresses the potential 
environmental effects of the SUMC Project on public services, including police and fire 
protection, schools, and parks and recreational services.  As discussed in the Public 
Services section, an increase in demand for public services due to employment and/or 
population increases could lead to potentially significant environmental impacts only if 
construction or expansion of a new facility would be triggered and the construction or 
operation of the new facility might adversely affect the physical environment.  Therefore, 
increases in public service demand alone do not constitute a significant environmental 
effect.  As determined in the impact analysis in the Draft EIR, employment increases under 
the SUMC Project would result in less-than-significant impacts on public services. 

 Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, Population and Housing, documents current and forecasted 
population, housing, and employment statistics in the Bay Area region and City of Palo 
Alto, and estimates how the SUMC Project would fit within or exceed the current and 
forecasted statistics.  As concluded in this section, the SUMC Project would result in less-
than-significant impacts related to population and housing. 

35.26 The commentor disagrees with the impact conclusions in the Population and Housing 
Section of the Draft EIR.  Impact PH-1 in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, of the 
Draft EIR indicates that the SUMC Project would result in indirect additional housing 
demand within the region.  However, as shown in Table 3.13-8, the additional housing 
demand would be within projected housing growth for each community within the region. 
As such, impacts would be less than significant.  The data in Table 3.13-8 are based on 
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historical evidence, comprised of SUMC’s data on the residential distribution of their 
employees.  As indicated on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, the distribution of where 
SUMC Project employees would live is based on existing SUMC employee zip code data 
provided by the SUMC Project sponsors (see Appendix L of the Draft EIR).5  Per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(3), mitigation measures are not required for effects which are 
not found to be significant. Also, fiscal implications of the indirect housing demand are not 
environmental impacts that require discussion under CEQA.  Please see Master Response 
10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

35.27 The commentor expresses support for the construction of 490 housing units to be dedicated 
to SUMC Project employees.  It is important to note that the SUMC Project does not 
propose the construction of these housing units.  Rather, these housing units are evaluated 
as an alternative to the SUMC Project, the Village Concept Alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 9 regarding the merits of the SUMC Project and its alternatives.  

35.28 The commentor requests that the SUMC Project sponsors locate land near the LPCH to 
meet the needs of the Ronald McDonald House.  The SUMC Project does not include 
additions to or expansions of the Ronald McDonald House, which provides temporary 
housing for families of children needing medical care at little or no cost.  The Ronald 
McDonald House is a not-for-profit entity that is separate from the SUMC Project.  This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  Please see Master Response 10 for a description of non-CEQA 
issues. 

35.29 The commentor states that meeting the housing need and Palo Alto Unified School District 
needs would make it easier to recruit qualified staff at the SUMC.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  
Please see Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

35.30 The commentor states that the Draft EIR is insufficient because it does not suggest viable 
solutions to the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the SUMC Project.  The 
Draft EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the significant impacts of the 
SUMC Project.  Some of the impacts can be reduced to less than significant with the 
implementation of mitigation measures; however, several impacts cannot be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level with feasible mitigation.  Refer to Table S-4 in the Draft EIR for 
a summary of the SUMC Project impacts and the proposed mitigation measures. 

 The Draft EIR describes and analyzes the SUMC Project as proposed by the SUMC 
Project sponsors in the SUMC Project Application from 2007 and last amended in March 
2010.  The main analysis in the Draft EIR, as described in Section 3, does not propose 

                                              
5  Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement 

Project Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5, Figure 5-5. 
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alternative site plans that could reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts.  However, 
per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR must include a range of feasible 
alternatives that obtains most of the project objectives and reduces the impacts of the 
proposed project.  The Draft EIR addresses a reasonable range of SUMC Project 
alternatives in Section 5, Alternatives, which analyzes seven different alternatives to the 
SUMC Project that seek to avoid or lesson the severity of the significant and unavoidable 
impacts identified in the analysis of the SUMC Project.   

 The Palo Alto City Council must ultimately certify that it has reviewed and considered the 
information in the EIR and that the EIR has been completed in conformity with CEQA.  
Following certification, it is at the discretion of the City Council whether to deny the 
SUMC Project, or to approve the SUMC Project as proposed, or portions of the proposed 
SUMC Project alternatives that would mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts, 
while rejecting the alternatives that are deemed to be infeasible.  Nonetheless, if it is 
determined that any impacts would be significant and unavoidable, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations would be prepared.  Please refer to Master Response 11 for a 
description of the SUMC Project review process for more details.   

35.31 The commentor requests that all mitigation measures have specific deadlines.  Deadlines 
for the mitigation measures required under the SUMC Project would be outlined in the 
MMRP.  Please refer to Response 35.4 for more specifics regarding the MMRP. 
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36. Michael Griffin (letter dated June 24, 2010)   

36.1 The commentor states that while the SUMC Project sponsors know the zip code location of 
their employees, there is no attempt to correlate that data with the development of the 
project’s transportation demand management (TDM) scheme.  In addition, the enhanced 
TDM program is heavily weighted to Caltrain because the majority of the SUMC employees 
live on the peninsula.  Currently, the SUMC has approximately 10,000 employees of which 
6,200 live in cities on the peninsula served by Caltrain.  However, part of the enhanced 
TDM program also serves East Bay employees.  As part of the enhanced TDM program, 
the SUMC Project sponsors would be required to use reasonable efforts to lease 75 spaces 
from AC Transit at the Ardenwood park-and-ride lot or an equivalent lot.  The employees 
from the East Bay would park their vehicles at Ardenwood and ride the U-Line to the 
SUMC Project sites.  Employees could also catch the U-Line at other stops in the East Bay 
such as at the Fremont/Centerville Amtrak Station or the Fremont BART Station; however, 
parking would not be provided by SUMC at these locations.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 for a more detailed discussion on the effectiveness of the GO Pass. 

36.2 The commentor states that there is no analysis of the probability that Caltrain can and will 
have the means to deliver the capacity necessary to make the GO Pass a valid solution.  
The commentor also states Caltrain may not even exist and given this uncertainty, there 
should be a backup plan to the GO Pass.  Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the 
ability of Caltrain to provide the capacity for the GO Pass TDM measure and the viability 
of Caltrain. 

36.3 The commentor is concerned about increased traffic from US 101 and notes that the Draft 
EIR should find ways to reduce impacts by providing incentives to use I-280, such as 
providing park-and-ride lots at SLAC and behind the Berry Farm. Please refer to Master 
Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking and other mitigation. 

36.4 The commentor asks why the Draft EIR does not mention Stanford University’s goal of No 
New Net Trips, and its applicability to the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Master Response 
2 for a discussion of imposing a No Net New Trips requirement.  Also, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(4)(B), mitigation measures must be roughly proportional to the 
impacts of the project.  The standards of significance applied in the Transportation Impact 
Analysis are listed on pages 3.4-30 through 3.4-32 of this EIR.  Based on these criteria, 
there could be some increase in traffic that would not result in a significant impact.  As 
such, requiring no net new trips as a mitigation measure would be beyond the requirements 
of CEQA. Also, see Staff-Initiated Change 2, which provides the revised analysis of level 
of service (LOS) impacts, and the updated mitigation measures for significant LOS 
impacts.  The mitigation measures identified in Staff-Initiated Change 2 are appropriate.  
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37. Michael Griffin (letter dated July 12, 2010)   

37.1 The commentor states that while SUMC Project sponsor knows the zip code location of its 
employees, there is no attempt to correlate that data with the development of the project’s 
transportation demand management (TDM) scheme.  Please see Response 36.1. In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 1 for a more detailed discussion on the 
effectiveness of the GO Pass.  

37.2 The commentor notes that there is no analysis of the probability that Caltrain can and will 
have the means to deliver the capacity necessary to make the GO Pass a valid solution.  
Caltrain may not even exist.  Please see Response 36.2. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 1 regarding the ability of Caltrain to provide the capacity for the GO Pass TDM 
measure and the viability of Caltrain.  

37.3 The commentor is concerned about increased traffic from US 101 and notes that the Draft 
EIR should find ways to reduce impacts by providing incentives to those who use I-280 and 
the park-and-ride lots at SLAC and behind Berry Farm. Please see Response 36.3. In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking and other 
mitigation. 

37.4 The commentor questions why the remote parking solution is considered an alternative to 
the GO Pass rather than as an adjunct to it, especially given the uncertainty of Caltrain in 
the future.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of remote parking.  

37.5 The commentor asks why the Draft EIR does not mention Stanford’s goal of No New Net 
Trips, and its applicability to the SUMC Project.  Please see Response 36.4.  In addition, 
please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of imposing a No Net New Trips 
requirement.  Also, see Staff-Initiated Change 2, which provides the revised analysis of 
level of service (LOS) impacts, and the updated mitigation measures for significant LOS 
impacts. 
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38. Ken Hake (letter dated July 21, 2010)   

38.1 The commentor states that he is a homeowner and resident concerned about the impact to 
traffic for the Downtown North neighborhood as a result of the SUMC Project.  The 
Transportation Impact Analysis for the Draft EIR considered the two primary streets in 
Downtown North:  Everett Avenue and Hawthorne Avenue.  Draft EIR Table 3.4-20 on 
page 3.4-71 shows the results of that analysis.  As shown in the table, both Hawthorne 
Avenue and Everett Avenue are expected to see an increase in traffic as a result of the 
SUMC Project of 127 vehicle trips per day (before implementation of mitigation).  The 
City of Palo Alto uses the TIRE index to determine if an increase in traffic on a residential 
street results in a significant impact.  The increase projected for Everett Avenue and 
Hawthorne Avenue would not result in a significant impact.  The SUMC Project would 
also add traffic to the Willow Road/Middlefield Road intersection.  However, the 
combination of traffic-adaptive signal technology, bicycle and pedestrian tunnels, and 
enhanced TDM measures (Mitigation Measures TR2.1, TR-2.2, and TR-2.3, respectively) 
would reduce impacts at this location to a less-than-significant level. 

38.2 The commentor questions what options are available for implementing stronger traffic 
calming devices.  As noted in Response 38.1, while the SUMC Project would add traffic to 
both Everett Avenue and Hawthorne Avenue, the volume is not high enough to cause a 
significant traffic impact.  Therefore, no requirement for the SUMC Project to install 
additional traffic calming devices would be warranted. 
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A/73590824.1  

39. David Haray (letter dated July 19, 2010)   

39.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  This comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of the project merits in the CEQA process. 

 The commentor also concurs that additional meetings are necessary to make informed 
decisions.  Please refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description of the City’s 
review process and the next steps in the EIR review process.   



A
L

A
N

  H
E

SS
 

 A
 R

 C
 H

 I 
T

 E
 C

 T
 

49
91

 C
O

R
K

W
O

O
D

 L
A

N
E

 
   

 IR
V

IN
E

, C
A

 9
26

12
 

94
9 

55
1 

53
43

 
al

he
ss

@
ao

l.c
om

 
w

w
w

.a
la

nh
es

s.
ne

t  
  Ju

ly
 2

6,
 2

01
0 

 S
te

ve
n 

T
ur

ne
r 

A
dv

an
ce

 P
la

nn
in

g 
M

an
ag

er
 

C
ity

 o
f P

al
o 

A
lto

 
P

la
nn

in
g 

an
d 

C
om

m
un

ity
 E

nv
iro

nm
en

t D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

25
0 

H
am

ilt
on

 A
ve

nu
e 

P
al

o 
A

lto
, C

A
 9

43
01

 
 R

e:
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

H
os

pi
ta

l D
E

IR
 

  D
ea

r M
r. 

Tu
rn

er
: 

 T
he

 D
E

IR
 o

n 
S

ta
nf

or
d 

H
os

pi
ta

l i
na

de
qu

at
el

y 
ad

dr
es

se
s 

th
e 

hi
st

or
ic

al
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

ce
 

of
 th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
bu

ild
in

g 
an

d 
its

 a
rc

hi
te

ct
, E

dw
ar

d 
D

ur
el

l S
to

ne
. T

he
se

 fl
aw

s 
un

de
rm

in
e 

its
 c

on
cl

us
io

n 
th

at
 th

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
is

 n
ot

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
t, 

an
d 

ca
us

e 
it 

to
 fa

il 
to

 
co

m
pl

y 
w

ith
 C

E
Q

A
. T

he
 d

ra
ft 

re
po

rt 
as

 w
rit

te
n 

w
ou

ld
 le

ad
 to

 th
e 

un
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

lo
ss

 o
f a

 tr
em

en
do

us
ly

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
t h

is
to

ric
 re

so
ur

ce
. I

 a
m

 w
rit

in
g 

th
is

 le
tte

r 
pr

o 
bo

no
 a

s 
a 

hi
st

or
ia

n;
 I 

re
pr

es
en

t o
nl

y 
m

ys
el

f. 
 In

 fa
ct

, S
ta

nf
or

d 
H

os
pi

ta
l i

s 
an

 e
xc

el
le

nt
 a

nd
 re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
e 

ex
am

pl
e 

of
 m

id
-

ce
nt

ur
y 

m
od

er
n 

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
e 

w
or

th
y 

of
 p

re
se

rv
at

io
n.

 It
 d

ra
w

s 
on

 th
e 

hi
st

or
ic

al
 

pr
ec

ed
en

ts
 o

f S
ta

nf
or

d 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

, r
ei

nt
er

pr
et

ed
 b

y 
an

 im
po

rta
nt

 a
sp

ec
t o

f 
M

od
er

n 
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

e 
w

hi
ch

 is
 to

da
y,

 u
nf

or
tu

na
te

ly
, e

nd
an

ge
re

d.
 E

dw
ar

d 
D

ur
el

l 
S

to
ne

 is
 a

 m
aj

or
 a

nd
 d

is
tin

ct
iv

e 
fig

ur
e 

in
 M

od
er

n 
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

e,
 b

ut
 h

is
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

 
ar

e 
to

da
y 

th
re

at
en

ed
; l

oc
al

ly
 h

is
 S

an
ta

 C
la

ra
 li

br
ar

y 
ha

s 
be

en
 d

em
ol

is
he

d 
an

d 
hi

s 
P

al
o 

A
lto

 li
br

ar
ie

s 
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

in
 je

op
ar

dy
; h

is
 m

us
eu

m
 fo

r H
un

tin
gt

on
 H

ar
tfo

rd
 o

n 
C

ol
um

bu
s 

C
irc

le
 in

 N
ew

 Y
or

k 
C

ity
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

la
rg

el
y 

lo
st

 th
ro

ug
h 

re
m

od
el

lin
g.

 
S

ta
nf

or
d 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 h

ol
ds

 in
 tr

us
t a

n 
im

po
rta

nt
 e

xa
m

pl
e 

of
 h

is
 w

or
k 

an
d 

lo
ca

l 
cu

ltu
re

, a
nd

 it
 m

us
t b

e 
pr

es
er

ve
d.

 
 I s

tro
ng

ly
 c

on
te

st
 th

e 
D

E
IR

’s
 s

ta
te

m
en

t t
ha

t d
em

ol
iti

on
 o

f t
he

 S
to

ne
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

is
 

un
av

oi
da

bl
e.

 I 
co

nc
ur

 w
ith

 th
e 

al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

as
se

ss
m

en
ts

 b
y 

ci
ty

 s
ta

ff 
an

d 
by

 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 G

ro
up

, i
nc

lu
de

d 
in

 th
e 

D
E

IR
, t

ha
t t

he
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

is
 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 a

nd
 th

at
 it

 c
an

 b
e 

fr
ui

tfu
lly

 re
us

ed
 fo

r o
th

er
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

. 
 I s

pe
ak

 fr
om

 th
irt

y 
ye

ar
s 

of
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
re

se
ar

ch
in

g 
an

d 
la

nd
m

ar
ki

ng
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

of
 th

e 
re

ce
nt

 p
as

t. 
I a

m
 v

er
y 

fa
m

ili
ar

 p
ro

fe
ss

io
na

lly
 w

ith
 th

e 
ch

al
le

ng
es

 o
f 

id
en

tif
yi

ng
 a

nd
 e

va
lu

at
in

g 
re

ce
nt

 p
as

t r
es

ou
rc

es
. I

 h
av

e 
su

cc
es

sf
ul

ly
 q

ua
lif

ie
d 

L
et
te
r
40

40
.1

40
.2

fo
ur

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
 u

nd
er

 fi
fty

 y
ea

rs
 o

f a
ge

 (t
he

re
by

 re
qu

iri
ng

 p
ro

of
 o

f E
xc

ep
tio

na
l 

S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

) f
or

 th
e 

N
at

io
na

l R
eg

is
te

r o
f H

is
to

ric
 P

la
ce

s.
 O

ne
 o

f t
he

se
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

 
w

as
 E

dw
ar

d 
D

ur
el

l S
to

ne
’s

 1
95

8 
S

tu
ar

t P
ha

rm
ac

eu
tic

al
 F

ac
to

ry
 in

 P
as

ad
en

a,
 s

o 
I a

m
 v

er
y 

fa
m

ili
ar

 w
ith

 h
is

 w
or

k 
an

d 
th

e 
im

po
rta

nc
e 

of
 h

is
 S

ta
nf

or
d 

H
os

pi
ta

l 
de

si
gn

.  
 I a

m
 a

n 
ar

ch
ite

ct
 a

nd
 a

ut
ho

r o
f e

ig
ht

ee
n 

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
al

 h
is

to
ry

 b
oo

ks
, m

os
t o

f t
he

m
 

on
 tw

en
tie

th
 c

en
tu

ry
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

in
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 a
nd

 th
e 

W
es

t. 
S

in
ce

 1
98

6 
I h

av
e 

al
so

 b
ee

n 
th

e 
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

e 
cr

iti
c 

fo
r t

he
 S

an
 J

os
e 

M
er

cu
ry

 N
ew

s.
 M

y 
re

su
m

e 
is

 
at

ta
ch

ed
. 

 S
pe

ci
fic

al
ly

, t
he

 in
ad

eq
ua

ci
es

 o
f t

he
 re

po
rt 

in
cl

ud
e 

th
e 

fo
llo

w
in

g:
 

 
1.

 
O

ut
da

te
d 

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

: T
he

 D
E

IR
’s

 c
on

cl
us

io
n 

re
lie

s 
on

 a
 S

U
M

C
 re

po
rt 

(J
on

es
, C

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 a
nd

 th
e 

S
ta

nf
or

d 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 M
ed

ic
al

 F
ac

ili
tie

s 
R

en
ew

al
 a

nd
 R

ep
la

ce
m

en
t P

ro
je

ct
, 2

00
7)

 w
hi

ch
 u

se
s 

ou
td

at
ed

 a
nd

 
in

ad
eq

ua
te

 re
se

ar
ch

 m
et

ho
do

lo
gi

es
. F

or
 e

xa
m

pl
e,

 b
y 

st
at

in
g 

th
at

 th
e 

S
to

ne
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

“is
 o

ut
 o

f k
ee

pi
ng

 w
ith

 th
e 

M
od

er
n 

pe
rio

d,
” t

he
 re

po
rt 

ex
po

se
s 

a 
lim

ite
d 

an
d 

bi
as

ed
 v

ie
w

 o
f M

od
er

ni
sm

. I
n 

fa
ct

, S
to

ne
’s

 N
eo

-
Fo

rm
al

is
m

 (o
f w

hi
ch

 th
is

 is
 a

n 
ex

ce
lle

nt
 e

xa
m

pl
e)

 is
 o

ne
 e

xt
re

m
el

y 
im

po
rta

nt
 fa

ce
t o

f t
he

 h
is

to
ry

 o
f M

od
er

ni
sm

. F
or

 a
no

th
er

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 b

y 
st

at
in

g 
th

at
 th

e 
S

to
ne

 b
ui

ld
in

g 
“w

as
 o

ut
 o

f p
la

ce
 in

 th
is

 s
ub

ur
ba

n 
se

tti
ng

,” 
th

e 
re

po
rt 

is
 s

im
pl

y 
w

ro
ng

. I
t f

ai
ls

 to
 e

xa
m

in
e 

th
e 

ch
ar

ac
te

r o
f s

ub
ur

ba
n 

de
si

gn
, e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 in
 th

e 
P

al
o 

A
lto

 a
re

a,
 w

hi
ch

 c
on

tri
bu

te
d 

m
an

y 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
bu

ild
in

gs
 to

 th
e 

hi
st

or
y 

of
 s

ub
ur

ba
n 

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
e.

 T
he

 h
os

pi
ta

l i
s 

no
t 

pr
op

er
ly

 a
ss

es
se

d 
as

 a
 “P

al
ac

e 
H

os
pi

ta
l” 

as
 th

e 
re

po
rt 

su
gg

es
ts

, b
ut

 a
s 

a 
la

rg
e 

ci
vi

c 
m

on
um

en
t i

n 
a 

su
bu

rb
an

 s
et

tin
g.

 In
 th

is
 p

er
sp

ec
tiv

e,
 S

to
ne

’s
 

us
e 

of
 s

ca
le

, t
ex

tu
re

s,
 la

nd
sc

ap
in

g,
 c

ol
or

, a
nd

 c
ou

rty
ar

ds
 s

ki
llf

ul
ly

 b
le

nd
s 

a 
la

rg
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

in
to

 th
e 

su
bu

rb
an

 s
et

tin
g.

 T
he

se
 a

re
 b

ut
 tw

o 
ex

am
pl

es
 o

f 
th

e 
bu

ild
in

g’
s 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e 

to
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 h
is

to
ry

 a
nd

 S
to

ne
’s

 c
ar

ee
r w

hi
ch

 
th

e 
D

E
IR

 ig
no

re
s.

 
2.

 
In

ad
eq

ua
te

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t o

f S
to

ne
’s

 a
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 c

on
ce

pt
s:

 C
on

tra
ry

 to
 

th
e 

D
E

IR
’s

 c
on

cl
us

io
ns

, S
ta

nf
or

d 
H

os
pi

ta
l i

s 
bo

th
 re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
e 

of
 

S
to

ne
’s

 c
on

ce
pt

ua
l c

on
tri

bu
tio

ns
 to

 M
od

er
n 

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
e,

 a
nd

 a
 n

ot
ab

le
 

ex
pr

es
si

on
 o

f h
ow

 th
os

e 
co

nc
ep

ts
 c

ou
ld

 b
e 

ad
ap

te
d 

an
d 

ap
pl

ie
d 

in
 n

ew
 

w
ay

s 
to

 th
e 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 o
f a

 c
ha

lle
ng

in
g 

pr
og

ra
m

 a
nd

 u
ni

qu
e 

si
te

. T
he

 d
es

ig
n 

ty
pi

ca
lly

 e
m

bo
di

es
 m

an
y 

of
 S

to
ne

’s
 c

on
tri

bu
tio

ns
 to

 
M

od
er

ni
sm

, i
nc

lu
di

ng
 h

is
 e

xp
re

ss
iv

e 
us

e 
of

 c
on

cr
et

e,
 h

is
 re

sp
ec

t f
or

 th
e 

sc
al

e 
an

d 
hi

st
or

ic
 p

re
ce

de
nt

 o
f t

he
 s

ur
ro

un
di

ng
 c

on
te

xt
, h

is
 in

te
gr

al
 u

se
 o

f 
or

na
m

en
ta

l f
ea

tu
re

s 
(in

cl
ud

in
g 

th
e 

te
xt

ur
ed

 c
on

cr
et

e 
w

al
ls

 a
nd

 o
pe

n 
fil

ig
re

e 
sc

re
en

s)
, a

nd
 h

is
 in

te
gr

at
io

n 
of

 n
at

ur
e 

in
 th

e 
us

e 
of

 c
ou

rty
ar

ds
, 

la
nd

sc
ap

in
g,

 a
nd

 h
an

gi
ng

 p
la

nt
er

s.
 B

ut
 c

on
tra

ry
 to

 th
e 

re
po

rt’
s 

co
nc

lu
si

on
, 

th
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

is
 in

de
ed

 a
 “f

or
m

at
iv

e 
de

si
gn

.” 
It 

us
es

 a
nd

 a
da

pt
s 

th
es

e 
el

em
en

ts
, s

ho
w

in
g 

th
e 

fle
xi

bi
lit

y 
of

 S
to

ne
’s

 v
oc

ab
ul

ar
y.

 T
hi

s 
D

E
IR

 fa
ils

 to
 

pr
op

er
ly

 a
ss

es
s 

th
e 

st
yl

e 
of

 th
e 

ho
sp

ita
l, 

its
 p

la
ce

 in
 th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f 

M
od

er
n 

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
e 

(e
sp

ec
ia

lly
 in

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 a

nd
 th

e 
S

an
 F

ra
nc

is
co

 
pe

ni
ns

ul
a)

, t
he

 in
no

va
tio

ns
 o

f i
ts

 d
es

ig
n,

 a
nd

 it
s 

pl
ac

e 
in

 S
to

ne
’s

 w
or

k.
 

40
.3

40
.4

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

29
4



T
hu

s 
its

 c
on

cl
us

io
n 

th
at

 th
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
de

m
ol

is
he

d 
is

 
un

su
bs

ta
nt

ia
te

d.
 In

 m
y 

op
in

io
n 

it 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

el
ig

ib
le

 fo
r t

he
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

 
R

eg
is

te
r o

f H
is

to
ric

al
 R

es
ou

rc
es

, a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

th
e 

C
ity

 o
f P

al
o 

A
lto

 h
is

to
ric

 
in

ve
nt

or
y;

 I 
ba

se
 th

is
 o

n 
m

y 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e 

w
ith

 s
im

ila
r m

id
-c

en
tu

ry
 M

od
er

n 
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

e.
 

3.
 

In
ad

eq
ua

te
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t o
f t

he
 la

nd
sc

ap
e 

de
si

gn
: T

he
 c

on
tri

bu
tio

n 
of

 
la

nd
sc

ap
e 

ar
ch

ite
ct

 T
ho

m
as

 C
hu

rc
h 

is
 n

ot
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

ly
 a

na
ly

ze
d.

 T
he

 
co

ur
ty

ar
d 

la
nd

sc
ap

in
g,

 th
ou

gh
 s

om
ew

ha
t a

lte
re

d,
 s

til
l e

xp
re

ss
es

 th
e 

or
ig

in
al

 a
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 a

nd
 s

pa
tia

l i
nt

en
t o

f t
he

 d
es

ig
n,

 a
nd

 is
 e

as
ily

 
re

st
or

ed
. E

ve
n 

m
or

e 
im

po
rta

nt
, h

ow
ev

er
, i

s 
th

e 
re

m
ar

ka
bl

e 
in

te
gr

at
io

n 
of

 
la

nd
sc

ap
in

g 
an

d 
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

e 
in

to
 a

 s
ea

m
le

ss
 s

pa
tia

l u
ni

ty
. T

he
 b

ul
k 

of
 th

is
 

la
rg

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
is

 s
uc

ce
ss

fu
lly

 a
nd

 c
re

at
iv

el
y 

re
du

ce
d 

th
ro

ug
h 

th
es

e 
ef

fo
rts

. 
T

hi
s 

is
 o

ne
 o

f t
he

 c
on

tri
bu

tio
ns

 o
f t

hi
s 

de
si

gn
 to

 M
od

er
ni

sm
. 

4.
 

O
ut

da
te

d 
bi

as
 a

ga
in

st
 S

to
ne

: T
he

 D
E

IR
 re

po
rt 

re
lie

s 
on

 a
 b

ia
se

d 
an

d 
un

ex
am

in
ed

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t o

f S
to

ne
’s

 w
or

k.
 S

to
ne

 is
 s

til
l a

 c
on

tro
ve

rs
ia

l 
ar

ch
ite

ct
 in

 s
om

e 
qu

ar
te

rs
. T

hi
s 

re
po

rt 
re

fle
ct

s 
th

at
 b

ia
s 

in
 a

cc
ep

tin
g,

 
w

ith
ou

t f
ur

th
er

 a
na

ly
si

s,
 th

e 
st

at
em

en
t t

ha
t S

to
ne

 “w
as

 m
or

e 
po

pu
la

r 
ho

w
ev

er
 w

ith
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 th
an

 w
ith

 h
is

 fe
llo

w
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

s 
an

d 
ar

ch
ite

ct
ur

al
 

cr
iti

cs
,” 

co
nt

in
ui

ng
, “

he
 is

 m
er

el
y 

a 
ra

th
er

 e
ng

ag
in

g 
co

nt
em

po
ra

ry
 

ro
m

an
tic

.” 
W

hi
le

 th
is

 re
fle

ct
s 

on
e 

op
in

io
n 

of
 S

to
ne

 in
 h

is
 d

ay
, i

t i
s 

no
t 

su
ffi

ci
en

t e
vi

de
nc

e 
fo

r t
he

 h
is

to
ric

al
 p

er
sp

ec
tiv

e 
w

e 
ne

ed
 fi

fty
 y

ea
rs

 la
te

r. 
A

s 
fo

r c
ur

re
nt

 s
ch

ol
ar

ly
 o

pi
ni

on
, t

he
 re

po
rt 

us
es

 a
 li

m
ite

d 
nu

m
be

r o
f 

re
fe

re
nc

es
. T

ho
ug

h 
br

ie
fly

 n
ot

in
g 

V
in

ce
nt

 S
cu

lly
’s

 re
ce

nt
 d

ef
en

se
 o

f 
S

to
ne

’s
 H

un
tin

gt
on

 H
ar

tfo
rd

 m
us

eu
m

 in
 N

ew
 Y

or
k,

 th
e 

re
po

rt 
si

m
pl

y 
di

sm
is

se
s 

su
ch

 v
al

id
 s

up
po

rt 
(a

nd
 m

uc
h 

ot
he

r s
up

po
rt 

by
 o

th
er

 n
ot

ed
 

hi
st

or
ia

ns
) w

ith
ou

t f
ur

th
er

 a
na

ly
si

s.
 T

hu
s 

th
e 

re
po

rt 
do

es
 n

ot
 a

cc
ur

at
el

y 
re

fle
ct

 th
e 

re
as

se
ss

m
en

t o
f S

to
ne

 a
nd

 h
is

 e
ra

 n
ow

 u
nd

er
w

ay
. I

n 
fa

ct
, t

he
 

ev
id

en
ce

, t
he

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
, a

nd
 th

e 
op

in
io

ns
 e

xi
st

 to
 s

ho
w

 h
is

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 in
 

in
tro

du
ci

ng
 n

ew
 c

on
ce

pt
s 

th
at

 h
el

pe
d 

sh
ap

e 
tw

en
tie

th
 c

en
tu

ry
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

in
 th

e 
B

ay
 A

re
a,

 n
at

io
na

lly
, a

nd
 in

te
rn

at
io

na
lly

. T
he

y 
ar

e 
a 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

ar
t 

of
 th

e 
hi

st
or

y 
of

 M
od

er
n 

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
e,

 a
nd

 th
e 

lo
ss

 o
f S

ta
nf

or
d 

H
os

pi
ta

l 
w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
a 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
th

e 
cu

ltu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 o

f P
al

o 
A

lto
, 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
, a

nd
 th

e 
na

tio
n.

 B
ia

se
d 

as
se

ss
m

en
ts

 o
f S

to
ne

’s
 w

or
k 

ha
ve

 
al

re
ad

y 
le

ad
 to

 th
e 

lo
ss

 o
f i

m
po

rta
nt

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
. S

ta
nf

or
d 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 m

us
t 

no
t f

ur
th

er
 c

on
tri

bu
te

 to
 th

is
 d

ec
im

at
io

n 
by

 a
llo

w
in

g 
th

e 
ho

sp
ita

l t
o 

be
 

de
m

ol
is

he
d.

 
5.

 
D

is
m

is
sa

l o
f a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
us

es
: T

he
 D

E
IR

 p
er

em
pt

or
ily

 a
ss

um
es

 th
e 

”u
na

vo
id

ab
le

” d
em

ol
iti

on
 o

f t
hi

s 
bu

ild
in

g.
  T

ho
ug

h 
it 

ca
nn

ot
 b

e 
us

ed
 a

s 
a 

ho
sp

ita
l, 

th
er

e 
is

 a
 w

id
e 

ra
ng

e 
of

 o
th

er
 e

du
ca

tio
na

l a
nd

 c
am

pu
se

s 
us

es
 to

 
w

hi
ch

 it
 c

ou
ld

 b
e 

pr
op

er
ly

 re
tro

-f
itt

ed
. T

he
 D

E
IR

 fa
ils

 to
 a

de
qu

at
el

y 
as

se
ss

 
th

es
e 

w
he

n 
it 

in
ac

cu
ra

te
ly

 s
ta

te
s 

its
 d

em
ol

iti
on

 is
 “u

na
vo

id
ab

le
.” 

 T
he

 S
to

ne
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

is
 o

ne
 o

f t
he

 m
os

t g
ra

ci
ou

s 
an

d 
or

ig
in

al
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

 o
n 

S
ta

nf
or

d’
s 

ca
m

pu
s 

fr
om

 th
e 

m
id

 c
en

tu
ry

. S
to

ne
’s

 p
ow

er
fu

l d
es

ig
n 

m
ak

es
 

co
ur

ty
ar

ds
, f

re
sh

 a
ir,

 la
nd

sc
ap

in
g,

 a
nd

 p
ro

m
en

ad
es

 th
e 

m
aj

or
 d

et
er

m
in

an
ts

 o
f 

th
e 

de
si

gn
. T

he
 fi

ne
ly

 te
xt

ur
ed

 c
on

cr
et

e 
bl

oc
ks

 b
rin

g 
a 

lig
ht

ne
ss

 to
 th

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
– 

es
pe

ci
al

ly
 w

he
n 

th
ey

 o
pe

n 
up

 u
ne

xp
ec

te
dl

y 
to

 re
ve

al
 th

e 
op

en
 a

ir 
co

ur
ty

ar
ds

 th
at

 

40
.4

C
on

't

40
.5 40
.6

40
.7 40
.8

ar
e 

w
ov

en
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
de

si
gn

, b
rin

gi
ng

 li
gh

t a
nd

 a
ir 

to
 p

at
ie

nt
s,

 d
oc

to
rs

, n
ur

se
s,

 
an

d 
vi

si
to

rs
 –

 a
nd

 to
 p

ed
es

tri
an

s 
w

al
ki

ng
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
ca

m
pu

s.
 T

he
 S

to
ne

 
ho

sp
ita

l i
s 

la
rg

e,
 b

ut
 is

 s
ca

le
d 

to
 s

ui
t i

ts
 n

ei
gh

bo
rs

. I
t r

ep
re

se
nt

s 
th

e 
qu

al
iti

es
 o

f 
hu

m
an

ity
, n

at
ur

e,
 o

rig
in

al
ity

, a
nd

 d
el

ig
ht

.  
 It 

is
 n

ot
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

 to
 d

is
m

is
s 

a 
bu

ild
in

g 
si

m
pl

y 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 it
s 

re
ce

nt
 v

in
ta

ge
. 

C
ur

re
nt

 s
ch

ol
ar

sh
ip

 a
nd

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
m

ak
e 

it 
po

ss
ib

le
 to

 a
ss

es
s 

th
is

 
bu

ild
in

g’
s 

co
nc

ep
ts

 a
nd

 te
ch

ni
qu

es
, i

ts
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
to

 h
is

to
ric

al
 tr

en
ds

 a
nd

 
co

nt
ex

t, 
its

 a
rti

st
ic

 m
er

it,
 a

nd
 to

 e
va

lu
at

e 
ex

pe
rt 

op
in

io
n.

 T
he

se
 h

ig
h 

st
an

da
rd

s 
ar

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
if 

hi
st

or
ic

 p
re

se
rv

at
io

n 
is

 to
 fu

lfi
ll 

its
 p

ur
po

se
 o

f p
ro

te
ct

in
g 

no
te

w
or

th
y 

bu
ild

in
gs

, e
sp

ec
ia

lly
 w

he
n 

th
ey

 a
re

 v
ul

ne
ra

bl
e.

 If
 w

e 
m

ak
e 

th
at

 e
ffo

rt,
 h

ow
ev

er
, 

th
e 

re
su

lt 
is

 th
e 

en
ric

hm
en

t o
f o

ur
 c

iti
es

 fo
r f

ut
ur

e 
ge

ne
ra

tio
ns

, a
nd

 th
e 

co
nt

in
ua

tio
n 

of
 a

n 
on

go
in

g 
tra

di
tio

n 
of

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e.

  
 T

he
 D

E
IR

’s
 la

x 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 a
 p

ro
pe

r a
ss

es
sm

en
t o

f t
hi

s 
bu

ild
in

g 
se

em
s 

to
 

in
di

ca
te

 a
 la

ck
 o

f i
m

ag
in

at
io

n 
or

 w
ill

 o
n 

S
ta

nf
or

d’
s 

pa
rt 

to
 v

al
ue

 a
nd

 p
ro

te
ct

 o
ur

 
co

m
m

on
 c

ul
tu

re
 a

nd
 h

is
to

ry
. T

he
 C

ity
 o

f P
al

o 
A

lto
 a

nd
 th

e 
ci

tiz
en

s 
of

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 

de
se

rv
e 

a 
m

or
e 

th
or

ou
gh

 a
nd

 fa
ir 

an
al

ys
is

 th
an

 th
ey

 a
re

 o
ffe

re
d 

in
 th

is
 d

ra
ft 

re
po

rt.
  

  S
in

ce
re

ly
, 

 

 
  A

la
n 

H
es

s 
  

40
.8

C
on

't

40
.9

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

29
5



R
E

S
U

M
E

 O
F 

A
LA

N
 H

E
S

S
, A

R
C

H
IT

E
C

T 
49

91
 C

or
kw

oo
d 

La
ne

, I
rv

in
e,

 C
A

 9
26

12
   

 
94

9/
55

1 
53

43
   

  a
lh

es
s@

ao
l.c

om
 

 W
O

R
K

 
 

19
81

- 
 

A
la

n 
H

es
s,

 A
rc

hi
te

ct
 

19
86

- 
 

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e 
cr

iti
c,

 S
an

 J
os

e 
M

er
cu

ry
-N

ew
s 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
E

D
U

C
A

TI
O

N
  

19
75

-7
8 

M
.A

rc
h.

 I,
 S

ch
oo

l o
f A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

an
d 

U
rb

an
 P

la
nn

in
g,

  
 

 
 

 
 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f C
al

ifo
rn

ia
, L

os
 A

ng
el

es
 

19
70

-7
4 

B
.A

., 
P

rin
ci

pi
a 

C
ol

le
ge

, E
ls

ah
, I

L 
 D

E
S

IG
N

 
Ja

m
m

's
 C

of
fe

e 
S

ho
p,

 P
et

er
se

n 
A

ut
om

ot
iv

e 
M

us
eu

m
, 

Lo
s 

A
ng

el
es

 C
ou

nt
y 

M
us

eu
m

 o
f N

at
ur

al
 H

is
to

ry
; p

rin
ci

pa
l c

on
tri

bu
to

r t
o 

in
te

rp
re

tiv
e 

ex
hi

bi
ts

 
G

or
do

n 
O

ns
lo

w
-F

or
d 

gu
es

th
ou

se
, M

ar
in

 C
ou

nt
y,

 C
A

 
  

TE
A

C
H

IN
G

 
 

19
89

-9
1 

In
st

ru
ct

or
, U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, L
os

 A
ng

el
es

 
19

86
-9

0 
Le

ct
ur

er
, S

ou
th

er
n 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 In

st
itu

te
 o

f A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e 
 

P
R

E
S

E
R

V
A

TI
O

N
 

D
es

ig
n 

G
ui

de
lin

es
, H

ea
th

er
st

on
e 

C
om

m
un

ity
, M

ou
nt

ai
n 

V
ie

w
, C

A
 

H
on

or
 A

w
ar

d 
19

97
, N

at
io

na
l T

ru
st

 fo
r H

is
to

ric
 P

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

P
re

si
de

nt
’s

 A
w

ar
d,

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 P

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

Fo
un

da
tio

n 
Q

ua
lif

ie
d 

fo
r N

at
io

na
l R

eg
is

te
r o

f H
is

to
ric

 P
la

ce
s:

  
B

ul
lo

ck
's

 P
as

ad
en

a 
(W

ur
de

m
an

 a
nd

 B
ec

ke
t 1

94
7)

, P
as

ad
en

a 
C

A
 

M
cD

on
al

d'
s 

D
riv

e-
In

 (S
ta

nl
ey

 C
. M

es
to

n 
19

53
), 

D
ow

ne
y,

 C
A

 
V

al
le

y 
H

o 
H

ot
el

 (E
dw

ar
d 

V
ar

ne
y,

 1
95

7)
, S

co
tts

da
le

, A
Z 

 
S

tu
ar

t P
ha

rm
ac

eu
tic

al
 F

ac
to

ry
 (E

dw
ar

d 
D

ur
el

l S
to

ne
 1

95
8)

, P
as

ad
en

a,
 C

A
 

E
xp

er
t t

es
tim

on
y 

on
 b

eh
al

f o
f l

an
dm

ar
k 

de
si

gn
at

io
ns

 fo
r C

en
tu

ry
 P

la
za

 H
ot

el
,  

Lo
s 

A
ng

el
es

 (M
in

or
u 

Y
am

as
ak

i, 
19

66
);

 B
ob

's
 B

ig
 B

oy
, B

ur
ba

nk
 (W

ay
ne

  
M

cA
lli

st
er

, 1
94

9)
; W

ic
hs

ta
nd

, L
os

 A
ng

el
es

 (A
rm

et
 a

nd
 D

av
is

, 1
95

7)
, C

ol
um

bi
a 

 
S

av
in

gs
, L

os
 A

ng
el

es
 (1

96
4)

, N
at

io
na

l T
he

at
er

, W
es

tw
oo

d 
(1

96
9)

 a
nd

 o
th

er
 

m
id

-c
en

tu
ry

 m
od

er
n 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
 

 
FE

LL
O

W
S

H
IP

S
 

Fe
llo

w
, N

at
io

na
l A

rts
 J

ou
rn

al
is

m
 P

ro
gr

am
, S

ch
oo

l o
f J

ou
rn

al
is

m
,  

 
 

 
 

 
 

C
ol

um
bi

a 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

, 1
99

7-
98

 
 G

R
A

N
TS

 
 

G
ra

ha
m

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n 

fo
r A

dv
an

ce
d 

S
tu

di
es

 in
 th

e 
Fi

ne
 A

rts
,  

re
se

ar
ch

 o
n 

B
ra

zi
lia

n 
la

nd
sc

ap
e 

ar
ch

ite
ct

 R
ob

er
to

 B
ur

le
 M

ar
x,

 1
99

0 
 

 S
E

LE
C

TE
D

 P
U

B
LI

C
A

TI
O

N
S

 
B

O
O

K
S

: 
  

C
as

a 
M

od
er

ni
st

a:
 A

 H
is

to
ry

 o
f t

he
 B

ra
zi

l M
od

er
n 

H
ou

se
 R

iz
zo

li 
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l, 

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
20

10
 

O
sc

ar
 N

ie
m

ey
er

 B
ui

ld
in

gs
 R

iz
zo

li 
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l, 

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
20

09
 

Fr
an

k 
Ll

oy
d 

W
ri

gh
t:

 T
he

 B
ui

ld
in

gs
 R

iz
zo

li 
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l, 

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
20

08
 

Ju
liu

s 
S

hu
lm

an
: P

al
m

 S
pr

in
gs

 R
iz

zo
li 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l, 
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

20
08

 
Fo

rg
ot

te
n 

M
od

er
n:

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 H

ou
se

s 
19

40
-1

97
0 

G
ib

bs
 S

m
ith

 P
ub

lis
he

r, 
La

yt
on

, U
T

 2
00

7 
Fr

an
k 

Ll
oy

d 
W

ri
gh

t:
 M

id
-C

en
tu

ry
 M

od
er

n,
 R

iz
zo

li 
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l, 

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
20

07
 

O
rg

an
ic

 A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e:
 T

he
 O

th
er

 M
od

er
ni

sm
 G

ib
bs

 S
m

ith
 P

ub
lis

he
r, 

La
yt

on
, U

T
 2

00
7 

Fr
an

k 
Ll

oy
d 

W
ri

gh
t:

 P
ra

ir
ie

 H
ou

se
s,

 R
iz

zo
li 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l, 
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

20
06

 
O

sc
ar

 N
ie

m
ey

er
 H

ou
se

s,
 R

iz
zo

li 
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l, 

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
20

06
 

Fr
an

k 
Ll

oy
d 

W
ri

gh
t:

 T
he

 H
ou

se
s,

 R
iz

zo
li 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l, 
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

20
05

 

Th
e 

R
an

ch
 H

ou
se

, H
ar

ry
 A

br
am

s,
 In

c.
, N

ew
 Y

or
k 

20
05

 
G

oo
gi

e 
R

ed
ux

: U
ltr

am
od

er
n 

R
oa

ds
id

e 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e,

 C
hr

on
ic

le
 B

oo
ks

, S
an

 F
ra

nc
is

co
 2

00
4 

P
al

m
 S

pr
in

gs
 W

ee
ke

nd
: t

he
 A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

an
d 

D
es

ig
n 

of
 a

 M
id

ce
nt

ur
y 

O
as

is
, C

hr
on

ic
le

  
   

   
B

oo
ks

, S
an

 F
ra

nc
is

co
 2

00
0 

R
an

ch
o 

D
el

ux
e:

 R
us

tic
 D

re
am

s 
an

d 
R

ea
l W

es
te

rn
 L

iv
in

g,
 C

hr
on

ic
le

 B
oo

ks
, S

an
 F

ra
nc

is
co

 2
00

0 
Th

e 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

of
 J

oh
n 

La
ut

ne
r,

 R
iz

zo
li 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l, 
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

19
99

 
H

yp
er

w
es

t:
 A

m
er

ic
an

 R
es

id
en

tia
l A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

on
 th

e 
E

dg
e,

 T
ha

m
es

 &
 H

ud
so

n,
 L

on
do

n 
19

96
 

V
iv

a 
La

s 
V

eg
as

,  
C

hr
on

ic
le

 B
oo

ks
, S

an
 F

ra
nc

is
co

, C
A

 1
99

3 
Th

e 
C

ar
 a

nd
 th

e 
C

ity
, "

S
ty

lin
g 

th
e 

S
tri

p,
" 

ch
ap

. 1
3,

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f M
ic

hi
ga

n 
P

re
ss

,  
A

nn
 A

rb
or

, M
I 1

99
1 

G
oo

gi
e:

  F
ift

ie
s 

C
of

fe
e 

S
ho

p 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e,

 C
hr

on
ic

le
 B

oo
ks

, S
an

 F
ra

nc
is

co
, C

A
 1

98
6 

 
M

A
G

A
ZI

N
E

S
 A

N
D

 N
E

W
S

P
A

P
E

R
S

: 
 

“H
ow

 to
/w

he
th

er
 to

 S
av

e 
th

e 
S

ix
tie

s,
” N

at
io

na
l T

ru
st

 F
or

um
, S

um
m

er
 2

01
0 

 
“C

ol
or

 in
 th

e 
S

ub
ur

ba
n 

M
et

ro
po

lis
,” 

N
ew

 G
eo

gr
ap

hi
es

, H
ar

va
rd

 G
ra

du
at

e 
S

ch
oo

l o
f D

es
ig

n,
 

 
 

 M
ay

 2
01

0 
 

“S
te

ve
n 

E
hr

lic
h 

ho
us

e,
 P

ac
ifi

c 
P

al
is

ad
es

,” 
M

et
ro

po
lit

an
 H

om
e,

 D
ec

. 2
00

5 
“M

on
ta

lv
o 

A
rti

st
s’

 V
ill

ag
e,

” 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 D
ig

es
t, 

Ju
ne

 2
00

5 
“C

lif
f M

ay
’s

 R
om

an
tic

 M
an

da
la

y,
” A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 D
ig

es
t, 

M
ay

 2
00

5 
“M

ee
tin

g 
th

e 
H

or
iz

on
 in

 C
al

ifo
rn

ia
, R

os
co

e 
H

ou
se

 b
y 

H
el

en
a 

A
ra

hu
et

e,
”  

 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 D
ig

es
t, 

Ja
n.

 2
00

5 
“H

is
to

ric
 A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e:

 O
sc

ar
 N

ie
m

ey
er

,” 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 D
ig

es
t, 

M
ay

 2
00

3 
“S

an
 J

os
e:

 A
 D

ow
nt

ow
n 

in
 th

e 
M

ak
in

g,
” P

la
ce

s,
 v

ol
. 1

5,
 n

o.
 2

 
"E

in
e 

ku
rz

e 
G

es
ch

ic
ht

e 
vo

n 
La

s 
V

eg
as

,"
 S

ta
dt

 B
au

w
el

t 1
43

, S
ep

t. 
19

99
 

"C
ity

 C
en

te
r t

o 
R

eg
io

na
l M

al
l,"

 J
ou

rn
al

 o
f P

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

Te
ch

no
lo

gy
, v

ol
 X

X
V

II,
 n

o 
4,

 1
99

7 
"N

ew
 Y

or
k,

 N
ew

 Y
or

k,
" 

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 R

ec
or

d,
 M

ar
ch

 1
99

7 
"J

oh
n 

La
ut

ne
r"

 P
ro

gr
es

si
ve

 A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e,
 D

ec
em

be
r 1

99
4 

"T
he

 O
rig

in
s 

of
 M

cD
on

al
d'

s 
G

ol
de

n 
A

rc
he

s,
" 

Jo
ur

na
l o

f t
he

  
S

oc
ie

ty
 o

f A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 H

is
to

ri
an

s,
 X

LV
: 6

0-
67

, M
ar

ch
 1

98
6 

"T
ec

hn
ol

og
y 

E
xp

os
ed

,"
 L

an
ds

ca
pe

 A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e,
 M

ay
 1

99
2,

 p
p 

38
-4

8 
"B

ur
le

 M
ar

x:
 A

 S
ha

ky
 L

eg
ac

y,
" 

La
nd

sc
ap

e 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e,

 A
pr

il 
19

92
 p

 3
8 

"B
ac

k 
to

 B
ra

si
lia

,"
 P

ro
gr

es
si

ve
 A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e,

 O
ct

ob
er

 1
99

1 
pp

 9
6-

97
 

"G
re

en
w

al
d 

ho
us

e,
" 

Lo
s 

A
ng

el
es

 T
im

es
 M

ag
az

in
e,

 O
ct

ob
er

 2
7,

 1
99

1,
 p

 3
1 

"O
f C

iti
es

 a
nd

 T
he

ir 
H

al
ls

,"
 S

an
 F

ra
nc

is
co

 E
xa

m
in

er
, A

ug
. 7

, 1
99

1 
"A

m
er

ic
an

 S
ty

le
 a

nd
 F

ift
ie

s 
S

ty
le

: r
ev

ie
w

s,
" 

D
es

ig
n 

B
oo

k 
R

ev
ie

w
, W

in
te

r 1
98

9 
"S

ch
in

dl
er

 a
nd

 G
of

f: 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
es

,"
 L

.A
. S

ty
le

, M
ar

ch
 1

98
9 

"M
on

sa
nt

o 
H

ou
se

 o
f t

he
 F

ut
ur

e,
" 

Fi
ne

 H
om

eb
ui

ld
in

g,
 A

ug
us

t/S
ep

te
m

be
r 1

98
6,

 N
o.

 3
4 

 
"T

he
 E

ic
hl

er
 H

om
es

,"
 A

rt
s 

+ 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e,

 V
ol

. 3
, N

o.
 3

, 1
98

4 
 S

E
LE

C
TE

D
 T

A
LK

S
 

LE
C

TU
R

E
S

: 
 

K
an

sa
s 

C
ity

 M
od

er
n;

 D
al

la
s 

M
od

er
n;

 A
riz

on
a 

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n 
C

on
fe

re
nc

e 
K

ey
no

te
; N

ev
ad

a 
 

M
us

eu
m

 o
f A

rt 
S

ym
po

si
um

; S
oc

ie
ty

 o
f A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 H
is

to
ria

ns
 T

ou
r; 

C
om

m
on

w
ea

lth
 C

lu
b 

 
of

 S
an

 F
ra

nc
is

co
; S

oc
ie

ty
 fo

r C
om

m
er

ci
al

 A
rc

he
ol

og
y 

C
on

fe
re

nc
e 

K
ey

no
te

; L
os

 A
ng

el
es

  
C

on
se

rv
an

cy
 W

el
to

n 
B

ec
ke

t C
en

te
nn

ia
l K

ey
no

te
; C

ol
um

bi
a 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 S

ch
oo

l o
f  

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e;
 H

ou
st

on
 M

od
er

n;
 P

ho
en

ix
 M

od
er

n;
 W

al
ke

r A
rt 

M
us

eu
m

; C
hi

ca
go

 H
um

an
iti

es
  

Fe
st

iv
al

; C
oo

pe
r-

H
ew

itt
 M

us
eu

m
 o

f D
es

ig
n;

 Y
al

e 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 S
ch

oo
l o

f A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e;
 G

ra
ha

m
  

Fo
un

da
tio

n 
fo

r A
dv

an
ce

d 
S

tu
di

es
 in

 th
e 

Fi
ne

 A
rts

; G
re

en
w

ic
h 

(E
ng

la
nd

) N
at

io
na

l M
ar

iti
m

e 
 

M
us

eu
m

;  
C

lif
f M

ay
 L

ec
tu

re
, L

os
 A

ng
el

es
 C

on
se

rv
an

cy
; V

an
co

uv
er

 (B
.C

.) 
A

lc
an

 L
ec

tu
re

  

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

29
6



S
er

ie
s;

 A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e 
Le

ag
ue

; I
nt

er
na

tio
na

l A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 S

ho
pp

in
g 

C
en

te
r O

w
ne

rs
; N

at
io

na
l  

R
ea

l E
st

at
e 

E
di

to
rs

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n;

 C
ol

by
 C

ol
le

ge
 S

ou
th

w
or

th
 L

ec
tu

re
; M

on
te

re
y 

D
es

ig
n 

 
C

on
fe

re
nc

e;
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f B

rit
is

h 
C

ol
um

bi
a;

 N
at

io
na

l T
ru

st
 fo

r H
is

to
ric

 P
re

se
rv

at
io

n 
 

C
on

fe
re

nc
e;

 A
IA

 2
00

5 
N

at
io

na
l C

on
ve

nt
io

n,
 L

as
 V

eg
as

; G
et

ty
/H

am
m

er
 M

us
eu

m
  

S
ym

po
si

um
; S

an
 F

ra
nc

is
co

 A
IA

; C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 P

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

Fo
un

da
tio

n;
 

 B
R

O
A

D
C

A
S

T 
M

E
D

IA
: 

 
“A

 K
ic

k 
in

 th
e 

H
ea

d—
Th

e 
Lu

re
 o

f L
as

 V
eg

as
,”

 B
B

C
-T

V
 J

an
ua

ry
 2

01
0 

Th
e 

La
te

 S
ho

w
, B

B
C

-T
V

 J
an

ua
ry

 1
6,

 1
99

5 
C

B
S

 S
un

da
y 

M
or

ni
ng

 N
ew

s 
w

ith
 C

ha
rl

es
 K

ur
al

t, 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
23

, 1
99

4 
 

G
oo

d 
M

or
ni

ng
 A

m
er

ic
a,

 A
ug

us
t 3

, 1
99

3 
C

B
S

 M
or

ni
ng

 N
ew

s,
 J

an
. 1

7,
 1

99
0 

V
id

eo
lo

g,
 K

C
E

T
, L

os
 A

ng
el

es
, J

un
e 

19
85

 
P

at
ri

ck
 M

on
ro

e 
S

ho
w

, C
B

C
 R

ad
io

, F
eb

ru
ar

y 
19

87
 

 
M

or
ni

ng
 E

di
tio

n,
 N

P
R

, M
ay

 2
, 1

98
6 

S
m

ith
so

ni
an

 W
or

ld
, "

S
pe

ak
in

g 
W

ith
ou

t W
or

ds
,"

 P
B

S
, M

ar
ch

 1
98

4 
 S

E
LE

C
TE

D
 R

E
FE

R
E

N
C

E
S

 T
O

 W
O

R
K

 
P

R
IN

T 
M

E
D

IA
: 

"L
as

 V
eg

as
 m

ee
ts

 la
-la

 la
nd

,"
 S

m
ith

so
ni

an
, O

ct
ob

er
 1

99
5 

"I
n 

Lo
s 

A
ng

el
es

, a
 '5

0s
 F

la
m

eo
ut

,"
 N

ew
 Y

or
k 

Ti
m

es
, S

ep
te

m
be

r 7
, 1

99
5 

"O
ld

es
t M

cD
on

al
d'

s 
C

lo
se

s,
" 

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
Ti

m
es

, M
ar

ch
 6

, 1
99

4 
"W

ou
ld

 L
as

 V
eg

as
 L

an
dm

ar
k 

B
e 

an
 O

xy
m

or
on

?"
 N

ew
 Y

or
k 

Ti
m

es
, O

ct
. 7

, 1
99

3 
"R

es
ta

ur
an

t A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e,
" 

Jo
ur

na
l o

f t
he

 S
oc

ie
ty

 o
f A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
al

 H
is

to
ri

an
s,

 X
LV

III
:2

,  
 

Ju
ne

 1
98

9 
"L

eg
ac

y 
of

 th
e 

G
ol

de
n 

A
rc

he
s,

" 
TI

M
E

, J
un

e 
2,

 1
98

6 
"B

oo
ks

: P
op

 S
ty

le
 to

 F
re

e 
S

ty
le

,"
 P

ro
gr

es
si

ve
 A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e,

 D
ec

em
be

r 1
98

6 
"G

oo
gi

e:
  F

ift
ie

s 
C

of
fe

e 
S

ho
p 

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e,
 a

 re
vi

ew
,"

 A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

al
 R

ec
or

d,
 M

ay
 1

98
6 

"W
ho

 S
ay

s 
It'

s 
N

ot
 a

 L
an

dm
ar

k?
" 

H
is

to
ri

c 
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n,

 N
ov

em
be

r/D
ec

em
be

r 1
98

7 
"G

oo
gi

e 
--

 H
is

to
ry

 C
lo

si
ng

 t
he

 M
en

u 
on

 a
 1

95
0s

 s
ty

le
,"

 L
os

 A
ng

el
es

 T
im

es
, 

Ju
ne

 9
, 

19
86

 
 

 
 

"N
ow

 le
t's

 h
ea

r i
t f

or
 G

oo
gi

e 
st

yl
e,

" 
V

an
co

uv
er

 S
un

, F
eb

ru
ar

y 
5,

 1
98

7 
"A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

an
d 

D
es

ig
n 

re
vi

ew
s,

" 
P

hi
la

de
lp

hi
a 

In
qu

ir
er

, N
ov

em
be

r 3
0,

 1
98

6 
"A

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e 

T
o 

G
o,

" 
D

av
id

 D
ill

on
, D

al
la

s 
N

ew
s,

 J
un

e 
22

, 1
98

6 
"G

oo
gi

e:
  F

ift
ie

s 
C

of
fe

e 
S

ho
p 

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e,
" 

A
rt

 a
nd

 D
es

ig
n,

 L
on

do
n,

 J
un

e 
19

86
 

  Ju
ly

 2
01

0 
 

St
an

fo
rd

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 M

ed
ic

al
 C

en
te

r 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

R
en

ew
al

 a
nd

 R
ep

la
ce

m
en

t F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

  
W

ri
tte

n 
C

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 R
es

po
ns

es
4-

29
7



4-298 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

40. Alan Hess (letter dated July 26, 2010)   

40.1 The commentor states that the Draft EIR inadequately addresses the historical significance 
of the Stone Building complex by concluding that the building is not historically significant.  
This statement is incorrect.  As stated on page 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR, Section 3.8, “The 
Stone Building complex is the only structure to be demolished that appears eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Places (CRHR) (as described under Existing 
Conditions in this section) and is, therefore, considered by the City’s Historic Preservation 
Planner, in concurrence with Architectural Resources Group (ARG), to be a significant 
historic resource.  The demolition of the Stone Building complex would result in a 
significant impact on an historical resource.”   

 As described on page 3.8-15 of the Cultural Resources section, two studies were performed 
to evaluate the historical significance of the Stone Building complex.  One study was 
conducted in 2007 by Stanford University’s Director of Heritage Services and University 
Archaeologist, who concluded that the complex is not one of E.D. Stone’s major 
achievements, but was historically significant for association with organ transplantation 
work.  Nonetheless, the complex lacked integrity and was therefore not eligible for listing 
on the CRHR.1  However, in 2008, the City hired ARG to perform a separate study, which 
included a peer review of Stanford University’s evaluation.  ARG concluded that the Stone 
Building complex appears eligible for listing on the CRHR and should be considered an 
historical resource for the purposes of the CEQA review.2  ARG’s complete peer review is 
included as Appendix I in the Draft EIR.  In addition, the City’s Historic Preservation 
Planner concurred with ARG that the Stone Building complex is an historical resource 
pursuant to CEQA.3 

 Based on the findings by ARG, and the consensus of the City’s Historic Preservation 
Planner, the Draft EIR considers the Stone Building complex as a significant historic 
resource.  As such, due to the demolition proposed under the SUMC Project, the Draft EIR 
concludes that the SUMC Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on 
the Stone Building complex.  See Impact CR-1 on pages 3.8-18 through 3.8-23 for the 
impact analysis and proposed mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts on the 
Stone Building complex, but not to a level of less than significant. 

                                              
1  Jones, L., Cultural Resources and the Stanford University Medical Facilities Renewal and Replacement 

Project, 2007. 
2  Architectural Resources Group, Inc., Stanford University Medical Center Historic Resource Evaluation and 

Peer Review, 2009. 
3  Dennis Backlund, Historic Preservation Planner, City of Palo Alto, Staff Comments on the Stanford Shopping 

Center and University Medical Center: Historic Resource Evaluation and Peer Review, prepared by 
Architectural Resources Group, Inc., memorandum to Julie Caporgno, Chief Planning and Transportation 
Official, and Steven Turner, Advance Planning Manager, May 15, 2008. 
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 In addition, the commentor states that other buildings designed by E.D. Stone in the area 
are threatened.  Please refer to Impact CR-5 on page 3.8-26 and 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR 
for a list and analysis of other E.D. Stone buildings within Palo Alto.  As explained on 
pages 3.8-26 through 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR, E.D. Stone designed three other buildings in 
Palo Alto, in addition to the Stone Building complex.  These buildings include the Palo 
Alto Civic Center, the Palo Alto Main Library, and Mitchell Park Library.  The Palo Alto 
Civic Center and the Mitchell Park Library were evaluated by ARG, a historic consultant 
for the City.  In this evaluation, it was determined that both of these buildings lacked 
sufficient integrity to quality as historical resources.  However, the Palo Alto Main Library 
has been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).   

 Projects have been proposed that would alter or demolish the other E.D. Stone buildings in 
the City.  Currently, plans call for the renovation and expansion of the Main Library, 
which could affect the historic integrity of the building.  In addition, due to the seismically 
unsafe conditions at the Palo Alto Civic Center, the freestanding part of the arcade would 
be removed and the City Police Department and Emergency Operations facilities would be 
relocated from this area of the building.  The third building, Mitchell Park Library, is 
proposed to be demolished since the existing facility is too small to house the demand of 
the expanding neighborhood.4  As stated on page 3.8-27 of the Draft EIR, the demolition of 
the Stone Building complex would have a cumulatively considerable significant and 
unavoidable impact due to the small body of E.D. Stone’s work present in the City that 
retains sufficient integrity to be eligible as historical resources.  Therefore, the conclusions 
in the Draft EIR are consistent with the commentor’s remarks.  

40.2 The commentor contests that the demolition of the Stone Building complex is unavoidable 
and believes that it can be adaptively reused.  The Draft EIR describes and analyzes the 
SUMC Project site plan as proposed by the SUMC Project sponsors in the SUMC Project 
Application from 2007 and last amended in March 2010.  Under the SUMC Project as 
proposed, the Stone Building complex would be demolished in order to construct the SHC 
clinic building and the SoM FIM buildings.  The construction of these new buildings would 
help the SUMC Project sponsors achieve their project objectives, while the retention of the 
Stone Building complex would not meet several of the goals for the SUMC Project.  The 
Draft EIR concludes demolition of the Stone Building complex results in a significant and 
unavoidable impact because mitigation would not be sufficient to reduce the impact to a 
less-than-significant level. 

 However, per CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, an EIR must identify a range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that attain most of the project objectives and reduce the impacts of the 
proposed project.  Therefore, in response to this significant and unavoidable conclusion in 
Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, the Draft EIR includes an alternative to preserve and 

                                              
4  Dennis Backlund, City of Palo Alto Historic Preservation Planner, Historic Resources Board hearing, July 7, 

2010. 
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reuse the Stone Building complex, as reflected in the Historic Preservation Alternative.  
Although this alternative would succeed in preserving the Stone Building complex, the 
alternative would not meet several of the SUMC Project objectives, as discussed on pages 
5-45 through 5-48 of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 8  for the range of 
alternatives analyzed and considered in the approval process. 

40.3 The commentor states that the Draft EIR’s conclusions rely on the SUMC report.  This is 
incorrect.  As explained above in Response 40.1, the Draft EIR derives its conclusions 
regarding the Stone Building complex from the 2009 ARG peer review of the 2007 SUMC 
report and the opinion of the City’s Historic Preservation Planner.  Contrary to the 
conclusions in the Stanford study, ARG considers the Stone Building complex as a 
significant historic resource.  The City’s Historic Preservation Planner concurs with ARG.  
The Draft EIR is consistent with the findings in the ARG peer review and does not base its 
analysis of the Stone Building complex on the SUMC report.  Although the SUMC report 
is described and cited in the Draft EIR (page 3.8-15), the study is not used as the sole 
source of the analysis. 

40.4 The commentor believes that there is an inadequate assessment of Stone’s architectural 
concepts in the Draft EIR.  Although Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR 
does not include a description of the architectural styles of the Stone Building complex, this 
is included in the ARG peer review, Appendix I of the Draft EIR.   

 The ARG peer review includes an analysis of E.D. Stone’s work, summarized as follows:  
E.D. Stone’s work during the second phase of his career has been called both Formalism 
and New Romanticism.  The Stone Building complex at the Main SUMC Site, which was 
completed in 1959, was designed during this pivotal and innovative phase.  The complex 
was designed after the American Embassy in New Delhi, India, which was another 
building by E.D. Stone during this same design phase, and symbolizes his departure from 
the International style to a Formalistic approach.  The design of the Stone Building 
complex shares many of the character-defining features that E.D. Stone used on buildings 
from this period including: concrete grillework, symmetrical façade, massive overhanging 
eaves, loggias with tall slender columns, reflecting pools, and incorporated landscape 
elements such as gardens and courtyards.  The Stone Building complex, along with the 
Palo Alto Libraries, was his first project out of his Northern California office in Palo Alto.5 

 As stated in the ARG peer review, E.D. Stone is considered by some to be one of the most 
outstanding midcentury architects.  E.D. Stone influenced numerous architects and his 
grillework became popular nationwide mainly due to his work.  In addition, E.D. Stone’s 
architecture addressed two of the central issues facing post-war architecture: the 
representation of human scale in large buildings and the role of ornament formerly cast 

                                              
5  Architectural Resources Group, Inc., Stanford University Medical Center Historic Resource Evaluation and 

Peer Review, 2009. 
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aside by modernists.  Please refer to Appendix I of the Draft EIR for more details about the 
design and styles of the Stone Building complex, its place in the development of modern 
architecture, the innovations of its design, and its place in E.D. Stone’s work.6 

 A comment was also made that the Draft EIR concludes that the Stone Building complex 
should be demolished.  Per CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR does not advocate for 
specific building designs or site plan modifications, unless these changes would feasibly 
lessen significant impacts through mitigation measures.  Therefore, the Draft EIR does not 
conclude that the Stone Building complex should be demolished.  As explained in Response 
40.2, the SUMC Project site plans, as submitted by the SUMC Project sponsors in 2007 
and as supplemented in March 2010, propose the demolition of the Stone Building complex 
in order to construct new SHC and SoM buildings.  Based on the proposed site plans, the 
Draft EIR analyzes the impact of the demolition of the Stone Building complex.  Since the 
Stone Building complex is considered a significant historical resource and potentially 
eligible for the CRHR in the Draft EIR, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.  
The Draft EIR also identifies an alternative to its demolition. 

40.5 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently address the landscape design 
of the Stone Building complex.  Although Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR 
does not include a description of the landscape features of the Stone Building complex, this 
is included in the ARG peer review, Appendix I of the Draft EIR.   

 The ARG peer review includes an analysis of the landscaping at the Stone Building 
complex, summarized as follows:  Landscape architect Thomas Church collaborated with 
E.D. Stone on a number of projects during their careers, including the Stone Building 
complex at the Main SUMC Site.  The landscape features of the Stone Building complex 
comprise of geometric paving, geometric planting beds, circular water features, 
shrubberies, trees, and other plants.  As stated in the peer review, nine of the ten original 
courtyards continue to function as courtyards.  Only one has been completely infilled by a 
building addition and another is partially infilled.  Despite the loss of plantings in some of 
the courtyards, Church’s hardscaping generally remains intact.  The most important 
landscaping feature, the forecourt in front of the Stone Building complex, has a high degree 
of integrity.7   

 However, as concluded by ARG, the landscaping in the courtyards is not a historic 
resource.  Since more intact examples of Thomas Church’s work remain, and since the 
collaboration between E.D. Stone and Church did not appear to be particularly acclaimed 

                                              
6  Architectural Resources Group, Inc., Stanford University Medical Center Historic Resource Evaluation and 

Peer Review, 2009. 
7  Architectural Resources Group, Inc., Stanford University Medical Center Historic Resource Evaluation and 

Peer Review, 2009. 
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or influential, ARG found that the landscaping at the Main SUMC Site is not significant as 
an example of the work of Thomas Church.8   

40.6 The commentor states that the Draft EIR relies on a biased and unexamined assessment of 
E.D. Stone’s work.  The commentor goes on to quote the 2007 study conducted by 
Stanford.  As explained under Response 40.1, the Draft EIR bases its conclusions on the 
ARG peer review of this study and the opinion of the City’s Historic Preservation Planner.  
The Draft EIR considers the Stone Building complex a historic resource for the purposes of 
CEQA.  The commentor’s statement that the loss of the Stone Building complex would 
have a negative impact on cultural resources is consistent with the analysis in the Draft 
EIR.  Please refer to Response 40.1 for more details.   

40.7 The commentor states that the Draft EIR dismisses the potential alternative uses of the 
Stone Building complex.  Please refer to Response 40.2, above.  It should be noted, as 
discussed above, that the Draft EIR analyzes the SUMC Project as proposed, which 
includes demolition of the Stone Building complex.  The analysis in the Draft EIR 
concludes that, if the SUMC Project is developed as proposed, the demolition of the Stone 
Building complex would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  The Draft EIR also 
identifies an alternative under which the Stone Building complex would be preserved and 
adaptively reused.  In addition, refer to Master Response 8  for the range of alternatives 
analyzed and considered in the approval process. 

40.8 The commentor reiterates his point that the Stone Building complex is a significant 
historical resource and that it should be protected.  Please refer to Responses 40.1 and 
40.2, above.   

40.9 The commentor requests a more thorough analysis of the impacts to the Stone Building 
complex.  The findings by ARG in their peer review, and the consensus of the City’s 
Historic Preservation Planner, are considered to be adequate for the purposes of CEQA.  
The ARG report, included as Appendix I in the Draft EIR, includes a review of the Stone 
Building complex and the contributions of E.D. Stone as an architect, as summarized above 
in Responses 40.4 and 40.5.  The Draft EIR, which is consistent with the ARG report, 
concludes that the Stone Building complex is an historic resource.  Therefore, the 
conclusions of the ARG report, the City’s Historic Preservation Planner, and the Draft EIR 
are consistent with the comments raised by the commentor.  No further study is warranted. 

 

                                              
8  Architectural Resources Group, Inc., Stanford University Medical Center Historic Resource Evaluation and 

Peer Review, 2009. 
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41. Richard Heydt (letter dated July 23, 2010)   

41.1 The commentor states that it is important that traffic mitigation planning for the hospital 
project consider the possibility that in the future Caltrain may either not be running or 
running at reduced capacity.  Please refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion on the 
viability of Caltrain. 
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42. John Hultgren (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

42.1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA 
issues. 

42.2 The commentor opposes the demolition of the Stone Building complex and suggests 
alternative uses for the existing structure.  Please refer to Master Response 8 for the range 
of alternatives analyzed and a discussion of the suggested variation on the Historic 
Preservation Alternative. 

42.3 This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA 
issues. 
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43. Tom Jordan (letter dated July 15, 2010)   

43.1 The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not include the 
Stanford University 2000 Community Plan and General Use Permit (CP/GUP) project, 
which is only half way completed. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of 
Background Growth/Cumulative Traffic Impacts. 

43.2 The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not state the 
County’s Traffic Standard, including annual monitoring and required corrective action if 
the standard is not met.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of No New Net 
Trips and other mitigation based on trip counts.   

43.3 The commentor states that the Palo Alto City Council should require SUMC Project 
sponsors to follow the No Net New Trips standard because the Stanford University campus 
and the SUMC are controlled by the same agency, and traffic from the two areas is 
intermingled and cannot be separated. Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion 
of No Net New Trips. 

43.4 The commentor states that the TDM measures proposed as part of the mitigation measures 
for the SUMC Project is exactly what the County Traffic Standard calls for.  If TDM 
measures do not work, as demonstrated by the annual monitoring, the commentor states 
other mitigation measures are required.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a detailed 
discussion of No Net New Trips and other mitigation based on trip counts. 

43.5 The comment provides opinion regarding the County Board of Supervisors and the Palo 
Alto City Council.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a 
discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

43.6 The commentor states that the Palo Alto City Council should adopt a policy similar to the 
CP/GUP Traffic Standard for the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Master Response 2 for a 
detailed discussion of No Net New Trips. 
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44. Tom Jordan (letter dated July 21, 2010)   

44.1 The commentor states that the Population and Housing section is inadequate.  As stated on 
page 2-53 of the Draft EIR, the estimated timeline for construction is approximately 12 
years.  The Draft EIR conservatively assumes completion of construction in 2021, which 
ensures that mitigation would be in place when warranted and not later.  Also, while 
construction is assumed to be completed in 2021, projected occupancy of the proposed 
structures would not occur immediately after construction and would require time to ramp 
up.  Consequently, the SUMC Project sponsors project full occupancy of the proposed 
structures by 2025.  Table 2-13 of the Draft EIR shows a completion date of 2021 for the 
construction of the Stanford Hospital and Clinics structures. 

44.2 The commentor asserts that Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 
2005 did not consider the SUMC Project (since the application for the SUMC Project was 
submitted in 2007), and that the growth from the SUMC Project should not be considered 
to be part of the ABAG Projections 2005.  The commentor is correct in indicating that the 
ABAG Projections 2005 were prepared prior to the proposal of the SUMC Project.  
However, as stated on page 3.13-2 of the Draft EIR, “ABAG Projections 2005 are used 
here to compare future population and employment growth from the SUMC Project.  
Projections 2005 are applied in lieu of the more recent ABAG Projections 2007 because 
both the City’s and the Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority (VTA’s) traffic model data 
were based on the ABAG Projections 2005 and the City has determined that the ABAG 
Projections 2005 are more consistent with the City’s current Comprehensive Plan’s goals 
and policies.  In addition, the City has disputed the ABAG Projections 2007 as aggressive 
in comparison with the ABAG Projections 2005. The ABAG projections of 2005 and 2007 
are similar through the year 2020.”   

 Numerous contacts with ABAG by City staff confirmed that ABAG was told of the 
SUMC’s and Stanford Shopping Center’s growth.  In addition, in an email, City staff were 
told by ABAG “that (the SUMC Project) was included in their projections.”1  Also, Julie 
Caporgno, in response to such concern from then–Commissioner Burt, indicated that 
ABAG Projections of jobs are not specific to hospital projects, but that given ABAG’s 
approach, “I don’t think we are going to be penalized in the next period, but . . . it is very 
general.”2 Finally, by e-mail on December 19, 2008, from ABAG to Stanford, ABAG 
indicated that the ABAG forecast for jobs included assumptions for job growth at the 
Stanford Shopping Center and Stanford University Medical Center.3 

                                              
1  Roland Rivera, Senior Planner, City of Palo Alto, minutes of City of Palo Alto Planning and Transportation 

Commission public meeting, September 19, 2007. 
2  Julie Caporgno, Chief Planning & Transportation Officer, City of Palo Alto, minutes of City of Palo Alto 

Planning and Transportation Commission public meeting, September 19, 2007. 
3  Christie Riviere, Association of Bay Area Governments, email correspondence to Judy Chan, Stanford, 

December 19, 2008. 
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 The above notwithstanding, since preparation of the analysis in the Draft EIR, ABAG has 
released its Projections and Priorities 2009.  According to ABAG’s Regional Planner Jason 
Munkres, “As far as the Stanford Medical Center is concerned, we believe that our 
Projections 2009 forecast adequately reflects the growth associated with the Medical Center 
project.”4  A quantified comparison of the SUMC Project’s indirect housing demand 
against household growth in jurisdiction sphere of influences, per ABAG Projections and 
Priorities 2009, is provided in Table 4-6 below for informational purposes.  Similar to the 
analysis in the Draft EIR, Table 4-6 shows that the indirect housing demand from the 
SUMC Project would comprise a small percentage of projected housing growth between 
2010 and 2025.  It should be noted that Table 4-6 provides a more conservative analysis 
that the Draft EIR since it applies housing growth from 2010 through 2025 rather than 
2005 through 2025. 

 

Table 4-6 
Comparison of SUMC Project 2025 Indirect Housing Demand to Housing Growth per ABAG

Projections and Priorities 2009 

 

Residential 
Location of 

Existing SUMC 
Employeesa 

2010 to 2025 
Housing Growth 

per ABAG 
Projections and 
Priorities 2009b 

SUMC Project 
Housing 

Demand in 
2025 

SUMC Project 
Housing Demand as 

Percent of 
Household Growth 

2010-2025 

Santa Clara County     
Palo Alto 8.0% 5,290 104 2.0% 

Stanford University CampusC 1.1% 3,022c 14 0.5% 

Mountain View 5.9% 6,040 77 1.3% 

Los Altos and Los Altos Hills 1.5% 650 20 3.1% 

Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, 
Cupertino 

11.0% 18,260 143 0.8% 

San Jose 15.5% 80,440 202 0.3% 

Milpitas 2.1% 6,530 27 0.4% 

Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga, 
(+Monte Sereno, Alum Rock) 

2.3% ~2,460 30 1.2% 

Gilroy, San Martin, Morgan Hill 0.7% ~6,791 9 0.1% 

Subtotal 45.9% 130,683 626 0.5% 

San Mateo County     
Menlo Park  
(+W. Menlo Park) 

4.1% 1,630 53 3.3% 

East Palo Alto 1.8% 1,520 24 1.6% 

Atherton, Woodside, Portola 
Valley, Emerald Hills 

0.9% ~684 12 1.8% 

                                              
4  Jason Munkres, Regional Planner, Association of Bay Area Governments, electronic communication with 

Matthew Berke, PBS&J, October 13, 2010. 
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Table 4-6 
Comparison of SUMC Project 2025 Indirect Housing Demand to Housing Growth per ABAG

Projections and Priorities 2009 

 

Residential 
Location of 

Existing SUMC 
Employeesa 

2010 to 2025 
Housing Growth 

per ABAG 
Projections and 
Priorities 2009b 

SUMC Project 
Housing 

Demand in 
2025 

SUMC Project 
Housing Demand as 

Percent of 
Household Growth 

2010-2025 

Redwood City  5.5% ~5,090 72 1.4% 

Belmont, San Mateo, San Carlos, 
and Foster City 

6.2% 10,290 81 0.8% 

Hillsborough, Burlingame, 
Millbrae  

1.1% 3,300 14 0.4% 

South San Francisco, Brisbane, 
Daly City, Colma, San Bruno 

2.9% 12,210 38 0.3% 

Half Moon Bay and Coastal 
(Pacifica, Montara, El Granada, 
La Honda, Pescadero, Loma 
Mar, Moss Beach) 

1.7% ~2,325 22 0.9% 

Subtotal 24.2% 37,049 316 0.9% 

Alameda County     

Fremont and Hayward 8.9% 14,940 116 0.8% 

Newark, Union City, San 
Leandro, Castro Valley, San 
Lorenzo 

6.1% 13,010 79 0.6% 

Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, 
Emeryville, Albany, Piedmont 

1.0% 40,540 13 0.03% 

Dublin, Pleasanton, Livermore, 
Sunol, and Mountain House 

1.3% ~17,755 17 0.1% 

Subtotal 19.3% 86,245 225 0.3% 
San Francisco County 4.0% 40,120 52 0.1% 

Contra Costa County 1.3% 49,650 17 0.03% 

Marin, Napa, and Sonoma 
Counties 

0.6% 19,970 8 0.04% 

TOTAL IN BAY AREA REGION 95.2% d 372,570 1,241d 0.33% 

Outside the Bay Area Region  4.8% - 62  

TOTAL 100%d  1,303d  
Sources:  
a. Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Project 

Application, August 2007, as amended; Tab 5, Table 5-5.  See Appendix L. 
b. Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections and Priorities 2009. 
c. Stanford University 2000 Community Plan and General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report, Table 2-1, June 2000. 
Note: 
d. Individual percentages and numbers of units may not sum to the totals due to rounding. 
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 As shown in Table 4-6, applying ABAG Projections 2009, the housing demand from the 
SUMC Project would still comprise a small percentage of the anticipated housing growth in 
the various Bay Area communities.  There is also a negligible difference between the 
percentages when applying the Projections 2005 versus Projections 2009.  Pages 3.13-12 
through 3.13-13 of the Draft EIR demonstrates that the indirect housing demand generated 
by the SUMC Project, using ABAG Projections 2005, would be: 0.28 percent of the 
projected household growth in the Bay Area region, 0.5 percent of household growth in 
Santa Clara County, 0.9 percent of household growth in San Mateo County, 1.7 percent of 
the projected household growth within the City of Palo Alto, and 2.8 percent of housing 
growth in Menlo Park, from 2005 to 2025.  For comparison purposes, as shown in Table 
4-6, the indirect housing demand generated by the SUMC Project, using ABAG Projections 
2009, would be: 0.33 percent of the projected household growth in the Bay Area region (a 
difference of 0.05 percent), 0.5 percent of household growth in Santa Clara County (no 
difference), 0.9 percent of household growth in San Mateo County (no difference), 2 
percent of the projected household growth within the City of Palo Alto (a difference of 0.3 
percent), and 3.3 percent of housing growth in Menlo Park (a difference of 0.5 percent), 
from 2010 to 2025.  Table 3.13-8 in the Draft EIR, which uses ABAG Projections 2005, 
reflects similar results as calculated for ABAG Projections 2009.   

44.3 The commentor indicates that ABAG will not accept that only 8 percent of SUMC 
employees would live in Palo Alto when developing the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
(RHNA).  As explained on page 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR, ABAG is the San Francisco Bay 
Area’s regional council of governments.  ABAG forecasts a certain amount of population 
growth through its projections, and subsequently coordinates with various agencies and 
municipalities the required housing stock and infrastructure to support the projected 
growth.  ABAG also prepares the RHNA, which is a State-mandated process used for 
determining how many housing units, including affordable units, that each community must 
plan to accommodate.  The City of Palo Alto’s RHNA is not based solely on employment 
from SUMC facilities.  The City’s RHNA is determined by ABAG based on broader 
considerations such as water and sewer capacity, available suitable land, distribution of 
household growth and market demand for housing, housing costs, employment, and 
proximity to transit. 5  

 The RHNA requirements for the City of Palo Alto are included in Table 3.13-3 on page 
3.13-5 of the Draft EIR.  As shown in this table, the City has already issued building 
permits for 741 housing units and therefore has an unmet need of 2,119 housing units.  
This unmet need will be addressed in the Housing Element, as part of the Comprehensive 
Plan update.  As discussed above, the SUMC Project would result in an indirect housing 
demand in the City of Palo Alto of 104 units.   

                                              
5  Association of Bay Area Governments, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, pp. 21 – 

23, June 2008.  http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/pdfs/SFHousingNeedsPlan.pdf, accessed October 4, 2010. 
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44.4 The commentor requests that the City Council fully consider the additional information that 
includes the 2007 ABAG numbers, as discussed above in Response 44.3.  The comment 
mainly pertains to the review process of the Draft EIR and consideration by City Council.  
Please refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description of the City’s review process 
and the next steps in the EIR review process.   

 The commentor also questions the SUMC Project sponsors’ review of preliminary versions 
of the Draft EIR.  The SUMC Project sponsors were initially allowed to review 
administrative drafts of the Draft EIR in order to provide technical expertise.  The City 
permitted this review in recognition of the complexity of the SUMC Project and the need to 
verify the accuracy of information regarding hospital functions and the requirements of SB 
1953.  Although the SUMC Project sponsors had access to preliminary drafts, the public 
was also able to review the document prior to its publication.  Early versions of the Draft 
EIR were available in 2009 at the Palo Alto City Library upon request.  After early 2009, 
neither the SUMC Project sponsors nor the public had access to the updated drafts of the 
document until publication of the Draft EIR in May 2010.  Preliminary review by the 
SUMC Project sponsors and the public did not influence the decision to use the ABAG 
Projections 2005 in the analysis contained in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR, Population and 
Housing.   

44.5 The commentor indicates that the analysis should not be based on 2025 occupancy.  It is 
appropriate to base impacts on full operation and occupancy of the SUMC Project, which 
would occur in 2025, because this scenario captures the maximum impact from the SUMC 
Project.  As indicated in the Draft EIR, construction of the SUMC Project would draw 
from local sources and thus would not trigger an increase in population. 

44.6 The commentor objects to the use of ABAG 2005 Projections in the analysis.  Please see 
Response 44.2. 

44.7 The commentor indicates that ABAG will not accept that only 8 percent of SUMC 
employees would live in Palo Alto when developing the RHNA.  Please see Response 44.3. 
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45. Yoriko Kishimoto (letter dated July 15, 2010)   

45.1 The commentor expresses support for an “urban village” and transit linkages as part of the 
SUMC Project.  To address these issues, the Draft EIR analyzes a Village Concept 
Alternative in Section 5, Alternatives.  This comment concerns the merits of the SUMC 
Project and its alternatives and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding the 
merits of the SUMC Project and its alternatives. 

45.2 The commentor expresses support for the Tree Preservation Alternative, the Historic 
Preservation Alternative, and Reduced Intensity Alternative B.  This comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project alternatives and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 
regarding the merits of the SUMC Project and its alternatives. 

45.3 The commentor requests 3-D models of the SUMC Project site plan.  The SUMC Project 
sponsors displayed the existing 3-D models for the Main SUMC Site (the SHC and LPCH 
buildings) prior to the start of the City Council hearing on July 19, 2010.  These 3-D 
models depicted the Tree Preservation Alternative, which is the SUMC Project sponsors’ 
preferred alternative.  The SUMC Project sponsors and City staff were available to answer 
questions during the viewing period.  Following the City Council hearing, the models were 
removed from the City Hall lobby since they are working models that are under 
development and subject to change.   

 Although it is not anticipated that supplementary 3-D models will be provided for public 
viewing, other forms of visual images that depict the SUMC Project are available.  A 
computer simulation “fly through” of the site plans and visual simulations are available on 
the City website at: www.cityofpaloalto.org/sumc.  In addition, the Draft EIR provides 
several visual simulations of the SUMC Project, as included in Section 3.3, Visual 
Resources.   

 Regarding the alternatives, as explained above, the 3-D models presented on July 19, 2010 
and the computer simulations available at the City website illustrate the Tree Preservation 
Alternative.  No site plans or simulations are available for the other alternatives proposed 
in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of SUMC Project 
design and other non-CEQA issues.   

45.4 The commentor expresses concern about the proposed modification of Policy L-8 of the 
Comprehensive plan to exempt hospitals from a non-residential cap.  The effects of the 
exemption are considered in the Draft EIR, mainly in Section 3.2, Land Use.  Please refer 
to Master Response 9 for a discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 
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45.5 The commentor requests that the GO Pass be retained as a mitigation measure.  Although 
Caltrain is going through financial difficulties, the GO Pass mitigation can help provide 
some stability.  Please refer to Master Response 1 for a detailed discussion on the 
effectiveness of the GO Pass. 

45.6 The commentor states that given the conceptual goal of No Net New Trips, and adding 
2,000 parking spaces seems contradictory.  The commentor questions if these spaces are 
for visitors.  The SUMC Project proposes to add 2,051 additional parking spaces which are 
based on automobile use for the SUMC expansion at current modal split percentages.  If 
GO Passes were purchased for SUMC employees, the existing auto mode split of 77 
percent would be reduced to 64.5 percent thereby eliminating the need for about 720 
parking spaces (as stated in Section 4.8 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR).  The number of net new parking spaces to be provided could be about 
1,331 spaces.   

45.7 The commentor expresses support for transit hubs as part of the SUMC Project.  Please see 
Staff-Initiated Change 1 for a revised transit analysis and revision to mitigation involving 
enhanced bus stops. 

45.8 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  This comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 
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46. Libby Lucas (letter dated July 23, 2010)   

46.1 The commentor suggests plant species for the SUMC Sites.  The specific landscape 
requirements and plant species to be included at the SUMC Sites are outside the scope of 
CEQA and therefore are not included in the Draft EIR.  Proposed landscaping is generally 
described on pages 3.3-34 and 3.3-37 of the Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Visual Quality.  The 
Draft EIR describes proposed open spaces, walkways, lighting, vegetation, and other 
decorative features, but does not list the specific species of plants to be installed. 

 However, the SUMC Project draft Design Guidelines presents proposed tree species and 
their typical planting patterns that would be used to contribute to the visual quality of the 
SUMC Sites.  Appropriate plant species would be included at the SUMC Sites as advised 
by a qualified arborist and street tree replacement will be consistent with the City of Palo 
Alto Public Works Department Street Tree Management Plan.  As such, street tree 
replacement shall include native species to the maximum extent possible and appropriate 
species include California black oak, red maple, toyon, and flax leaf paperbard.  The 
Architectural Review process would include consideration of whether the SUMC Project 
adequately incorporates landscaping.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion 
of non-CEQA issues. 

46.2 The commentor questions the inconsistency between the number of Protected Trees to be 
retained or removed as outlined in the Draft EIR versus those outlined in the site plans 
prepared by the SUMC Project sponsors.  Since the publication of the Draft EIR, the 
number of Protected Trees to be removed and retained has been corrected.  Refer to Staff-
Initiated Change 6 for the corrected Protected Tree numbers. 

 In addition, the commentor questions the ability to relocate large Protected Trees and 
questions the location of the potential tree relocation zone in the median of Pasteur Drive.  
Mitigation Measure BR-4.3, as presented on page 3.9-27 of the Draft EIR and revised in 
Staff-Initiated Change 6, would require the preparation of a Tree Relocation and 
Maintenance Plan (TRMP).  The TRMP should evaluate the feasibility of moving the 
Protected Trees to an appropriate location on site.  Feasibility would consider current site 
and tree conditions, a tree’s ability to tolerate moving, relocation measures, optimum needs 
for the new location, aftercare, irrigation, and other long-term needs.  Although the 
commentor refers to tree protection zones in SUMC Project designs, as presented to the 
Architectural Resources Board (ARB), it is important to note that these designs are 
preliminary and subject to revisions.  The tree relocation zones will not be determined until 
the completion of the TRMP, pursuant to Mitigation Measure BR-4.3. 

46.3 The commentor requests an integrated management plan for irrigation of all proposed 
campus development.  The SUMC Project sponsors considered a greywater system to be 
used for irrigation under the SUMC Project.  However, based on discussions with the 
Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD), hospitals are not allowed 
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to use greywater systems.  As such, greywater systems would not be installed under the 
SUMC Project.1  The Draft EIR analyzed the SUMC Project as proposed.  Therefore, the 
water demand analysis did not consider the use of a greywater system.  The identified 
legislative bill that would mandate 50 percent use of recycled water by the year 2030 is 
under consideration and does not apply to the SUMC Project. Please refer to Master 
Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

46.4 The commentor notes that Stanford University receives a separate water allocation from 
SFPUC and questions why this was not addressed in the Draft EIR.  Stanford University 
does operate as a water service provider and has an agreement with the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to receive potable water.  However, the SUMC Sites 
operate separately from Stanford University and are located within the service jurisdiction 
of the City of Palo Alto, as shown in the service area boundary from the City of Palo Alto 
2005 Urban Water Management Plan.  The Draft EIR water supply discussion utilizes 
information from the August 2009 Water Supply Assessment for the SUMC Project (Draft 
EIR Appendix M) and summarized the findings from the report in the Utilities sections.  
Page 1-5 of the Water Supply Assessment states that the “City of Palo Alto Utilities 
(CPAU) is the public water system that serves the City of Palo Alto and the SUMC Sites.”  
As such, the Draft EIR addresses the supply and demand issues as they pertain to the City 
of Palo Alto, not the Stanford University water service provider. 

46.5 The commentor suggests that the hydrology and wastewater sections should be updated with 
regard to base flow data from the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), which 
indicates higher flow rates for the one-percent flow event in San Francisquito Creek.  The 
commentor also suggests that the incidence of overland flow be re-evaluated in the Draft 
EIR, including the effect on storm drain system capacities and questions whether the 10-
year storm event can continue to be accommodated and if redesign of outfalls to San 
Francisquito Creek would be implemented to mitigate for increases in stormwater loading.   

 In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR analysis is based on potential SUMC Project 
impacts as related to existing conditions.  Regardless of the existing flood flow rates in San 
Francisquito Creek or storm drain system capacities, if the SUMC Project would increase 
runoff to these systems, then the impact could be potentially significant or significant.  If 
the SUMC Project does not increase flow rates, then, even if the current system 
experiences flooding, the SUMC Project would not affect flooding.  The City cannot speak 
to the potential for higher San Francisquito Creek flood flow rates suggested by the 
commentor, because no reference supporting this contention has been provided.  However, 
the latest FEMA map revision (May 18, 2009) shows that the one-percent annual chance of 
flooding (100-year flood event) is still contained within the San Francisquito Creek channel 
upstream of El Camino Real.  The Draft EIR analysis fully identifies and discusses 

                                              
1  Mark Tortorich, Vice President, Design and Construction, Stanford University Medical Center, Planning and 

Transportation Commission Hearing, June 30, 2010. 
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potential SUMC Project effects on flooding and storm drain system capacity exceedances. 
No redesign of outlets to San Francisquito Creek would be implemented to mitigate 
increased flow rates, because the SUMC Project would not increase flow rates.   

 The Draft EIR analysis does not rely on a specific flow rate (e.g, 7,600 cfs or 9,400 cfs) 
for identifying potential flood effects from the SUMC Project; rather, in accordance with 
CEQA, the Draft EIR analysis evaluates whether or not the SUMC Project would likely 
increase flow rates to the off-site systems.  Flow rates to San Francisquito Creek or the 
storm drain system could increase because of changes in drainage patterns, such as 
increased impervious surface or substantial alterations in flow conveyance (e.g., installing 
a storm drain system in an area dominated by overland runoff).  As noted in the Draft EIR, 
on page 3.11-40 the off-site storm drain systems would not be altered and the on-site storm 
drain system and drainage characteristics would not be substantially altered.  As presented 
on page 3.11-2, increasing impervious surfaces within an area would not greatly affect 
flood flows (one percent annual chance of flooding) within San Francisquito Creek 
because, during these events, rainfall saturates even natural, pervious surfaces and renders 
them effectively impervious.  The Draft EIR states that the SUMC Project would actually 
increase the amount of effective pervious surfaces, not impervious surfaces, on the SUMC 
Sites by seven percent.  Additionally, a no net-increase in directly-connected impervious 
surfaces is sufficient to prevent increases in runoff for the 2-year to 10-year storm events, 
in accordance with the Municipal Regional Permit.  The Draft EIR further notes that the 
Public Works Department requires that existing drainage patterns must be maintained.  
Therefore, with no substantial alterations in drainage patterns on the SUMC Sites and no 
increases in effective impervious surfaces, the SUMC Project would not increase runoff to 
San Francisquito Creek or the storm drain systems and the impact level of significance is 
less than significant.    

46.6 The commentor is concerned about the increased height and size of the SUMC Project and 
how that would impact fire fighting capability.  As explained in Impact PS-1, on pages 
3.14-12 through 3.14-14, the SUMC Project might require an increased level of fire and 
emergency services, but not to the degree that would result in the construction of new 
buildings.  These additional services would have an impact on the Palo Alto Fire 
Department (PAFD) itself; however, under CEQA, this is not considered a physical 
environmental impact.  As stated on page 3.14-13, the impacts on the PAFD include the 
need for a new ladder to serve the increased building heights at the SUMC Sites and the 
need for three additional full time employees. 

 Improvement measures are proposed in the Draft EIR to reduce the impacts on the PAFD, 
as presented on page 3.14-14.  Since the impacts from the SUMC Project are not large 
enough to trigger the construction of new facilities, which would result in a significant 
impact, mitigation measures are not required through the environmental review process.  
However, the City could encourage the SUMC Project sponsors to implement these 
improvement measures or consider imposing them as Conditions of Approval.  Therefore, 
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for the purposes of CEQA review in the Draft EIR, the improvement measures are not 
mandated, but encouraged. 

 One of the improvement measures, as outlined on page 3.14-14 of the Draft EIR, includes 
providing the PAFD with a 100-foot ladder truck to replace the existing 75-foot ladder 
truck.  The 130-foot SHC Hospital towers would be significantly taller than the existing 
buildings at the SUMC Sites.  Therefore, in order for the PAFD to reach the upper floors 
of the buildings in the event of an emergency, a new ladder would need to be purchased.  
Although more space would be needed at the fire station to house a 100-ladder truck, the 
PAFD has looked at the apparatus housing capabilities at the fire stations and has 
determined that the current facilities are capable of handling any new equipment.2 

 The other improvement measure would increase the 12-hour Medical unit to a 24-hour unit 
and would add three full time employees.  Although additional staff would be needed as a 
result of the SUMC Project, the PAFD acknowledges that the existing fire stations are 
capable of handling the increase in employment.3  Therefore, the need for new fire 
facilities would not be triggered and a less-than-significant physical environmental impact 
would occur. 

46.7 The commentor questions what toxic materials would be used and stored on the SUMC Sites 
and additional medical waste would be stored at the SUMC Sites as a result of the SUMC 
Projects.  The existing and projected amount of hazardous chemicals at the SUMC Sites is 
disclosed in Table 3.12-6 on page 3.12-29 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on pages 3.12-
28 through 3.12-36 of the Draft EIR under Impact HM-1, the SUMC Project would not 
substantially increase exposure to hazardous materials use, handling, and disposal during 
operation, resulting in a less-than-significant impact.   

 The impacts of hazardous waste generation and disposal are discussed under Impact HM-4 
on pages 3.12-41 through 3.12-46 of the Draft EIR.  The Hazardous Materials section of 
the Draft EIR concludes that the SUMC Project would not substantially increase exposure 
risk related to hazardous waste generation.  The existing and future annual hazardous 
chemical waste volumes at the SUMC Sites are presented in Tables 3.12-9 and 3.12-10 on 
page 3.12-43 of the Draft EIR.  The existing and projected volumes of biohazardous 
materials treated at the SUMC Sites are presented in Table 3.12-11, page 3.12-45 of the 
Draft EIR.  Please refer to Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR, Hazardous Materials, pages 
3.12-28 through 3.12-36 and pages 3.12-41 through 3.12-46, for a complete discussion and 
analysis of the additional medical wastes to be used and stored at the SUMC Sites. 

                                              
2  Gordon Simpkinson, Acting Fire Marshall, Palo Alto Fire Department, Planning and Transportation 

Commission Hearing, June 2, 2010. 
3  Gordon Simpkinson, Acting Fire Marshall, Palo Alto Fire Department, Planning and Transportation 

Commission Hearing, June 2, 2010. 
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46.8 The commentor notes that groundwater is roughly 30 feet below ground surface and that it 
is important that proposed underground structures are not located below the groundwater 
level.  The commentor also notes that this is particularly important because of San 
Francisquito Creek sheet flows.  In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR analysis is 
based on potential SUMC Project impacts as related to existing conditions. 

 The commentor’s specific concerns regarding San Francisquito Creek sheet flows are 
unclear.  If concerns regard the potential for San Francisquito Creek over-topping channel 
banks and flooding adjacent areas during a flood event, as noted in the Draft EIR on page 
3.11-7, San Francisquito Creek would not flood the SUMC Sites in the event of a one-
percent annual chance of flood.  If the commentor is concerned about general sheet flow 
runoff in the San Francisquito Creek watershed, the Draft EIR notes on page 3.11-41 that 
the City of Palo Alto Public Works Department requires that drainage patterns, including 
runoff from adjacent properties, must be maintained.  In addition, proper conveyance to the 
nearest storm drain system must be shown.  As presented in Section 3.11, page 3.11-2 of 
the Draft EIR, increasing impervious surfaces within an area would not greatly affect flood 
flows (one percent annual chance of flooding) within San Francisquito Creek.  During 
these events, rainfall saturates natural pervious surfaces and renders them effectively 
impervious.  The analysis also notes that the SUMC Project would actually increase the 
amount of effective pervious surfaces, not impervious surfaces, on the SUMC Sites by 
seven percent, as explained on page 3.11-41 of the Draft EIR.  As such, overland runoff 
would be adequately routed through a storm drain system to San Francisquito Creek and 
the SUMC Project would not increase runoff to San Francisquito Creek or off-site storm 
drain systems.  Overall, overland runoff in the San Francisquito Creek system would not 
be substantially affected nor would it affect the SUMC Project. 

 As presented on page 3.11-18 of the Draft EIR, the depth to groundwater at the SUMC 
Site is more than 30 feet below ground surface.  Because fluctuations in groundwater levels 
can occur, the design groundwater depth is recommended to be 30 feet below ground 
surface.  The Draft EIR notes excavations and installation of underground structures more 
than 40 feet below ground surface would occur.  These deep excavations could result in 
excursion into the local groundwater table.  However, this would require flood-proofing of 
underground structures where they extend below the design groundwater depth of 30 feet 
below ground surface or measured groundwater depths.  Flood-proofing practices would 
prevent underground structures from groundwater-induced flooding and potential flood 
impacts associated with deep excavations would be less than significant. 

46.9 The commentor requests an analysis of nitrogen deposition from increased SUMC Project 
traffic on open space areas such as the Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve and Edgewood 
Park.  As stated on page 3.4-73 of the Draft EIR, the SUMC Project would not add a 
significant amount of traffic to the local freeways, resulting in less-than-significant freeway 
impacts.  Jasper Ridge is located approximately one mile to the west of I-280 and 
immediately south of the western portion of Sand Hill Road (a segment that would not be 
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impacted by the SUMC Project).  Since the SUMC Project would result in a negligible 
amount of traffic on freeways relative to existing conditions, the SUMC Project would not 
substantially contribute to nitrogen deposition impacts at the Jasper Ridge Biological 
Preserve.  Similarly, the SUMC Project would not substantially contribute to nitrogen 
deposition impacts at the Edgewood Park, located immediately adjacent to the eastern 
portion of I-280 in Redwood City. 

46.10 The commentor requests an analysis of water quality impacts to adjacent reservoirs from 
increased SUMC Project traffic on I-280.  As explained in Response 46.9, above, the 
SUMC Project would not add a significant amount of traffic to the local freeways, resulting 
in less-than-significant freeway impacts.  The Crystal Springs Reservoir and the San 
Andreas Reservoir are located immediately adjacent to I-280.  However, the small amount 
of traffic that would be added to I-280, resulting in less-than-significant traffic impacts 
from the SUMC Project, would not substantially affect the water quality of these 
reservoirs. 

46.11 The commentor questions if the increase in traffic would negate any aspects of the PAFD 
evacuation plan.  A discussion of the adopted emergency response and evacuation plans is 
included under Impact HM-10 in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR, Hazardous Materials, 
pages 3.12-48 through 3.12-50.  The SUMC Project would have a significant impact on 
emergency access routes due to truck traffic during construction and would degrade the 
level of service (LOS) at several intersections during operation.  However, Mitigation 
Measure HM-10.1 requires advanced coordination with the City of Palo Alto on 
construction routes.  When combined with Mitigation Measures TR-1.1, TR-1.4 through 
TR-1.6, and TR-1.8, presented in Section 3.4, Transportation, these measures would 
reduce the significant impacts to a less-than-significant level by implementing construction-
period traffic controls.  In addition, Mitigation Measure TR-9.1, also presented in Section 
3.4, would involve the installation of emergency vehicle traffic signal priority (OptiCom) at 
all intersections significantly impacted by the operations of the SUMC Project.  Therefore, 
implementation of these measures would reduce impacts on emergency evacuation and 
response plans to less than significant.    

46.12 The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to mention the Stanford fault.  This statement 
is incorrect.  The Draft EIR discusses the active and inactive faults in the area immediately 
surrounding the SUMC Sites.  As stated on page 3.10-10 of the Draft EIR, the only known 
active fault in the area is the San Andreas fault system, which is about 4.2 miles to the 
southwest of the SUMC Sites.  The Stanford fault, along with the other faults in the 
immediate vicinity, does not show evidence for recent surface displacements and therefore 
is considered inactive.  The earthquake that resulted in significant damage throughout the 
Bay Area in 1906 was the San Andreas Fault.  For a map of the geologic features in the 
vicinity of the SUMC Sites, which includes the location of the Stanford fault, see Figure 
3.10-2 on page 3.10-11 of the Draft EIR.    
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.PLANT LIST for ACTERRA NATIVE PLANT NURSERY 
 
Definitions: The following definitions for watering apply to established plants. All plants in containers require regular watering, 
preferably in the cool of the morning. Plants in the ground need deep watering for the first two summers in order to establish their deep 
root systems.  Avoid frequently shallow watering.  
 
Irrigate: Needs regular summer water once or twice a week depending temperature and planting environment.  
Deep: Water 20 to 30 minutes every 10-30 days during summer depending on temperature. In some situations, an established plant 
may do well without any additional water. 
Fall: Withhold water during the summer dormancy, begin watering infrequently in early fall. 
STBL: A good plant for bank stabilization. 
GCVR: A good ground cover plant. 
DRN: Requires good drainage. 
ANN: Annual. 
 
Botanical Name Common Name  Family  Water Comments 
Ferns, Fern Allies     
Adiantum jordanii California Maiden-hair Pteridacea Irrigate Moist woods 
Athyrium flix-femina Lady Fern Dryopteridaceae Irrigate Streamsides 
Blechnum spicant Deerfern Blechnaceae Irrigate Streamsides 
Dryopteris arguta  Wood Fern Dryopteridaceae Deep Wooded slopes 
Equisetum telmateia ssp. braunii Giant Horsetail Equisetaceae Deep Seeps 
Pellaea andromedifolia Coffee Fern Pteridacea Deep Rocky areas 
Pellaea mucronata Birds-foot Fern Pteridacea Deep Rocky areas 
Pentagramma triangularis Goldenback Fern Pteridacea Deep Rocky shaded slopes 
Polypodium californicum California Polypody Polypodiaceae Deep Shaded canyons, rocks 
Polystichium munitum Western Swordfern Dryopteridaceae Deep Wooded hillsides 
Woodwardia fimbriata Giant Chainfern Blechnaceae Irrigate Streamsides 
Grasses, Sedges, Rushes     
Agrostis halli Hall Bentgrass Poaceae IV Deep GCVR; woodland, slopes 
Bromus carinatas  California Brome Poaceae IV Deep STBL; woodland, meadows 
Carex amplifolia Ampleleaf Rush Cyperaceae Irrigate STBL; springs 
Carex barberea Torrent Sedge Cyperaceae Irrigate STBL; wet meadows 
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Carex densa Dense Sedge Cyperaceae Deep Seasonal wet places 
Carex echinata ssp phyllomanica Coastal Sedge Cyperaceae Deep STBL; wet places 
Carex nudata Sedge Cyperaceae Irrigate Rocky or sandy streambeds 
Carex praegracilis Meadow sedge Cyperaceae Deep STBL; meadows 
Carex serratodens Bifid Sedge Cyperaceae Irrigate Moist places 
Carex subbracteata Small- Bracted Sedge Cyperaceae Deep Grasslands, open forest 
Carex tumulicola Foothill Sedge Cyperaceae Deep Meadows 
Danthonia californica California Oat Grass Poaceae IV Deep STBL; meadows, forest 
Eleocharis macrostachya Beaked Spikerush Cyperaceae Irrigate STBL; pond margins 
Elymus elymoides Big Squirreltail Poaceae I Deep Dry open areas 
Elymus glaucus Blue Wildrye Poaceae I Deep Grassland 
Festuca californica California Fescue Poaceae IV Deep STBL; chaparral, forest 
Festuca idahoensis Idaho Fescue Poaceae IV Deep STBL; dry open or shady areas 
Festuca rubra Red Fescue Poaceae IV Deep GCVR, grasslands 
Hierochloe occidentalis Vanilla Grass Poaceae IV Irrigate Coniferous forest 
Hordeum brachyanthurum Meadow Barley Poaceae IV Deep Meadows, stream banks 
Juncus balticus Baltic Rush Poaceae IV Deep STBL; moist meadows 
Juncus effusus Bog rush Juncaceae Irrigate Wet  meadows, springs 
Juncus occidentalis Western Rush Juncaceae Deep Meadows 
Juncus patens Rush Juncaceae Irrigate STBL; moist areas 
Juncus xiphioides Irisleaf Rush Juncaceae Irrigate STBL; wet meadows, springs 
Koeleria  macrantha June Grass Poaceae III Deep STBL; woodland, meadows 
Leymus triticoides  Wet Meadow Wildrye Poaceae I Irrigate GCVR; moist meadows 
Luzula comosa Woodrush Juncaceae Deep Meadows, woodland 
Melica californica California Melic Poaceae IV Deep STBL; hillsides 
Melica imperfecta Coast Range Melic Poaceae IV Deep STBL; chaparral 
Melica subulata Alaska Onion Grass Poaceae IV Deep STBL; moist areas, stream banks 
Melica torreyana Torrey Melic Poaceae IV Deep Chaparral, forest 
Nassella cernua Nodding Needle Grass Poaceae IV Deep STBL; grassland, chaparral 
Nassella lepida Foothill Needle Grass Poaceae IV Deep STBL; dry slopes, chaparral 
Nassella pulchra Purple Needle Grass Poaceae IV Deep STBL; grassland, chaparral 
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Trisetum canescens Tall Trisetum Poaceae IV Deep Meadows, forest 
     
Wildflowers, Ground Covers     
Achillea millefolium Yarrow Asteraceae Deep GCVR; STBL; many habitats 
Achyrachaena mollis Blow Wives Asteraceae Deep ANN; Grassland 
Actea rubra Baneberry Ranunculaceae Irrigate Moist forest 
Agroseris grandiflora California Dandelion Asteraceae Deep Grassland 
Allium amplectens Paper Onion Liliaceae Fall DRN; open areas 
Amsinckia menziesii Fiddleneck Boraginaceae Deep ANN; Open areas 
Angelica hendersonii Henderson Angelica Apiaceae Deep Coastal scrub 
Aquilegia formosa Columbine Ranunculaceae Deep Moist woodland 
Aralia californica Elkclover Araliaceae Irrigate Moist shade, stream sides 
Aristolochia californica Pipevine Aristolochiaceae Deep Streamsides, forests 
Arnica discoidea Rayless Arnica Asteraceae Deep Foothill woodland 
Arnica mollis Hairy Arnica Asteraceae Deep Meadows 
Artemisia douglasiana Mugwort Asteraceae Deep STBL; many habitats 
Asclepias californica California Milkweed Asclepiadaceae Deep Hillsides 
Asclepias fascicularis Narrowleaf Milkweed Asclepiadaceae Deep Dry valleys, foothills 
Asarum caudatum Wild Ginger Aristolochiaceae Deep GCVR; moist forests 
Aster chilensis  California Aster Asteraceae Deep STBL; grassland 
Baccharis douglasii Marsh Baccharis Asteraceae Deep STBL; stream edges 
Calochortus albus Fairy lantern Liliaceae Fall DRN; woodland 
Calochortus luteus Yellow Mariposa Lily Liliaceae Fall DRN; grassland, woodland 
Calochortus umbellatus Oakland Star Tulip Liliaceae Fall DRN; Open chaparral, woodland 
Calochortus venustus Butterfly Mariposa Lily Liliaceae Fall DRN; Grassland, woodland 
Calystegia occidentalis Morning Glory Convolvulaceae Deep Chaparral 
Campanula prenanthoides Hairbell Campanulaceae Deep Redwood forest 
Centaurium muhlberghii Monterey Centaury Gentianaceae Deep ANN; moist woodland 
Chlorogallum pomeridianum Soap Plant Liliaceae Fall DRN; grassland, chaparral 
Cirsium occidentale var. 
venustum 

Venus Thistle Asteraceae Deep Grasslands 
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Clarkia amoena Farewell to Spring Onagraceae Deep ANN; Grasslands 
Clarkia purpurea ssp. 
quadrivulnera 

Winecup Clarkia Onagraceae Deep ANN; Grasslands 

Clarkia rubicunda Godetia Onagraceae Deep ANN; Grasslands 
Clarkia unguiculata Elegant Clarkia Onagraceae Deep ANN; Grasslands 
Clintonia andrewsiana Red Bead Lily Liliaceae Fall Redwood forest 
Clematis lasiantha Pipestems, Virgin’s Bower Ranunculaceae Deep Hillside, chaparral 
Clematis ligusticifolia Western Virgins Bower Ranunculaceae Deep Streamsides 
Colinsia heterophylla Chinesehouses Scrophulariaceae Deep ANN; moist hillside 
Cynoglossum grande Western Hound's-tongue Boraginaceae Deep Woodland, chaparral 
Datura wrightii Jimson Weed Solanaceae Deep Gravelly open areas 
Delphinium californicum California Larkspur Ranunculaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Delphinium nudicaule Red Larkspur Ranunculaceae Deep DRN, wooded slopes 
Delphinium variegatum Royal Larkspur Ranunculaceae Deep Grasslands 
Dicentra chrysantha Golden Eardrops Papaveraceae Deep Dry slopes 
Dicentra formosa Bleeding Heart Papaveraceae Deep Woodlands, streamsides 
Dichelostemma capitatum Blue Dick Liliaceae Fall Grasslands 
Disporum hookerii Fairy Bell Liliaceae Fall DRN; woodland 
Dodecatheon hendersonii Shooting Star Primulaceae Deep Slopes 
Dudleya caespitosa Live Forever Crassulaceaae Deep DRN; coastal 
Dudleya farinosa Bluff Lettuce Crassulaceaae Deep DRN; coastal  
Epilobium canum California Fuchsia Onagraceae Deep GCVR; dry slopes  
Epilobium ciliatum Willow Herb Onagraceae Deep ANN STBL; dry slopes 
Erigeron glaucus Seaside Daisy Asteraceae Deep Coastal bluffs 
Eriogonum grande var. 
rubescens 

San Miguel Island 
Buckwheat 

Polygonaceae Deep Dry slopes 

Eriogonum latifolium Coast Buckwheat Polygonaceae Deep Coastal scrub 
Eriogonum nudum Naked Stem Buckwheat Polygonaceae Deep Dry slopes, washes 
Eriogonum parvifolium Cliff Buckwheat Polygonaceae Deep DRN; coastal hillsides 
Eriophyllum confertiflorum Golden Yarrow Asteraceae Deep STBL; dry habitats 
Eriophyllum staechadifolium Lizard Tail Asteraceae Deep Coastal scrub 
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Eschscholzia californica California Poppy Papaveraceae Deep Grassy open areas 
Fragaria vesca  Wood Strawberry Rosaceae Irrigate GCVR; forest 
Fragaria chiloensis Beach Strawberry Rosaceae Deep GCVR; coastal, grasslands 
Fritillaria affinis Mission Bells Liliaceae Fall Oak and pine grassland 
Gnaphalium californicum Everlasting Asteraceae Deep Hillsides 
Grindelia hirsutula Hairy Gum Plant Asteraceae Deep Sandy fields 
Grindelia stricta var. platyphylla Pacific Gumplant Asteraceae Deep GCVR; coastal bluffs 
Helenium puberulum Sneezeweed Asteraceae Deep ANN,STBL; streamsides 
Helianthemum scoparium Rock Rose Cistaceae Deep Chaparral 
Heracleum lanatum Cow Parsnip Apiaceae Irrigate Moist areas 
Heterotheca sessiliflora Golden Aster Deep Deep Grasslands 
Heuchera maxima Island Alumroot Saxifragaceae Irrigate Cliffs 
Heuchera micrantha Alumroot Saxifragaceae Irrigate GCVR; stream banks 
Hoita macrostachya Leather Root Fabaceae Deep STBL; streamsides 
Holodiscus discolor Oceanspray Rosaceae Deep DRN; woodland 
Horkelia californica California Horkelia Rosaceae Deep Grassland 
Iris douglasii Douglas Iris Iridaceae Deep GCVR; grassland, woodland 
Iris fernaldii Fernald Iris Iridaceae Deep Forest 
Lepichinia calycina Pitcher Sage Lamiaceae Deep Chaparral 
Lilium pardalinum Leopard Lily Liliaceae Fall Moist areas 
Lomatium dasycarpum Wild Parsley Apiaceae Fall Chaparral 
Lupinus albifrons Bush Lupine Fabaceae Deep ANN; woodland 
Lupinus albifrons var. collinus Bay Area Silver Lupine Fabaceae Deep Hillsides 
Lupinus arboreus Yellow Bush Lupine Fabaceae Deep STBL; coastal bluffs 
Lupinus bicolor Miniature Lupine Fabaceae Deep ANN; STBL; grassland 
Lupinus latifolius Broadleaved Lupine Fabaceae Deep Woodland 
Lupinus microcarpus Gully Lupine Fabaceae Deep ANN; open areas 
Lupinus succulentus Arroyo Lupine Fabaceae Deep ANN,STBL; open areas 
Maianthemum dilatum False Lily of the Valley Liliaceae Fall Moist shaded areas 
Marah fabaceus Wild Cucumber Cucurbitaceae Fall Streamsides, washes, shrubby areas 
Mentzelia lindleyi Lindley Blazing Star Loasaceae Deep ANN;  oak, pine woodland 
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Mimulus aurantiacus Sticky Monkey Flower Scrophulariaceae Deep Rocky hillsides 
Mimulus cardinalis Scarlet Monkey Flower Scrophulariaceae Irrigate Stream banks 
Mimulus guttatus Common Monkeyflower Scrophulariaceae Deep Moist areas 
Monardella purpurea Siskiyou Monardella Lamiaceae Deep Hillsides, serpentine 
Monardella villosa Coyote Mint Lamiaceae Deep Rocky slopes 
Oenothera elata ssp. hookeri Hooker Evening Primrose Onagraceae Deep STBL; moist areas 
Oxalis oregana Redwood Sorrel Oxalidaceae Irrigate Moist woodland 
Penstemon centranthifolius Scarlet Bugler Scrophulariaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Penstemon heterophyllus Foothills Penstemon Scrophulariaceae Deep Grassland, chaparral 
Perideridia kellogii Yampah Apiaceae Deep Grassland 
Phacelia bolanderi Bolanders Phacelia Hydrophyllaceae Deep Canyons, woodlands 
Phacelia californica California Phacelia Hydrophyllaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Phacelia grandiflora Largeflower Phacelia Hydrophyllaceae Deep ANN; chaparral 
Phacelia imbricata Phacelia Hydrophyllaceae Deep Chaparral 
Phacelia malvifolia Stinging Phacelia Hydrophyllaceae Deep ANN; shrubland 
Plantago elongata Coast Plantain Plantaginaceae Deep ANN; saline places 
Phacelia imbricata Rock Phacelia Hydrophyllaceae Deep Chaparral 
Potentilla anserine ssp pacifica Pacific Cinquefoil Rosaceae Deep Moist areas 
Potentilla glandulosa Sticky Cinquefoil Rosaceae Deep Many habitats 
Ranunculus californicus California Buttercup Ranunculaceae Deep Grassland, oak woodland 
Salvia sonomensis Creeping Sage Lamiaceae Deep DRN,GCVR; chaparral 
Salvia spathacea Hummingbird Sage Lamiaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Sanicula crassicaulis Snakeroot Apiaceae Deep Grassland 
Satureja douglasii Yerba Buena Lamiaceae Deep GCVR; shady areas, chaparral 
Sedum spathulifolium Pacific Stonecrop Crassulaceae Deep Outcrops 
Scrophularia californica  Bee Plant Scrophulariaceae Deep Moist areas, chaparral 
Sidalcea malviflora Checkerbloom Malvaceae Deep Meadows 
Sisyrinchium bellum Blue-Eyed Grass Iridaceae Deep Meadows 
Sisyrinchium californicum Yellow-Eyed Grass Iridaceae Deep Moist areas 
Smilacina stellata False Solomon’s Seal Liliaceae Fall Woodland 
Smilacina racemosa  Fat Solomon’s Seal Liliaceae Fall Woodland, stream banks 
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Solanum umbelliferum Blue Witch Solanaceae Deep Woodland 
Solidago californica California Goldenrod Asteraceae Deep Grassland 
Stachys pycnantha Hedge Nettle Lamiaceae Irrigate STBL; moist areas  
Streptanthus glandulosus Common Jewelflower Brassicaceae Deep ANN; chaparral, oak woodland 
Symphoricarpus mollis Creeping Snowberry Caprifoliaceae Deep STBL; woodland 
Symphoricarpus albus Common Snowberry Caprifoliaceae Deep Woodland, stream banks 
Tauschia hartwegii Hartweg Tauschia Apiaceae Deep Chaparral 
Tellima grandiflora Fringe Cup Saxifragaceae Deep GCVR; moist slopes 
Thysocarpus radians Ribbed Fringepod Brassicaceae Deep ANN; meadows, moist slopes 
Tiarella trifoliate var. unifoliata Sugarscoop Saxifragaceae Deep Moist areas 
Tolmiea menziesii Piggyback Plant Saxifragaceae Deep Moist banks 
Trillium chloropetallum Giant Trillium Liliaceae Fall Woodland 
Trillium ovatum Western Trillium Liliaceae Fall Woodland 
Triteleia laxa Ithuriel’s Spear Liliaceae Fall Grassland 
Verbena lasiostachys Robust Verbena Verbenaceae Deep Grassland 
Viola glabella Stream Violet Violaceae Irrigate Stream banks 
Viola sempervirens Evergreen Violet Violaceae Deep Moist woods 
Whipplea modesta Modesty Philadelphaceae Deep GCVR; slopes, forest 
Wyethia angustifolia Narrowleaf Mule Ear's Asteraceae Deep Grassland 
Wyethia glabra Smooth Mule Ear's Asteraceae Deep Meadows 
Zigadenus fremontii Fremont’s Camas Liliaceae Fall Slopes 
     
Shrubs and Trees     
Artemisia californica California Sagebrush Asteraceae Deep Coastal scrub, chaparral 
Artemisia pycnocephala Coastal Sagewort Asteraceae Deep Coastal strand 
Adenostoma fasciculatum Chamise Rosaceae Deep DRN; Chaparral 
Aesculus californica Buckeye Hippocastanaceae Deep Slopes, canyons, stream banks 
Alnus rhombifolia White Alder Betulaceae Deep STBL; stream banks 
Alnus rubra Red Alder Betulaceae Deep STBL; stream banks 
Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf Maple Aceraceae Deep Stream banks, canyons 
Acer negundo Box Elder Aceraceae Deep Stremsides 
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Arbutus menziesii Madrone Ericaceae Deep Coniferous, oak forests 
Arctostaphylos andersonii Santa Cruz Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; Open areas 
Arctostaphylos crustacea var. 
crinita 

Santa Cruz Mountains  
Manzanita 

Ericaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 

Arctostaphylos crustacea var. 
crustacea 

Brittle Leaf Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 

Arctostaphylos glutinosa Schreibers Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Arctostaphylos montaraensis Montara Mtn Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Arctostaphylos regismontana Kings Mtn Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Arctostaphylos sensitiva Glossyleaf Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; woodland, chaparral 
Arctostaphylos silvicola Silverleaf Manzanita Ericaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Baccharis pilularis Coyote brush Asteraceae Deep GCVR; oak woodland 
Ceanothus thyrsiflorus Blue Blossom Rhamnaceae Deep Wooded slopes and canyons 
Ceanothus oliganthus var. 
sorediatus 

Jimbrush Rhamnaceae Deep DRN; dry slopes 

Cercis occidentalis Redbud Fabaceae Deep STBL; chaparral, woodland 
Cercocarpus betuloides Mountain Mahogany Rosaceae Deep DRN; chaparral, woodland 
Cornus glabrata Brown Dogwood Cornaceae Deep Steam banks 
Cornus sericea Western Creek Dogwood Cornaceae Deep Stream banks 
Corylus californica California Hazelnut Betulaceae Deep STBL; forest 
Dendromecon rigida Bush Poppy Papaveaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Dirca occidentalis Western Leatherwood Thymelaeaceae Deep DRN; woodland slopes 
Eriodictyon californicum Yerba Santa Hydrophyllaceae Deep DRN,STBL; chaparral 
Eriogonum fasciculatum California Buckwheat Polygonaceae Deep Dry slopes 
Eriogonum giganteum Island Buckwheat Polygonaceae Deep Dry slopes 
Euonymus occidentalis Burning Bush Celastraceae Deep Streambanks 
Fraxinus latifolia Oregon Ash Oleaceae Deep Canyons, stream banks 
Fremontodendron californicum Flannelbush Sterculiaceae Deep DRN; chaparral 
Garrya elliptica Coast Silktassel Garryaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Gaultheria shallon Salal Ericaceae Deep GCVR; forest margins 
Heteromeles arbutifolia Toyon Rosaceae Deep Chaparral, oak woodland 
Juglans californica California Black Walnut Juglandaceae Deep Canyons, valleys 

       8/6/2010
  

Keckiella cordifolia Climbing Penstemon Scrophulariaceae Deep Chaparral 
Lithocarpus densiflorus Tanbark Oak Fagaceae Deep Redwood forest 
Lonicera hispidula  Hairy Honeysuckle Caprifoliaceae Deep STBL; canyons, stream banks 
Lonicera involucrata Twinberry Honeysuckle Caprifoliaceae Irrigate Moist areas 
Lotus scoparius Deerweed Fabaceae Deep STBL; chaparral 
Malacothamnus arcuatus Arcuate Bush Mallow Malvaceae Deep Chaparral 
Myrica californica Wax Myrtle Myricaceae Irrigate Redwood forest 
Oemleria cerasiformis Oso Berry Rosaceae Deep Chaparral 
Physocarpus capitatus Ninebark Rosaceae Irrigate Moist banks 
Prunus ilicifolia Hollyleaf Cherry  Rosaceae Deep Canyons, woodland 
Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas Fir Pinaceae Deep Mixed evergreen forest 
Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak Fagaceae Deep Valleys, woodland 
Quercus berberdifolia Scrub Oak Fagaceae Deep Chaparral 
Quercus douglasii Blue Oak Fagaceae Deep Dry slopes, foothills 
Quercus durata Leather oak Fagaceae Deep Chaparral 
Quercus kellogii Black Oak Fagaceae Deep Valleys, woodland 
Quercus lobata Valley Oak Fagaceae Deep Slopes, valleys 
Quercus parvula var. shrevei Shreve Oak Fagaceae Deep Woodland 
Quercus wislizeni Interior Live Oak Fagaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Populus fremontii Fremont Cottonwood Salicaceae Irrigate STBL; stream banks 
Rhamnus californica Coffeeberry Rhamnaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Rhamnus crocea Redberry Rhamnaceae Deep Chaparral, woodland 
Rhus integrifolia Lemonadberry Anacardiaceae Deep Chaparral 
Ribes aureum Golden Currant Grossulariaceae Irrigate Many habitats 
Ribes californicum Hillside gooseberry Grossulariaceae Deep Woodlands, chaparral 
Ribes divaricatum Straggleberry Grossulariaceae Deep Stream banks 
Ribes malvaceum Chaparral Currant Grossulariaceae Deep Chaparral, oak woodland 
Ribes menzeisii Canyon Gooseberry Grossulariaceae Deep Forest  
Ribes sanguinium Pinkflower Currant Grossulariaceae Deep Many habitats 
Ribes speciosum Fuschia-flower Currant Grossulariaceae Deep Chaparral 
Ribes vibrurnifolium Evergreen Current Grossulariaceae Deep Chaparral, canyon forests 
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       8/6/2010
  

Rosa californica  California Wild Rose Rosaceae Deep STBL; stream banks 
Rosa gymnocarpa Wood Rose Rosaceae Deep Forest 
Rubus leucodermis Western Raspberry Rosaceae Deep Forest 
Rubus parviflorus Thimbleberry Rosaceae Deep Woodland 
Rubus spectabilis Salmonberry Rosaceae Deep STBL; streamsides 
Rubus ursinus Wild Blackberry Rosaceae Deep STBL; shrubland, stream banks 
Salix laevigata Red Willow Salicaceae Irrigate STBL; stream banks 
Salix lucida var. lasiandra Shinning Willow Salicaceae Deep STBL; stream banks 
Salix lasiolepis Arroyo Willow Salicaceae Deep STBL; springs, stream banks 
Salix sitchensis Sitka Willow Salicaceae Deep STBL; stream banks 
Salvia apiana White Sage Lamiaceae Deep DRN,STBL; chaparral 
Salvia mellifera Black Sage Lamiaceae Deep Chaparral 
Sambucus mexicana Blue Elderberry Caprifoliaceae Deep Stream banks, forest 
Solanum umbelliferum Blue Witch Solanaceae Deep Woodland 
Toxicodendron diversilobum Poison Oak Anacardimnaceae Deep Canyons, chaparral 
Umbellularia californica California Bay Lauraceae Deep Canyons, valleys 
Vaccinium ovatum Evergreen Huckleberry Ericaceae Deep Forest edges 
Vengasia carpesioides Canyon Sunflower Asteraceae Deep STBL; canyons 
Vaccinium ovatum Evergreen Huckleberry Ericaceae Deep Forest edges 
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47. Libby Lucas (letter dated July 23, 2010)   

47.1 The commentor submitted an Acterra plant list.  The specific landscape requirements and 
plant species to be included at the SUMC Sites are outside the scope of CEQA and 
therefore are not included in the Draft EIR.  Proposed landscaping is generally described 
on page 3.3-34 through 3.3-35 of the Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Visual Quality.  The Draft 
EIR describes proposed open spaces, walkways, lighting, vegetation, and other decorative 
features, but does not list the specific species of plants to be installed.   

 However, the SUMC Project design guidelines present proposed tree species and their 
typical planting patterns that would be used to contribute to the visual quality of the SUMC 
Sites.  Appropriate plant species would be included at the SUMC Sites as advised by a 
qualified arborist and tree replacement for removal of public street trees would be 
consistent with the City of Palo Alto Public Works Department Street Tree Management 
Plan.  As such, street tree replacement shall include native species to the maximum extent 
possible and appropriate species include California black oak, red maple, toyon, and flax 
leaf paperbard.  The Architectural Review process would include consideration of whether 
the SUMC Project adequately incorporates landscaping.  Please refer to Master Response 
10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 
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4-344 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

48. Wayne Martin (letter dated June 5, 2010)   

48.1 The commentor expresses concern regarding Caltrain closure.  Please see Master Response 
1, which addresses the viability of Caltrain. 

48.2 The commentor expresses concern regarding Caltrain closure.  Please see Master Response 
1, which addresses the viability of Caltrain. 
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4-347Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

49. Wayne Martin (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

49.1 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR include an analysis of using robotic technology 
at the SHC and LPCH hospitals as a way to reduce the number of proposed employees 
under the SUMC Project.  The Draft EIR analyzes the SUMC Project application submitted 
by the SUMC Project sponsors.  Since the use of robotics is not proposed under the SUMC 
Project, it is not considered in the Draft EIR.  In addition, this technology is speculative 
and uncertain; therefore, it is not a viable mitigation measure to reduce the impacts 
identified in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-
CEQA issues. 
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50. Wayne Martin (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

50.1 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR include an analysis of using service robotic 
technology at the SHC and LPCH Hospitals as a way to reduce the number of proposed 
employees under the SUMC Project.  Please see response 49.1.  Please refer to Master 
Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues.   
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Written Comments and Responses

51. Stepheny McGraw (letter dated July 8, 2010)   

51.1 The commentor expresses opposition to the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 
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Written Comments and Responses

52. Doug Moran (letter dated May 24, 2010)   

52.1 The commentor requests the analysis contain a cost benefit evaluation of the impacts and 
mitigation measures using measures that include estimated costs (dollars), number of 
housing units, etc.  The Draft EIR is not the appropriate forum for the type of cost/benefit 
analysis proposed by the commentor.  However, as part of the project approval process, a 
Fiscal Impact was prepared by CBRE Consulting, Inc. in February 2009 to determine 
potential tax and fee revenues that would be generated by the SUMC Project.  These fees 
would be required to sufficiently fund the anticipated costs of providing municipal services 
to the SUMC Project.  The analysis used a time horizon of thirty years (2010-2040) to be 
consistent with the proposed Development Agreement, which is outlined on pages 2-27 
through 2-28 of the Draft EIR.  For the monetary impacts of the SUMC Project and the 
required fees to be paid by the SUMC Project sponsors, please refer to the Fiscal Impact 
Analysis, which is available at the City’s website.1

 This comment concerns financial issues and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a 
discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

  

                                              
1  City of Palo Alto, “City Manager’s Report,” Memo to City Council, May 24, 2010, accessed on September 

3, 2010 at: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/knowzone/news/details.asp?NewsID=1316&TargetID=219. 
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53. Bob Moss (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

53.1 The commentor states that he would like to suggest corrective actions to the EIR mitigation 
measures due to the potential inadequacy of the GO Passes if Caltrain reduces or ceases 
operation.  Monitoring is a requirement of Mitigation Measure TR-2.3 to determine if the 
modal split away from single occupant vehicles is achieved.  The SUMC Project is also 
required to use reasonable efforts to lease parking spaces in the East Bay and maintain 
adequate bus service from the East Bay to the hospital complex as part of Mitigation 
Measure TR-7.2.  Please also see Master Response 1 concerning the viability of Caltrain. 

53.2 The commentor is concerned about who will monitor and verify adequacy of the mitigations 
during the construction and operation of the SUMC Project.  As explained on the 
Introduction Section on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR, if the SUMC Project is approved, then 
the City of Palo Alto must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP), which would ensure that the mitigation measures adopted from the Draft EIR are 
being implemented.  Please see Master Response 11 for a description of an MMRP and the 
SUMC Project review and approval process. 

 Regarding the City staff expenses that could be incurred during monitoring, this is a 
financial issue that is outside the scope of CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a 
discussion of non-CEQA issues. 
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Written Comments and Responses

54. Stephanie Munoz (letter dated June 29, 2010)   

54.1 The commentor expresses fiscal concerns about the SUMC.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  
Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

54.2 The commentor raises the cost of providing affordable housing for new hospital employees.  
A Fiscal Impact Analysis was prepared by CBRE Consulting, Inc. in February 2009 to 
determine potential tax and fee revenues that would be generated by the SUMC Project.  
For the monetary impacts of the SUMC Project and the required fees to be paid by the 
SUMC Project sponsors, please refer to the Fiscal Impact Analysis, which is available at 
the City’s website.1

 One of the SUMC Project alternatives analyzed for the SUMC Project in Section 5, 
Alternatives, is the Village Concept Alternative, which would provide affordable housing.  
Under this alternative, housing would be provided at three sites within the vicinity of the 
SUMC Sites and would be dedicated to SUMC employees.  For more information about 
the Village Concept Alternative, please refer to Section 5, Alternatives.  Please refer to 
Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues. 

  In addition, one component of the Development Agreement between 
the City and the SUMC Project sponsors would be the payment of a housing in-lieu fee in 
the amount of $23.1 million, which is equivalent to what a commercial project would pay.  
The terms of the Development Agreement are included in the Draft EIR on page 2-27, 
Section 2, Project Description. 

54.3 The commentor raises the issue of moving the electrical sub-station from Alma Street.  The 
electrical sub-station is not located at the SUMC Project Sites and is not included in the 
SUMC Project.  As such, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a 
discussion of non-CEQA issues.    

54.4 The commentor questions the need for State seismic standards when a structure changes 
occupancy use.  The requirement for the SUMC hospitals to meet seismic standards was 
not triggered by the change in occupancy use, but by Senate Bill (SB) 1953.  The Alfred E. 
Alquist Hospital Facilities Seismic Safety Act of 1994 (SB 1953) requires all hospital 
facilities to meet new seismic standards and establishes a timeline for these improvements.  
SB 1953 requires that both structural and non-structural elements of existing hospitals meet 
the new standards either through retrofit or replacement.  If a hospital does not comply 
with these regulations, the State can revoke the hospital’s operating license. 

                                              
1  City of Palo Alto, “City Manager’s Report,” Memo to City Council, May 24, 2010, accessed on September 

3, 2010 at: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/knowzone/news/details.asp?NewsID=1316&TargetID=219. 
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 As described on pages S-8 through S-9 of the Draft EIR, Summary, the Stanford Hospital 
complex consists of buildings built in 1959, 1973, and 1989, some of which do not meet 
the current seismic safety requirements imposed by SB 1953.  Therefore, a significant 
portion of its facilities must be replaced or renovated in order to meet current safety 
standards.  The SUMC Project sponsors have determined that in many cases it is more cost 
efficient and physically practical to demolish older, noncompliant buildings and replace 
them with new facilities that meet the standards.  Please refer to the Draft EIR for more 
details regarding seismic safety and changes proposed under the SUMC Project. 
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55. Sidney Overland (letter dated July 22, 2010)   

55.1 The commentor conveys his difficulties crossing the street at multiple intersections in the 
area and believes that the increase in traffic would only make the situation worse.  The 
Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection is under the jurisdiction of Menlo Park.  If 
the current pedestrian signal phase is too short to allow pedestrians to safely cross, it could 
easily be lengthened by Menlo Park.  The SUMC Project would add 147 AM Peak Hour 
vehicle trips and 152 PM Peak Hour vehicle trips to this intersection.  Generally, accidents 
result from both poor design and traffic volumes.  However, the SUMC Project does not 
contribute to the real or perceived unsafe conditions at the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz 
Avenue intersection. 
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56. Nancy Peterson (letter dated May 22, 2010)   

56.1 The commentor describes the benefits of the Marguerite shuttle that provides transit service 
from the Caltrain station on University Avenue to the SUMC Sites.  The SUMC Project 
would encourage employees to use the Marguerite Shuttle.  In addition, the Draft EIR 
includes Mitigation Measure TR-2.3, which would expand Marguerite shuttle service 
between the SUMC and Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center (PAITS).  Please refer to 
pages 3.4-68 and 3.4-79 of the Draft EIR, Transportation, for more details.  Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding the feasibility of expanded shuttle service. 

56.2 The commentor urges the City to make sound and sustainable fiscal decisions regarding the 
SUMC Project.  The comment concerns financial issues and the Development Agreement, 
which do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance 
with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 10 for a discussion of non-CEQA issues and 
Master Response 12 for a discussion of the Development Agreement. 

56.3 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 
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57. Richard Placone (letter dated July 10, 2010)   

57.1 The comment pertains to the review process of the EIR and the SUMC Project in general.  
Please refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description of the City’s review process 
and the next steps in the EIR review process.   

57.2 The commentor requests consideration of the services that the SUMC has provided for the 
City of Palo Alto currently and in the past.  The comment concerns the merits of the 
SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a discussion of project 
merit in the CEQA process. 
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58. Rich Rollins (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

58.1 The commentor notes that a significant number of motorists use Oak Avenue and Middle 
Avenue as a cut through to El Camino Real when there is traffic on Sand Hill Road in the 
morning.  The commentor would like further analysis on the current and projected origin 
and destination impact of the hospital expansion on Oak Avenue and the impact of diverted 
traffic that would continue to use the Middle Avenue/Oak Avenue corridor as a means to 
avoid the congestion on Sand Hill Road.  Please refer to Response 8.24 concerning the 
analysis of Oak Avenue. 
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59. Steve Schmidt, Former Mayor of Menlo Park (letter dated July 6, 2010)   

59.1 The commentor states that the Draft EIR indicates a Class I bicycle facility on Alpine Road 
past the Menlo Park city limit into San Mateo County; however, the side path does not meet 
the minimum standards for Class I facilities. Draft EIR Figure 3.4-2, which shows the 
existing bicycle facilities, has been revised for the Final EIR.  Please refer to Staff-Initiated 
Change 2 for the revised Figure 3.4-2. 

59.2 The commentor notes that in the discussion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities two new 
undercrossings of the Caltrain tracks would be built, one at Everett Avenue in Palo Alto 
and one at Middle Avenue in Menlo Park.  The commentor notes that the choice of Middle 
Avenue for an undercrossing is premature and impractical.  In discussion with City of 
Menlo Park staff, the City indicated that they planned to construct a bicycle and pedestrian 
undercrossing in the vicinity of Middle Avenue.  The SUMC Project is required to 
contribute its fair share contribution to this undercrossing.  Its exact location and design 
features would be determined by the City of Menlo Park.   

59.3 The commentor notes that an alternative site previously studied at Willow Avenue and 
Cambridge Avenue exists approximately 0.25 miles from Sand Hill Road and possesses 
none of the problems outlined in Comment 59.2.  Please refer to Response 59.2, above.  
The SUMC Project sponsors would pay their fair share toward the construction of a single 
undercrossing of the Caltrain tracks in Menlo Park, at a location determined by the City of 
Menlo Park.   
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60. Jeannie and Tony Siegman (letter dated July 25, 2010)   

60.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 

60.2 The commentor states that a commitment to implementation of the SUMC Project’s 
mitigation measures is required for effective mitigation.  As explained in the Introduction 
Section on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR, if the SUMC Project is approved, the City of Palo 
Alto must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which would 
ensure that the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR are implemented.  Please 
see Master Response 11 for a description of an MMRP and the SUMC Project review and 
approval process. 

60.3 The commentor wants to ensure that the construction truck route mitigation measures, as 
outlined in the Draft EIR on page 3.4-44, are applied by the SUMC Project sponsors and 
enforced.  As explained above in Response 60.2, the City would adopt an MMRP to 
confirm that all mitigation measures presented in the EIR are implemented.  Please see 
Master Response 11 for a description of an MMRP and the SUMC Project review and 
approval process. 

 In addition, the commentor states that Mitigation Measure TR-1.8 should be revised to 
include review other than from the City of Palo Alto.  As noted by the commentor, the 
construction truck routes would traverse Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and roads under the 
jurisdiction of Santa Clara County.  However, as the lead agency of the SUMC Project, the 
City of Palo Alto would be responsible for reviewing and approving construction activities 
with potential transportation impacts.  Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure TR-1.8 has been 
revised and requires that the City of Palo Alto provide a copy of the construction impact 
plan to the City of Menlo Park for review.  Please refer to Master Response 4 for revisions 
to Mitigation Measure TR-1.8.   

60.4 The commentor states that for its own construction projects and ongoing services, Stanford 
University has made significant efforts to support JSB and Stanford Avenue policies (and 
the law), by a program of communication with contractors and through penalties written 
into their contracts.  The commentor would like the SUMC Project do likewise.  Mitigation 
Measures TR-1.1 through TR-1.9 address impacts during construction.  The ideas put forth 
in this comment can be considered as City staff reviews the construction traffic plans for 
the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Master Response 4 for a discussion of construction 
traffic. 
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61. David A. Stonestrom (letter dated July 27, 2010)   

61.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 

61.2 The commentor requests adjustments to the expansion plans in order to minimize impacts 
on adjoining communities.  The Draft EIR analyzes the SUMC Project as proposed by the 
SUMC Project sponsors in the 2007 application, and as last amended in March 2010.  As 
such, the Draft EIR does not make recommendations for reduced building programs. 

 However, alternatives to the SUMC Project are included in Section 5, Alternatives, of the 
Draft EIR.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR must include a range of 
feasible alternatives that obtain most of the project objectives and reduce the impacts of the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the Draft EIR analyzes seven SUMC Project alternatives that 
make adjustments to the proposed expansion plans in order to minimize the significant and 
unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR.  Included in the alternatives analysis are 
two No Project and two Reduced Intensity alternatives, which reduce the building program 
of the SUMC Project.  Please refer to Section 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR for a 
complete description and analysis of all seven alternatives.  Also, please see Master 
Response 8 for a discussion of the range of alternatives. 

61.3 The commentor indicates that the delays in the EIR process should not delay approval of 
the SUMC Project.  Reasons for the delay in completing the Draft EIR include site plan 
modifications and application updates by the SUMC Project sponsors in order to fulfill 
Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD) requirements; the 
withdrawal of  the Stanford Shopping Center Project from the analysis of the Draft EIR; 
and changes in the City’s Traffic Model.  This comment concerns the EIR process and does 
not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  
Please refer to Master Response 11 for a detailed description of the City’s review process 
and the next steps in the EIR review process.   
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62. Soa Tsung, MD (letter dated May 28, 2010)   

62.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 
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63. Jaya Virmani, MD (letter dated May 28, 2010)   

63.1 The commentor expresses support for the SUMC Project.  The comment concerns the 
merits of the SUMC Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the 
SUMC Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 9 for a 
discussion of project merit in the CEQA process. 



4-388 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Final EIR —  
Written Comments and Responses

This page is left intentionally blank.


	0. Stanford AFEIR Cover VOL I (February 2011)
	0. Stanford AFEIR Title Page VOL I (February 2011)
	0. TOC (2)
	01. Introduction
	02. List of CommentorsDONE
	03. Staff-Initiated Changes and Master Responses
	04. Written Comments and Responses Feb 2011 v1



