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1.0

1.1

INTRODUCTION

This Responses to Comments document, together with the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), constitutes the Final EIR for the East Palo Alto General Plan
Update for the City of East Palo Alto (City) to review and consider for certification as
complete and adequate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The
City distributed the Draft EIR to applicable state agencies, local governments,
elected officials, groups, and interested parties on the City’s mailing list and made
the document available for a 48-day public review period from April 29 to June 15,
2016.

The Draft EIR is a program-level document. The City prepared a Program EIR as the
General Plan Update sets forth a program of new development standards as well as
a series of conceptual public realm improvements. Certification of the EIR and

approval of the General Plan Update would not convey development entitlements.

This Responses to Comments document responds to all substantive written and oral
comments on the Draft EIR and proposes appropriate changes, additions, or
corrections to the information presented in the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15088). All written and oral comments received during the public review period are
included in this document. This chapter provides a summary of certification and
project selection procedures, public involvement, the requirements for
consideration of recirculation, and an overview of the response-to-comment
process.

EIR CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT SELECTION
PROCESS

The Planning Commission will review the Final EIR for adequacy and will make a
recommendation to the City Council whether to certify that the Final EIR is complete
and in compliance with CEQA. A public hearing will then be scheduled before the
City Council, at which time the City Council may take final action on certification of
the Final EIR. Prior to approving a project, the City must certify that: (1) the Final
EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) the City has reviewed and
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considered the information contained in the Final EIR; and (3) the Final EIR reflects
the City’s independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090).

Certification of the EIR is not approval of the project. The City will consider the
merits of the General Plan Update separately from their decisions on the adequacy
of the EIR. As part of the approval of either the project or an alternative, the City
must make written findings for each significant effect identified in the EIR. These
findings will state whether the identified significant effect can be avoided or
substantially decreased through feasible mitigation measures or a feasible
alternative, whether the effect can only be mitigated by the action of some agency
other than the City, or whether the identified mitigation measures or alternatives
are infeasible and cannot be implemented (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091[a]). To
ensure implementation of all adopted mitigation measures, the City must adopt a
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097).
The MMRP is included in Chapter 3.0 of this document. The City must also make
special findings (known as a “statement of overriding considerations”) for impacts
found to be both significant and unavoidable.

If the City approves the project, a Notice of Determination (NOD) will be prepared
and filed with the State Clearinghouse. The NOD will include a description of the
project, the date of approval, an indication of whether Findings and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations were prepared, and the address where the Final EIR and
record of project approval are available for public review.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The City sent the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR to the State Clearinghouse
and to state, local, and regional agencies on September 3, 2014 and held a public
scoping meeting on September 22, 2014 to solicit input on the scope of the EIR. The
City accepted written comments on the scope of the EIR until October 3, 2014,
which are included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

In accordance with CEQA, the City submitted the Draft EIR to the State
Clearinghouse on April 28, 2016. On April 29, 2016, the City released the Draft EIR
for public review and to solicit comments from agencies and individuals on the
adequacy and accuracy of the Draft EIR. The public review period encompassed 48
days from April 29, 2016 to June 15, 2016. The City distributed copies of the Draft
EIR to state agencies, local governments, elected officials, groups, and interested
parties on the City’s mailing list. The City posted the entirety of the Draft EIR on its
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website (http://www.ci.east-palo-alto.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=177) and the General
Plan Update website (http://www.vista2035epa.org) beginning on April 29, 2016.

The City Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Draft EIR for the General
Plan Update on May 23, 2016. The City Council held a second public hearing on
June 14, 2016. The City encouraged the public to provide oral comments at the
meetings and submit written comments. A court reporter was present at these
meetings to record and legally transcribe all oral comments on the Draft EIR.

Copies of all written comments and summaries of oral comments received during
the public comment period are included in Section 2.2.

REQUIREMENTS FOR AND CONSIDERATION OF
RECIRCULATION

If significant new information is added to an EIR after public review, the lead agency
is required to recirculate the EIR or a portion of it for additional public review and
comment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5). New information added to an EIR is
not “significant” unless the changes deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’s proponents have declined to implement. Recirculation is not required
where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5(a) provides the following examples of significant
new information requiring recirculation, which include information showing that:

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

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

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

4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
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An EIR is adequate as long as it addresses all questions about significant
environmental issues and, as a whole, reflects a good-faith effort at full disclosure.

The City has reviewed the comments received on the Draft EIR and determined that
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not necessary. No new significant or substantially
more severe environmental impacts have been identified that would result from the
project or from an alternative or a new mitigation measure proposed as part of the
project. Moreover, no new feasible mitigation measures or alternatives have been
identified that are considerably different from others previously analyzed and would
clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project that the City has
declined to implement. All of the responses to comments contained in Chapter 2.0
of this Final EIR merely provide information that clarifies and amplifies the
evaluation of impacts contained in the Draft EIR. None of these proposed text
revisions change any of the impact conclusions in the Draft EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND CHANGES TO
DRAFT EIR

Pursuant to CEQA, the City must address all significant environmental issues raised
in comments on the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088). Responses to all
written and oral comments received within the close of the comment period are
contained in this Responses to Comments document. Chapter 2.0 reproduces all
written comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period and
includes summaries of oral comments provided during public hearings. This chapter
includes written responses to all comments relating to environmental issues
evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Section 2.2 of this Final EIR includes proposed changes to the Draft EIR text and
figures made after the close of the public review period in response to comments on
the Draft EIR. Strikethrough indicates proposed text deletions; underline indicates
insertions.

As discussed above, none of these proposed text revisions change any of the impact
conclusions in the Draft EIR or otherwise trigger any of the aforementioned causes
for recirculation of the Draft EIR.
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2.1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides responses to comments received during the public review
period for the East Palo Alto General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). Copies of all comment letters received during the 48-day public review
period (Friday, April 29, 2016 through Wednesday June 15, 2016), one comment
letter received after the close of the comment period, and oral comments received
at public hearings are included in Section 2.2. Table 2-1 provides an index of
agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted written comments on the
Draft EIR. Table 2-2 lists oral commenters.

Table 2-1 Index of Written Commenters

Letter Commenter Name and Affiliation

Number

1 Binns, Simon

2 Canopy

3 Chow, Mark (County of San Mateo Department of Public Works)

4 Francois, Leland J. (Ravenswood Community History Survey)

5 Gifford, Vincent R.

6 Keene, James (City of Palo Alto)

7 Malekafzali, Shireen (County of San Mateo Health System)

8 Maurice, Patricia (California Department of Transportation)

9 Pearlman, Isaac (San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission)
10 Poetsch, Jeffrey C. (Ravenswood Shores Business District, LLC)

11 Ritchie, Steven R. (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission)

12 Schapelhouman, Harold & John Johnston (Menlo Park Fire Protection District)
13 Shekhar, Kasturi
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Letter
Number

Commenter Name and Affiliation

14

Shekhar, Shashi

15

Skinner, Court

16

Sutton, Eve

17

Yankwich, Richard I.

Table 2-2 Index of Oral Commenters

Commenter Commenter Name and Affiliation

Number

Planning Commission Meeting

0O-1

Quezada, Alex (Chair, Planning Commission)

0-2

Allen Fisk, Robert (Planning Commissioner)

0-3

Skinner, Court (Planning Commissioner)

0-4

Sherrard, Robert (Vice Chair, Planning Commission)

0-5

Feraji, J.T.

0-6

Jackson, Elizabeth

0-7

Brown, Kyra (Planning Commissioner)

City Council Meeting

0-8

Biederman, Jack

Frederick, Perry

Frederick, Shantal

Specht-Schultz, Dixie Lee

Calvillo, Victor

Jones, Stanley

Reed Bowin, Catherine

Wang, Helen

Kriveus, Patrick
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Commenter Commenter Name and Affiliation

Number
Yu, James
Gifford, Vincent
Woolfolk, Susanne
Wong, Anders
Wolfman, Gordana
Kunkle, Jason
0-9 Hwang, Michael
0-10 Thompson, Jennifer (Sustainable Silicon Valley)
0-11 Schapelhouman, Harold (Menlo Park Fire Protection District)
0-12 Garcia, Patricia
0-13 Tsuchang, David
0-14 Poetsch, Jeff
0-15 Abrica, Ruben (Councilmember)
0-16 Romero, Carlos (Councilmember)

"These community members are grouped together because they expressed similar concerns.

2.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The following pages include a copy of each comment letter and summaries of oral
comments received on the Draft EIR and the corresponding responses. Oral
comment summaries were provided by the East Palo Alto City Clerk. Complete
videos of the oral comments are available on the City’s website:

®=  Planning Commission hearing — May 23, 2016:
https://vimeo.com/user40757088/review/168220423/39eda81c4f

=  City Council hearing — June 14, 2016:
https://vimeo.com/user40757088/review/171008687/1d8f89246a

This section also includes proposed changes to the Draft EIR text and figures made
after the close of the public review period in response to comments on the Draft
EIR. Strikethrough indicates proposed text deletions; underline indicates insertions.
None of the proposed revisions change any impact conclusions in the Draft EIR.
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Letter 1

From: Simon Binns

To: Guido Persicone

Subject: General Plan / Vista 2035 public input
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 3:20:47 PM

Dear Mr Persicone

I live in Wilks St, East Palo Alto, having made a conscious and informed decision to purchase
a house here in 2001. Last night I attended the council meeting at City Hall to hear more about
the Vista 2035 strategic plan where is was extremely interesting to hear how over 80% of all
traffic in EPA is not heading to EPA, but only passing through en-route to somewhere else,
with University Ave and Willow Road carrying the brunt of the traffic.

The general plan is looking to improve public transport, bicycle lanes and pedestrian access
within the City and | applaud these attempts however with only 16% of traffic originating in
the City, any reduction will be insignificant in real terms by comparison with the current and
projected increases to the current 84% in through traffic. Is sounded as though there was little
the City could do with respect to influencing this flow without an alternative commute method
from the East Bay such as a rail / BART link.

Who pays for the upkeep of these roads ? If it is the City of EPA, then | hope the State
provides most if not all the funding as it’s an unfair burden on the City and its residents to
carry this cost.

Is there an opportunity to generate revenue and spread the commuter congestion through the
use of a Toll / usage fee or HOV provision during commute times ? In 2003, the City of
London, England, introduced a congestion charge to reduce traffic congestion and raise
revenue for transportation infrastructure development. Perhaps some of the lessons learnt here,
can be implemented within EPA ?

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/L ondon_congestion_charge

I expect the majority of EPA’s commuter traffic is coming from the Dumbarton Bridge. Does
a portion of the Toll collected come directly or indirectly to the City to help cover this burden
? If not, it should. Bridge Tolls are collected to maintain the bridge, the same way as the two
access points at Univ Ave and Willow Road also need to be maintained.

Secondly, having lived for 15 years in the University Sq development, I am seriously
concerned at the thought of removing the railings which border the University Square
development with Pulgas Ave and Clark Street. Many objections were voiced last night at the
Council meeting and | want to add my voice to this. My two boys now, 21 & 14 grew up
playing and even learning to ride their bicycles in these cul-de sac streets. Opening these up
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removes a valuable safety provision employed during the development of University Square
and which was an influencing factor in our house purchase decision.

Lastly, where are the Dog parks within the City ? I am not aware of any and the parks I do use,
ALL state dogs must be on a leash. Consequently | need to leave my community adding to the
commute traffic by driving to Hoover Park in Palo Alto.

Can a provision for Dog parks be added to the General Plan ?

Please include my comments in the public feedback to the City’s strategic plan.

Thank You

Simon Binns

928 Wilks St, East Palo Alto.
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The comment requests information on the funding source for roadway
upkeep in East Palo Alto, stating that, with the majority of traffic in East Palo
Alto resulting from cut-through traffic, it would be an unfair burden if the
City and its residents pay for road upkeep. The comment also inquires
about the possibility to implement a toll or HOV lane during commute times
to alleviate congestion. Finally, the comment asks if a portion of the toll
from the Dumbarton Bridge is given to the City in exchange for the
commuter traffic burden and opines that, if not, it should.

The City notes the comment. No aspect of the comment raises any issues
with the adequacy of the EIR or its characterization of project effects. No
further response is required.

The comment voices opposition to the removal of railings around the
University Square development.

The City notes the comment about the General Plan. The comment does
not raise any issues with the adequacy of the EIR or characterization of
potential effects requiring further response.

The commenter asks about the location of dog parks in the City and
whether the City can include a provision for dog parks in the General Plan.

The City notes the comment about the General Plan. The comment does
not raise any issues with the adequacy of the EIR or characterization of
potential effects requiring further response.
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Letter 2

City of East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 2035
".‘.}._ | Canopy's Comments Related to Trees
I [ ]

YT
20 YEARS 6-15-16

Chapter 1: Vision and Guiding principles

Vision

2nd paragraph, Line 12:

“University Avenue will be transformed from a cut-through corridor into a beautiful mixed use
shade tree lined boulevard with high-density housing, neighborhood-serving businesses and
offices that capitalize on the City’s proximity to Silicon Valley.”

2nd paragraph, Line 20:

“The Westside of the City will become a beautiful tree-shaded residential area with high-quality
affordable housing, parks, community facilities and enhanced connections to the rest of the
City.”

Guiding Principles and Values

2. A safe and healthy community, line 7:
“We will improve the health of our community by supporting active transportation, access to
healthy food, access to nature and parks, access to healthcare, improved mental health, [...]”

14 Citywide greening:

“We recognize the physical and mental health benefits that come from a close connection to
nature, and the environmental and economic benefits associated with a healthy and dense
urban forest. Consequently we commit to protecting and enhancing East Palo Alto’s natural
environment. This will include expanding the urban forest, greening public spaces, and
protecting nature and habitat. We will improve our maintenance of the existing tree canopy and
shift to drought-tolerant, preferably native where appropriate vegetation throughout City facilities
and in the public right of way.

Maijor strategies

2. Revitalize University Avenue, line 4:
“[...] with a diversity of low density uses into a beautiful, shade tree lined, mixed use corridor
designed for all modes of travel.

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 1



Chapter 4: Land Use and Urban Design

Goals and Policies

Goal LU-5 - 5.8 Streetscape beautification:
“Proactively beautify existing streetscapes with pedestrian-scaled lighting, ard drought-tolerant
large canopied street trees, and landscaping.”

Goal LU-8 - 5.1 Gateways:
“Enhance the image of the community by creating high quality, artistic and natural structural
elements, including feature trees, that provide city-wide consistency [...]”

Goal LU-9

9.3 Landscaping:

“‘Require development projects to design with trees in mind and allocate space and adequate
soil volume for large stately trees and ireerperate install drought tolerant, native species
landscaping in order to extend and enhance the green space network of the City.

9.9 Tree planting:

“Encourage the planting and maintenance of appropriate tree species that shade the sidewalk,
improve the pedestrian experience throughout the City, and enhance flood protection. Street
trees should be selected that do not damage sidewalks. “ —er-block-views-of-commercial

Note: This is a red flag and could potentially constitute a major loophole allowing many to opt to
not plant a tree. That would actually be detrimental to the businesses as research has
consistently shown that trees enhance business districts to the point of increasing commercial
revenues from 9 to 12%. The solution is to co-design signage and trees and allow for
adjustment while trees grow and prune the canopy to open up views as trees grow larger.

9.10 Streetscape:
“Enhance the pedestrian experience through streetscape improvements that eeuld include new
street lighting, new large shade tree species planting [...]”

Neighborhoods, Districts, and Corridors

- For each neighborhood, district or corridor Gateway policy, include “feature trees” in
addition to building design and architecture.

- For each neighborhood, district or corridor Streetscape policy, replace “street trees” with

“large shade street trees”. In Gardens Neighborhood Connections (16.1), 3rd bullet:
“Focus streetscape improvements, including shade trees, along walking routes to parks.”

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 2



- For each neighborhood, district or corridor Traffic calming policy, include trees as a traffic
calming tool.

- Ravenswood Employment District: 13.9 Landscaping: “Require that new office,
industrial and R&D uses in Ravenswood provide landscaped buffers, including large tree
species, to adjacent residential areas.

- Weeks Neighborhood and Palo Alto Park neighborhood Curb and gutter policies: (14.9
and 18.9): “Upgrade all residential streets in the Weeks/Palo Alto Park Neighborhood to
include curbs, gutters, and tree planting wells or planting strips suitable to accommodate
large shade trees.”

Chapter 6: Transportation

Walkability, page 6-6, 2nd paragraph:

“Numerous streets in East Palo Alto lack sidewalks on either one or in many cases both sides,
as shown in Figure 6-6. They also lack tree shade that would make walking more pleasant thus
more appealing. Additional sidewalk gaps [...]”

Figure 6-9 Major Thoroughfare: Major thoroughfare should include sidewalk trees on both sides
of the streets, in addition to median trees.

Goal T-2: Foster the creation of complete, multimodal streets:
2.2 University Avenue: “ [...] Design options could include buffered and painted bicycle lanes,
streetscape improvements such as large shade trees, benches and pedestrian scale lighting,

and mid-block crossings, reversible lanes, and the reintroduction of on-street parking. [...]”

Goal T-3: Create a complete, safe, and comfortable pedestrian network for people of all ages
and abilities:

3.3 Pedestrian network: “[...] d) includes amenities that attract people of all ages and abilities,
such as shade trees and attractive landscaping.”

Chapter 7: Health and Equity

Goal HE-10

10.2 Air pollution mitigation:

“Require that new multifamily development located within 500 feet of freeways or along
University Avenue implement appropriate mitigation measures such as air filtration/ventilation
systems, tree planting, landscaping and other physical improvements as recommended by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and/or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District to
reduce indoor air pollution.

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 3



10.3 Landscape barriers: “Plant landscape buffers between Highway 101 and residential areas
to reduce noise and air pollution for residential areas. In particular use large trees whose leaves
and needles have surface area that allows for removal of ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and
particulate matter.”

Chapter 8: Parks, Open Space and Conservation

Urban Forest

1st paragraph: “The City has an extensive diversity of trees planted in public spaces such as
streets, medians, and parks and on private property. This urban forest has-a-rumberof multiple
benefits public health, environmental and economic benefits such as enhancing air quality,
sequestering carbon dioxide, decreasing stormwater runoff and ireluding-increasing property
values.——abserbi iex i A erroneterrenets] L ]”

2nd paragraph: “This is partially a result of a successful tree planting effort started in 2006 by
the nonprofit Canopy in partnership with the City and the community, which added
approximately 1,200 new trees to East Palo Alto’s urban forest. These new trees account for
approximately 22 percent of the City’s tree inventory. Nevertheless, there are many
opportunities to plant more trees in the City - 1,480 vacant tree locations have been identified,
as shown in Figure 8-5, The City will continue to collaborate with Canopy to bring more trees to
neighborhood streets and parks, and to pursue resources to establish an ambitious Urban
Forestry Master Plan and program and for the City, including tree canopy cover goals, planting
mandates for new developments, tree protection, tree maintenance and education.

Goal POC-4 - 4.6 Native species: “Encourage or require the use of native and/or non-invasive
trees and plants in publicly or privately built landscaping or new open spaces rearratural-epen

spaee-areas, in order to provide [...]”
Note: Pretty much all of East Palo Alto is “near natural open space areas”.

Goal POC-6:

Insert new policy in first position:

6.1: “Urban Forest Master Plan: Develop a master plan for the the City’s urban forest, to create
a vision for the East Palo Alto urban forest and that will include: 1. A quantitative goal for the
expansion of East Palo Alto’s urban tree canopy cover; 2. A plan to achieve the tree canopy
cover goal including quantitative and qualitative goals for the planting of new trees in the public
right of way and in connection with new residential and commercial developments; 3. A
management plan for city-owned trees; and 4. A path toward enhanced tree protection
regulations throughout the community.”

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 4



Insert following new policy, in second position:

6.2: Require the planting of shade trees and vegetation as part of standards governing new
development throughout the City, consistent with specific tree canopy cover rate and growth
goals.

All new residential construction will be required to plant at least one category 1 or 2 canopy
producing street tree if such tree(s) are not already present on the site and all new multi-family
developments will be designed with trees in mind and in such a way that adequate space is
provided for a mix of category 1 and 2 trees.

Goal POC-8 - 8.2 Heat island reductions: “Require heat island reduction strategies in new
developments and redevelopments such as light-colored cool roofs, light-colored paving,
permeable paving, right-sized parking requirements, vegetative cover and planting, substantial
tree canopy coverage, and south and west side deciduous tree planting.”

Chapter 9: Infrastructure, Services and Facilities

Goal ISF-2

2.7 Municipal water conservation and efficiency, 3rd bullet: “Reduce potable water used for
parks, by planting drought-tolerant plants and tree species where appropriate, and implementing
other water saving practices.”

2.9 Conservation partnerships: “Partner with the local water agency to create and promote
water conservation rebates (such as for installing lowflow toilets in existing residences, high
efficiency front load washing machines and distributing lowflow shower heads). Encourage
residents to take advantage of the Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency (BAWSCA)
Lawn Be Gone Program (or other similar rebates) while educating residents on how to protect
and preserve young and mature trees by promoting the State of California’s Save our Water and
Our Trees campaign.

Chapter 11: Westside Area Plan

Goal W3

3.3 Prerequisites for increases in intensity, 6th bullet: “Improves streets and infrastructure or
contributes to the provision of new streets and infrastructure if it is a single project. Maintain
existing tree canopy and add large shade trees.”

3.5 Application information for increased intensity, 9th bullet: “Infrastructure improvement plan,

including detailed information on all infrastructure and utilities (or contribution to Westside
infrastructure improvements), including maintenance plan for existing trees, landscape plans,

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 5



and plans to provide additional trees both in the public right of way and on the redeveloped
property.”

3.13 Land use vision for the Westside, 5th bullet: “New streets. If significant redevelopment of
the Westside occurs through a master planning process, seek opportunities to create new
streets in the Westside that provide for improved vehicular access and pedestrian and bicycle
circulation. New streets also increase the opportunity for new open space, and provide
adequate planting site to allow the planting of large shade tree species.”

Goal W5

5.1 “Greening and streetscape. Protect, enhance and maintain existing trees, provide additional
large shade street trees, landscaping and green space throughout the Westside to improve the
area’s visual appeal and increase residents’ connection with nature.”

Goal W8

8.1 “Parking for new development. Ensure an appropriate supply of parking for new

development. Ensure appropriate shading of parking spaces through the use of shade trees.”

Chapter 12: Implementation

Table 12-6: Parks, Open Space and Conservation Programs
Include a new implementation program just above current program #9:

“Urban Forest Master Plan: Develop a master plan for the the City’s urban forest, to create a
vision for the East Palo Alto urban forest and plans to achieve that vision.”

Priority: High
Timeframe: Short
Responsibility: Public Works/Planning

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 6



2-1

2-2

2-3

2-4

2-6

2-7

City of East Palo Alto Draft EIR - General Plan Update
Canopy's Comments Related to Trees
6-15-16

Section 4.2.1 under "Forest Land", the EIR discusses rural timber production statutes, but it
ignores California Public Resources Code Section 4799.06 through 4799.12, which is the
California Urban Forest Act.

http://www.fire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/downloads/UrbanForestry ACT_2010.pdf. See also EIR
section 5.2.2, "Forest resources".

Page 4.13-20 - bottom of the page. Since policy 1.1 states that the city will triple its number of
acres park acreage per 1000 residents, this is an opportunity to plant many trees.

Paragraph policy 3.2 under "Parks and open space" would also provide funding for this. Page
4.13-22, policy 2.5 is also relevant.

Page 4.14-18, section 4.1, "Transportation and traffic": The EIR in table 4.14-5 uses the
outdated "level of service" model to discuss transportation. An unfortunate result of this type
thinking is that trees are often removed as roads are widened in the misguided attempt to
mitigate the environmental impact of cars idling at stoplights. The old adage, "Building more
traffic lanes to solve traffic congestion is like loosening your belt to solve obesity" is relevant
here. The EIR does not address this issue of how the design of development fosters automobile
use and hence increases automobile air pollution. The EIR seems to focus on minor issues
such as diesel generators and watering down construction sites.

The EIR should mention that removing trees to widen streets is an activity that has a negative
environmental impact.

Section 5.2.1, "Aesthetics". Trees are not mentioned; this would be an opportunity to mention
the aesthetic benefits of trees.

Page 6.5, section 6.2.2: Various alternatives are discussed. However, trees are not mentioned
as a way to mitigate any impact.

Section 4.3, "Air-quality": Under the "local" heading, the EIR discusses the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's activities and their 2010 Clean Air Plan. Although this mentions research,
the issue of airborne emissions from freeways is not mentioned. However, the San Francisco
Public Health Department is monitoring air along Highway 280 in the southeast part of the city,
and this should be mentioned. In addition, the EIR should mention the trees that Canopy has

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 7



2-7
cont'd

2-9

2-10

2-11

2-12

2-13

planted along more than two miles of HIGHWAY 101’s sound walls, and should discuss how
these trees mitigate the freeway pollution.

Air quality needs to be measured and reported, and this should be mentioned in the EIR. Also,
unfortunately, current mitigation measures seem to focus on reducing the number of cars. This
is a noble strategy, but in the meantime we have to do something about the current air quality
damage done by freeways as they are now used.

Pages 1-12 of the Executive Summary and 4.3 .30 discuss the planting of trees as filters and
mandates four species including one species of Pine, one species of Cypress, Poplar and
Redwood. It is unclear why these species are mentioned as they have not been vetted as
appropriate for East Palo Alto, are not on East Palo Alto’s recommended tree species list, and
do not adequately address the water situation in East Palo Alto (or California for that matter.)
Substitute text as follows:

“Trees and/or vegetation shall be planted between sensitive receptors and pollution sources, if
feasible. Tree species Frees-thatare-best suited to trapping particulate matter shall be vetted for
climate adaptation, drought tolerance, and local establishment success with the assistance of

Page 4.4-9 does contain a small paragraph under the heading "Tree protection". It provides
some mild text, but this section should be expanded and strengthened.

Section 4.7, "greenhouse gas emissions and energy", the city of East Palo Alto climate action
plan is mentioned. And it addresses for categories, but it doesn’t seem to include a mention of
trees. Does it?

Page 4.7-17 , "Health", trees can be included as a means of enhancing public health, in
particular reducing triggers for respiratory illnesses.

Page 4.9-23, "Green infrastructure” - this is a place where trees can be mentioned - both for
their ability to retain in their leaves the first downpour in a storm, as well as their role in water

retention. The last paragraph on page 4.9-28 also discusses storm drain runoff.

2-14 |Page 4.10-13, Tailoring of the environment to the pedestrian can include the use of trees.

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 8



Resources:

City of Palo Alto Tree Technical Manual

Seattle Private Property Tree Regulations Update Director’s Report:
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/dpdd016730.pdf

Canopy comments on East Palo Alto Draft General Plan 6-15-16 9



East Palo Alto General Plan Update

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

Responses to Comment Letter 2 - Canopy

2-1

2-2

2-3

The comment notes that Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIR does not include a
discussion of the California Urban Forestry Act (Public Resources Code
Section 4799.06 through 4799.12).

The cited regulation established the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE’s) Urban and Community Forestry Program,
which works to expand and improve the management of trees and related
vegetation in communities throughout California. The Draft EIR does not
include this regulation in the regulatory setting discussion because the law
applies to CAL FIRE as opposed to local agencies like the City of East Palo
Alto. However, expanding the urban forest is one of the General Plan
Update’s guiding principles and values. General Plan Update Goal POC-6
(“Preserve and expand the urban forest on both public and private
property”) contains four specific policies regarding the protection and
expansion of the urban forest.

No further response is required.

The comment states that General Plan Goal POC-1, Policy 1.1 presents an
opportunity to plant many trees.

The General Plan acknowledges the benefits of the urban forest and
identifies many opportunities to plant more trees in the City, shown in
Figure 8-5 of the General Plan. The City notes the comment about the
General Plan. The comment does not raise any issues with the adequacy of
the EIR or characterization of potential effects requiring further response.

The commenter states that General Plan Goal POC-3, Policy 3.2 and Goal
POC-2, Policy 2.5 would also provide funding for tree planting.

The City notes the comment about the General Plan. The comment does
not raise any issues with the adequacy of the EIR or characterization of
potential effects requiring further response.

The comment claims that the EIR’s analysis of transportation impacts using
level of service (LOS) is outdated. The comment states that roadway
widening to mitigate traffic impacts could result in tree removal, having a
negative environmental impact, and requests that the EIR mention this.

Senate Bill 743, passed and signed into law in September 2013, requires the
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the CEQA Guidelines to
provide an alternative to LOS for evaluating a project’s transportation

2-16



East Palo Alto General Plan Update

Final EIR

2.0 Response to Comments

2-5

2-6

impacts. OPR recommends vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the most
appropriate performance metric by which to measure transportation
impacts. InJanuary 2016, OPR released a revised proposal for changes to
the CEQA Guidelines for transportation impact analysis. Once the CEQA
Guidelines are amended, automobile delay will no longer be considered a
significant impact under CEQA. As the revised CEQA Guidelines are still
under review, this EIR uses LOS as the metric for analyzing transportation
impacts, consistent with the 2016 CEQA Guidelines in place currently and at
the time of the Draft EIR’s publication. However, future projects would be
analyzed under the applicable CEQA Guidelines in effect at that time, which
may require the vehicle miles traveled analysis.

As discussed in Section 4.14.4 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan Update
includes Goal T-8, Policy 8.2 to avoid street widening to increase automobile
capacity and instead focus on strategies that would maximize the efficiency
of existing vehicle infrastructure. The City considers roadway widening to
mitigate traffic impacts infeasible at this time precisely because of concerns
similar to those raised by the commenter (including but not limited to the
prospect of removing sidewalks, acquiring property to widen roads, clearing
existing street trees, etc.). As the General Plan Update does not
contemplate roadway widening projects, the EIR does not discuss such
hypothetical impacts of roadway widening projects.

The comment notes that the discussion of aesthetics in the cumulative
impacts section (Section 5.2.1 of the Draft EIR) does not mention the
aesthetic benefits of trees.

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, discusses the aesthetic benefits of trees in more
detail; Section 5.2.1 cross-references this section. The cumulative impacts
discussion focuses on whether aesthetic impacts of the General Plan Update
would be cumulatively considerable in the context of other regional growth.
In sum, the City asserts that the EIR’s discussion of the visual benefits of
trees is sufficient.

The comment notes that Section 6.2.2 of the Draft EIR discusses the
alternatives analyzed in the EIR but does not mention trees as mitigation.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, an EIR must describe a reasonable
range of project alternatives that would meet most of the basic project
objectives but avoid or lessen significant effects of the project. Analysis of
alternatives must include sufficient detail to provide a meaningful
comparison with the proposed project, which in this case is the adoption of
the proposed General Plan Update; a multi-year program of Citywide goals
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East Palo Alto General Plan Update

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

2-7

and policies, many of which (as noted above) promote tree planting and
retention. The purpose of Section 6.2.2 is not to discuss mitigation
measures, but is to introduce the project alternatives selected for further
analysis in detail in the EIR. The EIR identifies specific mitigation measures
in the specific sections for each environmental topic.

The comment states that Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR does not
mention the issue of airborne emissions from freeways and monitoring of
air quality along Highway 280 by the San Francisco Public Health
Department. The comment also requests that the EIR mention that Canopy
has planted trees along more than two miles of Highway 101’s sound walls
and discuss how these trees mitigate freeway pollution.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that freeway emissions are a statewide issue (as
mentioned under the California Air Resources Board Handbook heading
discussion) and a local issue (as mentioned under the BAAQMD Community
Air Risk Evaluation Program heading. Furthermore, the Draft EIR addresses
local impacts from airborne emissions in Section 4.3.4, Environmental
Impacts, in the vicinity of page 4.3-27, and Table 4.3-6).

The San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) conducted air
quality monitoring on a segment of Highway 280 in southern San Francisco.
This research detected high levels of fine particulate matter (PM, ;) in the
immediate vicinity of the study area.

The City of East Palo Alto is not within SFDPH jurisdiction, so discussion of
this agency is not relevant to the EIR. In addition, Highway 280 does not run
adjacent to the City. However, the results of the SFDPH study are relevant
to cumulative air quality in the San Francisco Air Basin.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, The San Francisco Air Basin (which includes
City of San Francisco and City of East Palo Alto) regularly exceeds National
Ambient Air Quality Standards and California Ambient Air Quality Standards
for PM,s. The Draft EIR acknowledges that development under the project
may generate PM, 5 emissions, and proposes Mitigation Measure AQ-3 to
minimize the project’s contribution to this regional air quality issue.

The authors agree that tree planting along Highway 101 would help reduce
air pollution along this roadway. However, discussion of these efforts would
not alter the discussion of significant air quality impacts, which is
determined by the thresholds outlined in Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA
Guidelines. Therefore, such discussion would be irrelevant in the Draft EIR.
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East Palo Alto General Plan Update

Final EIR

2.0 Response to Comments

2-8

2-10

2-11

The comment states that air quality should be reported and measured. The
comment also laments that mitigation measures in the EIR focus on
reducing the number of vehicles rather than mitigating current air quality
impacts from existing freeways.

Air quality in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is measured and reported
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. This agency has, and will
continue to, measure air quality emissions in the vicinity of East Palo Alto.

CEQA analysis focuses on comparing the impacts of a proposed project
against the existing (baseline) conditions. While the City agrees that air
quality impacts related to the current use of freeways is not sustainable,
improvements beyond the baseline conditions are not required under
CEQA.

The comment questions the selection of tree species listed in Mitigation
Measure AQ-3 and requests a specific text change to the EIR.

The City appreciates the comment. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 lists four tree
species proven to have demonstrable air quality benefits, but the measure
does not mandate that the City plant those four particular species. Tree
species planted to mitigate air quality impacts may include, but are not
limited to, the listed species. That is, the four tree species listed in
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 do not preclude other species considerations.

The comment requests that the “Tree Protection” subsection in Section 4.4,
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR be expanded and strengthened.

The section of the Draft EIR to which the comment refers describes the
City’s existing Tree Protection Ordinance at an appropriate level of detail.
This discussion does not have any bearing on the conclusions of the Draft
EIR.

The comment asks if the City’s Climate Action Plan mentions trees.

The Climate Action Plan includes a goal of expanding tree planting
opportunities in its transportation and land use section. The EIR does not go
into detail about specific goals in each of the four primary sections of the
Climate Action Plan.

The comment does not raise any issues with the adequacy of the EIR or
characterization of potential effects requiring further response.
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2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

2-12

2-13

2-14

The comment states that the General Plan Update could incorporate trees
as a means for improving public health, particularly respiratory illnesses, in
its Goal HE-10.

The City notes the comment about the General Plan. The section cited by
the commenter simply restates one of the proposed goals of the General
Plan Update. The comment does not raise any issues with the adequacy of
the EIR or characterization of potential effects requiring further response.

The comment suggests that General Plan Goal ISF-1, Policy 1.6 mention
trees. The comment also notes that page 4.9-28 of the Draft EIR discusses
stormwater runoff.

This policy describes using green infrastructure to manage stormwater,
which may include trees. The City notes the comment about the General
Plan. The section cited by the commenter simply restates one of the
proposed goals of the General Plan Update. The comment does not raise
any issues with the adequacy of the EIR or characterization of potential
effects requiring further response.

This discussion of stormwater impacts cites several General Plan policies
about stormwater management, including bioretention (which could use
trees).

The comment states that General Plan Goal LU-9, Policy 9.8 can include the
use of trees.

The City notes the comment about the General Plan. The section cited by
the commenter simply restates one of the proposed goals of the General
Plan Update. The comment does not raise any issues with the adequacy of
the EIR or characterization of potential effects requiring further response.
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COUNTYor SAN MATED Director Letter 3

James O Porter

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS oty Sovem o

558 County Center, 5™ Floar
Redwood City, CA 84063
B550-363-4100 T
&50-361-8220 F

WWW BIMCOOV. O

May 24, 2016

Guido F. Persicone, Senior Planner
City of East Palo Alto

1960 Tate Street,

East Palo Alto, CA 94303

Re:

Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2035 Fast Palo Alto
General Plan, East Palo Alto

Dear Mr. Persicone;

The San Mateo County Department of Public Works, in its capacity as the Administrator of the San Mateo
County Flood Control District (District) which includes the San Francisquito Creek Flood Control Zone
(Zone), has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the subject project and offers the
following comments:

3-1

3-2

The District has a policy of requiring project proponent of developments that ultimately
drain to District facilities demonstrate that the post development discharge rate from a site
not exceed the existing rate prior to development. Therefore, the District requests that
design plans and drainage calculations showing existing and future discharge rates for
future projects be submitted to the District for review. If it is determined that the future
discharge rate exceeds the existing rate, an on-site storm water detention system, which
would release surface runoff at a rate comparable to the existing flow rate of the site must
be designed and incorporated into the project.

The District advocates that trash management measures be incorporated into the project’s
design elements of the storm drainage system and appurtenances to keep trash out of the
creek. Please ensure that the {rash collecting devices are installed at storm drain inlets and
maintained by the property owner(s).

If you have any questions, please contact Sandeep Gill or me at (650) 363-4100.

Very truly yours,

Mark Chow, P.E.
Principal Civil Engineer
Utilities-Flood Control-Watershed Protection

MC:EVG:SG

GihUsers\atitity\San Francisquito Creek\External Project Review\City of East Palo Ale\2035 General Plan\2035 East Pale Adto Generaf Plan DEIR comments.doe

cel

Ann M. Stillman, P.E., Deputy Director, Engineering and Resource Protection




East Palo Alto General Plan Update

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

Responses to Comment Letter 3 - Mark Chow, County of
San Mateo Department of Public Works

3-1

3-2

The comment states that the San Mateo County Flood Control District has a
policy requiring that project proponents demonstrate that post-
development discharge rates do not exceed pre-development discharge
rates.

This comment is referencing the requirements set forth in the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) C.3 requirements of the
Municipal Regional Permit that covers San Mateo County, described in
Section 4.9.1 of the Draft EIR. These requirements are binding on
development in the City under the existing General Plan and would remain
so under the General Plan Update, if adopted.

The comment states that project design elements should incorporate trash
management measures to keep trash out of the San Francisquito Creek.

The General Plan Update includes Goal POC-2, Policy 2.8 to implement and
support trash clean-up events throughout the City, including the San
Francisquito Creek, and Goal ISF-1, Policy 1.8 to encourage best practices in
stormwater control to prevent negative ecological impacts.
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| Letter 4
RAVENSWOOD CALIFORNIA

< ﬁﬁ@&ﬁﬁﬁg’ﬁ‘?ﬁzswﬁﬁy SEH‘UE%’
7.0, BOK 515884 (1991 BAY ROAD emporaiy]
RAVENSWOOD INDUSTRIAL PARK :
CALIFORNIA - B4303-1524 '
. (650) 515 4022 (550) 467 0276

June 15, 2016

City of East Palo Alto
Senior Planner

Mr. Guido F Perisone
1960 Taie Street

East Palo Alto, Ca. 94303

RE: SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENT
DRAFT EIR VISTA 2035

Dear Mr. Parsicone;

By your receipt of this written hard copy communications, | am providing both confirmation
and acknowledgement of the USPS delivered, draft NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY that was
deliverad to my address the first week of May 2016.

As a responsible business operator of several semi-professional local business pursuits
and one of them associated with SMC File NO. 264802, | felt most compelied to draft
the foliowing concerns | am raising in reference to this Draft EIR of project Vista2035 and
my current disposition as this communities custodian of official historic documents?

For reasons of current and existing legal claims against the EPA municipality [SMC CiV
536316), | did and have refrained from participation during either the initial public hearing
dates of May 23 nor the subsequent date of the June 14" public comment hearing.

Even though | have concerns on the public views submitted thus far, { must further claim
the general public has not had access 1o the actual and physical collected items and
resultant from the original Sept. 24", 2014 EPAPD impoundment of some historic
property contained within the 44ft semi-cargo trailer.

I can almost certainly respond with some doubt since much of what is mentionad within

the Draft EIR Chapter 8, pg 10, Historic Resources summary has been committed fo a |
now 20 month aged, impoundment of, not only the former EPAMAS actual property

but additional business property associated with the development of the now, marketed

line of my Ravenswood Gardenkits Products including the Erect-A-Garden Planting System.

After continued review of the draft EIR, vista2035 plans, the expected inclusion describing
the 20 year old development of my agricultural based products should have been included
within the list of current community historic resources. My products have become worid
accepted and resultant from the uniqueness of being unmatched in Califomia’s agricultural
inventory of marketed resources.

- “History fs 5. clock that péople use to ts/] their time of day. 1} Is the compess they uss to fimd
Hremselyes on thé map of Auman géography. IE-tells then where fhay arg ard what Hey are
e @00 WhHEE IEY S MUSE dOurerecervesnnssnn, JOHR HENRIK -QMRK ig93

‘South San Mateo County FBN File £255557



4-1
cont'd

4-3

The CEQA process must be completed within its entirety and if the municipality of East
Palo Alto has envisioned the year 2035 and taken actions {o already initiate development,
Those actions would reflect in adequate CEQA compl;ance and examination of the current
community historic resources.

There remains one other subject category surraunding the infrastructural component called
Emergency Response and the public's safety.

The geographical region provided by the Ravenswood Industrial Park area incorporated
intense industrial commerce over a period in excess of 75 years from mid 1850°s thru the
early 1920’s and, further down the time line, the public's safety [communications] was
in-corporated within early ship-to-shore radio communications and the Port of Ravenswood
was very active in commerce fransportation via maritime resources thereby radio commuri-
cations became essential however the digital age has aimost overwhelmed oider conventional
systems.

One must remember that early FCC legislation in the days of Ravenswood California
has been overlooked within todays Silicon Valley digital age and online commerce
and social media has not been standardized to optimize public safety communications
i.e. FACEBOOK, SNAPCHAT etc etc.

This single area of the California Environmental Quality Act. is not addressed however
remains a factor that must be taken into consideration by every emergency response
agency operating under the umbrelia of the SM County OES and 911 Communications,
Menlo Park Fire Protection Dist. As well as the East Palo Alto Police Department.

During the year of my active presence within the Ravenswoaod Industrial Park area, |

was able o gain the attention of the Federai Communications Commission through

their issued File NO, 13C00472503. This compared with my experience in radio
communications via my radio call KIBAVWN suggest that | can continue to raise question

on the EIR and possible CEQA compliance of the MPFPD 100ft multi-pole antenna system
and reasons why the 100 ft structure was placed on Univesity Ave as opposed to the

most effective and indusirial Cooley Landing area.

I have submitted these comments in response to the needed publics input to the Vista2035
and to suggest the current CEQA process may prove inadequate and possibly a second
scheduled public comment session may become necessary in the absence of so much
confirmed historic possession of the City of East Palo Alto as opposed to having confirmed
the need to have the property in question returned to its community owners in order for

the [EPA] municipality to meet proper CEQA and EIR compliance protecol,

Thanks for the opportunity to submit this written comment

teland J. Francois
Ravenswood History Surveyor
Gardenkits Products Inventor and Fndr,

Encl.) Photo, ERECT-A-GARDEN PLANTING SYTEM
2 pages, FCC File NO. 13C00472503 and KIBAWN info
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intama?!Extemai Structural and Terraln
Maopplng for 811 CQmmunicaﬁoﬂs

- Discember 214, 2013

|

TECHNOLOGY

oy .
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RRIGATION
LANDFILLS
DAMS &
EARTHS
AESQURCES

T Fedsral Comiminiications Commission g & nepattod T
Public Safety Communications Bureau Recetved &S
445 12" Street S. W, o3
Washingten,—B.C.___ 20654 e 27

FCOC Mall Room

\\M‘
FCOC FILE NO. 13C00472803 :

i
b

FCO intake Adminiatrator

Upon your intake, review and processing of the following, please make referencs

to the above complaint file number describing an incident that took place this
exact ime in 2012 and the subsequent fallure of our supporﬂng puhlm safety
communicaﬂens Infrastriature. ‘

On or about this exact date, the communkty known as E. Paio Alto and Ravens-
wood California became the victim of disasterous flood waters from the named,
Christmas Day, flood as described within the original complaint.

Since this incident, the surrounding municipal managed smergency comruni-
catlons resources, which does not Include any officlal PSAP for the estimated
35,000 residents, has besn upgraded to the most recent 37 page EPA Prepared-
ness Activation and Communications Plan as describad on Its enclosed cover

pags.

{ am In question if the original complaint was routed to the San Francisco FCC
field officer as requested as this matter may necessitate a field survey of our
physical communications equipment and physical review of our response
resources.,

Through this correspondence, | would like to request a printed hard-copy of
the information, status and possible agent names of the information vou have
on file such that | can Include this within the upcoming public safaty pressnt-
ation and performance assessment to the municipal and county OES officlals
in 204,

Should it prove easier, | would even welcome the opportunity to also have the

foliowing contact telephone numbers, (650} 461 0276 .or {650) 630 8850, forwarded

and invite any writlen regponse to my attantion, P.0O, Box 51524, Ravenswood
Industrial. Park, Calif. 84303-1524, | remain appreciaﬁve :

. .
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1o e
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East Palo Alto General Plan Update

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

Responses to Comment Letter 4 - Leland J. Francois

4-1

4-3

The comment states that the historic resources summary (in General Plan
Update page 8-10, not the Draft EIR as in the comment) omits the
commenter’s agricultural products. The comment states that, if the City has
already begun to initiate development before the CEQA process is
complete, this would reflect inadequate CEQA compliance and examination
of historic resources.

Resources that are listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the
California Register of Historical Resources must be given consideration in
the CEQA process. The Draft EIR identifies these resources in Section 4.5-2
on pages 4.5-8 and 4.5-9.

The City notes the comment about the General Plan. The comment does
not raise any issues with the adequacy of the EIR or characterization of
potential effects requiring further response.

The comment appears to raise questions regarding issues unrelated to
either the proposed General Plan Update or the Draft EIR. No further
response is warranted.

The comment appears to suggest the need for a second public comment
period on the Draft EIR, citing unspecified inadequacies with the Draft EIR.
As the commenter has not provided any specific inadequacy with the Draft
EIR, the City has no evidence suggesting any need for additional public
comment on the Draft EIR beyond the 48 days provided (see Section 2.1
above).
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Letter 5

June 14, 2016
Dear Mr. Persicone,

Thank you for soliciting community feedback on the EPA General Plan Update. It is apparent
that much valuable assessment, hard work and planning has been done since the project was
initiated over three years ago. However, being a new resident and homeowner in East Palo
Alto, | have only come to learn of the initiatives recently. While | believe most of the plan is
laudable and provides a sound roadmap for the future East Palo Alto, there are a few points
which | hope that you can take into consideration and incorporate corrections into your plan to
properly account for the voices in the communities that it will impact. Below is my feedback.

Goal LU-16 of the EPA General Plan Update, Chapter 4: Land Use and
Design

* Find opportunities to introduce new pedestrian cut-throughs to increase connectivity in the Gardens
neighborhood.

| assume this is referring to Gardens 2, which has naturally long streets — if so, this should be corrected to
clarify. However, if this is also referring to Gardens 1, | believe Gardens 1 has plenty of access points on
both the existing through roads, as well as through existing gates for pedestrians at the few cul-de-sacs in
University Square.

» Re-establish connections from Pulgas Avenue onto fenced or walled neighborhood streets east of Joel
Davis Park. « Remove restrictive fencing surrounding the University Square development, Gateway Retail
Hub, and MLK Park to improve permeability and access to key amenities for pedestrians and bicyclists.

| agree with improving access to Gateway 101 and MLK Park, however, with regard to
University Square and Joel Davis Park, these items have little justification and will present other
problems. At best, the funds could be better spent elsewhere, at worst, they present
dangerous risks to safety. From the plan, it is ambiguous as to whether the proposal is to only
remove the protective fences, or also remove the sidewalk and greenery to provide through
access to vehicles. This is an important clarification that needs to be made, however, | will
present arguments against both.

1. Existing access points are sufficient for access in, out and through the Gardens 1
neighborhood from all directions by pedestrians, bicycles, and cars:

e Gardens 2 only has three access points facing Gardens 1 -- via O’Connor, Gailliardia,
and Camellia. O’Connor already has direct access to Gardens 1 via O’Connor and
Tate. Gaillardia already has access directly onto Oakes. Camillia is further south on
Pulgas and will by default access via Oakes. The remainder of Gardens 2 is better
served by MLK Park and the Bay Trail due to distance.

2. Opening cul-de-sacs therefore does not present any additional opportunity, only
increased risks:

e With larger homes, the neighborhood is popular with young families. However, the
small parcels means small backyards, and kids like to play in the park and in the
streets in the front of their houses. Kids often play in the “cul-de-sacs” where traffic
is rare, slow, and generally safe. Just on the other side of those fences is busy, fast



moving, dangerous traffic of Pulgas and Clarke. The fences keep kids from running,
biking, wandering, skating and chasing balls into dangerous traffic.
3. The existing design is consistent with the Land Use and Policy and Community Character
and Design:

e Nowhere are any issues with the protective fencing mentioned in the Existing
Conditions Report for Land Use and Policy nor Community Character and Design.

e On the contrary, the ECR for Community Character and Design recognizes the unique
character of the neighborhood surrounding Joel Davis Park and goes further to
propose to recognize it as a new neighborhood, Gardens 1, rather than a portion of
Gateway Il / Gardens as was outlined in the 1999 plan. The borders of the
University Square area are consistent with that vision.

4. The existing design is consistent with the Transportation Plan:

e Streets of University Square / Gardens 1 are designated “Neighborhood Streets: and
should prioritize local pedestrian and bicycle uses

e As “Neighborhood Streets” that serve primarily for people to access their homes,
cut-through traffic should be minimized.

e Minimizing entry-points for vehicles into University Square / Gardens 1 reduces risk
of pedestrian and bicycle injuries by reducing traffic volume and high-speed cut-
through traffic.

e Pulgas and Clarke are high-traffic “Neighborhood Connecting” streets. It makes
sense to maintain a separation of the neighborhood from these streets for both
aesthetic and safety reasons.

Other items mentioned in the General Plan Update

Bathrooms in Joel Davis Park

| live directly in front of Joel Davis Park, so | know well what activity is present there. 90% is
great, wholesome family fun and draws in a highly diverse crowd from both the Gardens 1
neighborhood and further abroad — it is a great space for recreation and wonderful to see in it’s
glory on a nice day. However, the other 10% is a nuisance — people leaving trash and graffiti,
doing drugs, intimidating young kids from using the playground, playing loud music, etc.
Without substantial City commitment to patrol and clean very often, | fear that the introduction
of bathrooms in the park will increase the problems as they will provide a hiding place for crime
(contrary to the “natural surveillance” planning principle) and allow the negative element to
loiter for longer periods. They will become targets for vandalism and abuse and quickly
degenerate into places that the general public would not want to utilize and avoid.

Re-purpose 1960 Tate and move Community Development Department

This is a nice building with a substantial outdoor area which is not being used at all and could
serve better as a community center, senior center, public pool, sports facility, play area, day
care or school and is currently under-utilized. Also, having a facility with maintenance trucks in
the middle of Garden 1 is not in character with a nice residential neighborhood.



Traffic Easing within Garden 1

Within Gardens 1, | support the addition of speed bumps on Tinsley, McNair, and Wilks to
reduce the speed of cut-through traffic. This is a neighborhood with many young children as
both residents and park users, so traffic should move slowly for their safety. Recently, a car
parked in front of my house was hit from the rear at high speed and moved 30 feet — | fear for
my toddlers’ lives in front of my house should they errantly wander into the street.

Sidewalk Improvements around Garden 1

Consistent with the Plan to improve pedestrian traffic, | support the addition of sidewalks
where there are none. Of particular importance, not addressed in the plan, is the area on the
east side of Clarke between Tinsley and O’Connor. Often, | see young families travelling on this
route on the way to day care or shopping and due to the lack of sidewalk, they must
dangerously step into traffic. We must create a safe sidewalk here, even if it means giving up a
few parking spaces in front of private property where the city may not have the right to build.
The same could be said for the westside of Pulgas between Oakes and E. Bayshore.

Construction of Pad D Well

e Rather than constructing a well on the Pad D site, the City should encourage a small
retail/commercial development on this site which would help with the problem of
Gateway 101 being completely closed off to the East side and bring in additional
spending synergistic with the other stores in the shopping center.

e | am supportive of efforts to renegotiate water exchange rights over the introduction of
well water which may be of questionable quality and perhaps not as sustainable.

e To mitigate the demand for water, new developments should be required to recycle
water for landscaping, sewer, and industrial purposes.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Entrance to IKEA
IKEA lacks any pedestrian/bike friendly entrance to it’s store front. In keeping with EPA’s vision
for a pedestrian and bike friendly community, the City should petition IKEA to add a pedestrian
and bike friendly entrance to the store.

Traffic Problems as Significant and Unavoidable in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report

While | understand that solving all of EPA’s traffic problems is not feasible, neither the General
Plan Update nor the DEIR offer any hope of traffic relief. | believe this is a massive oversight, as
the nature of EPA as both a virtual island and choke point to the Dumbarton will only impede
growth, restrict retail sales, suppress property values, worsen air quality, and drag down
productivity for the people least able to afford it. There should be some plan of action to
produce some amount of relief or offset from the buildout under the General Plan Update.



Conclusion

In closing, | hope that you find my feedback informative and constructive and that you will be
able to incorporate this into the General Plan Update. My wife and | purchased our first home
for our young family in East Palo Alto just over a year ago, seeing the great potential of both the
neighborhood as well as East Palo Alto as a whole. | hope that both the City and community
can work together to find the right path forward which will realize that bright future for EPA as
a place where my kids will grow up happy and healthy.

Sincerely,

Vincent R. Gifford
EPA Resident
1954 McNair St.
(415) 735-1973
vinceg@gmail.com
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The comment states that the Draft EIR should provide “some plan of action”
to alleviate traffic congestion.

It should be noted that nearly all of the traffic increases identified in Section
4.14, Traffic and Transportation, would be the result of background traffic
growth and, to a lesser extent, the already-approved Ravenswood/4
Corners Specific Plan. These increases would result with or without the
adoption of the General Plan Update.

Notwithstanding, the City considers traffic congestion to be an important
issue of concern. To this end, Draft EIR pages 4.14-42 and 4.14-43
(“Feasibility of Mitigation”) discuss various traffic long-term means to
address traffic congestion.

General Plan Update Goal T-7, Policy 7.3 would lead to East Palo Alto
adopting a multimodal transportation impact fee. Proceeds from the fee,
once enacted, would be used to fund various pedestrian, bicycle, transit,
and transportation demand management (TDM) facilities and services
outlined in the General Plan Update that would support future development
within the City. The City would use impact fee proceeds to fund
improvements as necessary based on the development pattern that occurs
in the City.

Improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities would help lessen
identified traffic congestion. Broadening opportunities for non-motorized
travel would help balance transportation choices, enhance mobility and
connectivity, reduce automobile traffic and associated problems, and help
create a more healthy and livable community. Further, development of
retail in underserved parts of the City could also reduce vehicle trips or VMT
in some areas.

However, funding for pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and TDM projects is not
currently guaranteed, and the effects of such projects on vehicle trips are
uncertain. While the General Plan Update still plans for several pedestrian
and bicycle improvements throughout the City, these efforts would not
reduce the significant and unavoidable traffic congestion impacts identified
in the Draft EIR to a less-than-significant level.
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The only certain way the City could reduce traffic congestion on roadway
segments and at intersections to “acceptable” levels of service would be to
physically increase capacity (adding lanes at intersections or along roadway
segments). The City considers this kind of traffic mitigation to be infeasible
due to the limited available public right-of-way at many intersections and on
many roadway segments and the potential for such expansions to infringe
on bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Moreover, the vast majority of research
on this subject shows that widening congested roadways actually increases
demand, thereby generating more traffic until the prior level of congestion
is restored.”

The General Plan Update specifically seeks to avoid roadway widening in
Goal T-8, Policy 8.2. Accordingly, the programmatic-level analysis in the
Draft EIR omits the consideration of roadway widening. At the individual
project level, the City would review opportunities to add capacity or other
means to alleviate localized congestion that may result from given projects.

tp, Siegman, Nelson\Nygaard. Personal communication, April 13, 2016.
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Letter 6
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

CITY OF 250 Hamilton Avenue, 7th Floor

PALO .. alto, ca 94301
ALTO 503292392

June 14, 2016

Sean Charpentier
Assistant City Manger
City of East Palo Alto
1960 Tate Street

East Palo Alto CA 94303

RE: City of Palo Alto Comment Letter for Draft Environmental Impact Report on the East Palo
Alto General Plan Update 2035

Dear Mr. Charpentier,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) on the East Palo Alto General Plan Update 2035. The City of Palo Alto is aware of the
planning efforts you have made in the past several years particularly planning for the Westside Area
adjacent to Palo Alto. The City recognizes that the Westside Area Plan is incorporated into the
General Plan Update 2035. Further we note that in many cases other areas of shared interest with
the City of East Palo Alto have also been included in the General Plan Update 2035 including the
Newell Bridge at our boundary with the Woodland Neighborhood in the Westside Area. Based on
these mutual interests and other shared issues the City of Palo Alto has the following comments on
the Draft EIR for the General Plan Update 2035 (Project).

1. Aesthetics and Light and Glare. Comment#1aandb

a. Visual Character. The DEIR describes the current situation in East Palo Alto as “the
vast majority of development in East Palo Alto is relatively low in height (one to
three stories) with the exception of a small number of office and hotel buildings on
the Westside that reach five to six stories.” The Project proposes a significant

6-1 change to the existing development on the Westside in particular with shifting

commercial land uses to high density residential, substantial increase in density of

existing residential land uses and substantial increase in height limits in the

Westside (southern portion of Willow and all of Woodland neighborhoods). Height

limits would change from typically 35 feet to a maximum 75+ feet on West Bayshore

Road and to a maximum 75+ feet from Woodland Road to US101 between Euclid

and University Avenues. The impact of this visual change in density in the Westside

Area has not been adequately addressed and could be significant.
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Light and Glare. The project proposes a shift in land use from commercial to high
and urban density residential uses in the southern part of the Willow neighborhood
(Euclid to University Avenues) and throughout the Woodland neighborhood. The
new densities are achieved by increasing the height limits for multiple family
residential uses significantly from generally three stories (35 feet) to 60 ft to 75 feet
plus (See DERI pg 3-23). The mitigation to change the impact from glare to less than
significant in the DEIR states that the impacts would not be significant because
“given the already urbanized character of the City and the numerous existing
sources of lighting, the incremental increase in light and glare levels posed by new
development, particularly if realized gradually over the 20-year horizon of the
General Plan Update, would not be substantial”. This analysis and conclusion is
inadequate and does not address the significant change in structure height,
potential for reflection and glare from the density of structures in the Westside Area
on adjacent neighborhoods and on safety issues that may be created on adjacent
major arterials (US101 and University Avenue).

3. Hydrology and Water Quality: Comment #2 a, b, and c.

6-3

a.

b.

Storm water Runoff. The DEIR indicates that the Project will have a less than
significant impact on Storm water runoff with adherence to Federal State Regional
and proposed General Plan Policies. However, Page 4.9-22: DEIR states that “Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) are not currently required for
development projects involving less than one acre of land, unless part of a common
plan of development.” The Municipal Regional Storm Water Discharge Permit that
is applicable to all Bay Area requires communities to “have the ability to require
effective storm water pollutant controls to prevent discharge of pollutants into the
storm drains, and implement progressively stricter enforcement to achieve
expedient compliance and cleanup at all public and private construction sites”. With
this one-acre exemption and without providing authority to control runoff from all
sites, the storm water runoff impact has not been adequately addressed and would
be significant.

Storm water Control Implementation. The DEIR (page 1.14) finds that there are no
anticipated significant unavoidable impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality.
However, many of the policies listed under Infrastructure, Services, and Facilities
Goal ISF-1 (Manage storm water safely, efficiently, and sustainably) use the weak
action verb “encourage”, as opposed to “require”. These storm water control
policies will likely not be effective unless they are strengthened to give the City
increased authority to enforce them and the impact will not be reduced to less than
significant.
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c. Development in the flood hazard area. Page 4.9-29: DEIR states that the impact of
developing in the flood hazard area is less than significant because the “City of East
Palo Alto, including but not limited to the California Building Code, prohibits
construction of occupied buildings within a flood hazard area unless the structures
are elevated above the relevant flood elevation and properties are then removed
from the hazard area via the FEMA letter of map revision (LOMR)
process”. Elevation of the floor of a new or substantially improved structure within
a flood hazard area to a level at or above the established Base Flood Elevation is
typically required by a municipal flood hazard ordinance. Elevation of a floor,
however, does not qualify a structure for removal from the flood hazard area via the
LOMR process. A structure only qualifies for a LOMR if the ground that the structure
is built upon is at or above the Base Flood Elevation. Without this consideration the
impact of development in the flood hazard zone is not less than significant.

6-5

4. Noise and Vibration - Comment #3
Noise impacts from future development are identified as less than significant on two
roadway segments in the Westside Area. However, the existing ambient noise levels in
these locations (Woodland Ave University Ave to Cooley Ave and Euclid Ave to University
Ave.) are already high, which affects the degree of increase over the ambient noise level
6-6 that is acceptable. The roadway segment on Woodland Avenue from Newell to University
was not evaluated. This segment will carry substantially more traffic with the Project and
the ambient noise level in the area of this segment is 5-10dB lower than on the roadway
segment next to US101 studied. Without the evaluation of the Woodland Road segment it
is unclear that the noise impact would be less-than-significant in the Woodland
Neighborhood and on adjacent residential areas.

5. Population and Housing - Comment #4
The analysis indicates the projected addition of about 2,500 new housing units or an
estimated 7,764 residents by 2040, 105% of ABAG’s projected population growth over the
period. (Page 4.12-12) and notes that while 8% of the city’s land area is in the Westside
Area, 22% of the population lives in the Westside Area (6,075 residents/56 residents per
acre). The DEIR adds that currently 5% of the multiple family uses in the city are multiple
family units with 5 or more units. (Page 4.10-9) These uses are concentrated in the

6-7 Westside Area with 71% of the acreage developed in 5 or more units. (Page 4.10-7,11)

The Project would continue and intensify the trend of concentrating density and focusing
multiple family units in the Westside Area. This increase is achieved by re-designating
commercial and lower density residential areas to high density (43 DU/a) and Urban density
(89 DU/a) residential designations and raising the allowed height limits in the same areas
from the current typical 35 feet to 60 feet and 75+ feet.

CityOfPaloAlto.org
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The analysis of Population and Housing does not address the disproportionate distribution
of the added population and development density within the City into the Westside Area.
Rather the DEIR evaluates the increased population and density distribution as if it was
evenly spread and concludes that the impacts to population and housing would be less than
significant because “the General Plan creates a policy framework intended to support such
population growth that would be consistent with public service levels, infrastructure
availability and community goals.” To the degree that the increase in density of new
population and housing is concentrated in the Westside Area, the impact of the increased
density proposed by the Project appears to be more than significant and should be given
further study.

The EIR should more thoroughly address the potential impacts and benefits of additional
development potential in the Westside Area. Redevelopment of the area as proposed will
not only increase the number of dwelling units significantly, , potentially exacerbating
parking and traffic impacts that spill over into the Crescent Park neighborhood of Palo Alto,
but may also increase pedestrian and bicycle mode shares if residents use alternate modes
to access jobs and services in Palo Alto. The EIR should consider this issue, and discuss the
interrelation between redevelopment of the Woodland Neighborhood and the alternative
alignments being considered for the Newell Bridge replacement.

Transportation and Trafficc Comment#5a,b,c,d,and e

a. Traffic. The existing level of service (LOS) condition for intersection Number 6,
Woodland Avenue and University Avenue is shown in the DEIR as LOS D in both the
AM and PM peak hour. Based on on-going field observations of this intersection
during these periods, the City of Palo Alto believes there’s a significant difference
between the existing condition identified in the DEIR and actual conditions,
primarily in the PM peak hour. Vehicle queues on University Avenue in the
eastbound direction approaching the intersection extend well into Palo Alto and
occasionally to Downtown Palo Alto, with demand consistently exceeding capacity
of the intersection. Capacity of this intersection is \further constrained by signal
operations that do not optimize throughput for highest demand approaches. While
these factors are not unique to this intersection, they should be included, along with
any unique characteristics affecting capacity, in the evaluation of the existing
condition, cumulative no project and cumulative with project scenarios. The City of
Palo Alto finds that the estimated level of service is not representative of the actual
conditions, and that the proposed project may result in a significant impact at this
intersection if the baseline conditions were more accurately represented.

b. Traffic. A significant share of trips arriving and departing East Palo Alto use the
intersection of Embarcadero Road and East Bayshore Road. This intersection is not
evaluated in the DEIR, despite significant queuing and demands that exceed
capacity. The cumulative growth projections may result in a significant impact to
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this intersection and should be evaluated.

c. Traffic. The intersection of University Avenue and US 101 Southbound Ramps
constrain capacity nearby the University Avenue and Woodland Avenue intersection
resulting in substantial delays to vehicles leaving Palo Alto during the PM peak
period. This intersection should be evaluated as a part of the DEIR.

d. Transportation and Traffic. Given the large increase in residential density proposed
in the Project for the Woodland neighborhood and the fact that there are limited
ingress/egress points to/from the neighborhood (West Bayshore/Embarcadero,
Woodland/University, Newell/Woodland), the City must evaluate the traffic impacts
to the Newell Road/Woodland Avenue intersection and the increased traffic on
Newell Road in Palo Alto attributable to the increased density, particularly as they
would affect the access at the Newell Bridge.

e. Transit. Draft General Plan Chapter 6 page 14 shows two conceptual street sections
for University Avenue, one of which shows a reduction in the number of vehicle
lanes. Based on the results of the transit impacts analysis in the DEIR, and proposed
concentration of dense and mixed uses along University, please consider adding a
third conceptual street section with transit-only lanes, and add language in T-2 2.2
to include transit only lanes as an option.

f. Mitigation. Please consider the addition of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as well
as measures to increase transit mode shares as techniques to reduce significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts.

Utilities and Service Systems

Future Water supply is identified as a Significant and Unavoidable effect without mitigation
because water demand created by the Project is not met by the City’s existing and future
water supplies. Analysis suggests that the new water demands for the Project will be 1,699
acre feet by the year 2040 or a 73% increase over the 2015 water usage. There is no
identified program for meeting this water demand. One action suggested is to build storage
and infrastructure to transport water to East Palo Alto and to secure additional water supply
from neighboring cities via permanent water exchanges. It should be noted that Palo Alto
has no current plans for a water supply exchange program. | would note that we have
recently had informal conversations at the City Manager level and perhaps between
individual Council Members of our jurisdictions regarding the challenge facing East Palo Alto
in this regard.

Thank you again for giving the City of Palo Alto an opportunity to review the Public Draft
General Plan 2035 and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the City of
East Palo Alto General Plan Update dated April 2016. We appreciate that the General Plan
Update brings together your planning for future development and the Westside Area study;
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and that the environmental document addresses both. We look forward to working with
you in the future to address our significant concerns about the future of the Westside Area.
Please continue to notify the City of Palo Alto as your planning program progresses.

Sincerely,

i g,_ ?q
James Keene
City Manager

CcC Palo Alto Mayor & City Council
Hillary Gitelman, Director Planning and Community Environment
Carlos Martinez, East Palo Alto City Manager

CityOfPaloAlto.org
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Palo Alto

6-1

The comment states that the Draft EIR’s discussion of aesthetic impacts
does not adequately address the visual change in the Westside Area that
could occur with increased density and building height.

The comment states that land uses in the Westside neighborhoods would
shift from commercial to high-density residential uses. This statement is
incorrect. Existing non-residential land uses in the Westside area include
Church/Public, Vacant Land, Light Industrial/Warehouse, Office/Hotel, and
Retail. All of the existing non-residential land uses would remain under the
General Plan Update, with the exception of Vacant Land and the one parcel
of Church/Public land (this parcel would be converted to High Density
Residential). The General Plan Update would intensify existing residential
land uses in the Westside area that would increase allowable development
intensity. However, the General Plan Update would implement a number of
land use, site planning, and landscaping design controls that would ensure
that new development would be of high visual quality:

=  Goal W-1, Policy 1.12: High-quality housing. Ensure that the new and
existing housing stock is built and maintained to a high level of quality
to protect health, safety, and aesthetics on the Westside.

=  Goal W-2, Policy 2.1: Land use designations. Until a future master plan
or other detailed planning process occurs, maintain land use
designations and zoning districts that are consistent with the zoning
code or the amount of development currently constructed, whichever is
greater. This will ensure that there is no diminishment in property rights
while not allowing excessive development by-right.

=  Goal W-2, Policy 2.2: Development within established zoning
parameters. Development applications that do not propose to increase
intensity or height over the established zoning regulations may proceed
within the regulations and parameters established by the zoning code.

=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.3: Prerequisites for increases in intensity. Increases in
development intensity over the currently allowed zoning intensity on
the Westside must meet the criteria listed below. Specific information
on each of the items shall be required as part of the development
application process. The following are the prerequisites for increased
development intensity:
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(0}

(o}

Provides for some income-restricted affordable housing.
Prevents displacement of existing residents.

Preserves “right of return” for existing residents.
Maintains the City’s rent stabilization program.

Includes new parks and open spaces or contributes to the provision
of new parks and open spaces if it is a single project.

Improves streets and infrastructure or contributes to the provision
of new streets and infrastructure if it is a single project.

Improves the fiscal health of the City.

Beautifies the area.

=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.4: Development process for increased intensities.
Any proposed increases in allowed development intensity must comply
with the following process, according to the project location:

(0]

For areas on the north side of University Avenue or south of Clark
Avenue to San Francisquito Creek, proposed increases in intensity
over the currently allowed zoning intensity may be approved on a
project-by-project basis. These projects shall be required to meet
the policies set forth in this document in addition to any other city
policies and shall be required to enter into a development
agreement, pay fees to support the development of new parks,
open spaces, infrastructure and community facilities necessary to
support a higher level of development on the Westside.

For the area between University Avenue and Clarke Avenue,
proposed increases in intensity over the currently allowed zoning
intensity shall be required to prepare a master plan, development
agreement or specific plan or similar planning document.

=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.5: Application information for increased intensity.
Prior to any approval in increased development intensity, project
applicants must provide detailed information on the overall
development plan and, at minimum, include the following information:

(0}

Proposed general plan and zoning for each parcel, including uses,
building heights, and maximum development intensities.

Development program that identifies parcel-by-parcel information
on existing and proposed uses.
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6-2

0 Affordable housing plan, including the amount, levels of
affordability and location of each housing unit.

0 Relocation plan for existing tenants.
0 Fiscal impact analysis for the City

0 Description and analysis of how the City’s rent stabilization program
may be continued in the future, including sources of funding.

0 Park and open space plan, including the number, acres and
locations of new parks and open spaces (or contribution to parks
and open spaces for single-parcel projects).

0 A water supply assessment with guarantees of long-term water
availability and new sources of water.

0 Infrastructure improvement plan, including detailed information on
all infrastructure and utilities (or contribution to Westside
infrastructure improvements).

0 Street network plan, including proposed street cross sections.

0 Any additional information and level of detail requested by the
project applicant to ensure that the proposed project meets the
vision of the community.

=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.14: Gradation of height. Design new development so
that there is transition in building height. The greatest height and
intensity should be focused towards Highway 101 and University
Avenue, transitioning to lower heights no more than three stories near
San Francisquito Creek and along the western portion of O’Keefe Street
that is adjacent to residential neighborhoods.

=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.15: Neighborhood transitions and character. For new
multi-family development in the Westside that is adjacent to existing
single-family residential neighborhoods, provide transitions in height,
increased build setbacks and landscaping to minimize the impact on
adjacent low density residential uses.

Given the above, the City concludes that this impact would remain less than
significant.

The comment notes that the Draft EIR’s discussion of aesthetic impacts does
not adequately address new sources of glare resulting from increased
allowable structure height in the Westside Area, particularly in the Willow
and Woodland neighborhoods.
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The comment claims that land uses in the Westside neighborhoods would
shift from commercial to high-density residential uses. This statement is
incorrect. Existing non-residential land uses in the Westside area include
Church/Public, Vacant Land, Light Industrial/Warehouse, Office/Hotel, and
Retail. All of the existing non-residential land uses would remain under the
General Plan Update, with the exception of Vacant Land and the one parcel
of Church/Public land (this parcel would be converted to High Density
Residential).

The General Plan Update proposes new land uses in the Westside area that
would increase maximum building heights. However, the Westside Area
Plan includes the following policies to reduce impacts related to building
heights, light, and glare:

=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.14: Gradation of height. Design new development so
that there is transition in building height. The greatest height and
intensity should be focused towards Highway 101 and University
Avenue, transitioning to lower heights no more than three stories near
San Francisquito Creek and along the western portion of O’Keefe Street
that is adjacent to residential neighborhoods.

®=  Goal W-3, Policy 3.15: Neighborhood transitions and character. For new
multi-family development in the Westside that is adjacent to existing
single-family residential neighborhoods, provide transitions in height,
increased build setbacks and landscaping to minimize the impact on
adjacent low density residential uses.

Mitigation Measure AES-1 (below) would further reduce potential impacts
related to glare.

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Amend the General Plan Update to include
the following policy:

Light and Glare. Review major public and private development projects
to ensure that the spillover effects of light and glare from new exterior
lighting is minimized. Where feasible, require lighting fixtures to be
directed downward and equipped with cut-off lenses. For development
near sensitive sites, particularly undeveloped Bayfront areas, require
submittal of photometric studies to demonstrate minimization of light
spill-over. Ensure that all implemented lighting measures adhere to the
regulations outlined in Title 24

Given the above, the City concludes that this impact would remain less than
significant.
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The comment states that exempting projects that disturb less than one acre
from requirements to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and the lack of authority to control runoff from all sites would
result in a significant impact that the EIR has not adequately disclosed.

As discussed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR,
the federal Clean Water Act requires a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges for projects
that disturb one or more acres of soil. The State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) has implemented a NPDES Construction General Permit for
California, which requires the preparation of a Notice of Intent (NOI) and
SWPPP prior to commencement of construction. The one-acre exemption
to which the comment refers is a federal and state regulation.

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) also
has issued a Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (Permit Number
CAS612008). Under provision C.3 of the Municipal Regional Stormwater
NPDES Permit, projects that disturb more than 10,000 square feet are
required to design and construct stormwater treatment controls to treat
post-construction stormwater runoff. Amendments to the Municipal
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit require all of the post-construction
runoff to be treated by using Low Impact Development (LID) treatment
controls, such as biotreatment facilities. Provision C.6 of the Municipal
Regional Permit requires construction site controls for all construction sites
detailed on an erosion/pollution control plan or SWPPP. In addition to
requiring seasonally appropriate and effective construction BMPs, the
permit has requirements for inspection for certain high risk and large

(>1 acre) sites and reporting for all construction sites.

The County of San Mateo Department of Public Works requires proponents
of any project size to demonstrate that the project would not increase
stormwater discharge above existing conditions.

Future development proposals allowed by the General Plan Update would
be required to undergo project-level CEQA review and would comply with
federal, state, and county stormwater runoff regulations.

In addition, General Plan Update Goal ISF-1 is dedicated to safe, efficient,
and sustainable stormwater management. Twelve specific policies under
this goal include NPDES compliance, on-site stormwater management, and a
requirement for development projects to pay for their share of new
stormwater infrastructure or improvements, among other stormwater
management practices.
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With the exception of NPDES compliance, the policies would be applicable
to all parcels in East Palo Alto. As such, the impact conclusion of less than
significant was appropriate.

The comment states that many of the policies under General Plan Update
Goal ISF-1 (“Manage stormwater safely, efficiently, and sustainably”) use
the word “encourage” rather than “require,” 