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3.13
Population and Housing 

Introduction

This section documents the existing population, housing, and employment conditions in the City of Palo Alto and estimates changes in current conditions that could result from implementation of the Projects.  Demographic changes in population and employment that would result from development of the Projects are not intrinsically physical environmental impacts.  However, environmental effects associated with increased population or daytime employment, such as increased traffic, traffic-generated air quality and noise concerns, increased demands on public services and utilities, and growth inducement could result from population growth.  The impacts associated with population growth are addressed separately in various sections of this EIR.  Nonetheless, based on the[NOTE:  This is confusing, especially the prior two sentences.  The projects do not result in increased residential population and, for the most part, the referenced EIR sections (correctly) do not deal with effects of indirect, induced population growth, but the sentences kind of make it sound as if they do.  We have suggested revisions in an attempt to clarify.] The City’s significance criteria, this EIR treats treat substantial population growth as a significant environmental effect.  in order to ensure the effects of such growth are identified.
The Projects, as proposed, would not directly result in substantial population growth, nor would they remove obstacles to growth.  They would, however, increase local employment which in turn could create demand for additional housing and associated population.  The analysis in this section is based on the Housing Needs Analysis prepared by Keyser Marston Associates (provided as Appendix H), U.S. Census distribution of Palo Alto workers by place of residence (see Appendix I), the Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) 2005 Projections, the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, and the applications for the Projects.  The Housing Needs Analysis identifies increases in employment from both Projects, determines the induced housing demand from the increased employment, and distributes the housing demand according to affordability.  While distribution of housing demand into affordability levels is not an environmental issue under CEQA, this information is summarized in this section for informational purposes.  Also, the ABAG’s 2005 Projections are used here to compare future population and employment growth with the Projects in lieu of the more currentrecent ABAG 2007 Projections because both the City’s and the VTA traffic model data waswere based on the ABAG 2005 Projections. Through the year 2020, the projections of 2005 and 2007 are similar.  The City believes that the City’s population growth is overestimated in ABAG 2007 Projections for years 2020 and beyond.1  [NOTE:  This implies staff agrees with the projections through 2020.  The October 29, 2008 staff report from Roland Rivera to the Planning & Transportation Commission states staff disagrees with the 2007 Projections for the years leading up to 2020 (which apparently would be similar to the 2005 Projections).  On page 5, the report says “Staff diagrees with the Projections 2007 population and household forecasts for the City.”  On page 6, the staff report states:  “Staff, employing historical development patterns, the State’s Department of Finance households and population estimates from 2001-2007 and known “pipeline” residential development, forecasts a more modest population and household growth through 2020.]
Population, employment, and housing issues/comments identified in response letters to the Notice of Preparation and during the Planning Commission and City Council public scoping meetings for the Projects were considered in preparing this analysis.  Major commentsComments requested identification of the number and types of housing demand (by affordability level) from employment, a discussion of increased employment, and a discussion of effects on the City’s jobs-housing balance.

Lastly, as discussed in Section 3.1, this section provides an interim analysis for the 2015 point of development for the SUMC Project.

Existing Conditions

Population

The City of Palo Alto’s population has grown relatively slowly over the past 30 years.  From 2000 to 2005, the population within the City’s sphere of influence grew by approximately three percent, from 71,914 to 74,000.  Within the City’s jurisdictional boundary, the population grew by about two percent over the same time period, from 58,598 to 59,900.2  The ABAG projects that the City would experience stronger growth in the future. PopulationAccording to ABAG, population within Palo Alto’s sphere of influence, including portions of the Stanford University campus, is expected to would  increase by approximately 20 percent between 2005 and 2025, from 74,000 to 89,100 people, while the population within Palo Alto’s jurisdictional boundary, which does not include mostthe housing portions of the Stanford University campus, is expected towould increase by about 22 percent over the same time period, from 59,900 to 73,000 people.3  However, bothBoth of these population growth rates would be lower than Santa Clara County’s overall projected population growth rate of 24 percent between 2005 and 2025.  Table 3.13–1 presents current and projected population information for Santa Clara County and the City’s sphere of influence and jurisdictional boundary.4  [NOTE:  Please see prior comment about the October 29, 2008 staff report from Roland Rivera to the Palo Alto Transportation and Planning Commission.  Please provide the most up to date population projections that the City has developed for its Comprehensive Plan update.  While we agree that ABAG projections should be presented, we recommend that the City’s own projections also should be discussed in parallel form.]
	Table 3.13-1
Population Trends in Santa Clara County and the City of Palo Alto, 2005–2025

	
	2005
	2010
	2015
	2025
	Growth 
2005-2025

	Santa Clara County
	1,750,000
	1,855,500
	1,959,100
	2,165,800
	415,800 (23.8%)

	City of Palo Alto – Sphere of Influence
	74,000
	78,300
	82,900
	89,100
	15,100 (20.4%)

	City of Palo Alto – Jurisdictional Boundary
	59,900
	63,500
	67,700
	73,000
	13,100 (21.9%)

	Source:
Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2005, December 2004.



Housing

Approximately one third of the housing units in Palo Alto were built during the 1950s, which was the period of greatest housing construction in the history of the City.  Since that time, the rate of housing construction has generally declined.  From 1970 to 1980, for instance, homes were added at a rate of about 240 units per year.  By the 1990s, the construction rate had decreased even further, to less than 50 units per year.5  In 2005, Palo Alto had a total of 29,620 housing units within its sphere of influence and a total of 26,240 housing units within its jurisdictional boundary.6  This represents an average increase of approximately 300 and 70 units per year from 1990 within its sphere of influence and jurisdictional boundary, respectively.  The City’s Comprehensive Plan projects that the housing growth rate would increase to approximately 10 percent between 2005 and 2015 and would result in 33,160 total housing units by 2015.7  ABAG predicts that the City would experience a growth of 6,030 households (from 29,620 households to 35,650 households) within its sphere of influence between 2005 and 2025, while the City would experience a growth of 5,320 households (from 26,240 households to 31,560 households) within its jurisdictional boundary over the same time period.  [NOTE:  Please explain the difference between housing units and households.  The October 29, 2008 staff report from Roland Rivera to the Planning & Transportation Commission states that households data assume that 3.2% of housing units in Palo Alto is unoccupied or vacant.  Does this explain why ABAG predicts more households than the number of housing units that the Comprehensive Plan predicts?]
[NOTE:  Please also identify the most current household projections that the City is using for its Comprehensive Plan update.]
California's Housing Element law (Government Code 6558465580 et seq.) requires regional councils of governments to distribute the regional housing need (periodically identified by the State) to each city and county within the applicable region.  ABAG, the San Francisco Bay Area’s regional governmentcouncil of governments, identified 2,860 units (defined by income category) as Palo Alto’s fair share of the regional housing need, or the Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) for the 2007 to 2014 period (Table 3.13‑2).  Of the allocated units, 1,874 are for very low to moderate income brackets.  As of 2008, the City has issued 150 building permits for very low to moderate (affordable) income housing units and 591 building permits for above moderate income units.  SitesGiven that these units have been built, they no longer need to be planned for in the Housing Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  However, sites for an additional 1,696 [NOTE:  The math seems incorrect:  1,874 - 150 = 1,724, not 1,696] very low to moderate (affordable) income housing units and 395 above moderate units would need to be identified in the Housing Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan to meet the RHNA for the 2007 to 2014 period.  [NOTE:  Is it relevant that there is a pending project that would provide 101 affordable housing units?  See Appendix B, number 64.]
	Table 3.13-2
ABAG Regional Housing Need Allocation for Palo Alto, 2007-2014

	Income Level
	2007-2014 Need
	Building Permits Issued 2007-Present
	Unmet Need

	Very Lowa
	690
	57
	633

	Lowb
	543
	2
	541

	Moderatec
	641
	91
	550

	Subtotal of Affordable Units
	1,874
	150
	1,696

	Above Moderated
	986
	591
	395

	Total
	2,860
	741
	2,091

	Sources:  ABAG, 2008.  San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan: 2007-2014; and City of Palo Alto, 2008.

Notes:
a.
Very Low: Households with incomes between 0 and 50 percent of County median family income.

b.
Low:  Households with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of County median family income.

c.
Moderate:  Households with incomes between 81 and 120 percent of County median family income.

d.
Above Moderate:  Households with incomes greater than 120 percent of County median family income.




In the past, the City has had difficulty building itsnot all of the housing identified in the housing needs allocations, particularly for housing in lower income brackets., has been constructed.  [NOTE:  The preceding sentence incorrectly implied that it is the City’s obligation to build the housing identified in the RHNA.]  For the 1999 to 2006 period, the City issued 341 construction permits for affordable housing units.8  This total represented only 47 percent of ABAG’s allocated fair share of 724 affordable housing units for Palo Alto for this period.  The City issued permits for 60 percent of the allocated units for very low income housing, 100 percent of the allocated low income housing units, and 15 percent of the allocated moderate income housing units.9  
Employment

Major employers in the City of Palo Alto include the City government, SHC, LPCH, CPI Hewlett-Packard Company, Space Systems Loral, TIBCO Software, Inc., Varian Medical Systems, Inc., Veteran’s Affairs Palo Alto Health Care Systems, and Wilson, Sonsini, Goodrich & Rosati.  Each of these institutions, companies, and agencies employemploys at least 800 people.10  Table 3.13-3 shows employment in the City and Santa Clara County from 2005 through 2025.  Employment within the City’s sphere of influence is expected to increase by approximately 13 percent between 2005 and 2025, from 99,350 to 112,560 jobs, while employment withwithin the City’s jurisdictional boundary is expected to increase by about 12 percent over the same period of time, from 79,250 to 88,810 jobs.11  [NOTE TO CITY:  The 2007 ABAG Projections appear to be substantially lower than the 2005 Projections used here.  These projections seem unreasonably high given the drop in the employment market after they were released.  See October 29, 2008 staff report from Roland Rivera to the Planning & Transportation Commission.  It shows that in 2005 there was a DECLINE of 11,350 jobs within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries.  We suggest that even the 2007 Projections likely are unreasonably high given the current economic conditions.  Please include the most up to date employment projections that the City is using for its Comprehensive Plan update.  Also, please confirm that the projections remain reasonable in light of existing economic conditions.]  Most of this increase is expected to occur in health, education, and service industries.12  For comparison, Santa Clara County is projected to have a total job growth rate almost three times that of Palo Alto during the same time period.

	Table 3.13-3
Employment in Santa Clara County and Palo Alto, 2005–2025 (Total Number of Jobs)

	
	2005
	2010
	2015
	2025
	Growth (2005-2025)

	Santa Clara County
	903,840
	992,420
	1,077,050
	1,249,090
	345,250 (38.2%)

	City of Palo Alto – Sphere of Influence 
	99,350
	102,190
	104,430
	112,560
	13,210 (13.3%)

	City of Palo Alto – Jurisdictional Boundary
	79,250
	81,370
	82,690
	88,810
	9,560 (12.1%)

	Sources:
ABAG, Projections 2005.





Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio

[Note: Per recent city instructions, we will include a discussion of the City’s jobs to workers per household ratio.]
According to ABAG Projections 2005, in 2005, the City of Palo Alto had 1.08 employed residents per household within its sphere of influence and 1.24 employed residents per household withwithin its jurisdictional boundary.13  The number of employed residents per household within the City’s sphere of influence is projected to increase to 1.11 in 2010, 1.14 in 2015, 1.33 in 2020, and 1.21 in 2025 while the number of employed residents per household within the City’s jurisdictional boundary is projected to remain steady at 1.24 through 2025.14  [Note to City: The ABAG projections for the number of employed residents in 2005 is larger within the City’s jurisdictional boundary (32,643) than within the City’s sphere of influence (31,990). Please confirm the data.]  These ratios recognize that most contemporary households have more than one wage earner and that the number of employed residents per household in Palo Alto would likely increase over time.
Table 3.13-4 shows the projected jobs to employed residents ratio within the City’s sphere of influence and jurisdictional boundary.  In 2005, Palo Alto had 3.11 jobs per employed resident within its jurisdictional boundary and 2.43 jobs per employed resident within its jurisdictional boundary.  These ratios are predicted to improvechange [NOTE:  Many planners have begun to look at jobs/housing balances along transit corridors, or on a more regional basis rather than on a city by city basis.  This is a major driver behind SB 375, and the Legislature’s direction to develop Sustainable Communities Strategies on a regional, rather than city by city, level.  This is why ABAG and MTC are charged with this planning effort rather than individual cities.  Depending upon the circumstances, having an abundance of jobs in a city may not be problematic if there are residential areas nearby, especially if along a transit route as in Palo Alto.] within the City’s sphere of influence and jurisdictional boundary over time to 2.61 jobs and 2.26 jobs per employed resident in 2025, respectively.

[NOTE:  The ratios should also be presented based on the City’s most up to date projections of population, households, and jobs.]
These ratios mean that the City has a substantially larger population inmore people present during the daytime, when most employees commute into the City for work, than at nighttime.  These ratios do not take into account whether the skills of local workers coincide with local job requirements, whether the salaries paid to the workers enable them to live in the community where they work, or whether there are personal and life choices why workers do not live where they work. [NOTE:  It is confusing to refer to “population” in this paragraph as the employee population or daytime population.  The ABAG projections treat “population” as the residential population.]
	Table 3.13-4
City of Palo Alto Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio

	
	2005
	2010
	2015
	2025

	Sphere of Influence
	
	
	
	

	Jobs
	99,350
	102,190
	104,430
	112,560

	Employed Residents
	31,990
	34,930
	38,090
	43,160

	Jobs to Employed Residents Ratioa
	3.11:1
	2.93:1
	2.74:1
	2.61:1

	Jurisdictional Boundary
	
	
	
	

	Jobs
	79,250
	81,370
	82,690
	88,810

	Employed Residents
	32,643
	34,496
	36,512
	39,261

	Jobs to Employed Residents Ratioa
	2.43:1
	2.36:1
	2.26:1
	2.26:1

	Source:  ABAG, Projections 2005.
Note: 

a.
Data for the jobs to employed residents were rounded to the nearest tenth place.




Impacts Assessment and Mitigation Measures
Standards of Significance

Based on significance thresholds determined by the City of Palo Alto, the Projects would result in a significant population and housing impact if they would:

· Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure); 
· Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere;
· Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere;
· Create a substantial imbalance between employed residents and jobs[NOTE:  As addressed in this administrative draft, this is a socio-economic issue rather than an environmental issue.  As such, the analysis violates CEQA’s prohibition against treating economic issues as environmental issues.  Please see side memo.]; or
· Cumulatively exceed regional or local population projections.

Environmental Analysis

PH-1.
Direct Population Growth:

· The SUMC Project would increase on-site employment and visitors, although this increase in on-site population would be a less-than-significant environmental impact. (LTS)

· The Shopping Center Project would increase on-site employment and visitors, although this increase in on-site population would be a less-than-significant environmental impact. (LTS)

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

The SUMC Project does not include the development of new housing units and would thus not directly increase the residential population within the City.  However, the SUMC Project would increase on-site employment by 2,2432,417 persons at 2025 full buildout and occupancy (see Table 3.13-5).  As explained in the Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix H), the net increase of 2,243 employees includes an adjustment for part-time employees, to account for the housing demand generated by the part-time employees (housing demand from employment is discussed later under Impact PH-2)., or 2,243 persons if adjusted for part-time employment (see Table 3.13-5).  
	Table 3.13-5
Net Increase in SUMC Site Employment, 2025

	
	Existing 
	ProposedFuture (2025)
	Change
	Part-Time Multipliera
	Net change (Adjusted For Part-Time Employment)

	SHC 
	5,240
	6,562
	1,322
	0.94653
	1,251

	LPCH
	1,666
	2,655
	989
	0.90149
	891

	Non-SUMC Providers
	151
	257
	106
	0.94653
	100

	SoM
	2,823
	2,823(c)
	0
	
	0

	Totalb
	7,0579,880 
	9,47412,297
	2,417
	
	2,243

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table I-3, 2008.
Notes:

a. Employment counts have been adjusted downward by KMA to count only the portion of housing need for part time employees generated by the Project.  The adjustment is based on the assumption that part-time employees generally have other employment.  The adjustment is calculated from SUMC payroll data and weights part time employees based on percentage of a full time schedule.  Part-time employees working up to 70 percent of full time are adjusted; employees working 1070 percent time or more are not assumed to have anther part-time job and are therefore not adjusted.

b. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.

c. For the purposes of the housing analysis, School of Medicine employment is assumed to be unchanged.  The SoM predicts that the number of employees located within the City of Palo Alto will decrease by 106 employees as a result of the SUMC Project.  [NOTE:  Please see KMA report at page 8 and SUMC application Tab 5, Table 5-3.]



SUMC facilities currently employ an estimated 7,0579,880 people.  The SUMC Project would result in an approximately 3223 percent increase in SUMC Site employment.15  Employment growth at the SUMC Site would represent 23 percent of the 9,560 new jobs forecasted within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries by ABAG from 2005 to 2025.16 [NOTE:  Please also compare this to the City’s most up to date employment forecasts.]  The resulting increase in employment would be within ABAG [and City?] forecasts for the City.  The ABAG forecasts account for regional economic and demographic conditions, while also considering local development policies.  As such, the ABAG forecasts would likely account for development at the SUMC Site, although.  While it is not possible to directly correlate the development program and jobs at the SUMC Site with the ABAG figures.  The relevant comparison here is whether or, not the SUMC Project would not result in growth that exceeds the ABAG forecasts for the City as a whole.  Additionally, employees do not intrinsically comprise an increase in residential population growth within the City; instead, employees are transient occupants of a site during business hours.  As such, the increase in on-site employment would be consistent with ABAG forecasts and would result in a less-than-significant effect in terms of representing substantial, unplanned population growth.

In addition to increased employment on site, increased visitorship would occur as a result of adding new hospital beds and increasing medical office/clinic floor area.  The SUMC Project would add 248 new inpatient beds within the SHC and LPCH hospitals.17  As shown in Table 2-8 in the Project Description, total inpatient days18 in both hospitals would increase by 76,701 or 38 percent (from 202,934 in 2006 to 279,635 in 2025).  Total outpatient visits would increase by 215,050 or 42 percent (from 511,248 in 2006 to 726,298 in 2025).  Most outpatients would visit the SUMC Site for only a few hours at a time and visits would occur at infrequent intervals for most patients (from a single day to multiple visits a year).  Additionally, visitorship does not typically result in in-migration andVisitorship would not result in an increase in permanent residents.  Therefore, the increase in the visitor population would be less than significantnot result in substantial, unplanned growth.  It should be noted that the associated environmental impacts of increased employment and visitors, such as traffic generation, air and noise emissions, utilities and public service demand, are fully addressed as separate topics in various sections of this EIR.

Additional temporary populationemployee growth on site would occur during the construction period.  At the peak of construction 2014,in 2014 [NOTE:  The Climate Change section said peak construction emissions would occur in 2012.  Please confirm that there is no discrepancy.], there could be as many as 2,200 construction workers at the SUMC Site.  [NOTE:  Please cite Tab 8 of SUMC Application.]  The average combined construction employment for the SHC, LPCH, and SoM would average between 300 and 1,615 workers at a given time.  Although the population increase associated with construction workers would generate demand for services, the population increase would be temporary in duration.  Moreover, construction jobs would primarily be filled by workers currently residing in the Bay Area.  The increase in the on-site population due to construction employment would therefore be less than significant.construction workers would not result in substantial, unplanned population growth.  [NOTE:  Given rising unemployment rates, the same likely is becoming more true of the permanent jobs created by this project.  Please address these changing conditions, and explain to what extent this reduces the need for housing generated by the Project.]
2015 Partial Buildout
As discussed above, the SUMC Project does not involve the construction of residential units; therefore, there would be no direct increase in residential population.  However, on-site employeeemployees and visitor populationsvisitors would increase as a result of the SUMC Project.  

According to the Housing Needs Analysis, there would be approximately 1,9292,083 new employees at the partial buildout stage, or 1,929 new employees if adjusted for part-time status (Table 3.13-6), a 2720 percent increase in SUMC Site employment relative to existing conditions.19  As explained in the Housing Need Analysis (Appendix H), the net increase of 1,929 employees includes an adjustment for part-time employees, to account for the housing demand generated by the part-time employees (housing demand from employment is discussed later under Impact PH-2).  Employment growth at the SUMC Site would represent 56 percent of the 3,440 new jobs forecasted within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries by ABAG from 2005 to 2015.20  [NOTE:  Please also compare this to the City’s most up  to date employment forecasts.]  As discussed above, the ABAG forecasts account for regional economic and demographic conditions, while also considering local development policies.  As such, the ABAG forecasts would likely account for development at the SUMC Site, although it is not possible to directly correlate the development program and jobs at SUMC with the ABAG figures.   The relevant comparison here is whether the Project would result in growth that exceeds the ABAG forecast for the City.  Additionally, employees do not intrinsically comprise an increase in residential population growth; instead, employees are transient occupants of a site during business hours.  Therefore, population growth associated with.  Increased on-site employment at  the partial buildout stage would be consistent with ABAG forecasts and would result in a less-than-significant effect in terms of representing substantial, unplanned population growth.

	Table 3.13-6
Net Increase in SUMC Site Employment, 2015

	
	Existing
	Proposed
	Net Change
	Part-Time Multipliera
	Adjusted For Part-Time Employment

	SHC 
	5,240
	6,274
	1,034
	0.94653
	979

	LPCH
	1,666
	2,609
	943
	0.90149
	850

	Non-SUMC Providers
	151
	257
	106
	0.94653
	100

	SoM
	2,823
	2,823(c)
	0
	
	0

	Total
	7,0579,880
	9,14011.963
	2,083
	
	1,929

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table I-3, 2008.
Notes:

a. Employment counts have been adjusted downward by KMA to count only the portion of housing need for part time employees generated by the Project.  The adjustment is based on the assumption that part-time employees generally have other employment.  The adjustment is calculated from SUMC payroll data and weights part time employees based on percentage of a full time schedule.  Part-time employees working up to 70 percent of full time are adjusted; employees working 1070 percent time or more are not assumed to have anther part-time job and are therefore not adjusted.

b. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.

c. For the purposes of the housing analysis, School of Medicine employment is assumed to be unchanged.  The SoM predicts that the number of employees located within the City of Palo Alto will decrease by 106 employees as a result of the SUMC Project.  [NOTE:  Please see KMA report at page 8 and SUMC application Tab 5, Table 5-3.]



As shown in Table 2-8 in Section 2, Project Description, there would be approximately 33,879 new inpatient days and 98,568 new outpatient visits at 2015, an increase of 17 and 19 percent, respectively, compared to existing conditions.  Although the increase in visitor population would be a permanent increase in activity, most outpatients would visit the SUMC Site for only a few hours at a time and visits would occur at varying frequencies for different patients (from a single day to multiple visits a year).  Additionally, most inpatients and outpatients would originate from the local region (the San Francisco Bay Area) andA Inpatients and outpatients would not result in new permanent residents within the City or region.  Therefore, the increase in the visitor populationvisitors would not beresult in substantial and would be less than significant, unplanned population growth at 2015.

The heaviest construction activities would occur between 2010 and 2015, during which the SHC replacement hospital, LPCH hospital expansion, and LPCH clinic expansionsexpansion, FIM1 and all three parking garages would be constructed.  The peak construction employment expected during this period would be up to 2,200 workers, and the average construction employment during the partial buildout period would average between 300 and 1,615 workers at a given time.  Similar to the full buildout scenario, the population increase associated with[NOTE:  Please cite to Tab 8 of SUMC Application.]  The increase in construction workers would be temporary, and conducted primarily by workers already residing in the Bay Area.  The increase in the local workforce population due to construction employment would therefore be less than significant at the partial buildout stagenot result in substantial, unplanned population growth..

Shopping Center Project

The Shopping Center Project does not include the development of new housing units and would thus not directly increase the residential population within the City.  However, total on-site employment would increase by 1,149 employees, or 957 employees if adjusted for part-time status (see Table 3.13-7) under this project.  As explained in the Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix H), the net increase of 957 employees includes an adjustment for part-time employees to account for the housing demand generated by the part-time employees (housing demand from employment is discussed later under Impact PH-2).   This increase in employment due to the Shopping Center Project would directly increase the City’s workforce population.

	Table 3.13-7
Net Increase in Shopping Center Site Employment, 2015

	
	Additional Employees
	Part-Time Multipliera
	Net change (Adjusted For Part-Time Employment)

	Retail 
	638
	0.8333
	532

	Restaurant 
	421
	0.8333
	351

	Hotel 
	90
	0.8333
	75

	Totalb
	1,149
	
	957

	Source:
KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table I-3, 2008

Notes:

a. Shopping Center Project ratios based on a 2:1 ratio of full time to part time employees per the Simon Group and assuming part time employees average 20 hours per week.
b. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.




With respect to the workforce population, Shopping Center facilities currently employ about 2,100 full time employees and 1,300 part-time employees.21  The Shopping Center Project would result in a roughly 28 percent increase in Shopping Center Site employment.22  Employment growth at the Shopping Center Site would represent 28 percent of employment growth within the City’s jurisdictional boundary forecasted by ABAG from 2005 to 2015.23  Therefore, the resulting increase in employment would be within ABAG forecasts for the City.  Additionally, employees do not intrinsically comprise an increase in residential population growth; instead, employees are transient occupants of a site during business hours.  Therefore, population growth associated within employment at buildout of the Shopping Center Project would be consistent with ABAG forecasts and would result in a less-than-significant effect in terms of representing substantial, unplanned population growth.

New visitors would be drawn to the Shopping Center Site as a result of the Shopping Center Project.  These visitors would include retail and restaurant patrons and hotel guests.  It is estimated that the proposed 120-room hotel would house between 160 to 180 guests on average (see Chapter 2, Project Description).  Most restaurant and retail patrons would be at the site for only a few hours at a time.  Hotel visitors would be at the site typically for a few days.  Most retail patrons would originate from the local region (the San Francisco Bay Area).  Hotel and retail patrons would be transient occupants of the site and would not comprise new permanent residents within the City or region.  Therefore, the increase in the visitorvisitors would not result in substantial, unplanned population would be less than significantgrowth.

The number of construction workers that would be required to construct the Shopping Center Project is unknown as of the preparation of this document.  However, construction would be temporary and construction workers are expected to be drawn from within the region.  As such, population increases associated with construction would be less than significant. construction workforce increases would not result in substantial, unplanned population growth.  [NOTE:  Please see comment above under SUMC Project.  Please address whether increasing unemployment rates means at least a portion of the permanent workforce also would be met by workers already living in the region.  This seems like it would reduce the housing need.]
It should be noted that the associated environmental impacts of increased employment and visitors, such as traffic generation, air and noise emissions, utilities and public service demand, are fully addressed as separate topics in various sections of this EIR.

PH-2.
Indirect Population Growth:

· The SUMC Project would indirectly induce housing demand and thus residential population growth, although the increased demand would be within the projected household growth within the City and surrounding jurisdictions, and would thus not comprise a significant impact.  (LTS)

· The Shopping Center Project would indirectly induce housing demand and thus residential population growth, although the increased demand would be within the projected household growth within the City and surrounding jurisdictions, and would thus not comprise a significant impact.  (LTS)

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

Indirect Housing Demand.  The increase in employment at the SUMC Site would result in indirect local housing demand, and thus a potential influx of new residents, within Palo Alto and surrounding communities.  The Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix H) bases its estimates of employees per household on U.S. Census 2000 data for Santa Clara County, which identifies 1.72 workers per household in the City.  Given the rate of 1.72 workers per household and that the SUMC Project would result in a net increase of 2,242 employees, a housing demand of about 1,301 housing units would be induced by the SUMC Project at 2025 full buildout and occupancy (see Table 3.13-8).

	Table 3.13-8
Indirect Housing Demand Associated with SUMC Project, 2025

	
	Net Added Employment
	Net Added Employee Households

	SHC
	1,251
	726

	LPCH
	891
	517

	Non-SUMC Providers
	100
	58

	Total
	2,242
	1,301

	Source:
KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table II-1, 2008.



Geographic Distribution of Housing Demand.  The choice of where one lives depends on many factors — affordability, schools, style of housing, types of amenities, location of work of other wage earners in a household, local services, etc. — as well as the commute distance to where one works.  It is thus expected that not all new employees at the SUMC Site would live in Palo Alto, although new employees would live in various jurisdictions within a commuting distance to the SUMC Site.  This analysis looks at two possible patterns for distribution of housing demand specifically within Palo Alto. The first distribution is based on Palo Alto worker commuting patterns from the U.S. Census, while the second distribution is based on a January 2007 Addendum to the City’s Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis Report.24  [NOTE:  Stanford and the hospitals objected to the assumptions in the January 2007 report, many of which have been substantially changed as a result of the KMA Housing Needs Analysis prepared for this project.  The January 2007 report was not approved by the City and the proposed action to change the affordable housing requirements based on the report was not approved by the Council.  The 2007 report should not be cited as if the City has accepted it.]  [ALSO NOTE:  There is no basis for relying on a 33% projection.  The prior KMA reports do not provide evidentiary support that this level of employee housing would occur in Palo Alto.  The number is supported only by a vague statement that it is based on experience elsewhere on the Peninsula.  We expect that this experience is in a jurisdiction with very different conditions than Palo Alto.  Please provide factual support for the 33% assumption in Palo Alto.]  The first distribution indicates that approximately 14 percent of people who work in Palo Alto also live in Palo Alto.  Based on this pattern, it can be assumed that 14 percent of the SUMC Project workers who would require housing would live in Palo Alto.  The second distribution indicates that approximately 33 percent of people who work in Palo Alto also live in Palo Alto.  Based on this pattern, it can be assumed that 33 percent of the SUMC Project workers who would require housing would live in Palo Alto.  The latter thus provides a more conservative allocation of housing demand within Palo Alto.  These results are explained further below.

[NOTE:  The traffic impact analysis prepared by Aecomm distributes future employee trips by using the SUMC employee zip code data.  It makes no sense to assume a different distribution of employee commute patterns in this section of the EIR that has been assumed in the traffic section.  The same distribution also forms the basis for the criteria air pollutant, greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic noise presented in the air quality, climate change, and noise sections of the EIR.  This section should be rewritten based on the zip code data showing that 8% of SUMC employees live in Palo Alto.  We ask that you at least add a third scenario that is consistent with the analysis in other sections, using an 8% Palo Alto residency assumption.  This is critical to achieving internal consistency within the EIR.]
Distribution According to U.S. Census Commuting Patterns.  Table 3.13-9 shows the distribution of SUMC Project housing demand based on 2000 U.S. Census data (see also Appendix I).  2000 Census trends can be used to derive how much of the induced housing demand would occur in Palo Alto as well as neighboring jurisdictions.  According to the 2000 Census, approximately 12.5 percent of the workers in Palo Alto also live within the jurisdictional boundary of the City, approximately 1.67 percent live outside the jurisdictional boundary of the City (but within its sphere of influence), approximately 2.71 percent live in Menlo Park, 59 percent live in Santa Clara County, and 21.39 percent live in San Mateo County.  Based on this distribution, the SUMC Project in 2025 would generate demand for approximately 162 housing units within the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto,25 22 units outside of the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto, but within its sphere of influence, 35 units in Menlo Park, 769 units within all of Santa Clara County, and 278 units in all of San Mateo County.

Project-induced housing demand in Table 3.13‑9 is compared against the ABAG Projections 2005, which forecasts the housing that would be built within each community up to 2025; the forecasts are based on foreseen policies and funding, as well as land availability, that would allow the housing growth in various areas.26 Therefore, the Projections can be treated as the foreseeable housing growth (built housing) that could accommodate housing demand from the SUMC Project.  As demonstrated in Table 3.13‑9, the indirect housing demand from the SUMC Project would represent a small percentage of the ABAG projected housing growth for all jurisdictions.  The indirect housing demand generated by the SUMC Project would comprise 3.05 percent of the projected housing growth within the jurisdictional boundary of Palo Alto, 3.10 percent of housing growth outside of the jurisdictional boundary of Palo Alto, but within its sphere of influence, 1.83 percent of housing growth in Menlo Park, 0.59 percent of housing growth in all of Santa Clara County, and 0.75 percent of housing growth in all of San Mateo County from 2005 to 2025. At most, the indirect housing demand from the SUMC Project would comprise 5.25 percent of projected growth (within Los Altos and Los Altos Hills).

Also, because the ABAG Projections forecast the housing that would be built within each community up to 2025, the Projections can be treated as cumulative housing development.  Table 3.13-9 demonstrates that the indirect housing demand from the SUMC Project would represent a small percentage of the cumulative housing development for all jurisdictions.

	Table 3.13-9
SUMC Project 2025 Indirect Housing Demand by County/
City Based on 2000 Census Commuting Trends

	
	Residential Location of Palo Alto Employeesa
	ABAG Projected Household Growth 
2005-2025b
	SUMC Project Housing Demand in 2025
	SUMC Project Housing Demand as Percent of Household Growth 2005-2025

	Santa Clara County
	
	
	
	

	Palo Alto – Jurisdictional Boundary
	12.50%
	5,320
	162
	3.05%

	Palo Alto – Outside Jurisdictional Boundary
	1.67%
	710
	22
	3.10%

	Stanford University Campus
	0.77%
	[3,018?] 3,022c [
	10
	0.33%

	Mountain View
	7.11%
	6,220
	93
	1.50%

	Los Altos and Los Altos Hills
	2.40%
	590
	31
	5.25%

	Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, Cupertino
	11.32%
	17,780
	147
	0.83%

	San Jose
	17.36%
	83,780
	226
	0.27%

	Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga, (+Monte Sereno, Alum Rock)
	2.45%
	~2,920
	32
	1.10%

	Remainder of County
	3.50%
	~9,198
	46
	0.50%

	Subtotal
	59.08%
	129,540
	769
	0.59%

	San Mateo County
	
	
	
	

	Menlo Park 
(+W. Menlo Park)
	2.71%
	1,910
	35
	1.83%

	East Palo Alto
	2.49%
	2,710
	32
	1.18%

	Atherton, Woodside, Portola Valley, Emerald Lake Hills
	1.20%
	~850
	16
	1.88%

	Redwood City 
(+N. Fair Oaks)
	4.95%
	~6,130
	64
	1.04%

	Belmont, San Mateo, San Carlos (+Foster City)
	5.27%
	~9,060
	69
	0.57%

	Hillsborough (+Highlands), Burlingame, Millbrae (+San Bruno)
	1.51%
	~4,940
	20
	0.40%

	Rest of N. County (South SF, Brisbane, Daly City) (+Broadmoor)
	1.04%
	~7,530
	14
	0.19%

	Half Moon Bay and Coastal (+Pacifica, Montara, El Granada)
	0.80%
	~2,050
	10
	0.39%

	Remainder of County
	1.42%
	1,800
	18
	2.06%

	Subtotal
	21.39%
	36,980
	278
	0.75%

	Alameda County
	
	
	
	

	Fremont, Hayward, Newark, Union City, (+San Leandro, Castro Valley, Ashland, Cherryland, Fairview, San Lorenzo)
	7.28%
	34,100
	95
	0.28%

	Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, Emeryville, Albany, Piedmont
	1.01%
	46,640
	13
	0.03%

	Remainder of County
	0.86%
	24,090
	11
	0.05%

	Subtotal
	9.15%
	104,830
	119
	0.11%

	San Francisco County
	4.72%
	44,950
	61
	0.14%

	Santa Cruz County
	1.68%
	14,654d
	22
	0.15%

	Contra Costa County
	1.19%
	71,450
	15
	0.02%

	Marin, Napa, and Sonoma Counties
	0.77%
	45,300
	10
	0.02%

	All Other Counties in Bay Area
	2.02%
	44,310
	26
	0.06%

	TOTAL
	100.00%e
	
	1,301e
	

	Sources: 

a.
Keyser Marston Associates, Palo Alto Workers by Place of Residence Table (see Appendix I).  

b.
ABAG, Projections 2005, December 2004.  Based on projections for jurisdictional boundaries.

c.
Based on Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report, Table 2-1, June 2000.

d.     Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, 2004 AMBAG Population, Housing Unit & Employment Forecasts.

e.
Individual percentages and numbers of units do not sum to the totals due to rounding.




Distribution According to the Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis Report.  The 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis was commissioned by the City to determine appropriate jobs-housing ratio targets within Palo Alto.  The 1993 analysis identified that 33 percent of total worker households generated by projects would seek housing in Palo Alto, assuming ample, affordable housing were available.  If 33 percent of the demand for housing units generated by the SUMC Project would occur within Palo Alto, then a demand for approximately 429 new housing units would be generated within the City.  The 429 units would be about eight percent of the projected housing growth within the City’s jurisdictional boundary at 2025 (based on ABAG Projections). 27
Applying either U.S. Census data or the City’s 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis, induced housing demand would be within projected housing growth within Palo Alto as well as all other communities where SUMC Project employees could seek to live.  As such, impacts from indirect housing demand would not result in substantial, unplanned growth and would be less than significant.  It should be noted, however, that the increased employment and its housing demand would adversely affect the City’s jobs to housing ratio, as discussed under Impact PH-4 below. 

Income Distribution of Housing Demand.  Often the demand for new housing is limited to housing within a certain range of affordability.  Housing affordability is an important consideration for the City’s planning purposes but is considered to be a socioeconomic issue that need not be evaluated under CEQA.  Therefore, aA shortfall of affordable units within the City of Palo Alto is not considered a physical environmental impact.  However, for informational purposes only, this analysissubsection provides here the distribution of the indirect housing demand according to affordability levels.  This discussion is extracted from the Housing Needs Analysis, provided as Appendix H.

Housing affordability is determined relative to the area median income (AMI) for a locality, which is defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Very low income housing must be affordable to households with incomes under 50 percent of the AMI; low income housing is affordable to households with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI; moderate income housing is affordable to households with incomes between 81 and 120 percent of the AMI; and above moderate housing is affordable to households with incomes over 120 percent of the AMI.

Table 3.13-10 shows a breakdown of the SUMC Project’s indirect housing demand according to projected household incomes.  As shown in the table, the SUMC Project would indirectly result in demand for 91 units with incomes under 50 percent of the AMI (very low income), 228 units with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI (low income), 298 units with incomes between 81 and 120 percent of the AMI (moderate income), and 684 units with incomes above 120 percent of the AMI (above moderate income). As indicated previously under Existing Conditions, the City has had difficulty meeting its housing needs allocations, particularly for housing in lower income brackets.

	Table 3.13-10
SUMC Project Housing Demand by Affordability, 2025

	 
	SHC 
	LPCH 
	Non-SUMC 
	Total

	Number of New Households:
	 
	
	
	

	Under 50% AMI 
	48
	31
	12
	91

	50% to 80% AMI 
	141
	73
	13
	228

	80% to 100% AMI 
	87
	55
	7
	149

	100% to 120% AMI 
	85
	58
	6
	149

	Subtotal through 120% AMI
	361
	217
	38
	616

	120% to 150% AMI 
	109
	75
	5
	190

	Subtotal through 150% AMI
	471
	293
	43
	807

	Over 150% of AMI 
	255
	224
	15
	494

	Total Employee Households
	726
	517
	58
	1,301

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, p. 20, 2008.


2015 Partial Buildout

Indirect Housing Demand.  According to the Housing Needs Analysis, the number of employees on the SUMC Site would increase by 1,929 employees at the 2015 partial buildout stage.  The increase in on-site employment due to the SUMC Project would have secondary growth effects that would increase residential housing demand in the City.  Given the Santa Clara County average household size of 1.72 people,28 the increase in net employment would result in demand for 1,119 housing units (see Table 3.13-11).

	Table 3.13-11
Housing Demand Associated with SUMC Project, 2015

	
	Net Added Employment
	Net Added Employee Households

	SHC
	979
	568

	LPCH
	850
	493

	Non-SUMC Providers
	100
	58

	Total
	1,929
	1,119

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table V-2, 2008.




Geographic Distribution of Housing Demand. Similar to the above analysis, this 2015 analysis presents two possible distributions of induced housing demand within Palo Alto.  The first distribution is based on U.S. Census commuting patterns, while the second is based on a 2007 Addendum to the City’s 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis.29  [NOTE:  Please see prior comment re citation to the addendum.]  The latter provides a more conservative allocation of housing demand within Palo Alto.

[NOTE:  Please see prior comment.  The 2015 analysis of commute trips in the traffic section (and air quality, climate change and noise to the extent based on traffic) is based upon the SUMC zip code data.  It is inconsistent to use different employee distributions in this section of the EIR.  Generalized data about commute patterns should not be used when we have actual data specific to the SUMC.  This section should be rewritten based on the zip code data.]
Distribution According to U.S. Census Commuting Patterns.  Table 3.13-12 shows the projected distribution of SUMC Project housing demand at 2015 based on 2000 U.S. Census data.  According to the Census, approximately 12.5 percent of the workers in Palo Alto also live within the jurisdictional boundary of the City, approximately 1.67 percent live outside the jurisdictional boundary of the City, but within its sphere of influence, approximately 2.71 percent live in Menlo Park, 59 percent live in Santa Clara County, and 21.39 percent live in San Mateo County.  Based on this distribution, the SUMC Project at 2015 would generate demand for approximately 140 housing units within the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto,30 19 units outside of the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto, but within its sphere of influence, 30 units in Menlo Park, 662 units in all of Santa Clara County, and 240 units in all of San Mateo County.

	Table 3.13-12
SUMC Project 2015 Indirect Housing Demand by County/
City Based on 2000 Census Commuting Trends

	
	Residential Location of Palo Alto Employeesa
	Projected Household Growth 
2005-2015b
	SUMC Project Housing Demand at 2015
	SUMC Project Housing Demand as Percent of Household Growth 2005-2015

	Santa Clara County
	
	
	
	

	Palo Alto – Jurisdictional Boundary
	12.50%
	3,110
	140
	4.50%

	Palo Alto – Outside Jurisdictional Boundary
	1.67%
	420
	19
	4.52%

	Stanford University Campus
	0.77%
	3,022c
	9
	0.30%

	Mountain View
	7.11%
	3,570
	80
	2.24%

	Los Altos and Los Altos Hills
	2.40%
	280
	27
	9.64%

	Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, Cupertino
	11.32%
	8,850
	127
	1.44%

	San Jose
	17.36%
	40,190
	195
	0.49%

	Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga, (+Monte Sereno, Alum Rock)
	2.45%
	~1,460
	27
	1.85%

	Remainder of County
	3.50%
	~4,398
	39
	0.89%

	Subtotal
	59.08%
	65,300
	662
	1.01%

	San Mateo County
	
	
	
	

	Menlo Park (+W. Menlo Park)
	2.71%
	720
	30
	4.17%

	East Palo Alto
	2.49%
	1,310
	28
	2.14%

	Atherton, Woodside, Portola Valley, Emerald Lake Hills
	1.20%
	~330
	13
	3.94%

	Redwood City (+N. Fair Oaks)
	4.95%
	~2,380
	55
	2.31%

	Belmont, San Mateo, San Carlos (+Foster City)
	5.27%
	~4,840
	59
	0.93%

	Hillsborough (+Highlands), Burlingame, Millbrae (+San Bruno)
	1.51%
	~2,380
	17
	0.71%

	Rest of N. County (South SF, Brisbane, Daly City) (+Broadmoor)
	1.04%
	~3,450
	12
	0.35%

	Half Moon Bay and Coastal (+Pacifica, Montara, El Granada)
	0.80%
	~1,110
	9
	0.63%

	Remainder of County
	1.42%
	850
	16
	3.76%

	Subtotal
	21.39%
	17,370
	240
	1.38%

	Alameda County
	
	
	
	

	Fremont, Hayward, Newark, Union City, (+San Leandro, Castro Valley, Ashland, Cherryland, Fairview, San Lorenzo)
	7.28%
	15,260
	82
	0.54%

	Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, Emeryville, Albany, Piedmont
	1.01%
	18,530
	11
	0.6%

	Remainder of County
	0.86%
	14,640
	10
	0.07%

	Subtotal
	9.15%
	48,340
	103
	0.21%

	San Francisco County
	4.72%
	18,310
	53
	0.29%

	Santa Cruz County
	1.68%
	6,399d
	19
	0.30%

	Contra Costa County
	1.19%
	32,900
	13
	0.04%

	Marin, Napa, and Sonoma Counties
	0.77%
	27,280
	9
	0.03%

	All Other Counties in Bay Area
	2.02%
	26,130
	23
	0.09%

	TOTAL
	100.00% e
	
	1,119 e
	

	Sources: 

a.
Keyser Marston Associates, Palo Alto Workers by Place of Residence Table (see Appendix I), July 21, 2008.

b.
ABAG, Projections 2005, December 2004.  Based on projections for subregional study areas rather than jurisdictional boundaries.

c.
Based on Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report, Table 2-1, June 2000.

d.     Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, 2004 AMBAG Population, Housing Unit & Employment Forecasts.

e.
Individual percentages and numbers of units do not sum to the totals due to rounding.




As demonstrated in Table 3.13-12, the indirect housing demand from the SUMC Project would be a small percentage of the projected housing growth for all jurisdictions.  Based on 2005 ABAG Projections, the indirect housing demand would comprise 4.5 percent of the projected housing growth within the jurisdictional boundary of Palo Alto, 4.52 percent of housing growth outside of the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto (but within its sphere of influence), 4.17 percent of housing growth in Menlo Park, 1.01 percent of housing growth in all of Santa Clara County, and 1.38 percent of housing growth in all of San Mateo County from 2005 to 2015.  At most, the indirect housing demand would comprise 9.64 percent of projected growth (within Los Altos and Los Altos Hills).

Distribution According to the Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis Report. The 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis was commissioned by the City to determine appropriate jobs-housing ratio targets within Palo Alto.  The 1993 analysis identified that 33 percent of total worker households generated by projects would seek housing in Palo Alto, assuming ample, affordable housing were available.  If 33 percent of the demand for housing units generated by the Shopping Center Project in 2015 would occur within the City of Palo Alto, a demand for approximately 369 new housing units would be generated within the City.  This demand would be approximately 11.9 percent of the projected housing growth within the City during the 2005-2015 period.31
Applying either U.S. Census data or the City’s 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis, induced housing demand would be within projected housing growth within Palo Alto as well as all other communities where SUMC Project employees could seek to live.  As such, impacts form indirect housing demand would not result in substantial, unplanned growth and would be less than significant.  It should be noted, however, that the increased employment and its housing demand would adversely affect the City’s jobs to housing ratio, as discussed under Impact PH-4 below. 

Income Distribution of Housing Demand.  The following analysis of housing affordability is provided for informational purposes only, as housing affordability is not an issue of concerna physical change in the environment and therefore need not be evaluated under CEQA.  Table 3.13-13 shows a breakdown of the SUMC Project’s 2015 indirect housing demand according to projected household incomes.  As shown in the table, at 2015, the SUMC Project would indirectly result demand for in 79 units with incomes under 50 percent of the AMI (very low income), 194 units with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI (low income), 255 units with incomes between 81 and 120 percent of the AMI (moderate income), and 591 units with incomes above 120 percent of the AMI (above moderate income). As indicated previously under Existing Conditions, the City has had difficulty meeting its housing needs allocations, particularly for housing in lower income brackets.

	Table 3.13-13
SUMC Project Housing Demand by Affordability, 2015

	
	SHC
	LPCH
	Non-SUMC
	Total

	Number of New Households:
	
	
	
	

	Under 50% AMI 
	38
	30
	12
	79

	50% to 80% AMI 
	110
	70
	13
	194

	80% to 100% AMI 
	68
	52
	7
	127

	100% to 120% AMI 
	67
	56
	6
	128

	Subtotal through 120% AMI
	283
	208
	38
	528

	120% to 150% AMI 
	85
	72
	5
	163

	Subtotal through 150% AMI
	368
	279
	43
	691

	Over 150% of AMI 
	199
	214
	15
	428

	Total Employee Households
	558
	493
	58
	1,119

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table V-3, 2008.



[If the requested note regarding the Shopping Center is added (below), please add that the SUMC Project will generate City housing fees of $2,164,795.]
Shopping Center Project

Indirect Housing Demand.  The Housing Needs Analysis (Appendix H) predicts an indirect demand for 555 housing units as a result of the Shopping Center Project.  To determine this figure, the projected employment for the Shopping Center Project was multiplied by the Santa Clara County average household size of 1.72 people.32  Table 3.13-14 provides breakdown of new housing demand per land use associated with the Shopping Center Project.

	Table 3.13-14
Housing Demand Associated with Shopping Center Project, 2015

	
	Net Added Employment
	Net Added Employee Households

	Retail
	532
	308

	Restaurant
	351
	203

	Hotel
	75
	44

	Total
	957
	555

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table II-1, 2008.




Geographic Distribution of Housing Demand.  Similar to the above analysis, this Shopping Center Project analysis presents two possible distributions of induced housing demand within Palo Alto.  The first distribution is based on U.S. Census commuting patterns, while the second is based on a January 2007 Addendum to the City’s Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis Report.33  [NOTE:  Please see prior comment re citing this report.]  The latter provides a more conservative allocation of housing demand within Palo Alto.

Distribution According to U.S. Census Commuting Patterns.  Table 3.13-15 distributes the Shopping Center Project housing demand based on 2000 U.S. Census data.  According to the Census, approximately 12.5 percent of the workers in Palo Alto also live within the jurisdictional boundary of the City, approximately 1.67 percent live outside the jurisdictional boundary of the City (but within its sphere of influence), approximately 2.71 percent live in Menlo Park, 59 percent live in other parts of [NOTE:  Is this correct?] Santa Clara County, and 21.39 percent live in San Mateo County.  Based on this distribution, the Shopping Center Project would generate demand for approximately 69 housing units within the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto [NOTE:  Table 3.13-15 says 70.  Please make them consistent.],34 10 units outside of the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto, but within its sphere of influence [NOTE:  Table 3.13-15 says 9.], 15 units in Menlo Park, 328 units in all of Santa Clara County [NOTE:  This is confusing since most readers would assume that these 328 units are in addition to those discussed above, when in fact the above categories are a subset of the 328 units.  Please make that clear.], and 119 units in all of San Mateo County.

Project-induced housing demand in Table 3.13-15 is compared against the ABAG Projections 2005, which provides forecasts of the housing that would be built within each community up to 2015; the forecasts are based on foreseen policies and funding, as well as land availability, that would allow the housing growth in various areas.35 Therefore, the Projections can be treated as the foreseeable housing growth (built housing) that could accommodate housing demand from the Shopping Center Project.

As demonstrated in Table 3.13-15, the indirect housing demand from the Shopping Center Project would represent a small percentage of the projected housing growth for all jurisdictions.  Based on 2005 ABAG Projections, the indirect housing demand would comprise 2.25 percent of the projected housing growth within the jurisdictional boundary of Palo Alto, 2.14 percent of housing growth outside of the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Palo Alto (but within its sphere of influence), 2.08 percent of housing growth in Menlo Park, 0.5 percent of housing growth in all of Santa Clara County, and 0.69 percent of housing growth in all of San Mateo County from 2005 to 2015. At most, the indirect housing demand from the Shopping Center Project would comprise 4.64 percent of projected growth (within Los Altos and Los Altos Hills).

	Table 3.13-15
Shopping Center Project Indirect Housing Demand by County/
City Based on 2000 Census Commuting Trends

	 
	Residential Location of Palo Alto Employeesa
	Projected Household Growth 
2005-2015b
	Shopping Center Project Housing Demand 
	Shopping Center Project Housing Demand as Percent of Household Growth 2005-2015

	Santa Clara County
	
	
	
	

	Palo Alto – Jurisdictional Boundary
	12.50%
	3,110
	70
	2.25%

	Palo Alto – Outside Jurisdictional Boundary
	1.67%
	420
	9
	2.14%

	Stanford University Campus
	0.77%
	3,022c
	4
	0.13%

	Mountain View
	7.11%
	3,570
	39
	1.09%

	Los Altos and Los Altos Hills
	2.40%
	280
	13
	4.64%

	Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, Cupertino
	11.32%
	8,850
	63
	0.71%

	San Jose
	17.36%
	40,190
	96
	0.23%

	Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga, 
(+Monte Sereno, Alum Rock)
	2.45%
	~1,460
	14
	0.96%

	Remainder of County
	3.50%
	~4,398
	19
	0.43%

	Subtotal
	59.08%
	65,300
	328
	0.50%

	San Mateo County
	
	
	
	

	Menlo Park (+W. Menlo Park)
	2.71%
	720
	15
	2.08%

	East Palo Alto
	2.49%
	1,310
	14
	1.07%

	Atherton, Woodside, Portola Valley, Emerald Lake Hills
	1.20%
	~330
	7
	2.12%

	Redwood City (+N. Fair Oaks)
	4.95%
	~2,380
	27
	1.13%

	Belmont, San Mateo, San Carlos 
(+Foster City)
	5.27%
	~4,840
	29
	0.45%

	Hillsborough (+Highlands), Burlingame, Millbrae (+San Bruno)
	1.51%
	~2,380
	8
	0.33%

	Rest of N. County (South SF, Brisbane, Daly City) (+Broadmoor)
	1.04%
	~3,450
	6
	0.17%

	Half Moon Bay and Coastal (+Pacifica, Montara, El Granada)
	0.80%
	~1,110
	4
	0.27%

	Remainder of County
	1.42%
	850
	8
	1.88%

	Subtotal
	21.39%
	17,370
	119
	0.69%

	Alameda County
	
	
	
	

	Fremont, Hayward, Newark, Union City, (+San Leandro, Castro Valley, Ashland, Cherryland, Fairview, San Lorenzo)
	7.28%
	15,260
	40
	0.26%

	Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, Emeryville, Albany, Piedmont
	1.01%
	18,530
	6
	0.03%

	Remainder of County
	0.86%
	14,640
	5
	0.03%

	Subtotal
	9.15%
	48,340
	51
	0.11%

	San Francisco County
	4.72%
	18,310
	26
	0.14%

	Santa Cruz County
	1.68%
	6,399d
	9
	0.14%

	Contra Costa County
	1.19%
	32,900
	7
	0.02%

	Marin, Napa, and Sonoma Counties
	0.77%
	27,280
	4
	0.01%

	All Other Counties in Bay Area
	2.02%
	26,130
	11
	0.04%

	TOTAL
	100.00% e
	
	555
	

	Sources: 

a.
Keyser Marston Associates, Palo Alto Workers by Place of Residence Table (see Appendix I)

b.
ABAG, Projections 2005, December 2004.  Based on projections for subregional study areas rather than jurisdictional boundaries.

c.
Based on Stanford University Community Plan/General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report, Table 2-1, June 2000.

d.
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, 2004 AMBAG Population, Housing Unit & Employment Forecasts.

e
Individual percentages and numbers of units do not sum to the totals due to rounding.




Also, because the ABAG Projections forecast the housing that would be built within each community up to 2025, the Projections can be treated as cumulative housing development.  Table 3.13-15 demonstrates that the indirect housing demand from the Shopping Center Project would represent a small percentage of the cumulative housing development for all jurisdictions.

Distribution According to the Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis Report. The 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis was commissioned by the City to determine appropriate jobs to housing ratio targets within Palo Alto.  The 1993 analysis identified that 33 percent of total worker households generated by projects would seek housing in Palo Alto, assuming ample, affordable housing were available.  If 33 percent of the demand for housing units generated by the Shopping Center Project would occur within the City of Palo Alto, a demand for approximately 183 new housing units would be generated within the City, approximately 6 percent of the City’s cumulativeprojected new [Is this accurate?] housing demand within the City’s jurisdictional boundary during the 2005-2015 period.36
Applying either U.S. Census data or the City’s 1993 Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis, induced housing demand would be within projected housing growth within Palo Alto as well as all other communities where Shopping Center Project employees could seek to live.  As such, impacts from indirect housing demand would be less than significant.  It should be noted, however, that the increased employment and its housing demand would adversely affect the City’s jobs to housing ratio, as discussed under Impact PH-4  [Revisit this sentence based on any changes below.]
Income Distribution of Housing Demand.  As explained previously, this distribution of housing demand by income level or affordability is provided for informational purposes only as affordableaffordability of housing supply and demand is not an environmental issueis not a physical change in the environment and need not be evaluated under CEQA.  Table 3.13-16 shows a breakdown of the Shopping Center Project’s indirect housing demand according to projected household incomes.  As shown in the table, the Shopping Center Project would indirectly result in 389 units with incomes under 50 percent of the AMI (very low income), 118 units with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of the AMI (low income), 34 units with incomes between 81 and 120 percent of the AMI (moderate income), and 8 units with incomes above 120 percent of the AMI (above moderate income). As indicated previously under Existing Conditions, the City has had difficulty meeting its housing needs allocations, particularly for housing in lower income brackets.

	Table 3.13-16
Shopping Center Project Housing Demand by Affordability

	
	Retail
	Restaurant
	Hotel
	Total

	Number of New Households:
	 
	
	
	

	Under 50% AMI 
	190
	169
	29
	389

	50% to 80% AMI 
	79
	28
	10
	118

	80% to 100% AMI 
	18
	3
	2
	23

	100% to 120% AMI 
	9
	1
	1
	11

	Subtotal through 120% of AMI
	296
	201
	42
	541

	120% to 150% AMI 
	6
	1
	1
	7

	Subtotal through 150% AMI
	302
	202
	43
	548

	Over 150% of AMI 
	6
	1
	0
	8

	Total Employee Households
	308
	203
	44
	555

	Source:  KMA, Housing Needs Analysis, Table V-3, 2008.




[Please add that the Shopping Center Project will generate City housing fees per City Code, to the tune of $6,141,600 total, precisely to address this need for lower income housing.]
PH-3.
Displacement of Existing Housing or Residents:

· The SUMC Project would not displace existing housing or residents because the SUMC Project would involve infill of currently developed sites that do not contain housing.  Thus, the SUMC Project would result in no impact with respect to displacement of housing or residents.  (NI)

· The Shopping Center Project would not displace existing housing or residents because the Shopping Center Project would involve infill of currently developed sites that do not contain housing.  Thus, the Shopping Center Project would result in no impact with respect to displacement of housing or residents.  (NI)

SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

No housing units would be demolished to allow for the construction of the SUMC Project and therefore, no replacement housing would be required.  Correspondingly, no segment of the population would be displaced, such that the construction of replacement housing units elsewhere would be required.  Therefore, the SUMC Project would have no impact on displacement of people or housing.

2015 Partial Buildout

Impacts for the partial buildout phase would be the same as under 2025 buildout.  The SUMC Project would have no impact on displacement of people or housing during the 2015 point of development.

Shopping Center Project

No existing occupied or marketable housing units would be required to be demolished to allow for the construction of the Shopping Center Project and no replacement housing would be required.  Correspondingly, no segment of the population would be displaced, such that the construction of replacement housing units elsewhere would be required.  Therefore, the Shopping Center Project would have no impact on displacement of people or housing.

PH-4.  Impacts on Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio:
· The SUMC Project would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and the related jobs to housing ratio because it would generate a large number of new jobs without adding housing to increase the number of employed residents in the City.  (S)

· The Shopping Center Project would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and the related jobs to housing ratio because it would generate a large number of new jobs without adding housing to increase the number of employed residents in the City. (S)

[Note: Per recent City instructions, we will incorporate an analysis of impacts on the City’s jobs to workers per household ratio in the next iteration.]
SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

[NOTE:  Please see the comments under the Shopping Center analysis below, all of which the SUMC Project sponsors agree with and incorporate.  Changes inserted in this section are in addition to those comments.]
[ALSO NOTE:  If this analysis is going to be included, it should be done in the context of the 2025 conditions.  The question from a planning perspective is whether the project fits into the City’s overall plans-- not whether any one project would add employment or housing.  We do not agree that this discussion is structured appropriately, or even that this is a CEQA question at all (as opposed to a planning question).  But even as a planning question the analysis in this section is unfounded.]
The jobs to employed residents ratio is a means of measuring the relationship between jobs and housing units within a community.  Aside from the jobs to employed residents ratio, another means of measuring this relationship is the jobs to housing ratio.  While the City has advocated that the jobs to employed residents ratio is a better measure of the relationships between jobs and housing within a jurisdiction,37 the projected number of jobs and housing units for each community is applied by ABAG in determining the regional housing need and the fair share of each community in meeting the regional housing need (the allocated fair share for each community is identified in the ABAG RHNA).  As such, this analysis addresses the SUMC Project’s impacteffect on both the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and the City’s jobs to housing ratio.

Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As shown in Table 3.13-4, the City’s current jobs to employed residents ratio is expected to shrink over time as the number of employed Palo Alto residents grows (that is, employed residents would grow at a higher rate than jobs, although the total number of jobs would still be higher than the total number of employed residents).  In 2005, the City had 2.43 jobs for every employed resident within its jurisdictional boundary.  In 2010, ABAG estimates that the City would have 2.36 jobs for every employed resident within its jurisdictional boundary.  As such, as of the preparation of this EIR, the baseline ratio is between 2.43 and 2.36 jobs for every employed resident.  This ratio implies that almost three-fifths of the workers in Palo Alto live outside of the City, and.  [NOTE:  Earlier text pointed out that these workers do not generally have available housing choices to reside in Palo Alto.not all employees will chose to live within a city.]
[NOTE:  The concept of “imbalance” in the ratio is odd.  There is no one right or wrong ratio.  This is especially true where, as here, jurisdictional boundaries are somewhat arbitrary and cities are immediately adjacent to one another.  Current thinking is that these types of ratios need to be looked at on a regional level, or along transit corridors, not on a city by city basis.  This type of more regional approach is what the Legislature had in mind when it adopted SB 375.  The analysis in this section is quite outmoded.]
Imbalances in the ratio may arise when the number of employed residents decreases or stays constant while the number of jobs in the City rises.  ABAG projects an increase in the number of employed residents for Palo Alto, assuming that, over time, (1) currently unemployed Palo Alto residents would seek work and/or (2) a larger portion of the new residents associated with future Palo Alto housing developments would be employed.38  While the SUMC Project does not include housing units, it could provide employment opportunities for existing Palo Alto residents.  However, this analysis conservatively assumes that none of the new employees would consist of people already living in Palo Alto.  [NOTE:  This assumption is unsupported, and seems especially so in light of fast-growing unemployment rates.  Please revisit this based upon credible forecasts of regional long-term unemployment rates.]
Imbalances in the ratio can also be caused by a substantial and/or rapid increase in the number local jobs, and housing growth fails to keep pace with job growth.  The SUMC Project would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio because it would generate a large number of new jobs without adding housing to increase the number of employed residents in the City.  As discussed under Impact PH-1, the 2,243 net new employees from the SUMC Project would represent 23 percent of the employment growth within the City’s jurisdictional boundary forecasted by ABAG from 2005 to 2025.  Conservatively adding the 2,243 employees to the 2005 ratio of 79,250 jobs to 32,643 employed residents within the City’s jurisdictional boundary, the resulting ratio would be 81,493 jobs to 32,643 employed residents, or about 2.50 jobs per employed resident.  The 2,243 new jobs would exacerbatechange the 2005 ratio by about 0.07.  [NOTE:  By this logic, the EIR is saying that the City applies a project by project approach to jobs housing ratios.  Every project that adds employment would also need to add housing so as not to “adversely impact” the ratio.  This is even more unsupported than looking at jobs/housing on a city by city basis.  There is no credible basis for this approach.  It also is inconsistent with the approach taken by the City in the Cancer Center EIR.]
Jobs to Housing Ratio.  According to ABAG Projections 2005, the City has between 79,250 and 81,370 jobs, and between 26,240 and 27,730 housing units within its jurisdictional boundary.  The resulting ratio is between 3.02 and 2.93 jobs per housing unit, or three times as many jobs as there are households within the City’s jurisdictional boundary. The additional housing demand generated by the SUMC Project during the 2005-2025 period would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s under-housed jobs to housing ratio because it would generate a large number of new employees (2,243 new employees) without supplying new housing units.  The 2,243 net new employees from the SUMC Project would represent 23 percent of the employment growth within the City’s jurisdictional boundary forecasted by ABAG from 2005 to 2025.  Conservatively adding the 2,243 employees to the 2005 ratio of 79,250 jobs to 26,240 housing units, the resulting ratio would be 81,493 jobs to 26,240 housing units, or about 3.11 jobs per housing unit.  The 2,243 new jobs would exacerbate the 2005 ratio by about 0.09.

Housing Requirement.  Section 16.47 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code requires developers of large projects, as a condition of using land for the privilege of development, to contribute to programs that increase the City's low-income and moderate-income housing stock.  HospitalHospitals and universityuniversities, among other uses, , however, are exempt from Section 16.47 altogether.39  As such, the SCHSHC and LPCH hospital components, and the Stanford University SoM research/laboratory component, of the SUMC Project are not subject to this requirement.

The non-exempt (clinic/medical office) portion of the SUMC project would be subject to an in-lieu fee of approximately $4.59 $2,164,795 million.  [Note to City: Please confirm this number]  [NOTE:  Please see Fiscal Impact Study submitted by CBRE.]  The City has determined that payment of the in-lieu fee as set forth in the Municipal Code would not be sufficient to offset the cost of constructing the housing demand from SUMC Project.  [NOTE:  The text previously said that the provision of affordable housing is not an environmental impact under CEQA.  Accordingly, whether or not the fee covers the cost of affordable housing is not a CEQA issue.  Further, the City decided as a policy matter what to charge private developers and what to cover.  The City does not “pay the cost” for constructing housing.  It partially subsidizes that cost of affordable housing because it has chosen to do so as a policy matter, just as it has chosen to exempt hospitals from paying into that fund.]
In order to mitigate the identified jobs/housing imbalance created by the SUMC Project, the City could amend Section 16.47, adopt a zoning ordinance applicable to the SUMC Project, or impose project conditions so that the further imbalance in the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and jobs to housing ratio would be reduced or avoided. [NOTE:  This is not correct.  Please see side memorandum.]
2015 Partial Buildout

[NOTE:  Please see comments on 2025 scenario and incorporate them here.]
Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  The SUMC Project at 2015 would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio because it would generate a large number of new jobs without adding housing to increase the number of employed residents in the City.  Additional employment as of the 2015 partial buildout stage would include 1,929 jobs.  These SUMC Project jobs would represent 56 percent of the employment growth with the City’s jurisdictional boundary forecasted by ABAG from 2005 to 2015.3940  Conservatively adding the 1,929 employees to the 2005 ratio of 79,250 jobs to 32,643 employed residents, the resulting ratio would be 81,179 jobs to 32,643 employed residents, or about 2.49 jobs per employed resident.  The 1,929 new jobs would slightly exacerbate the 2005 ratio by about 0.06.

Jobs to Housing Ratio.  As indicated previously, there are currently between 3.02 and 2.93 jobs per housing unit, or over three times as many jobs as there are housing units within the City’s jurisdictional boundary.4041  The additional housing demand generated by the SUMC Project by 2015 would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s under-housed jobs to housing ratio because it would generate a large number of new employees (1,929 new employees) without supplying new housing units. These SUMC Project jobs would represent 56 percent of the citywide employment growth forecasted by ABAG from 2005 to 2015.4142  Conservatively adding the 1,929 employees to the 2005 ratio of 79,250 jobs to 26,240 housing units, the resulting ratio would be 81,179 jobs to 26,240 housing units, or about 3.09 jobs per housing unit.  The 1,929 new jobs would exacerbate the 2005 ratio by about 0.07.

MITIGATION MEASURE.  The City could amend Section 16.47, adopt an area specific zoning ordinance, or impose project conditions so that the further imbalance in the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and jobs to housing ratio would be reduced or avoided.  In addition,  Section 5, Alternatives, provides two Reduced Intensity Alternatives and a Village Concept Alternative that would reduce the impact by decreasing employment or prioritizing previously approved housing for SUMC Project employee.
Shopping Center Project
  [NOTE:  Please see side memo regarding the legality of this measure.]Shopping Center Project
[NOTE:  As noted earlier, while this could be a policy issue, it is by no means under any CEQA authority an environmental impact issue.  Thus, it does not belong in the EIR and should be removed.  The analysis and conclusions are inappropriate, unsupported by law and out of place in an EIR context.]
Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  The Shopping Center Project would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio because it would generate a large number of new jobs without adding housing to increase the number of employed residents in the City.  [NOTE:  There has not even been a threshold established, yet the text jumps to an unsupported conclusion that the Project would have a significant adverse impact.  CEQA does not condone such analysis.]  The Shopping Center Project would result in 957 new employees.   Conservatively adding the 957 employees to the 2005 ratio of 79,250 jobs to 32,643 employed residents with the City’s jurisdictional boundary, the resulting ratio would be 80,207 jobs to 32,643 employed residents, or about 2.45 jobs per employed resident.  The 957 new jobs would slightly exacerbate the 2005 ratio by about 0.02.   [NOTE:  How could the City possibly justify a change from 2.43 to 2.45 as a “significant effect on the environment,” defined by CEQA Guidelines § 15382 as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance”?  The evidence does not and cannot support this conclusion.]
Jobs to Housing Ratio.  [NOTE:  All comments in the above paragraph apply equally here.]  According to ABAG Projections 2005, the City has between 79,250 and 81,370 jobs, and between 26,240 and 27,730 housing units within its jurisdictional boundary.  The resulting ratio is between 3.02 and 2.93 jobs per housing unit, or over three times as many jobs as there are households within the City’s jurisdictional boundary. The additional housing demand generated by the Shopping Center Project by 2015 would have a significant adverse impact on the City’s under-housed jobs-housing ratio because it would generate a large number of new employees (957 new employees) without supplying new housing units. These Shopping Center Project jobs would represent 28 percent of the employment growth within the City’s jurisdictional boundary forecasted by ABAG from 2005 to 2015.4243  Conservatively adding the 957 employees to the 2005 ratio of 79,250 jobs to 26,240 housing units, the resulting ratio would be 80,207 jobs to 26,240 housing units, or about 3.06 jobs per housing unit.  The 957 new jobs would exacerbate the 2005 ratio by about 0.04.

Housing Requirement.  Section 16.47 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code requires developers of large projects, as a condition of using land for the privilege of development, to contribute to programs that increase the City's low-income and moderate-income housing stock.  The Shopping Center Project is expected to provide an in-lieu fee as set forth in the Municipal Code ($15 per square foot).  [Note to City: Please confirm that $15 per square foot is current.] If an in-lieu fee would be paid, the resulting payment would be approximately $5.4 million.    [NOTE:  Please state the total projected fee in excess of $6 million.]  The City has determined that payment of the in-lieu fee as set forth in the Municipal Code would not be sufficient to offset the cost of constructing the housing demand from Shopping Center Project.  
In light of the above points, required compliance with Section 16.47 of the Municipal Code would not be sufficient to offset the adverse impact on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and jobs to housing ratio.  [NOTE:  There is not a shred of evidence here to support the conclusion that the fee does not ensure that impacts will be less than significant and this conclusion must be changed.  The fee is based upon nexus studies that apply City-wide.  The City possesses no legal authority to seek to change the fee in a constitutionally impermissible way so as to apply differently to a single developer.  Declaring an impact here is tantamount to an ad hoc fee and cannot withstand scrutiny.]
In order to mitigate the identified jobs/housing imbalance created by the Shopping Center project, the City could amend Section 16.47, adopt a zoning ordinance applicable to the Shopping Center project, or impose project conditions so that the further imbalance in the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and jobs to housing ratio would be reduced or avoided.
MITIGATION MEASURE:  The City could amend Section 16.47, adopt an area 
 [Note to City: We do not mention the Village concept Alternative here since housing would be prioritized for SUMC rather than SSC employees.  [NOTE:  First off, there is no basis to require mitigation, as discussed above.  Second, this is not a mitigation measure; it is text with ideas, but is not at all a mitigation measure that could be imposed and monitored, nor could it be implemented by the project sponsor.  Amending Section 16.47 clearly would require a new nexus study, plus the political will of the City Council to impose a higher fee throughout the City than it may prefer to impose and a higher fee than commercial development could justify.  Thus, this does not appear feasible and should be stricken.  Adopting a "specific zoning ordinance, or " would not mitigate anything, plus it is not specified what such zoning ordinance would be intended to do and how it might alleviate the ratio imbalance.  You also cannot in an EIR state vaguely that a mitigation measure would be to "impose project conditions so that the further imbalance in the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and jobs to housing ratio would be reduced or avoided.  However, Section 5, Alternatives, provides a Reduced Intensity Alternative that would reduce the impact by decreasing employment. [Note to City: We do not mention the Village concept Alternative here since housing would be prioritized for SUMC rather than SSC employees.]."  All of this should be removed, and the whole analysis altered or stricken entirely.]    
Cumulative Analysis

The geographic context for cumulative population inducement, including cumulative housing indirect demand, includes the various communities wherein new employees from the Projects can be expected to live; these communities include those listed in Tables 3.13-9, 3.13-12, and 3.13-15.  As explained under Impact PH-2, because the ABAG Projections forecast the housing that would be built within each community up to 2025, the Projections can be treated as summaries of projections for purposes of analyzing cumulative housing development.  As such, the cumulative analysis pertaining to indirect housing demand or increases in permanent (residential) population is already provided under Impact PH-2, under Indirect Housing Demand and Geographic Distribution of Housing Demand.  Tables 3.13-9 and 3.13-15 demonstrate that the indirect housing demand from the Projects would represent a small percentage of the cumulative housing development at 2025 for all jurisdictions, and would not result in substantial, unplanned population growth.

For cumulative impacts on the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio, the geographic context is the City of Palo Alto.

As discussed under Impact PH-1, individuals that comprise daytime population within a site, mostly employees and visitors, typically originate from the local region (the San Francisco Bay Area) and do not in and of themselves comprise new permanent residents.  Employees and visitors are transient occupants of a locality and are not a permanent population increase.  An increase in daytime population thus does not comprise a significant population impact.  (However, the associated environmental impacts of increased daytime population from employment and visitorship, such as traffic generation, air and noise emissions, utilities and public service demand, are addressed as separate topics in various sections of this EIR.)  Also, as discussed under Impacts PH-3, neither of the Projects would displace people or housing and would have no contribution to such a cumulative impact.  As such, cumulative impacts with regard to (1) direct population increase from employees and visitors and (2) displacement of people or housing are not addressed below. 
[NOTE:  This is covered by the two paragraphs above.] PH-5.
Cumulative Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio and Housing Ratio Imbalance: Cumulative development would improve the City’s jobs to employed residents ratio and the City’s jobs to housing ratio.  As such, cumulative development would have less-than-significant impacts.  (LTS)

[Note: Per recent City instructions, we will incorporate an analysis of impacts on the City’s jobs to workers per household ratio in the next iteration.]
2025 Cumulative Impact

Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio.  As shown in Table 3.13-4, the City’s current jobs to employed residents ratio is expected to improve over time as the number of employed Palo Alto residents grows.  In 2005, the City had 2.43 jobs for every employed resident within its jurisdictional boundary.  However, by 2025, ABAG estimates that there would be 2.26 jobs for every employed resident within the City’s jurisdictional boundary.  Projected changes in the jobs to employed residents ratio assume that the number of jobs within the City’s jurisdictional boundary in Palo Alto would grow by 12 percent between 2005 and 2025 and that the number of employed residents within the City’s jurisdictional boundary would grow by 20 percent during the same period, as a result of foreseen cumulative development.  

Conservatively adding the combined Projects employment of 3,200 to the 2025 ratio of 88,810 jobs to 39,261 employed residents, the resulting ratio would be 92,010 jobs to 39,261 employed residents, or about 2.34 jobs per employed resident.  The 3,200 new jobs would slightly increase the projected 2025 ratio by about 0.08.  Nonetheless, the resulting ratio of 2.34 jobs per employed resident would still be an improvement over the existing ratio of over 2.43 jobs for every employed resident.  Therefore, while the individual Projects’ impacts on the jobs to employed residents ratio would be significant, cumulative impacts would thus be less than significant.  [NOTE:  This would be a good basis for finding Project impacts less than significant, especially since the Projects will be built out over time and SUMC won’t be completed until 2025.  The housing would also presumably phase in over time, so there would be no adverse effects.  It would make no sense to impose expensive mitigation when any purported impact will go away on its own.]
Jobs to Housing Ratio. According to ABAG Projections 2005, the City has between 79,250 and 81,370 jobs, and between 26,240 and 27,730 housing units.  The resulting ratio is between 3.02 and 2.93 jobs per housing unit, or over three times as many jobs as there are households.  By 2025, there would be 88,810 jobs and 31,560 housing units in the City.  The 2025 ratio would be 2.81 jobs per housing unit.  Cumulative growth by 2025 would thus result in a decrease in the number of jobs per housing unit in the City.  Cumulative development would improve the existing jobs to housing ratio by at least 0.12.  [Comments on paragraph above apply here too.]
Conservatively adding the combined Projects employment of 3,200 to the 2025 ratio of 88,810 jobs to 31,560 housing units, the resulting ratio would be 92,010 jobs to 31,560 housing units, or about 2.92 jobs per housing unit.  The 3,200 new jobs would slightly increase the projected 2025 ratio by about 0.11.  Nonetheless, the resulting ratio of 2.92 jobs per housing unit would still be an improvement over the existing ratio, which is between 3.02 and 2.93 jobs per housing unit.  Therefore, while the individual Projects’ impacts on the jobs to housing ratio would be significant, cumulative impacts would thus be less than significant.
Combined Projects Contribution

The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes.  In combination, the Projects would add 3,200 new jobs to the Palo Alto job market.  The combined 3,200 new jobs would slightly increase the projected 2025 City jobs to employed residents ratio by about 0.08.

Also, ABAG projects that jobs in the City would increase by 9,560 jobs between 2005 and 2025 (see Table 3.13-3).  The total employment associated with the Projects would represent 33 percent of the total forecasted job growth for Palo Alto during the 2005 to 2025 period.4344
ABAG projects that Palo Alto’s households would increase by 5,320 from 2005 to 2025.  The Projects could indirectly result in a total of 231 new Palo Alto households.4445  The combined household growth from the Projects would comprise 4.3 percent of the household growth in Palo Alto during the 2005 to 2025 period.
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21 	Anna Shimko, Cassidy, Shimko, Dawson, Kawakami, legal counsel for the Simon Group, Application to Expand Stanford Shopping Center, Palo Alto, California, August 21, 2007.


22 	957 new Shopping Center jobs/ 3,400 existing Shopping Center jobs = 28 percent increase.


23 	957 Shopping Center Project jobs/ 3,440 jobs within the City’s jurisdictional boundary (2005 to 2015) = 28 percent of total.


24 	Keyser Marston Associates, Addendum to: Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis Report, October 1993, Portions Revised March 1995, Updated by the September 2001 Housing Linkage Updated Analysis, Medical and Hospital Buildings, January 2007.  


25 	1,301 SUMC Project housing units (full buildout) x 12.50 percent = 162 local SUMC Project housing units.


26 	ABAG 2005 Projections, 2004, Assumptions.


27	429 new  housing units (full buildout) / 5,320 housing units (2005 to 2025) = 8 percent.


28	Keyser Marston Associates, Housing Needs Analysis, Proposed Expansions: Stanford University Medical Center, Stanford Shopping Center, 2008.


29	Keyser Marston Associates, Addendum to: Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis Report, October 1993, Portions Revised March 1995, Updated by the September 2001 Housing Linkage Updated Analysis, Medical and Hospital Buildings, January 2007.


30	1,119 SUMC Project housing units (partial buildout) x 12.50 percent = 140 local SUMC Project housing units.


31 	369 new  housing units (partial buildout)/3,110 housing units (2005 to 2015) = 11.9 percent.


32 	KMA, 2008. Housing Needs Analysis. 


33	Keyser Marston Associates, Addendum to: Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis Report, October 1993, Portions Revised March 1995, Updated by the September 2001 Housing Linkage Updated Analysis, Medical and Hospital Buildings, January 2007.


34	555 Shopping Center housing units (full buildout) x 12.5% = 69 local SUMC Project housing units.


35	ABAG 2005 Projections, 2004.,2004, Assumptions.


36	183 new  housing units (full buildout) / 3,110 housing units (2005 to 2015) = 6 percent


37 	Steve Emslie, Director of Planning and Community Development for the City of Palo Alto, written correspondence to the ABAG Executive Board, January 17, 2007.


38 	ABAG 2005 Projections, 2004.


39  The following uses are exempt from the housing fee:  residential uses; churches; colleges and universities; commercial recreation; hospitals and convalescent facilities; private clubs, lodges, and fraternal organizations; private education facilities; public facilities; and retail service, eating and drinking service, personal service, or automotive service when the total additional square footage is 1,500 square feet or less.


3940 	1,929 new SUMC Project jobs (partial buildout) / 3,440 new Palo Alto jobs (2005 to 2015) = 56 percent.


4041	ABAG 2005 Projections, 2004.


4142	1,929 new SUMC Project jobs (partial buildout) / 3,440 new Palo Alto jobs (2005 to 2015) = 56 percent.


4243 	1,929 new SUMC Project jobs (partial buildout) / 3,440 new Palo Alto jobs (2005 to 2015) = 56 percent.


4344	3,200 jobs (combined Projects, 2025) / 13,210 job growth within the City’s jurisdictional boundary (2005 to 2025) = 24 percent.


4445	162 SUMC Project employee households + 69 Shopping Center Project employee households = 231 households (combined Projects)





5
Workshare Professional comparison of interwovenSite://IMANDMS/ACTIVE/72857785/1 and interwovenSite://IMANDMS/ACTIVE/72857789/1. Performed on 2/26/2009.

