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3.14
Public Services AND RECREATION 
Introduction

This section addresses the potential environmental effects of the Projects onfrom any new or physically altered governmental facilities required to maintain acceptable levels of public services, including police and fire protection, schools, and parks and recreational services.  Public service impacts are assessed in the context of the 1995 appellate court decision Goleta Union School District v. The Regents of the University of California.  This decision holds that an increase in demand for public services, such as additional staff or lengthier response times, could lead to potentially significant environmental impacts only if constructing or expanding a new facility was required and the construction or operation of the facility might adversely affect the air, water, noise, or other aspects of the physical environment. As a result, increases in public service demand alone do not constitute a significant environmental effect; and if significant effects are identified, the affected service provider would determine appropriate mitigation.  , if the Projects are implemented.  This section also addresses potential deterioration of recreational facilities due to demand created by the Projects.  .  [NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  The mitigation measures, if any are needed, must be identified in this EIR.]
In the case of the Projects, the City of Palo Alto is the service provider for fire protection, police protection, and public parks and recreational facilities.  The Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD) provides school services within the City.  As such, the analysisdiscussion [NOTE:  PAUSD data is just informational, not the basis of the analysis, due to Proposition 1A.] in this section is based on development information from each Project application and on input from the various City departments and the PAUSD.

Public service issues and comments identified in response lettersresponses 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.  The Committee for Green Foothills requested an analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on recreational resources that could result from the Projects.  Additional comments requested a discussion of the recreational amenities that the SUMC Project would provide and how the Projects would increase demand for recreational facilities.  Several parties provided comments concerning the impacts to schools, which includeincluded a request for analysis of the indirect impacts of the Projects to schools caused by the induced housing demand.  This analysis addresses impacts related to recreational facilities and schools, as well as impacts related to fire and police protection.

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

Fire Protection and Emergency Services

The Palo Alto Fire Department (PAFD) provides fire and emergency services to the City of Palo Alto and Stanford University year-round and serves Los Altos Hills during summer months, when the risk of wild fireswildfires is greatergreatest.  Between 2006 and 2007, eight PAFD stations served a total of approximately 75,000 residents in a service area of approximately 50 square miles.1  The PAFD serves a daytime population of overmore than 125,000 people, which includes a large number of employees from high-technology businesses and Stanford University.2  Between 2006 and 2007, the PAFD had a total of 103 full-time firefighters, which resulted in a staffing ratio of 1.21 firefighters per 1,000 residents served.3 [NOTE:  if there are 75,000 residents, isn’t the correct ratio 1.37 firefighters per 1,000 residents served (103/75)?  And if there are 125,000 daytime persons served, isn’t the correct ration 0.82 firefighters per 1,000 persons served (103/125)?]  The PAFD’s ratio of daytime population to firefighters is approximately 0.73 firefighters per 1,000 people.  Each fire station provides services to approximately 12,500 City residents.4 [NOTE:  how derived?  If 75,000 residents and eight stations, doesn’t each serve approximately 9,375?]  According to the PAFD, “the number of residents served per fire station has increased by two percent over five years, but is still substantially below the number served per fire station in some other local jurisdictions.”5  PAFD personnel are organized into the following four functional areas:  (1) Emergency Response; (2) Environmental and Safety Management; (3) Training and Personnel Management; and (4) Records and Information Management.6  

From 2006 to 2007, the PAFD responded to 7,236 calls for service, of which 55 percent were medical related; 18 percent were false alarms; five percent were service calls [NOTE:  What’s a “service call”?]; three percent were fire related; three percent were hazardous conditions related; and 17 percent were other types of emergencies.7  The average response time of the PAFD was five minutes and 48 seconds for fire calls and five minutes and 17 seconds for emergency medical calls.8  

The PAFD does not evaluate its level of service by staffing ratio goals; instead, service goals are set by the percent of calls that are responded to under a specified response time goal.9  The Department’s average response time goal is to respond to 90 percent of fire emergencies and emergency medical requests for service within eight minutes, and to respond to 90 percent of paramedic calls for service within 12 minutes.  (Emergency medical request are more life threatening calls that require ambulance life support (ALS) transportation, and paramedic calls are calls that are less serious and require basic life support (BLS) transportation.)  During the 2006-2007 fiscal year, the PAFD responded to 87 percent of fire emergency calls within its response time goal, 92 percent of emergency medical calls within its response time goal, and 97 percent of paramedic calls within the response time goals.10  Therefore, the PAFD met its percentage goal for responding to calls under its response time goal for emergency medical and paramedic calls, but did not meet its goal for fire emergency calls.

An inventory of PAFD’s vehicles is as follows: the front line equipment consists of seven engines, one truck company, one heavy rescue/hazardous materials vehicle, one paramedic ambulance, and one Suburban command vehicle; the PAFD reserve units consist of two engines, two wildland engines, three patrol units, three reserve ambulances (one used as the 12 -hour paramedic unit and one used as ourthe Basic Life Support inter-facility unit), one utility vehicle, one mutual aid breathing support unit, one Suburban for the training captain, and one jointly-owned 75-foot ladder truck jointly-owned with the City of Mountain View that is kept at a Mountain View Fire Stationfire station. 

The Project Area is primarily served by PAFD Station 1, at Bryant Street and Hamilton Avenue.  Fire Station 6, on the Stanford University campus, and Fire Station 2, at Hanover RoadStreet and Page Mill Road, respond routinely when Station 1 is unavailable. On some occasions, as part of the automatic aid agreement between the two agencies, the Menlo Park Fire District (MPFD) responds to the downtown area of Palo Alto when Station 1 is not available.  PAFD Station 1 currently responds to one third of the PAFD’s total calls and receives 2.5 times the average number of calls received per station.  Station 1 covers a service area of approximately 1.5 square miles11 and currently meets average response time goals.12 [ NOTE:  The goals stated above do not appear to be “average response time goals.”  They are not based on averages.] Station 1 currently has facility space (capacity) for the firefighters and vehicles stationed there; however, no capacity is available for additional staff or vehicles.13 

The PAFD has the following agreements in place with other entities to enhance or supplement its service:
  [NOTE:  This sentence is unnecessary and doesn’t seem to describe the PA/Stanford agreement.]
[NOTE:  Don’t indent.]As of October 1, 1976, the City of Palo Alto and Stanford University entered into an agreement (Palo Alto-Stanford Fire Protection Agreement) that requires the City to provide fire protection to the Stanford University campus.  This agreement is scheduled to terminate in 2026, at which point Stanford University and the City will choose to renew, modify, or terminate the agreement.14 The agreement states that Palo Altothe City shall provide fire protection services to the Stanford University campus and, in return, Stanford University shall pay its share of expenditures.  This share of expenditures has been determined to be 30.3 percent of the PAFD’s total annual expenditures. This 30.3 percent is subject to adjustment in the event that the PAFD provides substantially more, or substantially less, fire protection services to the Stanford University campus. 

Under the Palo Alto-Stanford Fire Protection Agreement, Palo AltoPAFD occupies and operates portions of the Stanford Fire Station (Station 6) as an independent contractor. Under this agreement, Palo AltoPAFD shall neither abandon nor vacate Station 6 without Stanford’s prior written approval.  In addition, Palo Alto does not have any authority in determining a new location for Station 6, in the event that the City would intend to relocate this station.15  

As mentioned above, the MPFD routinely responds to calls in Palo Alto.  The MPFD and the PAFD have entered into an Automatic Aid Agreement, which stipulates that, to provide the most efficient use of available fire suppression resources, the two fire departments would have an assured mutual response into a fire threat zone overlapping the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  Under this agreement, the closest emergency response apparatus for fire suppression and first responder for medical emergencies would provide automatic response within an overlapping territory of the two cities.16    The PAFD reports that the MPFD responds to a disproportionate number of calls in Palo Alto compared to the number of calls the PAFD responds to in Menlo Park.  According to call records provided by the PAFD, in the 2007-2008 Fiscal Year MPFD responded to approximately seven times as many calls in Palo Alto thanas the PAFD responded to in Menlo Park. Likewise, in the 2008-2009 Fiscal Year MPFD responded to approximately five times as many calls.17  However, the PAFD has recently changed theirits response “run cards” so that Menlo Park would respond only to fire calls only from Palo Alto.  [NOTE:  Unclear.  If the distinction is fire calls vs. emergency calls, the revision is adequate; otherwise, please provide new revision.]  [ NOTE:  What does this mean?  MPFD will respond only if PAFD calls them?  Please clarify.] “Run cards” are used by the PAFD to determine which equipment and personnel are dispatched to which call.  The geographic location and type of call determine what run card is used and what equipment and staff are sent to the call.  The PAFD speculatespeculates that the recent run card changes would change the response ratio between Menlo Park and Palo Alto to one-to-one.

American Medical Response (AMR) is the 911 ambulance system provider in Santa Clara County.  An agreement is in place between the PAFD and AMR for AMR to provide back up ambulance service when all of the PAFD’s ambulance resources are committed to other emergency calls.  Although the PAFD met theirits percentage goals for responding to medical emergency and paramedic calls within theirits specified response time, AMR reported that they receiveit receives approximately 60 medical response calls per month from Palo Alto, 20 of which are canceled before prior to arrival.18  The contract    [NOTE:  Sentence above says there’s an agreement between AMR and the County of Santa Clara does not legally require AMR to respond to ambulance calls within the City of Palo Alto.19Palo Alto, so County agreement is irrelevant.] The average response time for AMR’s responses in Palo Alto tend areis approximately 12 minutes, which is longer than the PAFD average response time of.20  AMR’s response to calls in Palo Alto is not included in the data the PAFD uses to assess whether or not they met their response time goals. five minutes and 17 seconds [NOTE:  end of sentence was missing; is this correct?].19  

In addition, the Stanford Hospital’s Emergency Department (ED) serves both Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital (LPCH) and Stanford Hospital and Clinics (SHC)the Palo Alto community.  The 11,700-square-foot ED has 38 treatment spaces and receives 42,522 annual visits (an average of 117 visits daily).  As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the existing ED does not provide adequate space for patient waiting areas, triage space, and trauma rooms based on contemporary industry standards.

The SHC and LPCH do not operate an ambulance system. The PAFD is the primary 911 ambulance service provider to the City of Palo Alto, Stanford Campus, and the Stanford LinearSLAC National Accelerator Center (SLAC)Laboratory. Patients are generally transported to the hospital of their choice unless they are afflicted by a major trauma, medically unstable, or fall into predestinated categories as identified by Santa Clara County Emergency Medical Services Policy.  Most patients in the City choose the SHC as a primary hospital, although other patients usually choose to go to Kaiser Permanente, and many veterans choose to go to Palo Alto VeteranVeterans Administration Hospital.2120 

In the event of a large, single -site emergency with multiple patients, Santa Clara County has policies that the first responders and emergency rooms are required to follow.  That is, in the event of a single–site, multiple-patient event, all first responders would follow, i.e., the Santa Clara County Multi Patient Management Plan (MPMP).  The MPMP coordinates patient destinations based on proximity of a hospital and its capacities at the time of the event as communicated through Santa Clara County Emergency Medical Services software available to all emergency communications centers.2221 Therefore, duringDuring a multiple patient event, patients would be transported to the nearest hospital until it reached capacity and additional patients would then be transported to the next closest hospital.
Police Protection Services

The Palo Alto Police Department (PAPD) provides law enforcement services to the City, including the Project Area.  Stanford University provides its own security services within its campus area outside the City, through the Stanford Public Safety Department.   As such, the PAPD does not service the Stanford University campus area outside City limits.2322  As of the 2006-2007 fiscal year, PAPD staff included a total of 164 full-time employees, with 93 sworn officers, including one chief, two captains, six lieutenants, 14 sergeants, 19 agents, and 51 officers.2423  The PAPD has 30 marked vehicles and nine motorcycles.2524  The PAPD has one central station located at 275 Forest Avenue, which serves the entire City.  The existing station building does not meet essential facilities standards for seismic safety and as a result, so the PAPD is currently planning to move theirits station into a new public safety building in 2011.  [NOTE:  Has this date changed?]  This new building would have capacity for approximately the same number of officers as the current station and increased capacity for 52 patrol vehicles.2625  

Because the daytime population in Palo Alto increases from approximately 61,200 to 125,000, the current staffing ratio of police officers per 1,000 people fluctuates between 0.74 during day time hours and 1.49 during nighttime hours.27,2826,27 Population numbers differ than those in the previous Fire Protection and Emergency Services discussion because the PAPD and PAFD have different service areas.  The City is divided into four areas, commonly referred to as beats.  The Project Area lies in PAPD Beat One, which covers an area of approximately 4 square miles and is routinely patrolled by one officer and one patrol vehicle.  The PAPD calculates and reports service statistics, such as the volume of calls received, according to geographic areas known as reporting districts.  The Shopping Center Site and the Hoover Pavilion Site are located in District 112, and the Main SUMC Site is located in District 113.  In 2007, the PAPD received 1,692 calls from District 112 and 1,229 calls from District 113.2928  In 2007, the PAPD reports that approximately 605 calls were received from the SUMC Sites and 1,081 calls from the Shopping Center Site.3029 The SUMC Sites and Shopping Center Site therefore generategenerated approximately 1.0 and 1.8 percent of the 60,079 calls received by the PAPD in 2006-2007 fiscal year, respectively. 

The PAPD does not measure its service goals with staffing ratios; instead, service goals are determined through the percentage of emergency calls that are responded to within a target time and the average response time for urgent calls. PAPD categorizes calls requiring police response as “emergency”, “urgent”, and “non-emergency”.31”30  Emergency calls include crimes in progress that are life-threatening or involve potentially significant loss of property. These calls include major injury accident calls and medical calls, such as for heart attacks.  Urgent calls include suspicious activity in progress or requests to respond to emergencies that occurred within the last hour but that are not currently in progress.  Non-emergency calls include noise complaints and other non-crime related issues.  

During the 2006-2007 fiscal year, the average response time for emergency calls was five minutes and eight seconds, the average response time for urgent calls was seven minutes and 24 seconds, and the average response time for non-emergency calls was 19 minutes and 26 seconds.3231  These response times include dispatch times.  The PAPD estimates that 96 percent of the emergency calls were 
dispatched within 60 seconds of receipt of the call and the target is 95 percent within 60 seconds.3332  The PAPD goal for response to an emergency call is to respond to 90 percent of emergency calls within six minutes.  In the 2006-2007 fiscal year, the PAPD responded to 73 percent of emergency calls within six minutes and thus, did not meet theirits goal. The PAPD measures theirits goals for responding to urgent calls by average response times and not percentage of calls responded to within a response time goal. The average response time goal for urgent calls is ten minutes.3433 The PAFD met theirits average response time goal for urgent calls with an average response time of seven minutes and 24 seconds.  During the same time period 95 percent of non-emergency calls were responded to within 60 minutes.  According to the PAPD, non-emergency calls are generally routine or report-type calls that can be handled as time permits.  As such, during the 2006-2007 fiscal year, PAPD’s average response time goals were met for urgent calls; however, the goal for emergency calls was not met.

The current security system for the Main SUMC Site combines security personnel and electronic surveillance.  An electronic security system provides visual surveillance using video cameras placed at various locations around the Main SUMC Site, particularly to observe entrances into the building and the Emergency Department.  Video cameras also observe other locations around the SUMC facility.

Currently, the 70-acre Shopping Center Site has approximately 25 full- and part- time security officers who patrol a total of 768 hours each week, providing coverage 24 hours per day, to monitor activities within the Shopping Center and the exterior parking facilities and to escort patrons and employees to their vehicles if requested.  Uniformed security patrols currently utilize two mobile vehicles, two bicycles, three Segways, and an electric courtesy vehicle.  The Shopping Center has installed an extensive WiFi closed-circuit television (CCTV) security system as of 2008. As part of the first phase of the CCTV system, approximately 25 cameras monitor existing and proposed common areas of the Shopping Center. 

Schools

The Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD) serves the City of Palo Alto and portions of the City of Los Altos Hills. PAUSD includes 12 elementary schools (kindergarten through grade five), three intermediate schools (grades six through eight), and two high schools (grades nine through twelve).  Current enrollment in these facilities is presented in Table 3.14-1.  According to Palo Alto’s Board of Education and as shown in Table 3.14-1, elementary schools have capacity for an additional 123 students, middle schools have capacity for an additional 95 students, and high schools have 239 available spaces.  Therefore, PAUSD schools’ classroom capacity can currently accommodate approximately 457 additional students.

	Table 3.14-1
Palo Alto Unified School District Enrollment (Number of Students) and Capacity as of 2008-2009 School Year

	
	
Enrollment
	Capacitya,b,c
	Additional
Capacity

	Elementary Schools
	
	
	

	Addison
	443
	456
	13

	Barron Park
	345
	379
	34

	Briones
	344
	375
	31

	Duveneck
	493
	496
	3

	El Carmelo
	371
	372
	1

	Escondido
	542
	558
	16

	Fairmeadow
	425
	427
	2

	Walter Hays
	506
	518
	12

	Hoover
	372
	372
	0

	Nixon
	434
	442
	8

	Ohlone
	475
	479
	4

	Palo Verde
	373
	372
	-1

	Greendell (Young Fives)
	40
	40
	0

	Subtotal Elementary
	5,163
	5,286
	123

	Middle Schools
	
	
	

	Jordan
	938
	950
	12

	J.L. Stanford
	917
	950
	33

	Terman
	650
	700
	50

	Subtotal Middle School
	2,505
	2,600
	95

	High Schools
	
	
	

	Gunn
	1,907
	1,950
	43

	Palo Alto
	1,754
	1,950
	196

	Subtotal High School
	3,661
	3,900
	239

	Total
	11,329
	11,786
	457

	Source:
PAUSD Board of Education, Agenda, Regular Meeting, September 23, 2008. Robert Golton, Interim Co-Chief Business Officer, Palo Alto Unified School District, electronic communication, December 12, 2008.
Notes:

a.
Capacity numbers for grades kindergarten through 3rd grade are based on teachers’ contracts with the PAUSD, which stipulate that each teacher will have a maximum of 20 students per class.

b. 
Capacity numbers for 4th and 5th grades are based on the PAUSD Board of Education’s decision to load the classes with a maximum of 22 students.

c.
Capacity numbers for Middle schools and High Schools are based on the PAUSD Board of Education’s decision to set the maximum capacity of each school, as shown in the table.




Additionally, other schools and programs within the PAUSD include a pre-school program, a self-supporting adult school, a school for the hearing impaired, the Children’s Hospital School at LPCH (located on the Main SUMC Site), and summer school.3534  

In 2006, PAUSD employed approximately 646 teachers, providing a ratio of one teacher for every 17.5 students.3635  

Parks and Recreation

The Palo Alto Department of Community Services provides parks and recreational services to Palo Alto residents.  City parks and recreational facilities are classified by their size, and service area, according to the following categories:3736 

· Neighborhood Parks:  Parks that are typically one-half0.5 acre to 10 acres in size and are intended to serve residents within a 0.5-mile radius and are uninterrupted by non-residential roads or other physical barriers.3837  Neighborhood parks provide a mix of active and passive recreational areas and include elementary school play areas.  Neighborhood parks include mini-parks, which are typically from one-half 0.5-acre to 2 acre-acres in size and are intended to serve residents in the immediate walking vicinity.  Mini-parks generally include children’s playgrounds and/or grass and landscape areas for playing and sitting. [NOTE:  if neighborhood parks are typically up to 10 acres and district parks are typically greater than 12 acres, what about parks that are 10 to 12 acres in size?  How are they typically classified?  Do any exist?]
· District Parks:  Parks that are typically greater than 12 acres in size and serve residents within a 0.5- to 3‑mile radius.3938  District parks contain a wider range of facilities, including playing fields, picnic grounds, and community centers. 

· Open Space Preserves:  These large open spaces provide opportunities for hiking, biking, fishing, picnicking, camping, nature study, and non-motorized boating. These preserves also have significant ecological and aesthetic value, providing important habitat for wildlife and a scenic backdrop to the urban area.  

The City owns and operates, 16 17 [NOTE:  Numbers and acreage omit Stanford-Palo Alto Community Playing Fields.] neighborhood parks (including ten mini-parks), three district parks, and four natural open space preserves.  The total approximate acreage of the parks, not including open space preserves, is 156162 acres.40,41  The total park acreage consists of 95, including 101 acres of neighborhood parks and 61 acres of district parks.   39,40    The closest park to the Project Area is the neighborhood park of El Camino Park, which is approximately 0.5 acres and is located across El Camino Real, from the Shopping Center Site.  El Camino Park occupies land owned by Stanford University and leased by the City.

The following Palo Alto parks are located within approximately 0.5 mile of the Project Area:4241 


El Palo Alto Park, 12.19 acres (neighborhood, 0.1 miles northeast of the Project Area)
· , El Camino Park, 0.5 acres (neighborhood, 100 feet northeast of the Project Area)

· El Palo Alto Park, 12.19 acres (neighborhood [NOTE:  > 12 acres, not a district park?], 0.1 miles northeast of the Project Area)
· Cogswell Plaza, 0.5 acres (mini-park, 0.3 miles northeast of the Project Area)

· Lytton Plaza, 0.2 acres (mini-park, 0.3 miles east of the Project Area)

· Dr. Edith Johnson Park, 2.5 acres (neighborhood park, 0.4 miles northeast of the Project Area)

The City has an established standard of providing 2 acres of neighborhood and 2 acres of district parks per 1,000 residents.4342  The City does not have quantitative standards for providing open space preserves for its citizens. The City’s 2007 population of 61,200 would necessitate the provision of approximately 122 acres of neighborhood parks and 122 acres of district parks.43,44,45,46  Given that the City has 95101 acres of neighborhood parks and 61 acres of district parks, there is an existing shortage of 2721 acres of neighborhood parks and 61 acres of district parks.  

In addition to a shortage of neighborhood and district parks, the City of Palo Alto is currently experiencing a shortage in field space used for active recreation and athletic programs. Some neighborhood and district parks have field space for athletic programs.  There are a several neighborhood parks that were not originally designed to have field space for athletic programs that now have such fields.  According to a report conducted by the Palo Alto Fields Advisory Committee in 2002, Palo Alto had approximately 77 total field sites (if neighborhood parks which were not originally designed or intended for athletic field space are included) which had to accommodate 60,000 annual hours of use.  According to the report, an additional 100 acres of fields were needed as of 2002 to accommodate the City’s need.4746  AsAlthough the six-acre Stanford-Palo Alto Community Playing Fields opened in 2007 [Note: verify date] reduced that deficit, as of the preparation of this document, the City is still experiencing a deficit of active recreational field space.4847 

In addition to the deficit of playing fields, the proper maintenance of the fields is not being provided because of the high demand for and use of the fields.  A major problem is that maintenance of the fields is severely impacted by demands from both scheduled and non-scheduled user groups.4948  

Approximately 30 percent (4,763 acres) [NOTE:  adding up the open space areas below, the sum is 6,396 acres; please reconcile] of Palo Alto’s land area consists of open space preserves.5049  Open spaces preserves provide opportunities for hiking, biking, fishing, picnicking, camping, nature study, and non-motorized boating.  They also have significant ecological and aesthetic value, providing important habitat for wildlife and scenic areas.5150  These major foothill open spaces include:  the 1,940-acre John Fletcher Byxbee Recreational Area; the 1,400-acre Foothill Park; the 622-acre Pearson Arastradero Preserve; the 22-acre Esther Clark Park; the 12.4-acre Timothy Hopkins Creekside Park; the 2,200 acres of Montebello Open Space Preserve; and the 200-acre Los Trancos Open Space Preserve.  The Byxbee, Foothill, Arastradero, Clark, and Hopkins Parks are owned and operated by the City, while Montebello and Los Trancos are operated by the Mid-Peninsula Open Space District.5251  

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 public service impact if they would: 

· Result in ana substantial adverse physical impact from the construction of additional fire, police, recreational or school facilities, such as stations, parks, or schools in order to maintain acceptable performance standards; or 

· Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

Environmental Analysis

PS-1.
Impacts related to Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Facilities: 

· The SUMC Project would require an increased level of fire and emergency services.  However, the increased level of fire and emergency services would not be large enough to trigger the need for construction of new facilities, which could adversely affect the physical environment, or affect human health and safety.  Impacts would be less than significant.  (LTS) 

· The Shopping Center Project would require an increased level of fire and emergency services.  However, the increased level of fire and emergency services would not be large enough to trigger the need for construction of new facilities, which could adversely affect the physical environment, or affect human health and safety.  Impacts would be less than significant.  (LTS) 
SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

Construction of the SUMC Project would be completed in 2021; however, full projected occupancy ofand activity at the proposed structures would not be realized until 2025.  By 2025, the floor area at the SUMC Sites would be about 3.7 million square feet, including a net increase of about 1.3 million square feet.  The number of hospital beds, including beds at both SHC and LPCH, would increase by 248, from 713 to 961.  Total on-site employment would increase by 2,2435352 employees. In addition to the increased employment, the SUMC Sites would experience an increase in patient visits at full buildout.  
The SUMC Project would not result in an impact per the City’s significance criteria because it would not necessitate the construction of fire protection facilities to maintain performance standards.5453  The SUMC Project is an urban infill project that would not expand the service area of the PAFD (except for the 0.50.75-acre annexation, which is negligible) or extend travel routes between fire stations and service destinations.  However, the SUMC Project would requirecreate additional demand for fire protection services due to increased floor area, population, and activity within the SUMC Sites. The additional demand would be substantial enough to necessitate additional staff and a new truck, both of which would be accommodated in existing facilities.  According to the PAFD:  [NOTE  The following statements are unsupported and should not be included in the EIR unless they are substantiated.]
· The PAFD’s current 75-foot ladder truck, which is the tallest ladder they have, would not have adequate reach and access for hose deployment for the increased height of buildings proposed by the SUMC Project.5554  With the SUMC Project, the maximum building height on the SUMC Sites would increase from 50 feet to 130 feet; and65 feet [NOTE:  Hoover Pavilion is 65’ tall] to 130 feet; and [NOTE:  There are several existing buildings in the City that are similar in height to the proposed SUMC Project buildings.  How does the Fire Dept. currently serve City Hall, Alma Plaza or the Hoover Pavilion?]
· The PAFD predicts that calls from the SUMC Sites, as a result of the SUMC Project, would increase from 64 calls per year to 99 calls per year, an increase of 54.7 percent.55,56,57 
[NOTE:  if increase is based on square footage increases, is right-sizing accounted for?  There is no reason to base calls on square footage that does not increase patient and employee activity.]

Due to the above, the PAFD has determined that, in order to provide adequate service to the SUMC Project and to its other obligations, the following steps must be taken:5857
· Obtain a 100-foot ladder truck. A longer ladder truck is needed to provide adequate reach and access for the increased height of the buildings proposed in the SUMC Project; and [NOTE:  See question above.]
· Increase the 12-hour Medical unit to a 24-hour unit and add three full time employees. This increase in staff would improve the PAFD’s ability to respond to the increased call volume that is expected with the SUMC Project.  [NOTE:  Increasing the size of a hospital would not increase the need for PAFD Medical unit employees.  The same number of people living in working in Palo Alto would have accidents or illnesses requiring PAFD medical assistance regardless of whether the hospital is expanded.  Expanding the hospital does not increase the need for onsite medical assistance-- the medical staff at the hospital would be able to handle such events.  Please identify the basis, if any, or this assessment.]
Although the SUMC Project would require the above additional staff and equipment, it would not require the construction or expansion of fire protection facilities to house the staff and equipment. The PAFD’s current stations (other than Station 1) have adequate capacity to accommodate the new truck and increase in staff.5958  Therefore, the SUMC Project would not result in a significant impact from construction of new fire facilities.  

It should be noted that the SUMC Project would construct its proposed structures to current OSHPD and City Code standards for fire safety and would install the latest fire control measures.  As a part of the City’s development review process, the State Fire MarshallMarshal would review the plans for the SUMC Project (including construction, fire service water main, and Automatic Fire Alarm System plans) to determine conformance with the Fire Code prior to issuance of a building permit.  These requirements would help minimize risk of fire and consequent fire service demand formfrom the SUMC Project.

It should also be noted that the SUMC Project would increase the availability of regional emergency medical services through expansion of the ED, the SHC and the LPCH.  It is anticipated the SUMC Project would provide added capacity for a growing emergency medical services demand in its service area.  The proposed ED would have the capacity to treat approximately 1.4 times as many patients as the existing ED.  The treatment area within the new ED would be 42,300 square feet, approximately 3.6 times larger than the existing area of 11,700 square feet.  This increase in space would allow for greater patient volumes; therefore, it is anticipated that the number of ambulance trips and helicopter trips would grow by a similar proportion. As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the expansion would result in the annual patient visits increasing from 42,522 (117 per day) to 50,400 (138 per day) by 2015 and to 59,850 (164 per day) at full buildout in 2025. In addition, the expansion would result in approximately 11,731 total ambulance trips and 2,714 helicopter trips annually.  A net increase of 3,400 ambulance trips and 594 helicopter trips would result annually from the expansion.60 These improvements would improve the emergency services provided to the residents of Palo Alto, as well as the entire SUMC service area.  The environmental impacts of the ED expansion are addressed in the various sections of this EIR., and the LPCH.  See Project Description, Section 2.0.  
2015 Partial Buildout

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the SUMC Project would involve an approximately 12-year construction period, approximately from 2009 to 2021.  By 2015, both the SHC replacement hospital and the LPCH expansion wouldare anticipated to be constructed.  Projected full occupancy and activity levels at the hospitals would not be realized until 2025.  Other SUMC Project components that would be constructed by 2015 include the medical office/clinic buildings and parking structure at the Hoover Pavilion Site, FIM 1, the new LPCH parking garagestructure and clinic building, and the new SHC parking garagestructure.  While these buildings would be completed at 2015, some of the structures to be demolished would still be standing.  Additionally, relocation of hospital and clinic functions between new and old buildings would be in-progress at 2015.  It is generally assumed that the additional level of operation at 2015 would be 60 percent of that projected in 2025. 

Per the PAFD, at 2015, the SUMC Project would require three additional staff and a new 100-foot ladder fire truck, for the reasons identified above.  [NOTE:  Please explain.]  However, as discussed above, the PAFD’s current facilities (other than Station 1) have adequate capacity to accommodate the additional staff and fire truck.6159 Therefore, the SUMC Project at partial buildout would have a less-than-significant impact per the City’s significance criteria.

In addition, the SUMC Project at 2015 would have large scalelargescale construction activities that could increase the call volume generated at the SUMC Sites.  This condition would be temporary and would not require a permanent increase in PAFD staffing.  Impacts would thus be less than significant.  It should be noted that construction activities could potentially impede PAFD emergency access within the SUMC Sites.  The SUMC Project would include Mitigation Measures A.TR-1.1 through A.TR‑1.9, which would prevent road obstruction during construction that could affect emergency access (see Section 3.4, Transportation).  [NOTE:  Unrelated to significance criteria.]
Shopping Center Project

The Shopping Center Project would add 240,000 square feet of commercial space and a 120,000-square-foot hotel that would contain 120 rooms as well as accessory uses, including conference facilities, café/restaurant uses, a bar, and a lobby. The Shopping Center Project would include the demolition of the existing parking garage at the corner of Quarry Road and Arboretum Road and construction of expanded parking garages.

The Shopping Center Project would not directly result in an impact per the City’s significance criteria because it would not necessitate the construction of fire protection facilities to maintain performance standards. The Shopping Center Project is an urban infill project that would not expand the service area of the PAFD or extend travel routes between fire stations and service destinations.  However, the Shopping Center Project would attract new employment and retail and hotel patronage that would increase on-site activity.  As such, the Shopping Center Project could inducegenerate additional fire protection demand from increased floor area, population, and on-site activity.  Total on-site employment, including part-time employees, would increase by 9576260 employees.  The PAFD predicts that calls from the Shopping Center Site, as a result of 
the Shopping Center Project, would increase from 136 calls per year to 171 calls per year, an increase of 26 percent.6361,6462 

Based on current conditions described above, the PAFD has determined that in order to provide adequate service to the Shopping Center Project and to its other obligations (whether or not the SUMC Project is built), the PAFD would need to hire three additional staff.6563  To adequately serve the Shopping Center Project this measure would be needed, whether or not the SUMC Project is built. [NOTE:  are these three staff the same as those hired to serve SUMC, or additional personnel?  Combined analysis later in chapter appears to indicate there are three additional staff, total.  Please clarify]    [NOTE:  Please explain the methodology used to reach this conclusion.] 
Although the Shopping Center Project would require the three additional staff, the added staff would not necessitate the construction or expansion of new fire protection facilities.  The PAFD’s current stations have adequate capacity to accommodate theany such increase in staff.6664  Therefore, the Shopping Center Project would not result in a significant impact per the City’s significance criteria.

Also, it should be noted that the Shopping Center Project would be constructed to current City Code standards for fire safety and would install the latest-required fire control measures.  Compliance would be reviewed by the City’s Planning and Community Environment Department and the PAFD, and would help minimize the demand on the PAFD’s services.

PS-2.
Impacts from Police Protection Facilities:

· The SUMC Project would require an increased level of police services.  However, the increased level of police services would not be large enough to trigger the need for construction of new facilities, which could adversely affect the physical environment, or affect human health and safety.  Impacts would be less than significant.  (LTS) 

· The Shopping Center Project would require an increased level of police services.  However, the increased level of services would not be large enough to trigger the need for construction of new facilities, which could adversely affect the physical environment, or affect human health and safety.  Impacts would be less than significant.   (LTS) 
SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

As discussed above, the PAPD sets performance standards for emergency calls based on the percentage of calls that are responded to within six minutes, and the target is 90 percent. As mentioned under Existing Conditions, the PAPD responds to 73 percent of its emergency calls within six minutes.  The PAPD sets performance standards for urgent calls based on the average response time of ten minutes. The average response time for urgent calls is seven minutes and 24 seconds. Non-urgent calls are generally routine or repotreport-type calls that can be handled as time permits.  Therefore, the department currently does not meet its standards for emergency calls but does meet its standards for urgent calls. 

The SUMC Project would not directly result in an impact per the City’s significance criteria because it does not includerequire construction of police stations to maintain performance standards.  However, with development of the SUMC Project, the PAPD’s emergency calls performance standard could be further impaired due to increased demand for police services associated with intensified site activity, new employment, increased hospital occupancy, and increased amountnumber of visitors, and. [NOTE:  if increased human activity is accounted for, square footage. not a viable factor.]  The PAPD predicts that the SUMC Project would increase the number of minor theft and traffic incidence calls thatto which they would have to respond to.6765 The PAPD predicts that the calls in District 113 would increase from 1,239 calls per year to approximately 1,920 calls per year, an increase of 55 percent.6866  [NOTE:  any more information on how these numbers were derived?  If this is based on square footage, then it should be reduced to account for right-sizing.  Square footage alone would not increase calls if not associated with activity.] The PAPD predicts that the calls in District 112, which includes the Hoover Pavilion Site, would increase from 1,693 calls per year to approximately 2,133 calls per year, an increase of 26 percent.6967  While the SUMC Project would increase the floor area ratio on site, the SUMC Project would not increase the area being patrolled, except for a minor, 0.50.75-acre annexation.  An annexation of this size would not trigger the need for additional patrol vehicles or police staff.7068  According to the PAPD, the medical nature of the SUMC Project uses would not generate high demand calls and would not significantly increase the response times of the PAPD such that new staff or equipment would be needed.7169  The PAPD would have sufficient staff and equipment to serve the increase demand that would result from the SUMC Project and the PAPD’s facilities are sufficient to accommodate their current staff and equipment.7270 

It should also be noted that there are plans for the police station to move to a new Public Safety Building in 2011; this new station would have an increased capacity for vehicles and equipment. This relocation would occur whether the SUMC Project is constructed or not.  [NOTE:  Hasn’t this been delayed?]
Also, the SUMC Project would include security features for its new facilities; these features would supplement police patrol services already provided by the PAPD.  As a part of the City’s development review process, the PAPD would review plans and other safety features of the SUMC Project to ensure that safety standards are properly located and designed.  As part of this process, additional safety and security measures could be added as the project design is refined; such additional features could include enhanced public safety radio frequency coverage, controlled access, intrusion barriers, additional security cameras, and/or area alarms in specific areas of the site and inside the buildings, where appropriate.   [NOTE:  We are aware of no such requirements.  The hospitals provide robust security systems to protect patients, visitors, staff, equipment and materials.]
As stated above, demand from the SUMC Project would not require the PAPD to expand its existing facilities to house new staff and equipment.  Therefore, the SUMC Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to police services.7371 

2015 Partial Buildout

For the reasons identified above, less-than-significant impacts would occur during the 2015 point of development as police demand would not exceed 2025 levels.  It should be noted that construction activities could potentially impede PAPD emergency access within the Shopping Center Site.  Impacts from the construction phase on emergency access within the SUMC Sites are mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  The SUMC Project would include Mitigation Measures A.TR-1.1 through A.TR‑1.9, which would prevent road obstruction during construction that could affect emergency access (see Section 3.4, Transportation).[NOTE:  Unrelated to significance criterion.]  
Shopping Center Project 

As discussed above, the PAPD sets performance standards for emergency calls based on the percentage of calls that are responded to within six minutes, and the target is 90 percent. As mentioned under Existing Conditions, the PAPD responds to 73 percent of its emergency calls within six minutes.  The PAPD sets performance standards for urgent calls based on the average response time of ten minutes. The average response time for urgent calls is seven minutes and 24 seconds. Non-urgent calls are generally routine or repot-type calls that can be handled as time permits.  Therefore, the department currently does not meet its standards for emergency calls but does meet its standardsstandard for urgent calls. 

The Shopping Center Project would not directly result in an impact per the City’s significance criteria because it doeswould not includenecessitate construction of police facilities to maintain performance standards.  However, with the development of the Shopping Center Project, attainment of the emergency calls performance standard would,could be further impaired.  The increased demand for police services would result from intensified density and site activity, new employment, increased amount of hotel and commercial visitors.  The PAPD predicts that, due to the nature of commercial uses of the Shopping Center Project, the SUMCShopping Center Project would greatly increase the number of theft and traffic incidences calls to which they would have to respond to.7472  The PAPD predicts that the calls in District 112 would increase from 1,693 calls per year to approximately 2,133 calls per year, an increase of 26 percent.7573 [ NOTE:  Please explain the methodology applied to reach this conclusion.] According to the PAPD, to meet the demand for new policing services, the PAPD would require two new officers and one additional vehicle.7674  [NOTE:  how are staffing needs determined?  Does handout cited have substantial evidence that this staffing/equipment are appropriate?]  Current PAPD facilities have sufficient capacity to house the additional staff and vehicles required to meet project-related demand.7775 As such, impacts would be less than significant.  

It should also be noted that there are plans for the police station to move to a new Public Safety Building in 2011, which would have an increased capacity for vehicles and equipment. This relocation would occur whether or not the Shopping Center Project is constructed or not.

Also, the Shopping Center Project would include security features for its new facilities; these features would enhance security services already provided at the Shopping Center Site.  Simon Property Group currently employs approximately 25 security officers at the Shopping Center Site. Implementation of the Shopping Center Project would require one additional full-time security officer and additional late night shifts (11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) would be provided for the areas surrounding the hotel.  Interior hotel security would be provided by the hotel itself.  TheseThe Shopping Center security officers would patrol the site, providingcontinuing to provide 24-hour coverage.  They would continue to monitor activities within the Shopping Center and exterior parking facilities and provide escorts to patrons and employees to their vehicles, if requested. A CCTV security system is operated throughout the Shopping Center Site.  Approximately 90 cameras monitor common areas as well as the proposed hotel parking area.  The system would be monitored 24 hours per day.  As a result of increased monitoring, it is anticipated that security coverage would increase to 824 hours per week.  Interior hotel security would be provided by the hotel itself.  In addition, as a part of the City’s development review process, [NOTE:  At what point in the development review process?] the PAPD would review plans and other safety features of the Shopping Center Project to ensure that safety standards are properly located and designedmet.

PS-3.
Impacts related to School Facilities:
· Under Proposition 1A, payment of school impact fees by new development is the exclusive method of considering and mitigating impacts on school facilities that may occur as a result of approval of development of real property.  Because the SUMC Project would pay school impact fees, no impact would occur.  (NI)
· An increase in students that would require school expansions would result as a tertiary impact of the SUMC Project, since increased employment from the SUMC Project could induce additional housing units within the City.  Both the SUMC Project and induced housing projects would be subject to SB 50 School Impact Fees, which would mitigate impacts to less than significant.  (LTS)  Under Proposition 1A, payment of school impact fees by new development is the exclusive method of considering and mitigating impacts on school facilities that may occur as a result of approval of development of real property.  Because the Shopping Center Project would pay school impact fees, no impact would occur.  (NI)
The analysis of student generation data is included in the EIR by way of background information, and not as a means of determining the appropriate mitigation for school impacts, either upon the need for new schools or the need for school sites.  As discussed below, consideration and mitigation of school impacts under CEQA is strictly prescribed by statute, and the EIR’s evaluation of school impacts adheres to those limitations.
In November 1998, California voters passed Proposition 1A, a $9.2 billion statewide school bond measure. Proposition 1A was linked to legislation enacted in 1998 (SB 50) that significantly limited the application of CEQA to consideration of school impacts and mitigation. Government Code sections 65995-65998, part of SB 50, collectively provide that payment of school impact fees by new development is the exclusive means of “considering and mitigating impacts on school facilities that occur or might occur as a result of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, by any state or local agency involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property.” (§65996(a)). The legislation further provides that the payment of school impact fees “are hereby deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation” under CEQA. (§65996(b)).  
Government Code section 65996(a) clarifies that analysis of school impacts under CEQA is limited to consideration of payment of school fees.  It states: “Notwithstanding Section 65858,76 or [CEQA], or any other provision of state or local law, the following provisions [discussed below] shall be the exclusive methods of considering and mitigating impacts on school facilities that occur or may occur as a result of any legislative or adjudicative act . . . involving, but not limited to, planning, use or development of real property . . . .”  The “exclusive methods” of considering and mitigating impacts are: 
(1) Education Code section 17620, which authorizes the imposition of statutorily prescribed development fees by school districts; and 
 (2) Chapter 4.7 of Division 1 of Title 7 (sections 65970 and following), a rarely used statute, which requires a study and findings of overcrowding by a school district to support additional developer exactions for interim school facilities, which must be approved by the district with the concurrence of the local agency. 
The total amount of school fees imposed under either or both of the above statutes may not exceed the amounts specified in Section 65995(b).
Prior to these 1998 enactments, local governments were authorized to exact from new development the dedication or reservation of school sites, construction of new facilities, and expansion or maintenance of existing facilities, and other mitigation when development involved a legislative act (e.g. adoption of a specific plan or amendment to a zoning ordinance and/or general plan).  Thus, analysis of these impacts, and the appropriate mitigation, was frequently conducted under CEQA.  This analysis and mitigation was precluded by SB 50 and Proposition 1A.   
Under Government Code section 65996, the authorized development fees are deemed to be full and complete mitigation of school facilities.  The statute expressly provides that “notwithstanding . . . [CEQA], or any other provision of state or local law . . . a local agency may not deny or refuse to approve” a development on the basis that school facilities are inadequate.  
SB 50 and Proposition 1A have thus preempted the ability of cities to exercise their police power to mitigate school impacts, and have limited consideration under CEQA to payment of the fees authorized under Section 65996.  These statutes and constitutional provisions have established a comprehensive system of state funding of school facilities through bond revenue, together with the authorized local fees.  
An increase in students that would require school expansions would result as a tertiary impact of the Shopping Center Project, since increased employment from the Shopping Center Project could induce additional housing units within the City.  Both the Shopping Center Project and induced housing projects would be subject to SB 50 School Impact Fees, which would mitigate impacts to less than significant.  (LTS) SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

The SUMC Project would consist of expanded hospitals, medical offices, and replacement research/laboratory uses.  It would not construct residential units that would generate more students to the PAUSD.  The SUMC Project would involve the expansion of the Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital School, which is a PAUSD facility within the LPCH.  The SUMC Project by increasing employment in the City.  However, would thus directly increase PAUSD capacity, but only for students who are patients at the LPCH. The environmental impacts of this expansion would be a small component of the total SUMC Project impacts, providedaddressed throughout this EIR.

Comments received during NOP review process requested consideration of indirect impacts on schools.  As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, the SUMC Project would indirectly induce housing demand by increasing employment within the City.  The SUMC Project would result in a demand of 1,301 new households.78  Based on U.S. Census data, 184 households (approximately 14 percent) of housing demand generated by the SUMC Project would be located in Palo Alto (see Section 3.13, Population and Housing, for a further discussion).  The State of California has determined that housing units yield approximately 0.7 students per unit.79 Applying this factor to the 184 units that would potentially be induced within Palo Alto, the indirect school demand that would be generated by the SUMC Project would be 129 students within PAUSD schools.  As discussed under Existing Conditions, there is currently room for 457 additional students in the PAUSD, with middle schools having the least remaining capacity of 95 students.  The 129 students generated from the SUMC Project, if evenly distributed between elementary, middle school, and high school, would not result in 43 new students in each bracket and would not exceed remaining capacity.  Although a number of schools are currently near or over capacity, it is PAUSD’s policy that if a school reaches capacity, then students would be sent to the next closest school.   However, in the unlikely, worst-case scenario that all 129 students would be in middle school, then the demand would exceed capacity by 34, and could require expansion of school facilities, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.  
In addition to the U.S. Census data, this EIR addresses a second potential distribution of households based on a January 2007 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.80  This report indicates that approximately 33 percent of people who work in Palo Alto also live in Palo Alto (see Section 3.13, Population and Housing, for a further discussion).  If 33 percent of the SUMC Project workers would require housing in Palo Alto, 430 new households would be located in the City.  Applying the State factor of 0.7 to the 430 units that would potentially be induced within Palo Alto, the indirect school demand that would be generated by the SUMC Project would be 301 students within PAUSD schools.  As discussed above, there is currently room for 457 additional students in the PAUSD, with middle school having the least remaining capacity of 95 students.  Although a number of schools are currently near or over capacity, it is PAUSD’s policy that if a school reaches capacity, then students would be sent to the next closest school.  If the 301 students are evenly distributed between elementary, middle school, and high school, then there would be about 100 students per bracket, which exceed the remaining middle school capacity by five students.  An additional five students would not reasonably necessitate construction of expanded school structures.  However, in the unlikely, worst-case scenario that all 301 students would be in middle school, then the demand would exceed capacity by 206, and can be expected to require expansion of school facilities, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.  
It should be noted that the actual generation of new students would be a tertiary impact of the SUMC Project. That is, the SUMC Project would directly increase employment.  This employment is expected to generate housing demand, and thus induce more housing, a secondary impact.  Construction of more housing units would generate more students, a tertiary impact.  Because middle schools in the PAUSD only have capacity for an additional 95 students, the new housing could have a significant impact on schools due to the additional 129 or 301 students. The new students could require the expansion of school facilities, which could result in adverse environmental impacts.
Non-residential development, including the SUMC Project, is subject to SB 50 School Impact Fees (established by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998).  As a result of the wide-ranging changes in the financing of school facilities, including the passage of State school facilities bonds intended to provide a major source of financing for new school facilities, Section 65996 of the State Government Code explains that payment of school impact fees established by SB 50 is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts from development that may be required from a developer by any local or state agency.  
In addition, the new residential development that may indirectly result from the increase in employment and that would generate students would be subject to separate CEQA review and would be subject to residential school impact fees (which are higher than non-residential school impact fees).  As a result, the tertiary impacts related to schools would be less than significant. 
2015 Partial Buildout
The indirect housing demand that could result from employment at 2015 would be partially realized at this point of development because increased employment from the hospital expansions and some medical office uses would occur.  The SUMC Project would result in a demand of 1,119 new households by 2015.81  The SUMC Project at 2015 would generate demand for approximately 157 housing units within the City of Palo Alto (see Section 3.13, Population and Housing, for a further discussion).  The State of California has determined that housing units yield approximately 0.7 students per unit.82 Applying this factor to the 157 units that would potentially be induced within Palo Alto, the indirect school demand that would be generated by the SUMC Project would be about 110 students within PAUSD schools.  There is currently room for 457 additional students in the PAUSD, with middle school having the least remaining capacity of 95 students. Although a number of schools are currently near or over capacity, it is PAUSD’s policy that if a school reaches capacity, then students would be sent to the next closest school.  As discussed above under the full buildout analysis, PAUSD schools would have adequate capacity to accommodate the additional students if they would be evenly distributed among elementary, middle school, and high school.   However, in the unlikely, worst-case scenario that all 157 students would be in middle school, then the demand would exceed capacity by 62, and can be expected to require expansion of school facilities, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.  The student generation would be a tertiary impact of the SUMC Project and would be mitigated by the SB 50 residential school impact fees.  Impacts would be less than significant.
Applying the 33 percent distribution pattern, mentioned above, to the 1,119 new households would generate demand for approximately 370 housing units within the City of Palo Alto. Applying the state factor of 0.7 to the 370 units that would potentially be induced within Palo Alto, the indirect school demand that would be generated by the SUMC Project would be 259 students.  There is currently room for 457 additional students in the PAUSD, with middle school having the least remaining capacity of 95 students.  PAUSD schools would have adequate capacity to accommodate the additional students if they would be evenly distributed among elementary, middle school, and high school (86 new students each).   However, in the unlikely, worst-case scenario that all 259 students would be in middle school, then the demand would exceed capacity by 164, and can be expected to require expansion of school facilities, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.  The student generation would be a tertiary impact of the SUMC Project and would be mitigated by the SB 50 residential school impact fees.  Impacts would be less than significant.
Shopping Center Project
The SUMC Project would also indirectly induce housing demand and, therefore, school demand, However, because the SUMC Project would pay the school impact fees described above, it would provide full and complete school facilities mitigation and would cause no impact.
[ NOTE (if deletion is not accepted by City):  IN the event that such housing is proposed to be built within the City, it will undergo its own environmental review, including school impacts analyses.  If the resulting students were assumed to result from the Projects and also from the future housing development proposals, that would be double-counting.  We suggest removing this analysis and explaining that any indirect housing units would be subject to their own CEQA processes, as well as being subject to payment school fees intended to offset the impacts.] 2015 Partial Buildout
[ NOTE (if deletion not accepted by City):  See earlier comment on this topic.]  In 2015, as in 2025, the SUMC Project would indirectly induce housing demand and, therefore, school demand, However, because the SUMC Project would pay the school impact fees described above, it would provide full and complete school facilities mitigation and would cause no impact in 2015.Shopping Center Project
The SUMC Project would not directly result in an impact per the City’s significance criteria because it does not include construction of schools to maintain performance standards.  Also, theShopping Center Project would consist of expanded retail uses and a hotel.  The Shopping Center Project would not include residential units that would add more students to the PAUSD.  The Shopping Center Project would indirectly induce housing demand and, therefore, school demand by increasing employment in the City.  However, because the Shopping Center Project would pay the school impact fees described above, it would provide full and complete school facilities mitigation and would cause no impact.
As discussed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, there would be residential demand that could be induced by the Shopping Center Project.  The Shopping Center Project would result in a housing demand of 555 new households.83 Based on U.S. Census data, 79 households (approximately 14 percent) of the new housing demand generated by the Shopping Center Project would be located in Palo Alto (see Section 3.13, Population and Housing, for a further discussion).  The State of California has determined that housing units yield approximately 0.7 students per unit.84 Applying this factor to the 79 units that would potentially be induced within Palo Alto, the indirect school demand that would be generated by the Shopping Center Project would be 56 students within PAUSD schools.  As discussed above, there is currently room for 457 additional students in the PAUSD, with middle school having the least remaining capacity of 95 students.  Although a number of schools are currently near or over capacity, it is PAUSD’s policy that if a school reaches capacity, then students would be sent to the next closest school.  Even in the unlikely, worst-case scenario that all students would be in middle school, capacity would not be exceeded.  
Applying the 33 percent distribution pattern described under the SUMC Project analysis, the 555 new households would generate demand for approximately 184 housing units within the City of Palo Alto.  Applying the State factor of 0.7 to the 184 units that would potentially be induced within Palo Alto, the indirect school demand that would be generated by the Shopping Center Project would be 129 students within PAUSD schools.  As discussed above, there is currently room for 457 additional students in the PAUSD, with middle school having the least remaining capacity of 95 students.  If the 129 students are evenly distributed between elementary, middle school, and high school, then there would be 43 students per bracket, which is within capacity for all brackets.  However, in the unlikely, worst-case scenario that all 129 students would be in middle school, then the demand would exceed capacity by 34, and could require expansion of school facilities, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.
The actual generation of new students would be a tertiary impact of the Shopping Center Project. That is, the Shopping Center Project would directly increase employment.  This employment is expected to generate housing demand, and thus induce more housing, a secondary impact.  Construction of more housing units would generate more students, a tertiary impact. 
However, the Shopping Center sponsors and the new residential development generated by the increase employment would be subject to residential school impact fees.  As previously stated, SB 50 stipulated that the fees authorized under State law shall be the exclusive means of mitigating the impacts of development that may be required from a developer by any local or state agency.  As a result, the Shopping Center Project would have less-than-significant impacts on schools.
[ NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  In the event that such housing is proposed to be built within the City, it will undergo its own environmental review, including school impacts analyses.  If the resulting students were assumed to result from the Projects and also from the future housing development proposals, that would be double-counting.  We suggest removing this analysis and explaining that any indirect housing units would be subject to their own CEQA processes, as well as being subject to payment school fees intended to offset the impacts.] [ NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  Actually, the Population and Housing section finds that 69 or 70 households would live in the City.  Please alter analysis accordingly.] [NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  The Population and Housing section uses 183.] .
. PS-4.
Impacts related to Construction of New or Altered Parks and Recreation Facilities: [NOTE:  there really are two significance thresholds being discussed here (would Project result in new parks/recreation facilities  that would create significant impacts; would Project cause deterioration of existing parks/recreation facilities.  We have separated these into two impact discussions]
· The SUMC Project would not result in the construction or expansion of new parks or fields, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.  (LTS)
· The Shopping Center Project would not result in the construction or expansion of new parks or fields, which could in turn result in adverse environmental impacts.  (LTS) 

SUMC Project
2025 Full Buildout
The SUMC Project does not include, and would not require the construction of, new or physically altered parks, fields, or other recreation facilities.  As discussed in Impact PS-5 below, the SUMC Project would be required to pay a City of Palo Alto “Community Facility Fee,” which has a line item that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks (including playing fields).  The use of the Community Facility Fee to fund any particular new park or alteration to an existing parks would be decided by the City of Palo Alto and such physical activities are not part of the SUMC Project.
2015 Partial Buildout
In 2015 as in 2025, the SUMC Project would not include, and would not require the construction of, new or physically altered parks, fields, or other recreation facilities.  As discussed in Impact PS-5 below, the SUMC Project would be required to pay a City of Palo Alto “Community Facility Fee,” which has a line item that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks (including playing fields).  The use of the Community Facility Fee to fund any new park or alterations to existing parks would be decided by the City of Palo Alto and such physical activities are not part of the SUMC Project.
Shopping Center Project
The Shopping Center Project does not include, and would not require the construction of, new or physically altered parks, fields or recreation facilities, except to the extent that the Shopping Center Project (analyzed fully in this EIR) is itself considered a recreation facility.  As discussed in Impact PS-5 below, the Shopping Center Project would be required to pay a City of Palo Alto “Community Facility Fee,” which has a line item that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks (including playing fields).  The use of the Community Facility Fee to fund any new park or alterations to existing parks would be decided by the City of Palo Alto and such physical activities are not part of the Shopping Center Project.
PS-5.
Impacts to Park and Recreation Facilities:
· Increased recreational demand from SUMC Project employees could accelerate the physical deterioration of parks and fields, although this impact would be alleviated by the SUMC sponsors providing use of Stanford University fields to SUMC employees.  the required payment of Community Facility Fees would reduce or avoid  any such deterioration. .  Impacts would be less than significant.   (LTS)   

· It is not expected that the Shopping Center Project would substantially increasedIncreased recreational demand because thefrom Shopping Center Project employees are expected to utilize on-site leisure amenities and not local parks after work and during their lunch break.  could accelerate the physical deterioration of parks and fields, although the required payment of Community Facility Fees would reduce or avoid any such deterioration.  Impacts would be less than significant.   (LTS)   

[NOTE:  There is no basis for the conclusion that employees who work at the Shopping Center all day would stay there to recreate while Medical Center employees would rather use play fields than visit the Shopping Center.]
SUMC Project

2025 Full Buildout

As discussed previously, the City currently experiences a shortage of 2721 acres of neighborhood parks and 61 acres of district parks, based on its standard of 2 acres of neighborhood and 2 acres of district parks per 1,000 residents.  The SUMC Project would not displace an existing park or increase the existing park deficit by introducing new residential units into the City.  Based on the City’s significance criteria, a significant impact would occur if the SUMC Project resulted in an adverse physical impact from the construction of additional recreational facilities, such as parks, in order to maintain acceptable performance standards.  The SUMC Project would not result in the construction of new parkland, and would thus not have a significant environmental impact under this criterion. AsIn addition, as mentioned under Existing Conditions, the 2002 Field Study that was completed by Palo Alto Fields Advisory Committee states that the City of Palo Alto has had an insufficient amount of playing fields to serve its population since 2002.    . 
In 2001, the City conducted a Parks and Community Facilities Impact Fee Study that stated that approximately 13 percent of City park users are non-residential employees and approximately 40 percent of park users neither work nor live in the City.  Therefore, the deterioration of parklands is further exacerbated by non-resident park users.8577  While the SUMC Project would not construct housing units that would exacerbate the parkland/field to resident deficit, the Project can be assumed to result in additional park and field demand from employment.  Because Palo Alto currently has a shortage of park and field space for active recreation use, additional demand from employees at the SUMC Sites could further exacerbate the deficit of field space.  

As established by Palo Alto Municipal Code 16.58, the SUMC Project would be required to pay a “Community Facility Fee”, which has a line item for parks that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks (which includes playing fields).  The Parks line item of the Fee requires any new, non-residential development of 1,500 square feet or more to pay $3.849 per net new square foot.8678  Payment of this fee is considered full mitigation for a project’s exacerbation to the City’s park land deficit, including playing fields.8779  ThereforeBecause payment of the Community Facility Fee is required, the SUMC Project’s impact on the deficit would be mitigated by the payment of the Community Facility Feephysical deterioration of parks would be less than significant. 

[NOTE:  In light of the foregoing evidence and conclusion, the following lengthy discussion is unnecessary.  We recommend deleting all three of these paragraphs.  In the event that they are retained, we have made additional comments.]As stated under Existing Conditions, the proper maintenance of the fields is not being provided because of the high demand for and use of the fields.  Based on the 2001 Parks and Community Facilities Impact Fee Study, increased employment at the SUMC Sites could result in increased use of existing neighborhood parks, particularly during the lunch hour or before or after shifts. New SUMC employees could utilize nearby parks during break hours or outside of work hours.  While the SUMC Project would generate approximately 2,243 new employees, due to various shifts, employees would have lunch breaks at different times and only a fraction of daytime employees would potentially use park grounds for lunch or after work.  In addition, visitors and patients are not expected to utilize nearby parks since their visits to the site are focused on the healthcare services offered by the SUMC Project.  

El Camino Park, a 0.5-acre neighborhood park about 0.6 miles north of the Main SUMC Site, is used by workers from local businesses and surrounding residents.  It is possible that SUMC employees would utilize this park, particularly during lunch breaks due to its proximity to the SUMC Sites.  Additional SUMC employees could also use El Palo Alto Park, Cogswell Plaza, Lytton Plaza, Dr. Edith Johnson Park, and citywide bicycle paths that run along most major roadways.  Although farther away, these parks contain pathways, benches, and other socializing space that could attract employees.  However, all these parks, except El Camino Park, do not provide turf or other facilities for active recreation.      

The SUMC Project would provide walkways, open plazas, and landscaped areas for employees, patients, and visitors. The SUMC Project would expand the existing open space and pedestrian amenities on site to support the new facilities.  The SUMC Project would incorporate new sections of open space and small grass fields.  The Stanford Shopping Center is adjacent to the SUMC Sites and would provide breaktime activity facilities, such as retail stores and restaurants, to visitors and employees of the SUMC Sites.  These areas would most likely be used by employees on breaks or at lunchtime, in lieu of El Camino Park or other nearby parks.  Given that ample open space amenities are and would be provided, it is not expected that a large number of SUMC employees would use nearby parks.  Nonetheless, it can still be expected that some employees of the SUMC Project would seek to utilize City parks/recreational areas, based on the City’s report that shows non-resident employees use City parks.  However, the SUMC Project sponsors would provide access to Stanford University’s fields for SUMC employees.  This access would offset the potential deterioration new SUMC employees could cause on City parks.  In addition, theThe SUMC Project would also be subject to the City’s taxes and program fees that support the City’s General Fund, which finances the maintenance of City parks. Therefore, impacts to the deterioration of City parks from the SUMC Project would thus be less than significant.  

2015 Partial Buildout

The SUMC Project at 2015 partial buildout would generate 1,929 new employees, who could utilize City parks and fields.  Based on the City’s significance criteria, a significant impact would occur if the SUMC Project would result in an adverse physical impact from the construction of additional recreational facilities, such as parks, in order to maintain acceptable performance standards.  As indicated above, the required payment of the “Community Impact Fee” by the SUMC Project sponsors is considered mitigation for the SUMC Project’s exacerbation of the parkland and field deficit. would prevent any significant deterioration of parks and recreation facilities. 

Employees would have lunch breaks at different times, and not all daytime employees would potentially use park grounds for lunch.  However, the increased park use by employees could cause substantial deterioration or overcrowding to the extent that new park facilities would need to be constructed.  Because Palo Alto currently has a shortage of park and field space for active recreation use, additional demand from employees at partial buildout would further exacerbate the deficit of park and field space.  The increased use would result in further deterioration of existing fields.  However, as mentioned above the SUMC sponsors would provide SUMC employees with access to Stanford University fields, which would offset the SUMC Project’s contribution to the deterioration of City parks and fields.  
Therefore, the SUMC Project would thus have a less-than-significant impact on the parks and recreational facilities because (1) payment of the Community Facility Fee is considered full mitigation for a project’s exacerbation of the parkland deficit (2) The SUMC Project sponsors would provide SUMC employees with access to Stanford University fields, which would alleviate the SUMC Project’s contribution to parkland deterioration (3) the SUMC Project would be subject to the taxes and program fees that support the City’s General Fund, which finances the maintenance of City parks, and (4) no construction of new City parks can be anticipated to result from the SUMC Project.
Shopping Center Project

As discussed above for the SUMC Project, the City currently experiences a shortage of 21 acres of neighborhood parks and 61 acres of district parks, and has insufficient playing fields to serve its population.  As also noted above, use by employees as well as residents contributes to these deficits and to the deterioration of these park and recreation facilities.  As established by Palo Alto Municipal Code 16.58, the Shopping Center Project would be required to pay a “Community Facility Fee”, which has a line item for parks that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks (which includes playing fields).  The Parks line item of the Fee requires any new, non-residential development of 1,500 square feet or more to pay $3.849 per net new square foot.80  Payment of this fee is considered full mitigation for a project’s exacerbation to the City’s park land deficit, including playing fields.81  Because payment of the Community Facility Fee is required, the Shopping Center Project’s impact on physical deterioration of parks would be less than significant. 
Based on the City’s significance criteria, a significant impact would occur if the Shopping Center Project would result in an adverse physical impact from the construction of additional recreational facilities, such as parks, in order to maintain acceptable performance standards.  The Shopping Center Project would not displace an existing park or increase the existing park deficit directly by constructing new residential units.  [NOTE:  As with the SUMC Project, given the evidence and conclusions above, the following paragraphs are unnecessary and could be deleted.  If they are retained, revisions are noted.]The probability that visitors of the Shopping Center would utilize parks as part of their visits to the Shopping Center is minimal since the nature of retail use is already leisurely.  The Shopping Center Project would provide amenities such as retail stores, restaurants, and open air walkways and, plazas and a village green.  The proposed hotel would provide typical hotel amenities such as exercise facilities, conference facilities, a restaurant, bar, and lobby.  As such, patrons of the hotel and Stanford Shopping Center are expected to result in minimal park usage associated with their visits.  

While the Shopping Center Project would not construct housing units that would exacerbate the parkland to resident deficit, the Project would increase the number of on-site employees by 957 employees.  Based on the 2001 Parks and Community Facilities Impact Fee Study, increased employment at the Shopping Center Site could result in increased use of existing neighborhood parks.  Increased employment at the Shopping Center Project could result in some increased use of the existing neighborhood parks mentioned above.  Employees could utilize nearby parks such as El Camino Park (with an active recreation field), El Palo Alto Park, Cogswell Plaza, Lytton Plaza, Dr. Edith Johnson Park, and citywide bicycle paths that run along most major roadways.

As such, the Project could contribute to the existing parkland and field deficit by generating more demand.  However, as required by Palo Alto Municipal Code 16.58, the Shopping Center Project would be required to pay a “Community Facility Fee”, which has a line item for parks that would fund acquisition of land and improvements for neighborhood and district parks (which includes playing fields).  The Parks line item of the Fee requires any new, non-residential development of 1,500 square feet or more to pay $3.849 per net new square foot.8882  Payment of this fee is considered mitigation for a project’s exacerbation of the parkland deficit.8983
As mentioned under Existing Conditions, the 2002 Field Study that was completed by Palo Alto Fields Advisory Committee states that the City of Palo Alto does not have an adequate amount of playing fields to serve its population and the deficit has increased since 2002.  In addition, the conditions of existing fields continue to deteriorate from over use.  However, given that a fraction of the 957 new employees would likely use nearby parks and fields, the increased demand from Shopping Center employees would not be large enough substantially degrade parks and fields.   In addition, the Shopping Center Project would be subject to the City’s taxes and program fees that support the City’s General Fund, which finances the maintenance of City parks. Therefore, impacts to the deterioration of City parks from the Shopping Center Project would thus be less than significant.  

Cumulative Analysis

The geographic context for this cumulative public services and recreation analysis is the service area of the public service in question. For instance, the geographic context for cumulative impacts on police service and park/recreational facilities is the City of Palo Alto, because these services are provided on a citywide basis and service ratios by whichused to estimate demand are based on citywide figures.  The fire protection service cumulative context area would be the cities of Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and Los Altos HillHills because these are the cities that  the PAFD responds to calls from.  Likewise, the cumulative analysis for impacts on schools would include the cities of Palo Alto and Los Altos Hills because the PAUSD serves these two cities. these cities.  This cumulative public services and recreation analysis considers the Projects’ impacts to public services in combination with the impacts to such services caused by approved projects and otherreasonably foreseeable development probable future  projects  within its respective the relevant  service areaareas by 2025. A list of approved and planned projects in Palo Alto is provided in Appendix B.

Pursuant to Proposition 1A, the Projects’ payment of school impact fees satisfies the obligation to consider and mitigate impacts on school facilities, so no cumulative impact analysis is necessary.
PS-5.6.
Cumulative Fire Protection Demand and Emergency Medical Facilities:  Cumulative development could increase demand for fire protection and emergency response services to the extent that new facilities would need to be constructed.  However, the construction of new fire protection facilities would require its own environmental review process that would avoid or mitigate significant environmental impacts. [NOTE:  not sure how relying on subsequent environmental review ensures significant environmental impacts would be avoided or mitigated, since mere study does not mean there will be no significant and unavoidable impacts]  Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  (LTS)   


2025 Cumulative Impact

Cumulative development in the City and of Palo Alto would add approximately 1,250 residential units and reduce non-residential floor area by approximately 134,000 square feet.  See Appendix B.  Cumulative development in  Los Altos Hills would include added residential, commercial, and industrial development. A complete list of approved and planned projects in Palo Alto is provided in Appendix B.  This list includes 66 distinct development projects, which include 936 new residential units, 83,600 square feet of new mixed-use and commercial space, and 339,656 square feet of other new uses.  From 2005 to 2025 the population ofFrom 2005 to 2025  Los Alto Hills is projected to increasesincrease its population by 700 people and its jobs by 100 jobs.90  employment by 100 jobs.84  [ NOTE:  What about projected growth in Menlo Park?  The text above states that Menlo Park is included in this analysis.] The increased development would increase calls for service throughout the Cityto PAFD service area for fire protection and emergency services.  While the City monitors staffing levels and facilities on an annual basis as part of the City’s budgetary process, and on an ongoing basis as individual development projects are proposed, cumulative development could increase the demand such that response times for service levels could not be maintained without additional equipment and/or facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts.  

As discussed under Existing Conditions, the PAFD does not currently meet its desired response time model and goals. During the 2006 to 2007 fiscal year the PAFD met its percentage goal for responding to calls under its response time goal for emergency medical and paramedic calls but did not meet its goal for fire emergency calls.  AMR is not legally obligated to respond to calls in the City of Palo Alto; it is AMR’s decision whether or not to respond to calls in Palo Alto, and this analysis can thus not assume that AMR would respond to additional calls.91  Additionally, there is a disparity in the level of service provided between the PAFD and MPFD, under the Automatic Aid Agreement.  However, as discussed above, the PAFD has recently changed their response run cards so that Menlo Park would respond to fire calls in Palo Alto only. The PAFD speculate that this would change the response ratio to one-to-one.[NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  This doesn’t make sense; Menlo Park Fire Department won’t respond to calls in Menlo Park?] [NOTE:  Unnecessary detail.]
In 2006 to 2007-2007, the PAFD had one fire station for every 12,500 residents.9285 The population growth inof the City is projected to increase by 15,100 between 2005 and 2025.13,100 between 2005 and 2025 according to the Association of Bay Area Governments; the City believes its population growth will be lower, approximately _____ residents, during that time.  See Section 3.13, Population and Housing. In addition, Los Altos Hills’s population is projected to increase by 700.9386  Therefore, in order to maintain a similar fire station to resident ratio and current levels of service, it can be projected that another fire station would have to be constructed. [ NOTE:  This analysis, if it is supposed to cover Palo Alto, Menlo Park and Los Altos Hills, seems incomplete without a discussion of the sufficiency of fire facilities in those other jurisdictions.] [NOTE:  Methodology is incorrect.  More residents don’t necessarily translate into need for more fire stations; they translate into the need for more PAFD employees.  It’s the additional employee count that would dictate whether more fire station space was needed.  .]
[Discuss only if above analysis shows a new fire station would be needed.]The construction or expansion of new fire protection facilities could result in adverse environmental impacts related to emergency access, noise, air quality, circulation  [ NOTE:  This is covered under traffic.], cultural resources, traffic, biological resources, and hydrology [NOTE:  Wouldn’t is also affect the City’s jobs/housing ratio?  It could also affect visual resources or any other resource.  This doesn’t appear to be supported.].  However, the construction of new facilities would require further review under CEQA, and mitigation measures similar to those discussed for the SUMC Project would be applied to construction of new public service facilities.  The City would require similar construction-related mitigation measures that are applicable to the SUMC Project and that can be found throughout the sections in this document.  The new facilities could increase noise in the vicinity due to sirens; however, the City’s Noise Ordinance (Section 9.10.050) exempts noise associated with “emergencies” from its standards and penalties.  Traffic impacts could also result from new facilities, these impacts would be appropriately mitigated by the City.. [NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  How can the City be certain that this is true?]
In addition, as As part of the City’s siting analysis for any new facilitiesfire station, a Site Study would be conducted prior to the selection of a new location for theany new facilities. The Site Study would analyze potential locations for the new facilities and recommend a suitable site to locate them. The City would comply with the Site Study’s recommendations and would avoid sites located in:

· Biologically sensitive habitats;

· Opens space reserves;

· Wetlands and other waters of the US;

· Areas that contain known historic or archeological resources;

· Environmentally contaminated sites;

· Fault Zones;

· A 100 -year flood plain; and

· An active landslide area.

Because the City will implement mitigation measures for construction related impacts and will comply with the Site Study recommendations, the construction of new fire protection facilities would not result in any significant environmental impacts.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts of future development on fire protection facilities in Palo Alto would be less than significant.
It is possible, however, that the City could not site a new fire station such that no significant impact would occur.  Therefore, this potential cumulative impact is deemed significant.  [NOTE:  If this is the conclusion, please add sections re the Projects’ contributions.  They probably are not cumulatively considerable, but this would need to be analyzed.]
Combined Projects Contribution

The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes. The Projects combined, would necessitate the hiring of three additional staff [NOTE:  is it three additional staff for both projects, or three each?  See related comments above] and obtaining a 100 -foot ladder truck.  However, as discussed above in the Project analysis, existing facilities have adequate capacity to accommodate thethis increase in staff and equipment.  

PS-6.7.
Cumulative Police Protection Demand:  The cumulative scenario includes construction of an approved expanded police station that would accommodate cumulative growth in the City. The environmental impacts of the police station would be mitigated through required measures indentified in the certified EIR for the Public Safety Building.  However, removal of a Protected Tree under the station construction cannot be avoided. Nonetheless, the removal of a Protected Tree would not be considered significant from a cumulative perspective and therefore, the tree removal would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. (LTS)

2025 Cumulative Impact

Cumulative development would increase police service demand throughout the City.  The City monitors staffing levels and facilities on an annual basis as part of the City’s budgetary process and on an ongoing basis as individual development projects are proposed, and determines if expanded stations would be warranted.  As a result of the City’s monitoring efforts, the PAPD is planning to relocate theirits station into a new Public Safety Building by 2011, pending its Council approval of a spending plan.  The new Public Safety Building wouldwill have adequate capacity to serve the cumulative police service demand in the City in 2025, including demand from the Projects.9487  Aside from the need for increased capacity, the PAPD must move the station to a new building because the current building does not meet essential facilities standards for seismic safety.9588 The Final EIR for the Public Safety Building was certified by the City of Palo Alto on November 19, 2007.  Because the new foreseen station is part of cumulative development and would accommodate cumulative police service demand up to 2025, then no further expansions of police facilities would be necessitated by cumulative development.  

The City’s significance criteria states that a significant impact would occur if cumulative development would result in an adverse physical impact from the construction of additional police facilities, in order to maintain acceptable performance standards.  As indicated above, construction of the Public Safety Building is part of cumulative development.  The Final EIR for the Public Safety Building concluded that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact to biological resources due to the necessary removal of a Protected Tree as defined by the City of Palo Alto’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 8.10). In a citywide, cumulative context, removal of one protected tree would not be a considerable contribution.  Moreover, the 2007 Final EIR for the Public Safety Building concluded that the Public Safety Building in conjunction with foreseen development would cause no significant cumulative impacts.96  

Given the above points, cumulative development at 2025 would have less-than-significant impacts related to police service facilities.
Combined Projects Contribution
[NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  Actually, it is the cumulative development within the City that necessitates construction of the new facility, which may itself have impacts.  It may be better to frame the discussion in that manner.][ NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  It seems that the appropriate analytical question here is whether the SUMC and Shopping Center Projects make a cumulatively considerable contribution to this tree removal impact.  Since the tree will be removed with or without the Projects and given that it is only one tree, it is fair to conclude that the incremental impact of the Projects will not be cumulatively considerable.] Combined Projects Contribution
The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes.  The relocation of the PAPD station is planned for completion in 2011 pending City Council approval of a spending plan.  The Shopping Center Project would result in a greater impact on the PAPD facilities than the SUMC Project for the need of additional police service facilities.  According to the PAPD, the medical nature of the SUMC Project uses would not generate high demand calls and would not significantly increase the response times of the PAPD.9789  Conversely, for the Shopping Center Project, the PAPD predicts that the calls in District 112 would increase from 1,693 calls per year to approximately 2,133 calls per year, an increase of 26 percent.9890   [NOTE:  given that SUMC actually results in a greater increase of calls, using these statistics to distinguish the Shopping Center contribution would be illogical; rather, please address what is meant by “high demand”] To meet the demand for new policing services from the Shopping Center Project, the PAPD would require two new officers and one additional vehicle.9991  However, the current PAPD facilities have sufficient capacity to house the additional staff and vehicle required to meet project-related demand.  ByBefore 2025, the Public Safety Building is expected to be in operation.  The construction of the Public Safety Building is expected regardless of the Projects, and its environmental impacts, which the City has addressed, would occur regardless of the Projects. 
PS-7. 
Cumulative School Demand: Cumulative development in the City of Palo Alto can be expected to necessitate expansion of school facilities, which could have adverse impacts. However, cumulative development would be required to pay the SB 50 School Impact Fees, which would fully mitigate school impacts. (LTS)   [NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  The issue here is not actually whether fees will fund the schools but whether cumulative development will necessitate school construction that could have significant impacts.  It may be better to treat this issue as was done for cumulative fire facilities.][  NOTE (in case deletion not accepted by City):  See above comment.]PS-8. 
Cumulative Impacts related to Construction of New or Altered Parks and Recreation Facilities :  [NOTE:  Split Cumulatives discussion the same way as project-level discussion is now split.]  
2025 Cumulative Impact
Cumulative development in the cities of Palo Alto and Los Altos Hills would add new students to PAUSD schools. According to enrollment forecasts by the PAUSD, there would be approximately 15,189 students enrolled in 2021.100,101 These forecasts extend to 2021 only and do not project enrollment numbers for the cumulative analysis year of 2025.  In addition, this forecast report only factors in known development projects at the time of the study’s completion, in December 2008, and does not include new development that has been planned since then, including the Projects.  Current school capacity for the PAUSD is 11,786102; therefore, school facilities would need to be expanded to serve the projected 15,189 students plus additional students that have not been accounted for in the projections.  As such, an expansion in school facilities can be assumed at 2025.  Expansion of school facilities could result in adverse environmental impacts.  
In addition, Resolution No. 2007-08.10 was passed by Palo Alto voters in 2008, which would allow the PAUSD to sell bonds to the public, and the funds generated from this activity would be used to construct and improve school facilities.  Resolution No. 2007-08.10 includes a Bond Project List, which lists a number of proposed improvement projects to school facilities. This list includes the construction of new permanent classrooms and classroom buildings to accommodate enrollment growth and expanded programs.  
As previously stated, Section 65996 of the State Government Code explains that payment of school impact fees established by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts.  PAUSD has enacted development fees in accordance with the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act and levies these fees on development projects within its service area.  Cumulative projects would be required to pay the school impact fees, which are based on the amount of proposed residential and commercial space.  Cumulative development impacts on school facilities would be fully mitigated by payment of the school impact fees. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to school facilities would be less than significant.
Combined Projects Contribution
The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes. The Projects would not include new residences and no students would result directly from the Projects. Therefore, the combined Projects would not directly affect school demand, and thus, would not cumulate with other approved and foreseeable projects.
Combined, the Projects would indirectly result in 208 or 430 additional students as a tertiary impact.  The student generation would be within total current capacity of 457.  If students would be evenly distributed between elementary, middle, and high school, up to 143 students would be added to each bracket, and capacity in elementary and middle schools would be exceeded by up to 20 and 48 students, respectively.  However, in the unlikely, worst case that all students would be either in elementary or middle or high school, school capacity would be exceeded.  However, the Projects’ sponsors and any housing projects that would result from the increase employment generated by the Projects would be required to pay school impacts fees under the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act. As discussed above, the payment of school impact fees established by SB 50 is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts from development.
PS-8. 
Cumulative Parks and Recreation Demand:  Cumulative development would include conversion of grass recreational fields into artificial turf fields, which would result in less-than-significant environmental impacts. Cumulative development would increase the use of City parks and playing fields, which could significantly deteriorate City parks. However, the City’s General Fund would provide funding for the maintenance of City parks.  Therefore, cumulative development impacts on park and recreational facilities would be less than significant.   (LTS)  


2025 Cumulative Impact

[NOTE:  First discuss whether cumulative development would result in projects which result in significant impacts (i.e., the field conversions).  Next, discuss whether existing facilities would be deteriorated in a substantial way]
According to the ABAG 2005 Projections, the population of the City is expected to increase by 15,100 people from 2005 to 2025.10392 This increase would further exacerbate the City’s current parks deficit of 88 acres of parkland as well as its deficit of fields used for active recreation.  To comply with the City’s goal of 2 acres of neighborhood parks and 2 acres of district parks per 1,000 residents, the City would have to add an additional 148 acres of parks by 2025.  As part of its expected cumulative development, Palo Alto has plans to convert three playing fields into artificial turf fields, which would increase their capacity and reduce their deterioration.10493  Natural turf fields need be closed for about ten to 12 weeks a year for renovation and to allow the regrowth of the fields’ grass.10594  In addition, grass can only be played on a certain amount of hours a day before it is destroyed.  Artificial turf fields do not contain grass and thus, can be open to the public for longer periods of time than grass fields can.  However, even with these improvements, Palo Alto is still expected to have a deficit of parklands and playing fields at 2025. 

[NOTE:  this paragraph addresses deterioration, and should be moved to end of this subsection]  The Palo Alto Municipal Code 16.58 would require all cumulative development to pay a “Community Facility Fee,”, which would be used to purchase and improve parklands and would reduce cumulative impacts on the deficit of parks and recreational facilities in the City.  Payment of this fee is considered full mitigation for a project’s exacerbation of the City’s parkland deficit.10695    [NOTE: see comments above; this is an existing legal obligation that prevents a significant impact from occurring.  Also, the affordable housing fee is not considered full mitigation … why the inconsistency] Therefore, cumulative development would have a less-than-significant impact on the City’s parkland deficit. [NOTE: again, deficit is only relevant insofar as it causes increased use and deterioration of existing park facilities.  In addition, it’s important to mention here how increases to General Fund would keep up with maintenance of existing facilities]
As mentioned above, the population of the City is expected to increase by 15,100 people from 2005 to 2025. In addition, employment is expected to increase by 13,210 employees during the same period.10796  This increased development would result in increased use of existing parkland and as a result would accelerate the deterioration of the City’s parkland.  As discussed above under the SUMC Project analysis, the City conducted a Parks and Community Facilities Impact Fee Study that stated that approximately 13 percent of City park users are non-residential employees and approximately 40 percent of park users neither work nor live in the City. In addition, because of the high demand for and use of field space, the proper maintenance of the fields is not possible. A major problem is that maintenance of the fields is severely impacted by demands from both scheduled and non-scheduled user groups.10897  Therefore, the deterioration of parklands is further exacerbated by non-resident park users.10998  The City’s “Community Impact Fee” does not cover the cost of park maintenance and thus, does not mitigate cumulative development’s impact on the deterioration of parks. However, the City’s General Fund, which is financed by general City revenues and program fees, provides funding for the maintenance of City parks and the Projects and all cumulative development would be subject to the programs and taxes that fund it. Therefore, cumulative development would have a less-than-significant impact on the deterioration of park and recreational facilities.

[NOTE:  this paragraph discusses whether cumulative development would result in new facilities, and should be moved near the top of this subsection]  As indicated above, cumulative development would include conversion of playing fields into artificial turf fields.  Anticipated conversions would occur at the Cubberly Center football field, the El Camino Park soccer field, and the Greer Park soccer field.11099  Increased use of artificial turf within the City of Palo Alto would reduce the amount of water and chemicals required for natural grass maintenance and would not reduce the amount of pervious surfaces because current artificial turf is designed to be permeable.  Therefore, use of artificial turf would not cause or contribute to a cumulative effect on storm drain system capacity, flooding, or hydromodification of any natural channels.  Artificial turf could potentially contribute to additional trace amounts of pollutants leaching to groundwater and in surface water runoff.111100,112101  However, actual potential effects are not well verified and would depend on site characteristics. [NOTE: Also, what about effects on noise, air quality, traffic, etc. that would result from construction?  Categorically saying no significant impact would occur could be problematic]  Additionally, artificial turf would reduce the amount of lawn management chemicals in stormwater runoff and leaching to groundwater.  Therefore, the environmental impacts of artificial turf on surface water and groundwater quality is less than significant. [NOTE:  the following sentence belongs in the deterioration discussion]  However, this conversion of fields to artificial turf in these few facilities would not fully mitigate the impacts cumulative development would have on the deterioration of City parks. However, as discussed above, the City’s General Fund would provide funding for the maintenance of City parks. Therefore, cumulative development would not significantly impact parks due to deterioration.  [NOTE:  This analysis is fairly repetitive and could be tightened up.]
Combined Projects Contribution

The combined Projects analysis is provided for informational purposes. The combined Projects would indirectly exacerbate the demand for parks and fields by increasing on-site employment by 3,200; the increased employees could potentially seek to utilize City parks and fields during breaks or outside work hours.  An increased demand for park and field usage would exacerbate an existing and projected deficit in park space within the City. However, the Projects would not directly introduce new residents into the City and therefore, would not exacerbate the City’s Comprehensive Plan standard of providing two acres of neighborhood parks and two acres of district parks for every 1,000 residents.  Furthermore, the Project would increase the number of employees in the City by 3,200 employees; this is approximately 24 percent of the jobs growth projected for the City between 2005 and 2025. [NOTE: this sentence seems out of place] In addition, the “Community Facility Fee,”, General Fund, and other measures described above would further reduce the impacts the Projects’ employees would have on City parks.  

3.14
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