
 

 

 

February 1, 2017  

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development  
 

Chris Sanchez; Brian Schuster; Paul Mitchell - ESA 

Peer Review of Air Quality Technical Report for the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit 

 

At the County’s request, the following are ESA’s peer review comments on the Stanford 2018 General Use 

Permit:  Air Quality Technical Report (AQTR), dated November 9, 2016, prepared by Ramboll Environ for 

Stanford. The AQTR contains a comprehensive analysis of the University’s criteria air pollutant (CAP) and Toxic 

Air Contaminant (TAC) emissions within the General Use Permit study area and considers a variety of sources 

and future improvements to the transit fleet.   

Given the task of peer reviewing the document, ESA has focused its efforts in the peer review process to key 

areas of analysis and methodology relative to the assessment of air quality and health risk impacts in the CEQA 

process, as well as to perform a general spot check of underlying tables, calculations and assumptions contained 

in the AQTR.  The ultimate goal of the peer review is to help ensure that the information contained in the AQTR 

will meet accepted standards for inclusion in a legally adequate and defensible document under CEQA.  These 

comments are presented generally in chronological order as found within the document, not according to order of 

significance. 

Chapter 1:  General 

Emission Inventory Years   

1. As directed by the County, for purposes of this EIR, the near-term baseline will be 2018 (the year the 

proposed 2018 General Use Permit will be initiated), and this baseline will include all development under the 

2000 General Use Permit expected to be built and occupied by the approval of the 2018 General Use Permit, 

along with other cumulative development expected to occur by that date. It is our understanding that Stanford 

has directed Ramboll Environ to update its AQTR as needed to ensure its 2018 baseline correlates with these 

assumptions, and that a revised AQTR technical report will be forthcoming. 

2. The AQTR includes analysis years of 2014 and 2015.  While having analysis years of 2014 and 2015 lends 

historical perspective to the University’s progress toward reducing air emissions and greenhouse gases, 

particularly in light of the replacement of the co-generation facility with the new energy systems, these data 

http://www.esassoc.com/
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points will not be required for the CEQA analysis, although can be briefly acknowledged in the EIR for 

informational purposes.   

2. ESA concurs with Ramboll Environs approach in development of a “Fall 2035” analysis scenario that 

conservatively assumes year 2030 emission factors given that 2030 represents a watershed year for the 

purposes of GHG regulation in California.  

Chapter 2:  Air Quality Environmental and Regulatory Overview 

Table 2-1-1 Summary of Ambient Air Quality in the Project Vicinity 

3. ESA recommends this table include annual average monitored values for PM10 and PM2.5 given that the San 

Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated as a non-attainment for the state annual average standards for 

these pollutants, as indicated later in Table 2-2-2. 

Section 2.1.3.3 TAC Emissions Sources in the Stanford Vicinity 

4.  ESA recommends this discussion also include gasoline fuel stations as potential TAC sources in the Stanford 

vicinity given that the University operates several such facilities and they are later included in the inventory. 

Section 2.1.3.4 Sensitive Receptors  

5. Residential uses are sensitive receptors, however, neither Section 2.1.3.4 (Sensitive Receptors) nor Figure 2-1 

(Sensitive Receptor Locations) identify residential uses as sensitive receptors.  If there is a reason why 

residential uses are not specifically identified as sensitive receptors, it should be explained in the study.  

Chapter 4:  Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions Inventories  

Section 4.1.5 Fuel Stations 

6. This section and Table 4-2 identify fuel stations within the study area, including the former Valero station, 

Bonaire and the LRBE fuel stations.  However, BAAQMD’s stationary source tool indicates that there is also 

a fueling station at the “Environmental Services Facility” on Oak Road, which appears to be within the study 

area.  Please confirm if this fuel station is within the study area, and if so, if it is still operational and should 

be included in the inventory. 

Chapter 5: Impact Analysis 

Table 5-1-1 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Thresholds of Significance 

7. ESA recommends the parenthetical reference to exhaust emissions for PM10 and PM2.5 be relocated to apply 

only to construction emissions. 

Impact AQ-1: Localized Dust-related Air Quality Impacts 

8. The analysis states that the Project would implement best management practices (BMPs) to ensure that 

fugitive dust for Project construction would result in less-than-significant impacts.  However, unlike the 

Tier 4 construction assumption, these BMPs are not identified within the project description nor is there any 
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existing mechanism (such as a standard condition of approval) that ESA is aware of to ensure that these 

measures are implemented.  To ensure implementation, these BMPs should be either identified as either a 

new Condition of Approval in the 2018 General Use Permit, or formally identified as a mitigation measure.   

Criteria Pollutant Analysis for Construction Emissions 

9. There is no impact statement or analysis assessing the quantitative emissions of criteria air pollutants from 

construction activity.  Since the 2018 General Use Permit will authorize new construction activity that would 

not otherwise occur, ESA recommends a construction-related CAP analysis should be included in the AQTR 

such that these emissions are treated as new emissions and not as a continuance of existing campus 

construction emissions.  For consistency between the AQTR and the EIR, ESA EIR requests the AQTR 

include a separate impact statement providing a construction-related CAP analysis that provides emissions 

estimates directly traceable to data in the tables of the AQTR.  This construction-related CAP analysis should 

be consistent in its assumptions with that of that of the health risk analysis in terms of the scope and size of a 

conservatively estimated construction project under the 2018 General Use Permit.  

Impact AQ-2 Construction TAC and PM2.5 Emission and Health Risks 

10. Both the screening process described on page 50 of the AQTR and the potential option for a formal health 

risk assessment for future construction projects should be formally identified as either a new Condition of 

Approval in the 2018 General Use Permit, or as a mitigation measure. 

11. Modeling assumes tier 4 final standards for all equipment except chainsaws and pavers.  This use of tier 4 

standards should be formally identified as either a new Condition of Approval in the 2018 General Use 

Permit, or as a mitigation measure. 

12. Please confirm if the analysis considered exposure of receptors to off-site truck travel for hauling along the 

haul routes, or just the exposure of receptors to onsite trips. We recognize that it is unlikely that off-site truck 

travel alone will produce a significant cancer risk for relatively small construction projects, but off-site 

receptors may be much closer to the off-site haul route than receptors near the project site (e.g. if the 

screening criteria is 140 meters for childcare receptors near the project site, this doesn’t account for a daycare 

that is 10 meters from the off-site haul route). If exposure to off-site truck travel was not included in the 

screening tables, we recommend that you either include it or add justification for why it isn’t a concern (e.g. 

you could run an analysis of off-site risk along the haul route for the biggest project type with 900,000 cubic 

yards of debris/soil exported to show that cancer risk is not significant).  

13. The AQTR indicates the risk for childcare facilities is higher than for residents. However, when considering 

residents include the 3rd trimester age group while childcare would not (as described in Table D-6), and that 

residents are exposed to the same concentration as childcare but for longer (24 hrs/day, 350 days per year for 

residents versus 8 hrs/day, 245 days per year for childcare), it seems counterintuitive that the risk for 

childcare facilities should be higher than for child residents. It appears that the higher risk for childcare 

facilities identified in the AQTR may be in part due to use of a higher 8-hour daily breathing rate (DBR) for 

moderate intensity activity, but is more due to the use of a Model Adjustment Factor (MAF). Please provide 

additional justification for the MAF, including citations to BAAQMD and/or OEHHA guidance for 

calculating risk to childcare receptors using the MAF (which we cannot seem to find; we only see guidance 

for a WAF used for worker receptors). Please see more detailed comments on Appendix D, Table D-6 below. 
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14. It would be useful for the reader if the AQTR showed the screening results in a table where you can easily 

trace the setback distances for each receptor type by project size/characteristics. 

15. Please define “off-hours.” 

Appendix B CalEEMod Analysis  

16. While the CalEEMod analysis indicates haul trips for assumed demolition, it does not appear to include any 

assumptions for haul trips associated with export of excavated soil. ESA recommends an assumption be 

developed for exported material truck trips consistent with the screening scenarios of the construction HRA 

mitigation. 

17. As stated in the AQTR, it appears construction phases have been condensed to fit the assumed construction 

project within the confines of a calendar year.  CalEEMod user tip1 21 states: 

For construction equipment calculations, the user should evaluate whether the default equipment list, 

including equipment types and numbers, horsepower ratings, hours of operation, and duration of phases, 

are appropriate. If changes are made to the equipment list, the program will neither automatically 

compensate by changing the construction time nor automatically revise the equipment list to reflect a 

revised construction time. Changes to one of these must accompany revisions of the other based on 

project-specific data.  

Because the default number of construction equipment was assumed, this equipment must be more active to 

achieve that same amount of work is a shorter construction window. Consequently default construction 

equipment hours of operation should be adjusted proportionately to the reduction in assumed construction 

window. 

18. EMFAC2014 does not include the effect of Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 

(https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2014/emfac2014-vol3-technical-documentation-052015.pdf, 

page 8); please confirm if this text needs to be revised accordingly. 

19. ESA recommends that specifying that all PM10 exhaust is considered DPM. 

20. The BAAQMD recommends that the following TACs are estimated for gasoline vehicles: Acetaldehyde, 

Benzene, 1,3-Butadiene, Ethylbenzene, Formaldehyde, and Naphthalene. This is based on the speciation and 

risk values found in the Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards report 

(May 2011, table 14), which is more up-to-date than the district’s CEQA guidelines. The analysis appears to 

only include Benzene and 1,3-butadiene for gasoline mobile sources.  ESA recommends updating the HRA to 

include these additional TACs. 

                                                      
1 http://www.caleemod.com/ 

 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2014/emfac2014-vol3-technical-documentation-052015.pdf
http://www.caleemod.com/
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Appendix D Construction Health Risk Assessment Screening Tool 

21. Page 1: ESA recommends providing a citation to support the following statement: “In this analysis, given that 

source of emissions is diesel construction equipment engines, if cancer risk from diesel particulate matter 

(DPM) and diesel total organic gas (TOG) is below the threshold, then noncancer acute and chronic HI and 

PM2.5 incremental increase will also be below the threshold.” Typically diesel TOG, non-cancer acute, and 

chronic HI risk is much lower than DPM cancer risk, but PM2.5 concentrations may not be. The ratio 

between annual average PM2.5 concentrations and DPM cancer risk varies based on construction project 

length (e.g. a 1-year project will have a smaller ratio than a 10-year project). It is possible, although unlikely, 

that PM2.5 concentrations exceed the threshold while cancer risk does not. One potential approach for 

justifying this statement (if a citation cannot be produced)_is to conduct a quantitative analysis of PM2.5 for 

your largest project site and comparing this to the cancer risk to show that cancer risk will always be greater. 

22. Page 2:  The dispersion modeling used 1 year of met data; OEHHA (2015) recommend at least 5 years of met 

data if available.  

23. Page 2 makes reference to Figures D-1 through D-5, however, these figures are not included. 

24. Page 3, ESA recommends specifying which version of CalEEMod was used. 

25. Page 3: Please confirm if the equipment list, hours/day, and days/year for the modeled project (from the 

Escondido HRA) are based on an equipment fleet for a real construction project. 

26. Page 3:  The smaller projects were scaled down by the ratio in acreage. However, acreage isn’t the best 

indicator of construction activity or emissions. This method would not account for vertical development (such 

as a 10-story building on a 1 acre site versus 2-story buildings on an 18 acre site). We recommend one of the 

following options: (1) use a hybrid scaling factor which incorporates square footage of construction; (2) use 

square footage instead of acreage as a scaling factor; or (3) include a discussion in the document to justify the 

use of acreage over square footage as a scalar or how you recommend that users approach the screening 

tables based on square footage over acreage (as mentioned on the 2/1/17 call with ESA). 

27. Page 3:  There may be economies of scale when constructing larger projects that aren’t present in smaller 

projects, so the scaling ratio wouldn’t necessarily be directly proportional to site acreage. For example, 3 

excavators are used during construction of the 18.3 acre site (Table D-1); risk for the 3 acre site was scaled 

down by 3/18.3 which is approximately 1/6th, but you will have at least 1 excavator for the 1 acre site (versus 

½ of an excavator). We understand that you are using the full 2 year emissions duration for the smaller 

projects, which may account for any loss in economies of scale for smaller projects. 

28. Page 5:  ESA recommends stating what the value of the conversion factor (CF) is in the equation. 

29. Page 5:  ESA recommends defining “CRAF” in the equation (if the CRAF is equivalent to the age sensitivity 

factor, then it may be duplicative of IFinh which includes the ASF, as described in Table D-6). 

30. Table D-1:  ESA recommends defining what engine tier level was assumed for pavers (we assume this is fleet 

average, but please confirm). 



 
Peer Review of Air Quality Technical Report for the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit 

6 

31. Table D-4a indicates the onsite trip length is 0.5 miles but does not mention off-site trips and the exposure of 

receptors along the off-site haul routes. Please see comment #16 above. 

32. Table D-5:  The release height is identified as 0 meters for all sources. According to USEPA’s report 

Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment 

and Maintenance Areas, construction release height should be 4-5 meters.  We recommend using a 4-5 meter 

source release height per USEPA guidance or providing an explanation (and citation) for using a 0 meter 

release height. 

33. Table D-5:  The receptor height is 0 meters. According to OEHHA (2015), “For the inhalation pathway, a 

health protective approach is to select a receptor height from 0 meters to 1.8 meters that will result in the 

highest predicted downwind concentration.” Please confirm that 0 meters represents the highest predicted 

downwind concentration. 

34. Table D-6: There is no 3rd trimester receptor listed in this table. The report says that exposure was estimated 

beginning at the 3rd trimester and the footnotes mention 3rd trimester breathing rates, but this appears to be 

omitted from the table. ESA recommends updating the table to include 3rd trimester for residents and the 

appropriate exposure duration (0.25 years). 

35. Table D-6: The DBR listed in the table for childcare age 0<2 years is 1,500; the footnote says that moderate 

intensity 8-hour breathing rate is used (the 95th percentile value is 1,200 (Table 5.8), and that this breathing 

rate was “effectively extrapolated to 10 hours to account for potential exposure time.” What is the rationale 

for the 10-hour extrapolation and what is the calculation (we assume 10/8)? Based on the MAF, childcare 

receptors are assumed to be present 9 hours per day, not 10 hours. In addition, both OEHHA and BAAQMD 

recommend the 95th percentile moderate intensity breathing rates from Table 5.8 without adjustment. Please 

clarify and provide an explanation or citation to support the adjustment of the 8-hour breathing rate. Also, 

please indicate in the table that the 95th percentile DBR was used for these receptors. The same comment 

applies to the DBR for childcare age 2<9 years (800 versus 640 from table 5.8). 

36. Table D-6:  Model Adjustment Factor (MAF): please add a discussion of this factor (equation, what it means, 

etc.) and a complete citation. We assume this is the same as the Worker Adjustment Factor (WAF) as 

specified by OEHHA on page 5-29, but applied to daycare receptors instead of workers. We also assume that 

parameters for the factor are: Hres = 24 hours; Hsource = 9 hours; Dres = 7 days; Dsource = 5 days; DF = 1. Please 

confirm.  

37. Table D-6: This comment follows from comment #17 above regarding the use of the MAF for childcare. The 

exposure frequency (EF) for childcare should also incorporate the hours/day of exposure, since it isn’t 24 

hrs/day like child residents. This is needed because you have a MAF to scale up exposure for childcare based 

on their 8 hrs/day exposure. The childcare EF should therefore be 245 days/year * 9 hours / 24 hours = 91.9. 

Another way to explain this is by looking at the EF (units in days), which assumes each day has 24 hours of 

exposure. For daycare, the EF is 245 days. But the daycare receptors are not exposed to the annual average 

concentration 24 hrs/day for 245 days/year; they are exposed to the daytime concentration only 9 hrs/day, 245 

days per year and zero concentration for the remaining 16 hrs/day. Thus, the EF should be adjusted 

downward by 9/24 to account for the total number of 24 hour days they are actually exposed to the annual 

average concentration. Then the annual average concentration can be adjusted upward to the daytime 

operational concentration using the MAF. If this step is not taken, then daycare receptors will always result in 
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higher risk compared to residential receptors (all other factors being equal), even though the daycare 

receptors are exposed to lower overall concentrations than residential receptors. Take the example where you 

have child resident receptors that are only present during construction work hours; their lifetime exposure is 

less than child resident receptors that stay home all day, so their risk should also be less. But if the MAF is 

used for the child resident receptors that are only present during construction work hours without adjusting 

the EF, their risk will be higher than the full-time child residents. If your approach of using the MAF for 

childcare receptors without adjusting the EF is documented in OEHHA or BAAQMD guidance, please cite 

that guidance (we are unable to find guidance for the use of the MAF for daycare receptors, only WAF for 

worker receptors). 

 



 

 

 

September 5, 2017  

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development  
 

Shadde Rosenblum; Paul Mitchell - ESA 

Peer Review of Transit and Bicycle Capacity Analysis for the Stanford University 2018 General 

Use Permit 

 

At the County’s request, the following are ESA’s peer review comments on the Stanford 2018 General Use 

Permit Transit and Bicycle Capacity Analysis dated August 8, 2017, prepared by Arup for Stanford. The analysis 

identifies the increase in transit riders and bicyclists that would be expected to be generated by the Stanford 

campus under the 2018 General Use Permit, and evaluates the capacity of regional infrastructure and 

services to accommodate such increases. 

ESA has focused its efforts in the peer review process to key areas of analysis and methodology relative to the 

assessment effects in the CEQA process, as well as to perform a general spot check of underlying tables, 

calculations and assumptions contained in the AQTR.  The ultimate goal of the peer review is to help ensure that 

the information contained in this analysis will meet accepted standards for inclusion in a legally adequate and 

defensible document under CEQA.   

1. Why aren’t carpools affected by TDM Expansion scenario? 

 

2. The change in annual growth rates 2016-2021 (4.9%) and 2021-2035 (1.6%) – not clear why so different. 

 

3. Please fix column label on Table 4 – should be 2018, not 2020. 

 

4. Will there be a temporary Caltrain capacity reduction while the electrification project is being 

constructed? If so, that should be addressed. 

 

5. Assumption of increased express bus capacity in 2035 (one additional trip per line) is not based on 

programmed/funded service expansions. 

 

6. What is the source of the assumption of peak period and peak hour factors that were used to convert daily 

ridership on express bus lines? 

http://www.esassoc.com/
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7. The annual growth rate used to estimate ridership was based on historical ridership data for two of the 

three transit lines. What about Line AE/F – why is 1.1% an appropriate growth rate to use, even though 

it’s not supported by any historic ridership data? 

 

8. The approach to bicycle capacity analysis does not take appear to take into account the additional bicycle 

users that would be generated by added rail passengers resulting from mode shift assumed for 2035 

Expanded TDM scenario. I would imagine that a moderate number of rail passengers using Caltrain 

would bring their bicycles with them. 

 



 

 

 

February 17, 2017  

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development 

Brian Pittman; Paul Mitchell, ESA 

Peer Review of Biological Resources and Wetland Elements for the Stanford University 2018 

General Use Permit Application 

 

At the County’s request, the following are ESA’s peer review comments of supporting materials included in the 

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Application that pertain to biological resources and wetlands. The elements of 

the General Use Permit Application relating to biological resources that were subject to review include a portion 

of the Background Conditions Report (Tab 4, Chapter 7, Resource Conservation), and technical reports that 

describe Biological Resources (Tab 14) and Wetlands (Tab 15). Our review focused on the accuracy and 

completeness of the presented technical information in the context of providing a clear summary of biological 

resources that is appropriate to support technical standards for review under CEQA. These comments are 

presented generally in chronological order as found within the document, not according to order of significance. 

Background Conditions Report, Tab 4  

Chapter 7: Resource Conservation   

1.  Chapter 7, Resource Conservation, begins by listing the resource conservation strategies that were identified 

in the Stanford Community Plan and then summarizes the 2000 General Use Permit conditions of approval 

that implemented these strategies. Conditions J.1 through J.9 established mitigation requirements to reduce 

impacts to the California tiger salamander and Conditions K.1 through K.7 related to the identification, 

management, and conservation of other wetland and biological resources. These conditions are appropriate 

for the Regulatory Framework section of the CEQA Biological Resources analysis and inform the discussion 

of biological resources in this chapter.  

2. Section 7.1.1 describes the approach to compliance with the 2000 General Use Permit conditions of approval 

for the California tiger salamander. The section correctly presents that on August 13, 2013, the Santa Clara 

County Board of Supervisors acknowledged the County Planning Director’s determination that the federal 

Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) provides “equal habitat value and protection for the California tiger 

salamander,” thereby superseding the conditions of approval related to the salamander provided by 2000 

General Use Permit Condition J.9. The protection and management of California tiger salamander and their 

habitat at Stanford is presently regulated by authorizations from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

http://www.esassoc.com/
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and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CFDW) that were not in place when the 2000 General Use 

Permit was adopted.  We are aware of these regulatory changes and they will be documented in the EIR as 

appropriate. 

Tab 14:  Biological Resources Technical Report 

3. The Biological Resources Technical Report provides a baseline summary of regulated biological resources at 

Stanford and then provides conservation measures for areas within the academic growth boundary to protect 

birds, bats, San Francisco dusky-footed woodrats and special-status plant species.  ESA has no comments on 

this section. 

Chapter 2. Introduction 

4. Chapter 2 summarizes the contents of the technical report. A statement on Page 14.3 identifies three 

conservation measures that are presented in Appendix B to prevent significant impacts to biological 

resources. Appendix B describes four conservation measures; the measure protecting San Francisco dusky-

footed woodrat appears to be mistakenly excluded from the summary. 

Chapter 3. Approved Conservation Plans for Stanford Lands 

5. This chapter introduces the federal and state regulatory framework that regulates campus growth and the 

specific management actions that are required to protect covered species. It describes the USFWS HCP and 

California CDFW consistency determination, which authorize the take of federal and state-listed species. As 

described in the Background Conditions Report (Tab 4), the chapter provides the basis by which the County 

determined that the Stanford HCP supersedes 2000 General Use Permit Conditions J.1 through J.8. The 

conservation easements and HCP management zones presented in the 2013 HCP are summarized, as are the 

conditions of the Special Conservation Areas.  ESA has no comments on this section. 

Chapters 4 and 5. Existing Biological Communities Within/Outside the Academic Growth 
Boundary 

6. The biological resources report does not provide an environmental and regulatory overview discussion that 

sets the framework to discuss 2018 General Use Permit impacts. Though not a deficiency, this chapter 

would benefit from a presentation of applicable federal, state, and local regulations that apply to the General 

Use Permit planning area.  

7. Chapter 4 describes the habitat types and associated plant and wildlife species that are present outside of the 

academic growth boundary; however, a parallel discussion is not provided in Chapter 5 that describes the 

presence, absence, or distribution of these resources within the academic growth boundary. For example, the 

discussion of natural resources in the Lathrop Development District (Section 5.1.1) only briefly states that the 

district “also contain(s) Oak Woodland/Savannah (same community type as described in section 4.1.2) with 

significant abundance of native plant species.” Preferably, the analysis should detail existing conditions for 

biological resources within the academic growth boundary, as this is the area where impacts would occur and 

require mitigation.  

As currently presented, a description of existing conditions within the academic growth boundary cannot be 

transferred into the CEQA analysis without bringing in extraneous plant and wildlife data that does not apply 
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to this area. It is understood that much of the mandated natural lands management performed by Stanford 

under the HCP occurs outside of the academic growth boundary. However, the CEQA analysis will need to 

present a focused discussion of resources that occur within the academic growth boundary; even if the 

resources are somewhat banal. 

8. It is unclear if any focused biological surveys have been performed by Stanford within the academic growth 

boundary. If such studies are available, a summary of surveys that are relevant to the CEQA analysis would 

be helpful in describing the existing biological resources and would also assist from a document defensibility 

standpoint.  

Impact Assessment  

9. The biological resources technical report defers the covered species impact assessment to the Stanford HCP 

and does not discuss potential impacts to other resources that are regulated under CEQA. Such an approach is 

adequate for biological resources that are regulated by the HCP, and specifically for federally-listed 

threatened species. However, for resources that are not described or regulated by the HCP, no potential 

impacts are disclosed related to 2018 General Use Permit activities.  

In the absence of an Impact Assessment section, we note the following:  

a) The report does not include or reference the CEQA standards of significance or establish impact 

thresholds. The standards of significance used in the 2000 General Use Permit EIR (Table 4.8, page 

4.8-22, et seq.) differed from typical CEQA Appendix G standards. For example, the 2000 General 

Use Permit EIR considered impacts to California Native Plant Society Rank 3 and 4 plant species, 

loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife species, or permanent net loss of sensitive native plant 

communities. Coordination with the County will be needed to determine if the 2000 General Use 

Permit EIR standards of significance remain relevant and how they should be updated for the current 

analysis.  

b) The report does not acknowledge which of the natural resources described in the description of 

existing conditions could be impacted or otherwise affected by the proposed action, and whether such 

impacts would rise to the level of CEQA significance. 

c) Some significant impacts from the 2000 General Use Permit that resulted in conditions of approval 

were not carried forward into the 2018 General Use Permit. Potential effects to the following 

resources were not considered in an impacts and mitigation discussion:  

 oak woodlands 

 protected trees  

 wetlands (waters of the U.S. and waters of the state) 

e)  The Vegetation Management Plan that is identified in the Background Conditions Report (Tab 4, 

Chapter 7, page 4.61) as a means to address the loss of protected trees and oak woodlands (and 

comply with Condition of Approval K.4) should be discussed in a biological resources impact 

section. The Background Conditions Report identifies that the Condition K.4 will be carried forward 
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with the 2018 General Use Permit; which is why impacts to protected trees and oak woodlands 

should be discussed in the biological report. 

f) If applicable, justification should be provided for the retention or removal of current County 

Conditions of Approval that relate to biological resources that are regulated by the General Use 

Permit; specifically for Conditions K.1 through K.7, which are not regulated by the HCP.  

g) Appendix B of the report suggests methods to reduce impacts to nesting birds, bats, San Francisco 

dusky-footed woodrats and special-status plant species within the Academic Growth Boundary. 

These methods are not associated with any particular impacts and the report does not state whether or 

not the methods would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

h) No conservation measures are proposed for the protection of individual trees, oak woodlands, or 

riparian habitat.  

i) The biological resources report does not discuss potential cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

Tab 15:  Wetlands Technical Report 

The wetland technical report provides the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) approved preliminary 

jurisdictional determination (PJD) dated December 28, 2015 within the Academic Growth Boundary. The Corps 

PJD was additionally provided to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 

which has regulatory authority over waters of the state. Any proposed modifications to waters of the state that 

would substantially change the bed, channel or bank, or modify riparian habitat would require a 401 authorization 

from the RWQCB and a 1602 permit from CDFW. These permits require certification that potential impacts to 

waters of the state are analyzed and addressed under CEQA.   

The wetland discussion on page 14.21 identifies that of the 36.6 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, 34.75 acres are 

in the HCP’s 50-year no-build zone and cannot be developed and the remaining 0.88 acre of jurisdictional 

wetlands is located in areas where new structures are prohibited.  If any maintenance or modifications are 

anticipated within regulated waters of the state, impacts should be acknowledged in the GUP EIR to provide 

CEQA coverage. If no modifications are proposed to RWQCB or CDFW jurisdictional areas, then the 

conservation measures in Tab 14, Appendix B (Biological Resources Technical Report, Supplemental 

Conservation Measures) need not reference the protection of waters of the U.S., waters of the state, and state-

regulated riparian habitat.  

Given the above discussion, is it correct to state in the EIR for the 2018 General Use Permit that no impacts 

would occur to waters of the U.S. or waters of the state? 



 

 

 

February 22, 2017  

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development  
 

Cory Barringhaus; Jennifer Brown; Paul Mitchell, ESA 

Peer Review of the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit Application Tab 4 (Background 

Conditions Report), Tab 5 (Anticipated Changes to Population), Tab 6 (Housing), and Tab 16 

(Parks and Recreation Facilities Analysis) 

 

At the County’s request, the following are ESA’s peer review comments of Tab 4 (Background Conditions 

Report), Tab 5 (Anticipated Changes to Population), Tab 6 (Housing), and Tab 16 (Parks and Recreation 

Facilities Analysis) in Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Application. These comments are presented generally in 

chronological order as found within the document, not according to order of significance. 

General (Tabs 4, 5 and 6) 

1. Revised 2018 Baseline to reflect change in status of EV Graduate Residences:  As directed by the County, for 

purposes of this EIR, the 2018 baseline is being revised in certain Stanford technical reports (e.g., AQTR, 

GHG, Energy, VMT and Transportation) to assume that the Escondido Village Graduate Residences would 

not be occupied or operational in 2018.  For internal consistency please revise Tab 4, Background Conditions 

Report; Tab 5, Anticipated Changes to Population; and Tab 6, Housing, including tables and/or figures as 

appropriate to reflect that Escondido Village Graduate Residences would not be occupied or operational in 

2018. 

 

Tab 4 Background Conditions Report 

Overview 

2. The table on page 4.1, under the heading “Growth Rate” states “Of the 2,035,000 net square of new academic 

and academic support and academic support uses authorized by the 2000 General Use Permit, Stanford has 

constructed or obtained building permits for approximately 1.4 million net square feet of new and expanded 

facilities.”  This appears to be consistent with the Annual Report No. 15 “Key to Map C-1” which estimates 

1,397,540 academic and support uses for which building permits have been obtained by Fall 2015. 

 

However, under the table on page 4.2, under the heading “Housing” text states “Under the 2000 General Use 

Permit, Stanford has constructed approximately 2,400 new housing units/student beds.”  If you are using the 

same data point (Fall 2015), this does not appear to be consistent with the Annual Report No. 15 “Key to Map 

C-2” which estimates only 2,019 housing units have been completed (through the framing phase) by Fall 

2015.  Please check whether there is any inconsistency, and/or if any revisions are needed.  

http://www.esassoc.com/
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Water Quality and Watershed Management 

3. There is limited information included in the background conditions report regarding existing water quality 

conditions.  While not required for inclusion in the Background Conditions Report, does Stanford maintain 

any water quality information that is specific to the surface waters that run through the campus that can be 

provided to ESA? 

 

4. Under Flooding, the technical report states that “As of June 1, 2016, the detention capacity remaining in each 

watershed would offset the following amount of additional development: 

• 2,550,000 square feet of additional impervious surface in the San Francisquito Creek watershed 

• 8,480,000 square feet of additional impervious surface in the Matadero Creek watershed.” 

 

Can Stanford estimate how much of this detention capacity will have been reduced there by 2018? 

 

5. ESA suggests a slight rewording of the language under 7.2.4 State Water Resources Control Board NPDES 

General Permit Compliance. ESA’s view is that all development, regardless of size, would be considered part 

of a larger plan (i.e., 2018 General Use Permit) and thus subject to the NPDES General Construction Permit 

requirements. Currently, the technical report states that it only applies to projects disturbing greater than one 

acre. 

 

Geologic Hazards 

6. Current language which refers to Stanford’s Seismic Strengthening and Rehabilitation Program conforming 

to Uniform Building Code. The current California Building Code is based on the International Building Code 

and is no longer based on the Uniform Building Code. ESA assumes that Stanford’s program would be 

consistent with these more current standards.  

 

Tab 16 Parks and Recreation Facilities Analysis 

7. While the Parks and Recreation Facilities Analysis appropriately focuses on demand and effects on off-

campus public parks and recreation from the on-campus residential population, the analysis should also 

include an explanation how other segments of the Stanford population, including the “Other Populations” 

category (described in Section 4.0 of Tab 5) and visitors would not be expected to substantially contribute to 

the overall project demand and related effects for these facilities in the Stanford vicinity. 

 



 

 

 

May 1, 2017 

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development 

Jeff Caton; Paul Mitchell - ESA 

Peer Review of Energy Technical Report for the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit 

 

At the County’s request, the following are ESA’s peer review comments on the Energy Technical Report for the 

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit, dated April 13, 2017 prepared by Ramboll Environ for Stanford. The Energy 

Technical Report contains a comprehensive analysis of Stanford’s energy usage and management, energy 

conservation measures, and procurement of renewable energy within the GUP Study Area.  

ESA has focused its efforts in the peer review process to key areas of analysis and methodology relative to the 

assessment of energy impacts in the CEQA process as well as to perform a general spot check of underlying 

tables, calculations and assumptions contained in the Energy Technical Report. The ultimate goal of the peer 

review is to help ensure that the information contained in the Energy Technical Report will meet accepted 

standards for inclusion in a legally adequate and defensible document under CEQA. These comments are 

presented generally in chronological order, not according to order of significance. 

Section 1:  Introduction 

Analysis Years and Existing Conditions 

1. Since so many “analysis years” are introduced in the Introduction (2014, 2015, 2018, 2020 and 2035), ESA 

recommends clearly identifying 2018 as the baseline year up front to avoid confusion later in the document. 

As directed by the County, for purposes of this EIR, the near-term baseline will be 2018 (the year the 

proposed 2018 General Use Permit will be initiated), and this baseline will include all development under the 

2000 General Use Permit expected to be built and occupied by the approval of the 2018 General Use Permit, 

along with other cumulative development expected to occur by that date.   

2. The Energy Technical Report includes the evaluation of three “scenario years” to represent existing 

conditions: 2014, 2015 and 2018. While having analysis years of 2014 and 2015 lends historical perspective 

to the University’s energy use, particularly in light of the efficiency gains represented by the replacement of 

the co-generation facility with the implementation of the Stanford Energy System Innovations (SESI), these 

data points will not be required for the CEQA analysis, although they can be briefly acknowledged in the EIR 

for informational purposes.  

http://www.esassoc.com/
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1.2.2  Existing Conditions Analysis Years 

Project Analysis  

3. ESA concurs with Ramboll Environs statement that the “Fall 2035” analysis scenario results in a conservative 

analysis of energy needs (results in an overestimate) because it is based on current regulations (e.g., Title 24, 

RPS) and vehicle efficiency standards that are likely to become more stringent before 2035.   

Chapter 3: Existing Conditions and 2035 Project 

3.1.1. Electricity 

4. ESA recommends more consistent use of terminology to make it easier to follow the discussion. For example, 

does 2015 “campus usage” correspond to 2014 “imports to campus?”   

5. With the new CEF having been brought online in April 2015, ESA agrees as reasonable the assumption by 

Ramboll Environ that doubling the July – December electricity usage is representative of a year’s worth of 

electricity usage. 

6. To improve clarity at the end of the third paragraph in this section, ESA recommends a brief explanation for 

why the 2020 electricity use estimate is relevant to the 2018 baseline, particularly since the following 

paragraph starting by stating that Fall 2035 electricity usage is based on Fall 2020 usage estimates.  

7. ESA agrees with the assumption that the 2035 electricity consumption estimate is likely conservative, since is 

does not account for expected changes to the Title 24 efficiency standards that will reduce building energy 

use. However, there is no accounting for how higher numbers of electric vehicles on campus (converting the 

entire Marguerite shuttle bus fleet and 70 percent of Bonair on-campus vehicles to electric vehicles by 2035) 

would impact electricity demand. The reader is left pondering the whether the increase could be significant.1  

3.1.2. Natural Gas 

8. ESA agrees with the assumption that the 2035 natural gas consumption estimate is likely conservative, since 

is does not account for expected changes to the Title 24 efficiency standards that will reduce building energy 

use. 

3.1.3. Mobile Fuel 

9. The study notes that fuel usage should decrease from beginning to end of the Project, partly due to Stanford’s 

commitment to replacing campus shuttles and vehicles with electric vehicles; however, it is not clear how the 

study incorporated the corresponding increase in electricity demand resulting from the additional electric 

vehicles (see comments #9 and #18).  

                                                      
1  A quick calculation indicates that these vehicle conversions could increase annual electricity demand by approximately 4,000 MWh 

per year, or about 1% of the Project’s 2018 electricity baseline. Based on information contained in Greenhouse Gas Technical Report 
(Table 3-5-14), Bonair vehicles travel 3,173,773 miles per year, while Marguerite buses travel 1,580,488 miles per year.  The 
electricity consumption associated with converting these vehicles to EVs as planned would amount to approximately 670 MWh for 
the Bonair vehicles (using 30 kWh per 100 miles for a Nissan Leaf, as listed on www.fueleconomy.gov) and approximately 3,160 
MWh (based on 2.0 KWh per mile for a mid-size commute bus, from US DOT 2014 white paper entitled Peak Demand Charges and 
Electric Transit Buses.) 
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Chapter 4.  Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

4.3  Environmental Analysis 

10. ESA generally agrees with the impact statements and significance determinations related to energy presented 

in Chapter 4. However, some minor changes to the text and tables in the following subsections would 

improve readability and clarity of conclusions.  

4.3.1.1  Electricity 

11. Adding “Baseline” and “Project” to the years 2018 and 2035, respectively, in Table 4-3-1 as done for the 

other tables in section 4.3, would help with clarity. 

4.3.1.2  Natural Gas 

12. Text should more carefully explain which years are being compared in these two sentences that refer to Table 

4-3-2: “Total building energy consumption (natural gas plus electricity) per service population would 

decrease with the Project, from 31.4 to 30.2 MMBtu per year per service population. Since 2014, however, 

total building energy consumption is projected to decrease by 16% despite a more than 30% projected 

increase in service population.” 

13. Adding “Baseline” and “Project” to the years 2018 and 2035, respectively, in Table 4-3-2 as done for the 

other tables in section 4.3, would help with clarity. 

14. There is a minor error in this statement –the difference is actually just under 35%: “Between 2014 and 2018, 

the building energy consumption per service population is projected to fall by over 35%.” 

4.3.3.1  Appendix F.II.C.1 Energy Requirements and Energy Use Efficiencies 

15. Units are not provided for Diesel Fuel in Table 4-3-4 (Operational Energy Use Requirements) 

16. ESA suggests relabeling Table 4-3-6 as “Total Energy Use Requirements” 

4.3.3.2  Appendix F.II.C.2 Local and Regional Energy Supplies 

17. The quantitative basis for this statement is not provided, “The transition toward electric fuels for on-site 

vehicles will result in a small increase in calculated total electricity usage that will not significantly impact 

overall electricity infrastructure. This small increase may be offset by gains in energy efficiency at the 

Stanford campus that are not quantitatively addressed in the energy usage calculations as noted above.” (See 

also comment # 9).  



 

 

 

February 1, 2017 

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development 

Chris Sanchez; Jeff Caton; Paul Mitchell - ESA 

Peer Review of Greenhouse Gas Technical Report for the Stanford University 2018 General Use 

Permit  

 

At the County’s request, the following are ESA’s peer review comments on the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

Technical Report for the Stanford 2018 General Use Permit, dated November 2016 prepared by Ramboll Environ 

for Stanford. The GHG Technical Report contains a comprehensive estimate of the Stanford’s GHG emissions 

within the GUP Study Area and is clearly the result of many hours of extensive analysis and thoughtful 

consideration of sources at a time when the University is transitioning to a new method of energy production and 

recovery.   

Given the task of peer reviewing such a document, ESA has focused its efforts in the peer review process to a few 

key areas of analysis and methodology relative to the assessment of GHG impacts in the CEQA process as well as 

to perform a general spot check of underlying tables, calculations and assumptions contained in the GHG 

Technical Report.  The ultimate goal of the peer review is to help ensure that the information contained in the 

GHG Technical Report will meet accepted standards for inclusion in a legally adequate and defensible document 

under CEQA.  These comments are presented generally in chronological order, not according to order of 

significance. 

Chapter 1:  General 

Emission Inventory Years   

1. As directed by the County, for purposes of this EIR, the near-term baseline will be 2018 (the year the 

proposed 2018 General Use Permit will be initiated), and this baseline will include all development under the 

2000 General Use Permit expected to be built and occupied by the approval of the 2018 General Use Permit, 

along with other cumulative development expected to occur by that date. It is our understanding that Stanford 

has directed Ramboll Environ to update its GHG technical report as needed to ensure its 2018 baseline 

correlates with these assumptions, and that a revised GHG technical report will be forthcoming. 

2. The GHG Technical Report includes analysis years of 2014 and 2015. While having analysis years of 2014 

and 2015 lends historical perspective to the University’s progress toward reducing greenhouse gases, 

particularly in light of the replacement of the co-generation facility with the new energy systems, these data 

http://www.esassoc.com/
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points will not be required for the CEQA analysis, although can be briefly acknowledged in the EIR for 

informational purposes. 

3. ESA concurs with Ramboll Environs approach in development of a “Fall 2035” analysis scenario that 

conservatively assumes year 2030 emission factors given that 2030 represents a watershed year for the 

purposes of GHG regulation in California.   

Chapter 2:  GHG Scientific Background Regulatory Overview and Significance 
Thresholds 

Global Warming Potentials 

4.  The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) published its most recent Fifth Assessment Report in 

November 2014, in which it updates its estimate of global warming potentials (GWPs) for non-CO2 GHGs.  

The analysis within the GHG Technical Report, however, uses the GWPs from IPCC’s Fourth Assessment 

Report.  Use of the older GWPs from the Fourth Assessment Report may be warranted for the purposes of 

maintaining consistency with accounting. Nevertheless, ESA recommends that a subsection should be added 

to the GHG Technical Report that 1) acknowledges the existence of updated GWPs, 2) provides a rationale 

for continuing to use the GWPs from the Fourth Assessment Report and 3) provides an explanation for how 

the change in IPCC’s GWPs over the past years is considered in the derivation of thresholds in Table 5-2-4 

(Operational GHG Thresholds/Substantial Progress Efficiency Metrics) which use a baseline of 1990.  

2030 Target Scoping Plan Update 

5. Since the draft 2030 Scoping Plan was released, ARB published a Discussion Draft of 2030 Targets for the 

Scoping Plan Update.  This Discussion Draft was released on December 2, 2016 so it would not have been 

possible for Ramboll Environ to have included any of the specific approaches in the GHG Technical Report 

that was published in November 2016.  The Draft 2030 Targets for the Scoping Plan Update contains 

recommended Plan-level GHG Reduction Goals.   

 In this update, ARB recommends that local governments aim to achieve a community-wide emissions of no 

more than 6 metric tons (MT) of CO2 per capita by 2030 and 2 MT of CO2 per capita by 2050.  ARB states 

that this is a statewide goal based on all emission sectors in the State and that local jurisdictions may choose 

to derive region-specific, evidence-based per capita or service population GHG emission goals tied to these 

statewide goals.   

 While these goals are currently present within a discussion draft document, they represent ARB’s thinking at 

the time of the NOP and should be acknowledged and considered in the GHG Technical Report.  ESA 

recommends that per capita emissions be calculated as presented both in the GHG Technical Report and the 

Draft EIR for informational purposes, but that the Service Population thresholds developed by Ramboll 

Environ continue to be used as the thresholds for GHG impact assessment.  
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Chapter 3: GHG Emission Inventories 

General 

6. In general, the GHG Technical report identifies and quantifies the appropriate sectors for analysis of land use 

development projects and explains why some sectors, such as sequestration loss, are not warranted.  Emission 

inventories are presented in 26 tables following the main body text of the report.  ESA performed a desktop 

review of the tables, in which all results appeared reasonable (i.e., columns totaled correctly, and headers 

contained appropriate units etc.), as well as to be supported by citations of sources used. 

Table 3-3-1 2014, 2015, Fall 2018, and Fall 2035 GHG Emissions - Summary 

7. Tab 5, Anticipated Changes in Population, in the 2018 General Use Permit Application contains estimates of 

anticipated changes to population under the 2018 General Use Permit, quantifying certain segments of the 

Stanford population (e.g., Undergraduates, Graduate Students, Postdoctoral Students, Faculty, and 

Nonmatriculated Students), and not quantifying “Other” populations that frequent Stanford (e.g., Contingent, 

Casual, Temporary Workers, Other nonemployee Academic Affiliates, Third Party Contract Workers, 

Janitorial and Construction Contract Workers). 

 The crux of the GHG impact assessment relies on the emissions per service population metric.  The 

derivation of GHG emissions are explained in the Table 3-3-1 and supporting text.  Table 3-3-1 identifies the 

2035 service population (residents plus workers) to be 68,781.  This service population is consistent with the 

service population estimated in SB 743 VMT Analysis, prepared by Fehr and Peers, in Tab 8 in the 2018 

General Use Permit Application. The SB 743 VMT Analysis, Tables 3 and 4 appear to account for both the 

Stanford population that was quantified in Tab 5, as well as the “Other” population that was discussed in 

Tab 5. 

 No revisions are requested to the GHG study as it relates to this issue.  However, the EIR Project Description 

will acknowledge all potential segments of population related to Stanford University that are discussed in 

Tab 5 of the 2018 General Use Permit Application. 

8. While the assumption that a segment of students of a university may be considered employees and therefore 

part of the service population is reasonable, the anticipated changes in populations and residents in the 

summed number of the Tab 5 submittal both contain the same categories of undergraduates, graduate 

students, post-doctorate scholars and faculty and staff.  Some degree of this double counting phenomenon 

would expected in a land use development project (e.g., the resident of a Specific Plan who also it is also an 

employee of an office building within the specific Plan area). However, here more than 50 percent of the 

academic population is also counted as part of the residential population, which results in a higher service 

population and therefore, lower emissions per service population. This higher percentage may further warrant 

inclusion of a per capita emissions estimate and comparison to goals of ARB’s Draft 2030 Targets for the 

Scoping Plan Update, as discussed above.  

 Regardless, ESA recommends that supporting text be provided to the GHG Technical report that explains the 

derivation of the service population assumption since it is such a vital component of the impact analysis.  
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Mobile Emissions Tables 3-5-12 through 3-5-15 

Methane and Nitrous Oxide 

9. The mobile emissions tables only provide emissions of CO2 and omit any mention of either methane (CH4) or 

nitrous oxide (N2O) either via quantification or footnote.  Although the relative contributions of these other 

two GHGs are marginal compared to that of CO2, for most vehicle types, it is common industry practice to 

report all three GHGs (the CalEEMod model reports these emissions for mobile sources). It is noted that the 

contributions for CH4 and N2O are provided for all other inventoried sources in the GHG Technical Report.  

Any vehicles running on compressed natural gas could have a statistically significant contribution.  

Consequently ESA recommends that either a contribution be calculated for these other GHGs for mobile 

emissions or a rational provided for why there are not presented.  

Table 3-5-15 Fall 2035 GHG Emissions - Mobile Use 

10. Table 3-5-15 (Fall 2035 GHG Emissions – Mobile Use) shows that all Marguerite buses will be electric by 

2035 and that 70 percent of LBRE and Bonair vehicles will be replaced by electric vehicles by 2035, 

representing a substantial reduction of over 3,000 MT of CO2e compared to 2018. However, there is no 

specific corresponding increase in electric demand emissions associated with charging those electric vehicles 

noted in Table 3-5-6 for year 2035 which considers a 22 percent increase in consumption based only on 

increased square footage.  

Tables 3-5-22 through 3-5-25 Water and Wastewater 

11. These tables provide estimates for GHG emissions that result from wastewater treatments resulting from 

wastewater generated in the study area.  It is unclear why these calculations include adjusted emissions for 

facultative lagoons and septic tanks.  Are there any such treatment sources in the study area?  It would be 

reasonable to assume that all wastewater flows to the Palo Alto Treatment Plant and be aerobically treated.  

Chapter 5.  Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Significance Thresholds 

12. ESA reviewed Tables 5-2-2 and 5-2-3 which present the derivation of the thresholds proposed to be used for 

2030 and 2050.  The derivation is based on 1990 land use sector emissions inclusive of on-road passenger 

vehicles, on road heavy-duty trucks, electric power, and commercial and residential fuel use.  The analysis 

then considers these sectors on the local scale of the Study Area to assess significance.  Such a methodology 

should be adequate to address both Post 2020 GHG reduction goals as well as recent legal opinions in the 

November 2015 California Supreme Court ruling in the Center for Biological Diversity vs. California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (commonly referred to as Newhall Ranch). ESA intends to provide further 

justification of these thresholds in the Draft EIR in light of recently published White Paper of the Association 

of Environmental Professionals1.  

There is a slight difference in the underlying GHG target for 2030 and the employment estimate used to 

derive the 2030 efficiency threshold presented in Table 5-2-2 than one used in a recent presentation of the 

                                                      
1 Association of Environmental Professionals, Final White Paper Beyond 2020 and Newhall: A field Guide to New CEQA Greenhouse Gas 

Thresholds and Climate Action Plan Targets for California, October 18, 2016. 



 
Peer Review of Greenhouse Gas Technical Report for the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit  

5 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District2. However these differences are minor and the threshold applied 

in the GHG Technical Report (2.7 MT of CO2e) is more stringent than the one proposed by BAAQMD (2.8 

MT of CO2e). 

Impact GHG-2  

13. No finding of significance is provided in the impact statement on page 55 as is done for Impact GHG-1. Also, 

the last sentence on page 60 states that  the “ Project’s impacts are less than significant with mitigation under 

this methodology” even though mitigation measures are neither identified or warranted.  

                                                      
2 BAAQMD, Presentation by Dave Vintze, Air Quality Planning Manager at the CLE International 12th Annual Superconference, 

December 12, 2016. 



 

 

 

February 22, 2017  

David Rader, Senior Planner, Santa Clara County Department of Planning and Development 

Jennifer Brown; Cory Barringhaus; Paul Mitchell, ESA 

Peer Review of the Water Supply Assessment for the Stanford University 2018 General Use 
Permit Application 

 

�$�W���W�K�H���&�R�X�Q�W�\�¶�V���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�����W�K�H���I�R�O�O�R�Z�L�Q�J���D�U�H���(�6�$�¶�V���S�H�H�U���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���F�R�P�P�H�Q�W�V��on the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) 
Technical Report prepared by Schaaf and Wheeler Consulting Engineers for the Stanford University 2018 
General Use Permit, dated November 2016. The WSA contains a comprehensive estimate of �6�W�D�Q�I�R�U�G�¶�V water 
demand through 2035 within the General Use Permit Study Area. ESA has focused its efforts to a few key areas 
of analysis and methodology relative to the assessment of water supply impacts in the CEQA process as well as to 
perform a spot check of underlying tables, calculations and assumptions contained in the WSA. The ultimate goal 
of the peer review is to ensure that the information contained in the WSA will meet accepted standards for 
inclusion in a legally adequate and defensible document under CEQA.   

Tab 13 Water Supply Assessment 
Section 1: Introduction  

1.1 Project Overview  

1. The WSA indicates the 2018 General Use Permit references 2.275 million gsf of academic and academic 
support uses and 3,150 housing units/beds during the period of 2018 to 2035.  The 2018 General Use Permit 
also proposes 40,000 net new square feet of child care space to be developed (separate from the 2.275 million 
gsf and 3,150 housing units), however, the WSA does not appear to specifically mention this proposed 
project element, and thus may not specifically account for the water demand associated with this future use.  
While the proposed child care space would constitute only a small part of the overall new development at the 
campus under the 2018 General Use Permit, its estimated water use should nevertheless be accounted for in 
the WSA.  

1.3 Identification of  �³�3�X�E�O�L�F���:�D�W�H�U���6�\�V�W�H�P�V�´��Serving the Project Site  

2. The WSA describes the three sources of water supply at Stanford [water purchased wholesale from the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC); groundwater and local surface supplies].  The WSA 
explains that Stanford, as a private entity, does not serve the general public. The WSA indicates that the 
SFPUC �G�R�H�V���Q�R�W���V�H�U�Y�H���D�V���D���³�S�X�E�O�L�F���Z�D�W�H�U���D�J�H�Q�F�\�´��when it provides water to its wholesale customers 
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