RECONSIDERATION PETITON

NOTICE: Reconsideration petitions are only accepted for adjudicatory matters that are
quasi-judicial decisions by the City Council. The reconsideration petition is subject to
the requirements of and must comply with section 2.08.096 of the Cupertino Municipal
Code, available in the City Clerk’s office or online at
http://www.amlegal.com/cupertino_ca/. Please review this form carefully and provide
a detailed explanation for each item. Failure to meet the requirements of section
2.08.096 may result in rejection of the reconsideration petition.

1.

Project for which you are requesting reconsideration:
Application No.: Application No(s): ASA-2025-006

Applicant(s) Name: Charities Housing

Contact information for party requesting reconsideration:

Name: Joshua Safran, Esq.

Address: One Almaden Boulevard, Suite 700, San Jose, California 95113
Phone: 510.384.7627

Email: jsafran@strategylaw.com

Date of Council meeting considering the project for which you are requesting
reconsideration: February 3, 2026

Reconsideration petitions must be filed within ten (10) calendar days of the date of the
Clerk’s notice.

Details of grounds for reconsideration (Cupertino Municipal Code Section
2.08.096). A petition for reconsideration must specity, in detail, each and every
ground for reconsideration. Failure to specify the particular ground(s) for
reconsideration will preclude any omitted ground(s) from being raised or
litigated in a subsequent judicial proceeding.

In addition, the grounds for reconsideration are limited to the criteria listed
below. Failure to meet these grounds may result in rejection of the petition for

reconsideration. Check all grounds that apply and provide detailed explanations



of the facts supporting each ground for reconsideration (provide supporting
documentation and attach additional sheets if necessary):

An offer of new relevant evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable diligence,
could not have been produced at any earlier city hearing.

Explanation of new evidence and why it could not have been produced earlier:

Please see the attached Letter, dated February 27, 2026, entitled “Petition for
Reconsideration per Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096 of City Council
Actions of February 3, 2026 (Agenda Item 8), Including: (i) CEQA Exemption
Determination; (ii) Resolution No. 26-016 (ASA-2025-006); and (iii) Resolution
No. 26-018 (Disposition and Development Agreement) re Mary Avenue Villas
Project (the “Project”) (File #: 26-14737)” which letter and all of its exhibits are
incorporated herein by this reference.

An offer of relevant evidence which was improperly excluded at any prior city
hearing.

Explain relevant evidence and how, when it was excluded at a prior hearing:

Please see the attached Letter, dated February 27, 2026, entitled “Petition for
Reconsideration per Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096 of City Council
Actions of February 3, 2026 (Agenda Item 8), Including: (i) CEQA Exemption
Determination; (ii) Resolution No. 26-016 (ASA-2025-006); and (iii) Resolution
No. 26-018 (Disposition and Development Agreement) re Mary Avenue Villas
Project (the “Project”) (File #: 26-14737)” which letter and all of its exhibits are
incorporated herein by this reference.

Proof of facts which demonstrate that the City Council proceeded without, or in
excess of its, jurisdiction.

Explain facts and how those facts show that the Council operated outside its jurisdiction:
Please see the attached Letter, dated February 27, 2026, entitled “Petition for
Reconsideration per Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096 of City Council
Actions of February 3, 2026 (Agenda Item 8), Including: (i) CEQA Exemption
Determination; (ii) Resolution No. 26-016 (ASA-2025-006); and (iii) Resolution
No. 26-018 (Disposition and Development Agreement) re Mary Avenue Villas
Project (the “Project”) (File #: 26-14737)” which letter and all of its exhibits are
incorporated herein by this reference.

Proof of facts which demonstrate that the City Council failed to provide a fair
hearing.
Explain facts and how those facts demonstrate failure to provide a fair hearing:



Please see the attached Letter, dated February 27, 2026, entitled “Petition for
Reconsideration per Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096 of City Council
Actions of February 3, 2026 (Agenda Item 8), Including: (i) CEQA Exemption
Determination; (ii) Resolution No. 26-016 (ASA-2025-006); and (iii) Resolution
No. 26-018 (Disposition and Development Agreement) re Mary Avenue Villas
Project (the “Project”) (File #: 26-14737)” which letter and all of its exhibits are
incorporated herein by this reference.

X Proof of facts which demonstrate that the City Council abused its discretion by:
o (a) Not preceding in a manner required by law; and/or
o (b) Rendering a decision which was not supported by findings of fact;
and/or
o (c) Rendering a decision in which the findings of fact were not supported
by the evidence.
Explain facts and how those facts demonstrate abuse of discretion related to items (a)-(c):
Please see the attached Letter, dated February 27, 2026, entitled “Petition for
Reconsideration per Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096 of City Council
Actions of February 3, 2026 (Agenda Item 8), Including: (i) CEQA Exemption
Determination; (ii) Resolution No. 26-016 (ASA-2025-006); and (iii) Resolution
No. 26-018 (Disposition and Development Agreement) re Mary Avenue Villas
Project (the “Project”) (File #: 26-14737)” which letter and all of its exhibits are
incorporated herein by this reference.

6. Signature(s) — ;Zﬁ"

Please complete form, include reconsideration fee of $376.05 pursuant to Resolution No.
24-040 payable to City of Cupertino and return to the attention of the City Clerk, 10300
Torre Avenue, Cupertino, California (408) 777-3223.

Acceptance of a petition by the City Clerk is for timeliness purposes only and does not constitute
a determination that the petition meets the requirements for reconsideration under section
2.08.096 of the Municipal Code. The City reserves the right to review petitions after submission
and reject those that do not meet the criteria set forth in Cupertino Municipal Code Section
2.08.096.



STRATEGY| AW LLP

One Almaden Boulevard, Suite 700 San Jose, CA 95113
P: (408) 478-4100 F: (408) 295-4100 www.strategylaw.com

February 27, 2026 JOSHUA SAFRAN, EsQ.

jsafran@strategylaw.com

Acting City Clerk Lauren Sapudar
Office of the City Clerk Office
City of Cupertino

10300 Torre Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014

By Hand Delivery & Email (LaurenS@cupertino.gov; cityclerk@cupertino.gov)

Petition for Reconsideration per Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096 of
City Council Actions of February 3, 2026 (Agenda Item 8), Including:
(i) CEQA Exemption Determination; (ii) Resolution No. 26-016 (ASA-2025-006); and
(iii) Resolution No. 26-018 (Disposition and Development Agreement)
re Mary Avenue Villas Project (the “Project”) (File #: 26-14737)

Dear Acting City Clerk Sapudar:

We represent the Garden Gate Coalition for Mary Avenue Safety (the “Coalition”), an
unincorporated association of residents and community members directly and adversely affected
by the Project and the City’s related approvals and commitments affecting the Mary Avenue right-
of-way and public parking resources.

Pursuant to Cupertino Municipal Code § 2.08.096, the Coalition hereby submits this formal
Petition for Reconsideration of the City Council’s February 3, 2026 adjudicatory approvals and
determinations for the Project (the “Decision”). This Petition is timely because it is filed within
ten (10) calendar days of the City Clerk’s mailing of notice of the Decision (dated February 18,
2026).

This Petition diligently specifies the grounds for reconsideration under CMC § 2.08.096, and is
intended to fully preserve all issues for any subsequent judicial proceeding. The Coalition requests
that the City Council grant reconsideration, vacate the Decision, reopen the record, and proceed
only after full compliance with all applicable procedural and substantive requirements, including
CEQA, General Plan law, right-of-way vacation statutes, disqualifications due to conflicts of
interest, and public land disposition requirements.

L. Decision for Which Reconsideration Is Requested

The Coalition seeks reconsideration of the City Council’s February 3, 2026 actions for Agenda
Item 8, including (without limitation):

A. The Council’s determination that the Project is exempt from CEQA;
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B. Adoption of Resolution No. 26-016 approving the Architectural and Site Approval Permit
(ASA-2025-006) (including the amendment reflecting 19 IDD units); and

C. Adoption of Resolution No. 26-018 approving the Disposition and Development
Agreement (“DDA”) (including amendments increasing affordability restrictions to 99
years and revising the City’s repurchase timing accordingly);

D. Any related findings, determinations, directives, and commitments that enable, facilitate,
or commit the City to the Project, including contemplated future actions to vacate portions
of the Mary Avenue right-of-way and to complete disposition of public property.

IL. Record and Incorporation of Prior Objections

The Coalition has raised detailed objections and legal arguments in writing and in public comment,
including in the Coalition’s February 1, 2026 demand letter to the City Council and subsequent
submissions regarding General Plan consistency, right-of-way vacation and public land disposition
sequencing, CEQA compliance, and the DDA’s legal defects. All such objections are reaffirmed
and restated here, and are intended to be fully preserved.

III.  Grounds for Reconsideration (CMC § 2.08.096)

Ground 1:  Offer of New Relevant Evidence Not Previously Obtainable With Reasonable
Diligence

The Coalition offers the following new relevant evidence, which (a) is material to the Decision,
(b) could not reasonably have been produced earlier for the February 3, 2026 Council hearing in
the exercise of reasonable diligence, and (c) warrants reconsideration:

1. Krupka Consulting (Feb. 10, 2026) updated quantitative analysis of Mary Avenue
parking occupancy under peak Memorial Park event conditions, including estimates
showing event conditions reaching 140-229 parked vehicles and demonstrating that, with
the Project’s public parking removal, demand would meet or exceed supply (including
quantified occupancy rates reaching and exceeding 100%) and cause cumulatively
considerable significant impacts. This evidence also documents safety conflicts involving
large/wide service vehicles and door-swing encroachments that were not studied in the
Transportation Study and that are exacerbated by the Project’s proposed lane geometry.

Krupka further explains that Mary Avenue is not “underutilized right-of-way” and is
designated a Neighborhood Connector in the City’s Mobility Element, providing parking,
access, and circulation for the neighborhood and serving as a crucial linkage to Memorial
Park, consistent with Mobility Element goals including M-2, M-3, M-5, and M-6. Krupka
therefore concludes that vacation of the Mary Avenue right-of-way is inconsistent with the
General Plan, and that the location, purpose, and extent of the disposition are likewise not
consistent with the General Plan.



Petition for Reconsideration re Mary Avenue Villas Project (File #: 26-14737)

Page 3

Krupka also documents that the Transportation Study’s “typical conditions” parking
evaluation fails to address major Memorial Park events and that the Project would result in
a net loss of 89 public on-street spaces plus six additional spaces recommended for sight-
distance concerns—95 spaces total, representing a 39% reduction in on-street supply.

Krupka provides estimates for major festival conditions showing 140 to 229 vehicles
parked on Mary Avenue, and demonstrates that under festival conditions the Project would
push occupancy to approximately 96% (Fall Festival) and approximately 157% (Kids N
Fun / Summer Concert Series), reflecting functional failure and displaced demand.

In addition, Krupka identifies unaddressed operational safety conflicts omitted from the
Transportation Study—Ilarge/wide service vehicles that encroach into adjacent lanes and
door-swing encroachments from parked vehicles—and explains that the Project’s proposed
two 11-foot travel lanes would exacerbate these conflicts (including in the existing
northbound lane context).

Finally, Krupka identifies cumulative demand drivers (including Memorial Park
enhancements, Park event conditions where only a small fraction of off-street spaces
remain available to visitors, permit-only restrictions on adjacent streets, Westport Mixed-
Use Project effects, and the planned Flint Center replacement increasing reliance on off-
site parking), each of which further supports the need for full analysis of
parking/circulation effects.

Coalition’s Feb. 10, 2026 evidence summary and exhibits documenting specific
inconsistencies with General Plan mobility and neighborhood-protection policies,
including (a) functional failure during peak conditions, (b) closure of Memorial Park lots
during events forcing reliance on Mary Avenue, and (c) documentary and photographic
evidence supporting these conditions.

The City’s post-February 3 effort to obtain post-hoc Planning Commission findings
(as reflected in the February 10, 2026 Planning Commission agenda materials and staff
proposal) is itself new information not fully available and developed at the February 3
Council hearing, and directly bears on whether the Council proceeded without or in excess
of jurisdiction and whether the approval process was lawful.

This new evidence is directly material to CEQA (including categorical exemption criteria and
exceptions), General Plan consistency, right-of-way vacation findings, public safety, and whether
the Decision is supported by substantial evidence.

Ground 2:  Offer of Relevant Evidence Improperly Excluded at a Prior City Hearing

The Coalition offers the following grounds under “improperly excluded evidence,” which
independently warrant reconsideration:
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1.

Impaired ability to present and have considered documentary/visual exhibits at the
February 3, 2026 hearing due to procedural constraints on presenting materials during oral
comment and limitations on access/distribution of project plans and related technical
documents prior to and during the hearing (including restrictions that functionally limited
timely display and consideration of technical exhibits).

Insufficient public access to the complete plan set and supporting technical materials
prior to close of the public hearing, including where the City limited plan distribution and
directed the public to appointment-based viewing, thereby constraining the Coalition’s and
the public’s ability to present complete, record-based evidence regarding parking removal,
circulation geometry, and right-of-way impacts at the time of the Council vote.

Failure to provide or circulate the final/amended versions of key approval documents
(including the DDA and ancillary terms) reflecting material amendments considered and
adopted by the Council on February 3, 2026, depriving the Coalition and the public of the
ability to submit relevant responsive evidence and analysis tied to the actual approved
terms.

Ground 3:  Proof of Facts Demonstrating the City Council Proceeded Without, or in

Excess of, Its Jurisdiction

Reconsideration is warranted because the Council proceeded without or in excess of jurisdiction,
including but not limited to the following:

1.

Government Code § 65402 sequencing/jurisdictional defect: The Council proceeded to
approve actions that depend on disposition of public property and vacation of public right-
of-way without the antecedent Planning Commission General Plan conformity
report/determination required by Government Code § 65402. Post-hoc Planning
Commission “ratification” cannot cure the defect.

Approval predicated on future right-of-way vacation and public property disposition
without required findings and procedures: The City’s own staff report acknowledges
that a future City Council meeting would be scheduled to vacate the right-of-way portion
necessary to facilitate the Project, confirming that the February 3 approvals were granted
before the legally required vacation hearing and findings were made. This sequencing
defect is prejudicial because the Krupka report, discussed above, demonstrates that Mary
Avenue is an actively used Neighborhood Connector and that the proposed vacation is
inconsistent with the General Plan and would remove essential public parking and
circulation capacity relied upon during Memorial Park events.

Public land disposition and commitment via DDA without completion of prerequisite
statutory compliance: By approving a binding DDA committing the City to convey public
land and provide substantial financial assistance, while critical prerequisite determinations
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(CEQA validity, § 65402 consistency review, and other public disposition requirements)
were unresolved or unlawfully sequenced, the Council exceeded its lawful authority.

These defects go to the Council’s fundamental authority to proceed as it did and require
reconsideration and vacation of the Decision.

Ground 4: Proof of Facts Demonstrating the City Council Failed to Provide a Fair

Hearing

The Coalition requests reconsideration because the Council failed to provide a fair hearing,
including but not limited to:

1.

Material amendments adopted without meaningful opportunity for public
review/comment: The Council adopted material amendments at the February 3 hearing,
including changes to the DDA affordability term (55 to 99 years) and related repurchase
timing, and an amendment regarding IDD unit counts, without providing the public a
meaningful opportunity to review the revised operative documents and respond to the final
terms actually approved.

Unstable/inconsistent legal and factual bases presented to the public and
decisionmakers: The City’s approvals relied on inconsistent CEQA characterizations
(including treating certain entitlements as “not a CEQA project” while also invoking
categorical exemption theories), undermining clarity of the “whole of the action” and
impairing meaningful public participation.

Post-hoc process to retrofit required findings: The City’s attempt to obtain retroactive
Planning Commission findings after Council approval (rather than before) demonstrates an
approval process that deprived the Coalition of a fair, legally sequenced review in which
required findings precede commitment and final action.

In addition, the record confirms that the City intentionally compressed and accelerated the
approval process solely to accommodate the Developer’s tax-credit schedule, rather than
adhering to the normal, legally required sequencing of findings and approvals. During
Council deliberations, the Mayor expressly raised the concern “why are we rushing” to
approve aspects of the Project that could be returned on another day, and the City
Attorney’s office responded that “there’s some urgency” because the DDA is “essential”
to the tax credit process; staff stated on the record that the tax credit application timeline
was “late March” (and the staff report likewise reflects that the Developer anticipated
submitting an application for 9% tax credits on or before April 15,2026), that the tax credits
are “key” to moving the Project forward, and that, “unless we have a DDA signed,” the
applicant would not have sufficient investment in the property to obtain an award of tax
credits “which is why we have it here today.”
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The City Attorney’s office further acknowledged that this highly consequential and legally
complex suite of approvals and documents had effectively been crammed into a matter of
weeks: staff stated the City “turned to the drafting of all the documents only about... 4
weeks ago,” and that staff and the City Attorney’s office worked “very diligently... to pull
all of the documents together” on that accelerated schedule. The same exchange highlights
the “on-the-fly” character of the process, with material deal terms presented as being turned
around essentially overnight, i.e., extending the affordability period from 55 to 99 years
was described as “an idea that I brought up Monday morning,” which staff and the
developer were able to “turn... around within almost 24 hours, to change the agreement to
allow that.”

Consistent with these admissions, Councilmember Wong characterized the approval
process as “a rushed job,” stated the City was “cutting corners,” and “making exceptions
that we wouldn’t make for any other group, so that this group can prepare for tax credits,”
describing the process as “cart before the horse” and “not how it’s supposed to work,” and
stating “we’re doing it because they have a deadline,” while “continu[ing] to rush this
project and change things on the fly.”

The compressed, deadline-driven approach also manifested in procedural constraints
bearing directly on the fairness and integrity of the hearing itself, including limiting
individual public comment to “90 seconds per individual,” restricting group comment to
“1 minute a person” (up to 5 minutes), and cutting off the speaker queue by requiring
requests within “the first 9 minutes of the start of public comment.” The Mayor likewise
directed Council to “keep [comments] brief” because the meeting was “a bit over time
already.”

These record facts corroborate the Coalition’s core contention that, to meet an external
financing deadline, the City proceeded in a rushed, unstable, and legally backward manner
— approving and committing first, and attempting to supply legally required findings and
sequencing later — thereby depriving the Coalition and the public of the fair, legally
sequenced adjudicatory process required by law.

Denial of a Fair Hearing: Common-Law Conflict of Interest / Bias / Lack of “Open
Mind” and Procedural and Substantive Due Process Violations: A fair quasi-judicial
hearing requires decisionmakers to maintain an “open mind” and decide based on the law
and the evidence, not animus toward parties or counsel, moral condemnation, or
prejudgment. Here, Councilmember J.R. Fruen made extensive remarks on the record
demonstrating that he had prejudged the Coalition’s position, impugned its counsel’s
ethics, and framed the matter in a way incompatible with impartial adjudication.

a. Attacks on Counsel’s Ethics and Credibility

On the record, prior to voting for the Project, Councilmember Fruen dramatically declared
that he had conducted an investigation and had concluded that the Coalition’s counsel had
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made “readily verifiable legal errors” which, the Councilmember stated, caused him to
“question the validity of the whole entire advocacy letter” and “every analysis point and
contention” within it, indicating he had discounted the Coalition’s legal and factual
presentation wholesale rather than evaluating it on the merits.

Councilmember Fruen went further and accused the Coalition’s counsel of unethical
conduct, asserting that when attorneys bring pleadings in court they have a “duty to the
court of candor,” that counsel is “not allowed to simply misstate the law,” and that he had
to “question the ethics underpinning this sort of advocacy,” as well as alleging counsel
“wholesale ignore[d] controlling contrary authority.”

Critically, he then declared he had “no reason to believe any of the assertions” made in the
Coalition’s submission or “any of the legal claims that have come before us,” which is
classic prejudgment and inconsistent with an impartial decisionmaker keeping an “open
mind.”

b. Moral Framing That Casts Opponents as Bad Actors, Rather Than Evaluating
Legal Compliance

Councilmember Fruen repeatedly framed approval of the Project as a moral issue,
characterizing the Project as converting “housing for cars” into “sheltered housing for
people,” impliedly characterizing Project opponents as prejudiced against persons with
special needs, and urging those who opposed the Project to just “go and meet” such persons
and suggesting opponents might be surprised to find they have made “your new best
friend.”

He also framed the public discourse as troubling “‘commentary about who gets to live here”
and “whether people are worthy to live in Cupertino,” stating “everybody’s worthy to live
in Cupertino,” and then pivoted to criticize the Coalition’s counsel’s legal advocacy rather
than addressing the Coalition’s core point: follow the law before committing to an
irreversible course of action.

c. Prejudgment by the Key Voting Member of the Majority

Councilmember Fruen was not a peripheral participant. He seconded the principal motion
approving the staff recommendation as amended. And, he was the deciding majority vote.
Had Councilmember Fruen recused himself for a disqualifying conflict of interest, the
Decision would not have been made.

d. The Mayor’s Voting Posture Reinforced an Unlawful “Trust Us” Standard
Rather Than Adjudicatory Neutrality

The Mayor, in explaining her yes vote despite a raft of legal concerns expressed on the
record, stated she had consulted with the City Attorney and “trust[ed] our city attorney” in
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voting for approval. While consultation with counsel is not improper per se, the Coalition
preserves the point that, when combined with the prejudgment and moral framing described
above, the hearing devolved into an adjudication where legal compliance objections were
treated as ethically suspect and not as issues requiring findings supported by evidence.

Because these statements demonstrate bias, prejudgment, and a common-law disqualifying
conflict (in the form of demonstrated partiality and closed mind) by members of the voting
majority, the Council failed to provide the fair hearing required by law. Reconsideration
must be granted, the approvals vacated, and any rehearing must be conducted before an
impartial decisionmaking body, with any disqualified decisionmakers recused and the
matter reconsidered on the law and the evidence.

Further, the cumulative effect of all of these circumstances deprived the Coalition and the public
of the fair hearing required for quasi-judicial decisionmaking.

Ground 5:  Proof of Facts Demonstrating the City Council Abused Its Discretion

Reconsideration is warranted because the Council abused its discretion by (a) not proceeding in a
manner required by law; (b) rendering a decision not supported by findings of fact; and/or (c)
rendering findings not supported by the evidence.

Ground 5(a): Not Proceeding in a Manner Required by Law
Without limitation, the Council failed to proceed as required by law in the following ways:

1. CEQA: Invalid reliance on exemption and improper segmentation/“whole of
action” defects. The approvals and record present inconsistent and legally erroneous
CEQA theories (including “not a project” characterization and categorical exemption
assertions), while the Project and related actions (DDA approval, public land conveyance,
right-of-way vacation enabling development) constitute a single integrated undertaking
that must be evaluated as the “whole of the action.”

2. CEQA: Failure to satisfy categorical exemption criteria and exceptions.
Substantial evidence in the record (and now supplemented by new expert analysis) supports
a fair argument that the Project may cause significant impacts relating to
traffic/parking/circulation and public safety, and therefore cannot lawfully proceed under
the claimed categorical exemption. The Krupka report specifically quantifies festival
parking conditions (140229 parked vehicles) and demonstrates that, when combined with
the Project’s net loss of 95 on-street spaces, event conditions would result in demand
meeting and exceeding supply, including estimated occupancy reaching 157% under
festival conditions. Krupka further identifies cumulative demand drivers that will
exacerbate the deficiency (Memorial Park enhancements, restricted access to other Park-
adjacent streets due to permits, Westport project effects, and the Flint Center replacement
increasing reliance on off-site parking), directly supporting CEQA exception arguments
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and undermining the City’s claim that no exceptions apply. These facts directly contradict
the City’s conclusion that the Project “would not result in significant impacts pertaining to
traffic” and that no cumulative impacts exception applies.

Additional evidence of cumulative parking and circulation impacts undermines the City’s
exemption theory. The adjacent Westport development is bounded by Mary Avenue and is
therefore directly tied to Mary Avenue’s curbside parking and circulation conditions.
Westport’s own City staff analysis acknowledged a parking deficit (see attached Exhibit 8§,
Table 3 reflecting an approximately 19-space gap between reasonably expected demand
and proposed supply) and required that applicant, as a condition of approval, to revise the
site plan to add additional onsite parking prior to building permits. The Applicant Parking
Exhibit (attached Exhibit 9) also reflects that Westport’s parking assumptions depend in
part on discouraging resident vehicle ownership and relying on “overflow” strategies,
including off-site parking options. These City-acknowledged shortfalls and overflow
assumptions are relevant to the cumulative parking/circulation conditions on Mary Avenue
and further support the Coalition’s contention that the City could not lawfully proceed on
an exemption theory that assumes no significant traffic/parking effects and no cumulatively
considerable impacts.

This is consistent with prior Westport transportation documentation stating that the Park-
and-Ride on-street parking along Mary Avenue “was not included in the parking analysis,”
that the Mary Avenue on-street parking is public and “not anticipated to be impacted,” and
that the project has “no jurisdiction” over public parking usage along Mary Avenue. The
record now demonstrates the opposite, i.e., foreseeable cumulative conditions and spillover
effects on Mary Avenue, further undermining the City’s exemption theory and “no
significant traffic/parking effects” findings.

General Plan/Government Code § 65402: Mandatory sequencing violated. The
Council proceeded without the Planning Commission’s antecedent General Plan
conformity determination for disposition/vacation actions, a mandatory prerequisite.

Right-of-Way Vacation: = Required findings and evidence not made. The Project is
predicated on eliminating functional public right-of-way and public parking resources;
approval prior to vacation findings, and without substantial evidence that the right-of-way
is unnecessary for present or prospective public use, is unlawful. This is especially true
given the City’s own recognition that the adjacent Westport development (bounded by
Mary Avenue) has an onsite parking deficit requiring correction before building permits,
underscoring that Mary Avenue’s parking and circulation capacity remains necessary for
present and prospective public use.

Surplus Land Act & Public Disposition Requirements. The City’s approach to declaring
exempt surplus land and to conveying public property (including through a sole-source
process) fails to demonstrate compliance with statutory prerequisites and required findings.
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6. Constitutional and Statutory Constraints on Public subsidies/Gifts of Public Funds.

The DDA and related commitments involve conveyance of public land for nominal
consideration and substantial financial assistance and fee waivers, without the findings and
evidentiary support required to demonstrate legal adequacy and proportional public
benefit.

Substantive Due Process/Arbitrary-and-Capricious Decisionmaking. The Decision
violates substantive due process principles because, as reflected in the on-the-record
remarks above, voting majority Councilmembers treated the Coalition’s legal objections
as illegitimate, untrustworthy, and ethically tainted, and reframed the decision as a moral
referendum rather than a lawful adjudication requiring compliance with mandatory
procedures and findings. This arbitrary-and-capricious deprivation is further reflected in
the record evidence that the City intentionally compressed and accelerated legally required
sequencing and the public process to satisfy the Developer’s tax-credit schedule, rather
than ensuring compliance with mandatory procedures and findings.

Ground 5(b): Rendering a Decision Not Supported by Findings of Fact

The Council’s findings are inadequate and/or conclusory in multiple respects, including:

1.

Findings that the Project will not be detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare are
inconsistent with record evidence and new expert analysis demonstrating severe peak
parking overload, circulation conflicts, and safety impacts.

Findings that all legal prerequisites to adoption of approvals “have occurred” are incorrect
where mandatory prerequisites (including § 65402 sequencing) were not satisfied at the
time of Council action.

The Council’s findings necessarily presuppose lawful process and an impartial
adjudication. However, the record demonstrates otherwise. A deciding voter of the voting
majority announced he had “no reason to believe any of the assertions” advanced by the
Coalition. This is an improper basis for rejecting evidence and arguments and for making
findings that purport to be grounded in the administrative record.

Ground 5(c): Rendering Findings Not Supported by the Evidence

Even where findings are stated, they are not supported by substantial evidence, including:

1.

Findings and conclusions supporting CEQA exemption (including “no significant effects
relating to traffic”) are contradicted by record evidence and new expert calculations
regarding event parking demand, lane conflicts, and safety impacts. Specifically, the
Krupka report identifies that the Transportation Study did not consider (a) large/wide
service vehicles encroaching into travel and parking lanes and (b) door-swing
encroachments from parked vehicles, and explains that the Project’s proposed 11-foot lane
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Iv.

configuration would exacerbate these conflicts and reduce safety. Further, the City’s own
staff analysis for the adjacent Westport project (bounded by Mary Avenue) identifies an
onsite parking gap and contemplates reliance on alternative/overflow parking strategies,
confirming that the surrounding area, including Mary Avenue, faces parking constraints
that must be accounted for. This additional evidence further contradicts any finding that
the Project’s elimination of public parking and related circulation changes would have no
significant traffic/parking effects.

Assertions that later approvals (including the DDA) are merely “within the scope” of earlier
environmental determinations are unsupported where the DDA independently commits the
City to a fixed course of conduct and public land disposition.

Staff and Council reliance on generalized Housing Element designation to justify right-of-
way abandonment and disposition is not substantial evidence of General Plan conformity
for the specific actions taken.

The Council’s findings necessarily presuppose lawful process and an impartial
adjudication. However, the record demonstrates otherwise. A deciding voter of the voting
majority announced he had “no reason to believe any of the assertions” advanced by the
Coalition. This is an improper basis for rejecting evidence and arguments and for making
findings that purport to be grounded in the administrative record.

Relief Requested

For the foregoing reasons, the Coalition respectfully requests that the City Council:

1.

2.

Grant reconsideration of the February 3, 2026 Decision;

Vacate the CEQA exemption determination, Resolution No. 26-016, and Resolution No.
26-018 (and any related directives/commitments);

. Reopen the record and continue the matter to a properly noticed hearing after providing

full access to operative documents and stable project description;
Direct staff to proceed only after full compliance with applicable law, including:
a. Lawful CEQA compliance addressing the whole of the action;

b. Antecedent Planning Commission review and determinations required by
Government Code § 65402;

c. Legally required findings and procedures for any right-of-way vacation; and

d. Lawful public land disposition findings and compliance (including Surplus Land
Act requirements and any other applicable statutory/constitutional constraints).
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5. Provide the Coalition with written notice of the Council’s action on this Petition and
include this Petition and attachments in the administrative record; and,

6. Vacate the Decision and rehear the matter only after ensuring a fair and impartial hearing
panel, including recusal of any Councilmember who has demonstrated prejudgment or bias
inconsistent with an “open mind,” and ensuring the Coalition’s legal objections are
evaluated on the merits and not treated as morally or ethically disqualifying advocacy.

This Petition is submitted without waiver of any rights, claims, objections, arguments, or
remedies available to the Coalition. The Coalition expressly reserves all such rights.

Very truly yours,

STRATEGY LAW, LLP

Joshua Safran, Esq.

cc: Tina Kapoor, City Manager (Tinak@cupertino.gov; citymanager@cupertino.gov)
Kirsten Squarcia, Interim Deputy City Manager (kirstens@cupertino.gov; )
Benjamin Fu, Director of Community Development (BenjaminF@cupertino.gov;
planning@cupertino.gov)
Floy Andrews, Interim City Attorney (fandrews@awattorneys.com,;
cityattorney@cupertino.gov)

Enclosures Incorporated Herein by Reference:

Exhibit 1 Krupka Consulting Report of February 10, 2026

Exhibit2  Objection to Proposed February 10, 2026 Planning Commission Action Mary
Avenue Right-of-Way Vacation and Property Disposition

Exhibit3  Request for Compliance with Law and Objections to Unlawful Proposed
Approvals for Mary Avenue Villas Project (File #: 26-14737) Item #8 of City
Council Agenda of February 3, 2026

Exhibit4  Request for Denial of Proposed Resolution Finding General Plan Consistency for
Mary Avenue Right-of-Way Vacation

Exhibit 5 Krupka Consulting Report of December 11, 2026

Exhibit 6  Objection to Mary Avenue Villas Project, Action Item 12 Special Meeting on
December 2, 2025 at 2:00 p.m.

Exhibit7  Request of Garden Gate Neighborhood to Analyze Traffic Circulation and
Parking for Consideration of Mary Avenue Villas of September 22, 2025

Exhibit 8 City Council Staff Report, Meeting: May 20, 2025

Exhibit9  Applicant Parking Exhibit (May 2025)

Exhibit 10 _Kimley Horn’s Westport Cupertino Transportation Analysis, November 27, 2018
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krupka.

February 10, 2026
by email only > planningcommission@cupertino.gov

Planning Commission Members
City of Cupertino

10300 Torre Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014

RE:  Public Comment — February 10, 2026 - Item #4: Mary Avenue Public Right-of-Way
Dear Planning Commission Members:

| am supporting Brian Avery, owner of the Glenbrook Apartments, Lina Meng, a neighbor, and
the Garden Gate Neighborhood Group in providing transportation advisory services and a
professional opinion on the Mary Avenue Villas Project. This letter documents my opinion that
1) the vacation of the Mary Avenue public right-of-way and the disposition of the Mary Avenue
project site are not consistent with the General Plan, and 2), regarding Environmental Impact,
certain Project impacts contradict finding d) “approval of the project would not result in any
significant effects relating to traffic...”.

| offer the following information and comments for your consideration.
Qualifications

| am a registered Civil Engineer and Traffic Engineer in California and have over 45 years of
diverse experience across all phases of project delivery, including preliminary assessment,
conceptual planning, feasibility analysis, design, and construction. | have demonstrated
expertise in transportation, traffic, and transit planning, engineering, and design related to
transit-oriented development, transit facilities, parking facilities, roadway and highway
improvements, large and small development projects, neighborhood, community, downtown,
city, subarea, county, and sub-regional plans, and transit and highway corridors. Finally, | have
authored and managed dozens of transportation and circulation studies supporting
development and disposition agreements and environmental impact reports for transportation
improvements and development projects of all sizes and types.

Preparation

| have visited the Project site and surroundings, observed traffic and parking activities,
surveyed peak parking occupancy on Mary Avenue and at Memorial Park, reviewed recent
photographic evidence of related parking conditions during Memorial Park events, developed
parking estimates, and read many comments and concerns expressed by Garden Gate
Neighborhood Group members and other residents. | have reviewed the Transportation Study
for Proposed Affordable Housing Project on Mary Avenue (Hexagon Transportation
Consultants, Inc., November 13, 2025, the Memorial Park Specific Plan (City of Cupertino,
February 2024), including the Memorial Park Parking Study (City of Cupertino, January 2024),
the Westport Mixed-Use Project Environmental Impact Report Addendum No. 1 (PlaceWorks,
December 2024), and information on current and planned development at De Anza College.

KRUPKA CONSULTING
431 Yale Drive | San Mateo, CA | 94402
650.504.2299 | paul@pkrupkaconsulting.com | pkrupkaconsulting.com



Planning Commission Members, City of Cupertino, February 10, 2026, Page 2

Comments

Mary Avenue Is Not Underutilized Right-of-Way — The Mobility Element of the General Plan
defines Mary Avenue as a Neighborhood Connector. The street is actively used, as set forth in
the Mobility Element of the General Plan, providing parking, access, and circulation for the
residential neighborhood and serving as a crucial linkage to Memorial Park in line with these
Goals.

« M-2 Promote improvements to city streets that safely accommodate all transportation
modes and persons of all abilities

« M-3 Support a safe pedestrian and bicycle street network for people of all ages and abilities

« M-5 Ensure safe and efficient pedestrian and bicycle access to schools while working to
reduce school-related congestion

« M-6 Promote innovative strategies to provide efficient and adequate vehicle parking

Therefore, the vacation of the Mary Avenue right-of-way is inconsistent with the General Plan,
and it follows that the location, purpose, and extent of the disposition of the Mary Avenue
project site are not consistent with the General Plan.

Approval of the Project Will Create a Deficiency - These comments from my February 3,
2026, letter to the City Council (attached) established my opinion that the Project’s impact -
reduction in parking supply - creates an unsustainable deficiency that affects residents and

visitors alike.

The parking evaluation (in the Transportation Study) describes typical conditions on
Mary Avenue during three weekdays and one weekend day in April 2025. It documents
the Project’s parking impact on Mary Avenue - a net loss of 89 spaces of public on-
street parking, plus the recommended removal of six additional spaces to address a
deficiency in driveway sight distance, resulting in a total net loss of 95 spaces on Mary
Avenue. This 39% reduction in on-street parking supply will directly affect residents
who rely on it, spreading parking demand further into residential neighborhoods. It is
surprising to me that the analyst simply notes that there “...would still be enough
spaces to meet the anticipated parking demand along the Project frontage.”

The parking evaluation does not address the parking conditions on Mary Avenue during
a major festival at Memorial Park, when the street is effectively inundated with festival
parking. This is insufficient, given that six major festivals and numerous other events are
held at Memorial Park each year, and affected residents have voiced significant
concerns to City staff and officials about the Project's impact in this light. Additional
study is required to provide findings that inform the reader, City staff, other review
agencies, and decision-makers about the Project’s impact on parking and potential
improvements to address it.

| reviewed photographic evidence of parking conditions on Mary Avenue during major
festivals and events at Memorial Park on Saturday, August 23, 2025 (Summer-Coneert
SeriesKids 'N Fun Festival), Friday, August 29, 2025 (Movies in the Park), September
18, 2025 (Silicon Valley Fall Festival) Saturday, September 20, 2025 (Heritage India Faire
Festival), and Saturday, October 29, 2025 (Bay Area Diwali Festival). The sample photos
below provide drivers’ views of vehicles parked end-to-end on Mary Avenue, from
Stevens Creek Boulevard to Lubec Street, during the Saturday, August 23, 2025 event.
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A major festival at Memorial Park has a dramatic effect on parking conditions on Mary
Avenue without the Project. The Project’s impact - reduction in parking supply - creates
an unsustainable deficiency that affects residents and visitors alike. Further study and
development of alternative improvements are necessary to enable a fully informed
decision on the Project.

| developed estimates of parking occupancy during two festivals cited in my above comments
— August 23, 2025, and September 13, 2025, which found between 140 and 229 vehicles
parked on Mary Avenue. The following tables present these estimates, along with the existing
parking conditions from the Transportation Study and the with-Project conditions. It is clear
that festival parking inundates Mary Avenue under existing conditions, and the Project’s impact
- reduction in parking supply by 95 spaces - overloads the system with demand meeting and
exceeding supply and creates an unsustainable deficiency.

ESTIMATED PROJECT PARKING IMPACT
TYPICAL AND FESTIVAL CONDITIONS

FESTIVAL: SUMMER-CONGERT-SERIESKIDS °'N FUN FESTIVAL, SATURDAY,
AUGUST 23, 2025

CONDITION PARKING PARKED OCCUPANCY
SUPPLY VEHICLES
TYPICAL EXISTING 241 37 15%
TYPICAL EXISTING WITH PROJECT 146 37 25%
FESTIVAL EXISTING 241 229 95%
FESTIVAL WITH PROJECT 146 229 157%

Sources:
Typical Conditions - Transportation Study
Festival Condition - Krupka Consulting

ESTIMATED PROJECT PARKING IMPACT
TYPICAL AND FESTIVAL CONDITIONS

FESTIVAL: SILICON VALLEY FALL FESTIVAL, SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 2025

CONDITION PARKING PARKED OCCUPANCY
SUPPLY VEHICLES
TYPICAL EXISTING 241 37 15%
TYPICAL EXISTING WITH PROJECT 146 37 25%
FESTIVAL EXISTING 241 140 58%
FESTIVAL WITH PROJECT 146 140 96%

Sources:
Typical Conditions - Transportation Study
Festival Condition - Krupka Consulting
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The Transportation Study did not consider large, wide vehicles, which frequent Mary Avenue to
and from the Service Center and provide routine waste and recycling services. The vehicles
involved are +8-te128 to 10 feet wide and often encroach on adjacent travel and parking lanes,
as shown in the photo below. This reduces safety and is especially critical to the northbound
lane, which is currently 11.5 feet wide. The southbound lane, which is 14 feet wide,
accommodates these larger vehicles with less encroachment. The Project calls for two 11-foot
lanes, which will create additional conflicts with large vehicles and exacerbate safety issues.

Similarly, the Transportation Study did not consider the necessary door swing required for
access to parked vehicles, which encroaches on the adjacent travel lane, causes conflicts, and
reduces safety. The photo below is an example. The Project calls for 11-foot lane widths, which
will create additional conflicts with street traffic and exacerbate safety issues.

These Project impacts contradict finding d) “approval of the project would not result in any
significant effects relating to traffic...” and require further study and development of alternative
improvements to enable a fully informed decision on the Project.

Other Approved and Planned Developments Will Exacerbate this Project Deficiency: The
following nearby projects will increase parking demand, affecting Mary Avenue.
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* Memorial Park enhancements, intended to serve existing and new patrons, will increase
parking demand in the neighborhood and on Mary Avenue. The following observations
underscore parking conditions at the park.

Observations on NevemberSeptember 13, 2025, during the Silicon Valley Fall Festival,
indicated that only 34 of the 256 off-street parking spaces (13%) at Memorial Park were
available to festival visitors, given that most parking areas were used for food vendors
(including loading and unloading, portable restrooms, handwashing, and preferential
parking).

The only other Park-adjacent residential streets (Christensen Drive, Lauretta Drive, and
Ann Arbor Court) are not accessible to Park visitors as they require permits from 7:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m. daily.

Notably, the Memorial Park Parking Study (for the Memorial Park Specific Plan) did not
include Mary Avenue, even though it provides parking for Memorial Park, and it cited
“Maintain Current Parking Configuration Along Mary Avenue” as a recommended
management strategy.

Three phases of work are involved in implementing the Park Concept, and the suggested
timeline, depending on available funding, is as follows: Phase 1 can be completed in 0 to
5 years, Phase 2 in 6 to 10 years, and Phase 3 in 11 to 15 years.

Completion of the Westport Mixed-Use Project, which involves a 36-month buildout
period, will reduce residential and retail areas, associated vehicle trips, and the total parking
supply, but will require accommodating the resulting retail parking demand off-site along
Mary Avenue. As a condition of approval, the applicant must update the site plan to add at
least 20 on-site parking spaces before building permits are issued.

The replacement of the Flint Center at De Anza College will enhance opportunities for
public and on-campus entertainment and increase public reliance on off-site parking on
Mary Avenue. This Foothill-De Anza Community College District Measure G project is
generally defined below based on publicly available information.

Uses: College events, performing arts | cultural events, and community rentals | regional
events.

Spaces: Primary performance/event space with approximately 1,000 seats; Secondary
performance/meeting space with approximately 300 seats.

Expected Parking Demand: 1 parking space per 4 fixed seats. For 1,000 seats, 250
parking spaces. The idea is to use the existing on-site parking supply and improve parking
and circulation to suit the project.

Cost: $30 million.
Development Program and Timeline: Not stated.

| appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,
KRUPKA CONSULTING

2% Ku?aféd/

Paul Krupka, P.E.
Owner
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Attachment—

Cc (with Attachment): Brian Avery, Lina Meng
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STRATEGY| AW LLP

One Almaden Boulevard, Suite 700 San Jose, CA 95113
P: (408) 478-4100 F: (408) 295-4100 www.strategylaw.com

February 10, 2026 JOSHUA SAFRAN, EsQ.

jsafran@strategylaw.com

City of Cupertino

Planning Commission

c/o Community Development Department
10300 Torre Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014

By Email (piug@cupertino.gov; planningcommission@cupertino.gov)

Objection to Proposed February 10, 2026 Planning Commission Action
Mary Avenue Right-of-Way Vacation and Property Disposition
(APN 326-27-053)

Dear Chair Rao and Members of the Planning Commission:

Our firm represents the Garden Gate Coalition for Mary Avenue Safety. This letter supplements
and modifies our January 27, 2026 correspondence submitted in advance of the Planning
Commission’s then-scheduled hearing on the proposed Mary Avenue right-of-way vacation and
related General Plan consistency determinations.

As the Commission is aware, the January 27 meeting was cancelled, and on February 3, 2026, the
City Council proceeded to approve the Mary Avenue project notwithstanding the absence of the
Planning Commission findings required under Government Code section 65402. Our firm
submitted a letter in advance of, and I delivered remarks at, the February 3 Council meeting
explaining why that sequencing was unlawful and how the necessary findings had not been made.

The Staff Report now before the Commission for February 10, 2026, proposes that the Planning
Commission retroactively adopt General Plan consistency determinations for actions that the City
Council has already approved. That approach is legally defective and compounds, rather than
cures, the procedural and substantive deficiencies previously identified.

For the reasons summarized below, the Planning Commission should decline to take the proposed
actions.

L. The Planning Commission Cannot Lawfully Make Post-Hoc Consistency
Determinations After City Council Approval

Government Code section 65402 establishes a mandatory sequencing requirement: the Planning
Commission must determine General Plan consistency before the legislative body may approve
the disposition of public property or vacation of public right-of-way.
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Here, the City Council approved the project on February 3, 2026, without the required Planning
Commission determinations. The Commission is now being asked to ratify that approval after the
fact.

Nothing in section 65402 authorizes retroactive findings. Allowing post-hoc determinations
would nullify the statute’s purpose, which is to ensure that General Plan consistency is evaluated
independently and prior to final approval. Once the Council has acted, the Commission’s role is
no longer advisory or preliminary, rather, it is being reduced to an impermissible after-the-fact
validation exercise.

The Commission should not participate in a process that attempts to cure a jurisdictional defect by
reversing the order mandated by state law.

I1. The Proposed Findings Remain Unsupported by Substantial Evidence

Even setting aside the fatal sequencing problem, the proposed resolutions continue to assume,
rather than demonstrate, that vacating an active public right-of-way and disposing of public land
is consistent with the General Plan merely because the site appears in the Housing Element.

As explained in our January 27 letter, General Plan consistency requires an analysis of the specific
action under review, not a generalized appeal to housing policy goals. The record still lacks
substantial evidence addressing, among other things:

1. Whether the Mary Avenue right-of-way is unnecessary for present or future public use;

2. The impacts of eliminating on-street parking and circulation capacity adjacent to Memorial
Park and freeway infrastructure;

3. Consistency with General Plan transportation, access, safety, and mobility policies
independent of housing supply objectives; and

4. Whether the vacation forecloses reasonable alternative public uses of the right-of-way.

The Staff Report’s reliance on Housing Element designation alone is legally insufficient to support
a finding that abandonment of public infrastructure is consistent with the General Plan.

III. CEQA Deficiencies Cannot Be Cured Through a Belated Planning Commission
Action

The Staff Report again asserts that the right-of-way vacation is not a separate project under
CEQA and is exempt as part of the broader housing development. That conclusion remains
flawed.
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The vacation of public right-of-way is a discretionary governmental act that permanently alters
the physical environment and enables private development. It is an integral component of a
larger project and cannot be segmented to avoid environmental review.

Moreover, the City Council has already relied on a Notice of Exemption that fails to accurately
describe the full scope of the City’s actions, including the street vacation and disposition of public
land. A belated Planning Commission consistency determination cannot retroactively legitimize
an invalid CEQA process or cure improper project segmentation.

IV.  The Commission Should Decline to Act on an Incomplete and Unlawful Record

Fundamentally, the Planning Commission is being asked to make findings that should have
preceded City Council approval, based on a record that remains legally and evidentially deficient.

The Commission is not obligated and, indeed, is not authorized to rescue an approval that was
granted prematurely. The appropriate course is to decline to adopt the proposed resolutions and to
require that the City reset the process, complete the necessary analysis, and comply with the
sequencing and findings requirements imposed by state law.

For all of these reasons, the Planning Commission should decline to take the proposed actions on
February 10, 2026.

This letter is submitted without prejudice to, and shall not be deemed to waive, any claims,
objections, arguments, or remedies available to the Garden Gate Coalition for Mary Avenue Safety
under CEQA, state law, local ordinance, or common law. All such rights and remedies are
expressly reserved.

Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,
STRATEGY LAw, LLP

Joshua Safran, Esq.
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cc: Tina Kapoor, City Manager (Tinak@cupertino.gov; citymanager@cupertino.gov)
Kirsten Squarcia, Interim Deputy City Manager (kirstens@cupertino.gov; )
Lauren Sapudar, Acting City Clerk (LaurenS@cupertino.gov; cityclerk@cupertino.gov)
Benjamin Fu, Director of Community Development (BenjaminF@cupertino.gov;
planning@cupertino.gov)
Floy Andrews, Interim City Attorney (fandrews@awattorneys.com,;
cityattorney@cupertino.gov)
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STRATEGY| AW LLP

One Almaden Boulevard, Suite 700 San Jose, CA 95113
P: (408) 478-4100 F: (408) 295-4100 www.strategylaw.com

February 1, 2026 JOSHUA SAFRAN, EsQ.

jsafran@strategylaw.com

Cupertino City Council
City of Cupertino
10300 Torre Avenue
Cupertino, CA 95014

By Email (citycouncil@cupertino.gov)

Request for Compliance with Law and Objections to Unlawful Proposed Approvals for
Mary Avenue Villas Project (File #: 26-14737)
Item #8 of City Council Agenda of February 3, 2026

Dear Mayor Moore and Members of the City Council:

We represent the Garden Gate Coalition for Mary Avenue Safety (the “Coalition”), an
unincorporated association of residents and community members directly and adversely affected
by the proposed Mary Avenue Villas Project (File #: 26-14737) (the “Project”), scheduled for
consideration as Agenda Item No. 8§ at the February 3, 2026 City Council meeting.

On behalf of themselves and on behalf of the broader Cupertino community and the public at large
in furtherance of the California Environmental Quality Act’s (“CEQA”) core purposes of informed
public decision-making, meaningful participation, and protection of public safety and
environmental resources, we submit this request that the City comply with law and our legal
objections to the City’s proposed approvals for the Project and related actions, including but not
limited to the City’s determination that the Project is exempt from CEQA, the proposed vacation
of public rights-of-way, the declaration of exempt surplus land, and approval of the Disposition
and Development Agreement (“DDA”).

As detailed below, the City of Cupertino’s (“City”) current proposed course of action exposes it
to multiple, independent violations of state law, any one of which is sufficient to invalidate the
Project approvals. If the City proceeds as currently proposed, it will do so with actual notice of
these defects, and its actions will be subject to prompt judicial challenge.

L. Approval of the Project Will Violate CEQA

A. The City Has Failed to Carry Its Burden to Establish a Valid CEQA
Exemption

The core mandate of CEQA is that California public agencies, such as the City, fully consider and
evaluate the environmental consequences of their decisions before those decisions are made, not
discovered after the damage is already done. It is for this reason that CEQA exemptions are
narrowly construed, and that the City bears the burden of demonstrating that an exemption applies
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and that no exception forecloses its use. See CEQA Guidelines, §15300; Banker’s Hill, Hillcrest,
Park West Community Preservation Group v. City of San Diego (2006) 139 Cal. App.4th 249.

Here, the City relies primarily on CEQA Guidelines section 15332 (Class 32 - Infill Development),
while also asserting (incorrectly and interchangeably) that certain approvals are “not a CEQA
project,” are exempt under statutory housing provisions, or are “within the scope” of prior
determinations.

None of these assertions withstand basic scrutiny.

Class 32 applies only where all five criteria are satisfied, including the requirement that the project
would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. See
CEQA Guidelines, § 15332(c). The City’s CEQA Exemption Memorandum asserts this criterion
is met based largely on a parking demand assumption divorced from actual observed conditions,
and by treating the loss of public parking as legally irrelevant. That position is unsupported by
substantial evidence and contradicted by expert analysis already in the record. See Azusa Land
Reclamation Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 1192
(holding that where the record contains evidence supporting a fair argument of environmental
impact, an agency may not rely on a categorical exemption by dismissing or disputing that
evidence).

B. Substantial Evidence Supports a Fair Argument of Significant Environmental
Impacts

Under CEQA’s “fair argument” standard, environmental review is required whenever there is
substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that a project may have a significant
environmental effect. See Pub. Resources Code, §21080(d); CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(f)(1); No
Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75.

That standard is easily met here.
1. Traffic, Parking, and Circulation Impacts

It is undisputed that the Project will permanently eliminate at least 89 publicly available on-street
parking spaces on Mary Avenue, with the City’s own transportation consultant acknowledging
that recommended line-of-sight modifications could increase that loss to 95 spaces. The City’s
CEQA Exemption Memorandum nevertheless concludes that the Project will not result in
significant traffic or parking impacts by relying on an “anticipated parking demand” of only 37
spaces, an estimate that expressly excludes Memorial Park event conditions and peak-use
scenarios.

Paul Krupka, P.E. of Krupka Consulting, a licensed civil and traffic engineer with more than 40
years of experience, submitted an expert opinion which is in the record before the Council
documenting that:
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e Peak parking demand on Mary Avenue during Memorial Park events reaches
approximately 140 vehicles, representing 58% occupancy of the existing supply;

o With the Project in place, that same level of demand would consume approximately 96%
of the remaining parking supply, resulting in near-total functional failure; and,

e Displaced demand will necessarily spill into surrounding residential neighborhoods,
impairing access, safety, and circulation.

This expert opinion is based on site visits, parking occupancy surveys, photographic evidence, and
review of City-adopted planning documents, including the Memorial Park Parking Study, the
Westport Mixed-Use Project environmental analysis, and planned development at De Anza
College. It directly rebuts the City’s unsupported assumption that non-event conditions control the
significance analysis.

Further, the City’s attempt to minimize the right-of-way vacation is contradicted by the record
itself: multiple written submissions to the Council quantify the Project as effecting a net loss of
approximately 19.5 feet (roughly 26%) of the existing Mary Avenue public right-of-way, a
physical change that materially alters circulation geometry, parking configuration

Parking displacement and circulation impacts are cognizable CEQA impacts where, as here, they
have secondary effects on neighborhood safety, emergency access, and livability. See San
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102
Cal.App.4th 656, 697-698. The City may not dismiss contrary expert evidence simply because it
conflicts with staff’s preferred outcome. See Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley
(2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 1112.

2. Construction Impacts and Unusual Site Conditions

The City’s CEQA Exemption Memorandum repeatedly characterizes the Project as routine “urban
infill,” while simultaneously acknowledging that it is located within a narrow former (or not so
former) public right-of-way, immediately adjacent to an arterial roadway, a freeway on-ramp, a
public park, and existing residential uses.

Construction will require reconfiguration of Mary Avenue itself, use of the public right-of-way for
staging, and prolonged activity adjacent to sensitive receptors. These conditions are not typical of
ordinary infill housing, and they materially undermine the City’s conclusory finding that
construction impacts will be insignificant.

3. Known Soil Contamination and Ongoing Monitoring

The Project approvals expressly acknowledge lead contamination in site soils, requiring
investigation, remediation, and potentially long-term engineering controls or monitoring prior to
residential occupancy. The City’s CEQA Exemption Memorandum attempts to neutralize this
issue by deferring analysis to future permitting and regulatory clearance.
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That approach violates CEQA. A project dependent on unresolved contamination clearance, and
potentially ongoing mitigation, cannot be deemed exempt where remediation activities themselves
may cause environmental impacts. See Communities for a Better Environment v. California
Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 114.

C. Multiple CEQA Exceptions Independently Bar Reliance on Any Categorical
Exemption

Even assuming arguendo that the Project could otherwise qualify for a categorical exemption,
multiple exceptions under CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 apply, notwithstanding the City’s
conclusory assertions to the contrary.

1. Unusual Circumstances Exception (Guidelines, §15300.2(c))

The City’s CEQA Exemption Memorandum lazily asserts, without analysis, that no unusual
circumstances exist. That assertion ignores the Project’s defining characteristics: placement of a
40-unit residential development within an active roadway corridor, elimination of a substantial
portion of public parking, reliance on density bonus waivers eliminating all private open space,
and adjacency to a freeway and public park.

The record also raises a site-specific air quality and health-risk issue that the City does not address.
It is not disputed that the Project is immediately adjacent to Highway 280 and inconsistent with
California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook and related technical
advisories recommending a 500-foot buffer between freeways and sensitive residential uses. The
Project is specifically intended to house developmentally disabled residents, a population for
whom exposure risks may be heightened.! The City’s exemption determination offers no Health
Risk Assessment or reasoned analysis demonstrating why freeway-adjacent pollutant exposure is
insignificant here. That is exactly the kind of site-specific condition that triggers the unusual
circumstances exception and defeats the City’s attempt to treat this as routine infill.

Where unusual circumstances are present and there is a reasonable possibility of significant
environmental effects, as demonstrated by expert evidence here, the exemption is unavailable.
Berkeley Hillside Preservation, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1105.

' To the extent that the City resorts to the trite and bad faith retort that “CEQA evaluates how the project affects the
environment, not how the environment affects the project,” we would advise the City that this formulation is
incomplete and legally misleading in the air quality context. While it is true that CEQA generally assesses a project’s
effects on the environment, Courts have also made clear that agencies must consider whether existing environmental
conditions cause or exacerbate significant impacts of the project itself (e.g., exposure of future residents to existing
pollution), particularly where those conditions are inherently tied to the project’s design, location, and population of
future users. The proximity of residential land uses to high-volume roadways is exactly the kind of site-specific
circumstance that must be evaluated in the environmental review, not ignored under an exemption.
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2. Cumulative Impacts Exception (Guidelines, §15300.2(b))

The City’s CEQA Exemption Memorandum dismisses cumulative impacts by isolating the Project
from surrounding development. That approach is legally impermissible.

The administrative record identifies multiple nearby projects and planned improvements,
including Memorial Park enhancements, the Westport Mixed-Use Project, and future
redevelopment at De Anza College, that will increase parking demand and traffic pressure on Mary
Avenue. CEQA prohibits reliance on a categorical exemption where cumulative impacts may be
significant, even if each project is individually modest. See Concerned Dublin Citizens v. City of
Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, 1318.

3. Scenic and Aesthetic Impacts

While the City blithely asserts that aesthetic impacts are inherently insignificant, courts have
repeatedly held otherwise. Mary Avenue functions as a visual corridor and neighborhood edge,
and the Project’s linear massing, fencing, lighting, and elimination of open space raise legitimate
aesthetic concerns. Whether the City chooses to recognize it or not, aesthetic impacts are
environmental impacts under CEQA. See, e.g., Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v.
Montecito Water Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 401.

D. The Notice of Exemption Is Independently Legally Deficient

Even apart from the substantive flaws in the City’s reliance on a categorical exemption, the Notice
of Exemption (“NOE”) and the City’s related findings are independently unlawful because they
fail to comply with CEQA’s most basic procedural and informational requirements.

1. The NOE Fails to Accurately Describe the “Whole of the Action”

CEQA requires the City to evaluate the entire project, defined as the “whole of the action” that
may result in a physical change to the environment. CEQA Guidelines, §15378; Tuolumne County
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Sonora (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 1214, 1225. The City
may not segment interdependent approvals or obscure the scope of its action through artful
labeling 2

Here, the NOE and supporting resolutions fail to accurately describe the Project. They treat the
Project primarily as an architectural site approval, while characterizing the following actions as
either outside CEQA or “within the scope” of prior determinations:

2 We also note that the project description literally fails to describe the Project. e., it does not meaningfully explain
to the public the full range of physical changes to the environment that will be integral to development of the Project.
For example, the public is not adequately informed what the impacts on street parking will be. Will public parking be
eliminated from the east side of Mary Avenue? Or will public parking be eliminated across from the dog park? We do
not know. This underscores our conclusion that the City has not presented a stable, intelligible Project description
sufficient to support an exemption determination.
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e Vacation of an active public right-of-way;
e Declaration of exempt surplus land,
e Conveyance of public property at nominal value; and,

e Approval of a binding Disposition and Development Agreement committing the City to a
fixed course of conduct.

These actions are not ministerial, nor are they legally or practically severable. Each is a
discretionary approval that enables, facilitates, and commits the City to the Project. By omitting
or minimizing these actions in the NOE, the City has failed to describe the Project accurately,
rendering the NOE invalid. See County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76
Cal.App.4th 931, 963 (NOE defective where it failed to encompass full scope of project
approvals).

2. The City’s “Within the Scope” Findings Are Conclusory and Unsupported

Both the surplus land resolution and the DDA resolution state, without analysis, that their
approvals are “within the scope” of the environmental determination adopted for the architectural
approval.

CEQA does not permit such conclusory incorporation by reference. Where an agency relies on a
prior exemption or determination, it must demonstrate, based on evidence, that the later approval
does not introduce new discretionary commitments, new impacts, or new legal consequences. See
Friends of College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College Dist. (2016)
1 Cal.5th 937, 952.

Here, the City has made no findings explaining how irrevocable commitments of public land,
public funds, and public infrastructure can plausibly be treated as mere implementation details of
an architectural permit. Nor has it explained why these actions do not foreclose meaningful
consideration of alternatives or mitigation.

(13

Absent such findings, the City’s “within the scope” assertions are legally meaningless.

3. The City Improperly Conflates “Not a CEQA Project” With “Categorically
Exempt”

The City’s agenda materials inconsistently assert that certain approvals are either “not a CEQA
project” or categorically exempt. That internal inconsistency is not a harmless drafting error; it
reflects a fundamental misapplication of CEQA.

An action that is “not a project” under CEQA is one that has no potential for physical
environmental change. See CEQA Guidelines, §15378(a). By contrast, a categorical exemption
applies only to actions that are projects but are deemed exempt under defined criteria.
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Approvals that convey land, vacate rights-of-way, and bind the City through a long-term
development agreement plainly constitute “projects” under CEQA. The City cannot avoid CEQA
review by oscillating between mutually exclusive legal theories. See Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano
County Airport Land Use Com. (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 380.

4. The NOE Lacks the Evidentiary Support Required by CEQA

CEQA requires that a NOE be supported by substantial evidence demonstrating the applicability
of the claimed exemption. See CEQA Guidelines, §15061(d). Boilerplate recitations of exemption
classes do not suffice.

Here, the NOE and CEQA Exemption Memorandum rely on generalized conclusions regarding
traffic, parking, construction, and site conditions, while ignoring or discounting contrary evidence,
including expert analysis, already in the administrative record. That is precisely what CEQA
forbids. See Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 1112.

An NOE issued in the face of unresolved factual disputes regarding environmental impacts is
legally defective and must be set aside.

5. These Defects Independently Require Invalidation of the NOE

Courts have repeatedly held that a NOE must be vacated where it misdescribes the project, relies
on improper segmentation, or lacks evidentiary support, regardless of whether the agency might
ultimately prevail on the merits after proper review. See Communities for a Better Environment v.
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 110.

Accordingly, even if the City could substantively justify a CEQA exemption, which it cannot, the
NOE and related approvals would still fail as a matter of law.

I1. The Proposed Vacation of the Mary Avenue Right-of-Way Is Unlawful

The Project is expressly predicated on the partial or complete vacation of an active public right-
of-way along Mary Avenue, yet the City has failed to comply with the substantive and procedural
requirements governing such an action under state law and General Plan law. These failures are
not technical or curable after the fact; they go to the City’s fundamental authority to approve the
vacation at all.

A. The City Has Failed to Make the Findings Required by the Streets and
Highways Code

Under Streets and Highways Code sections 8300-8325, a city may vacate a public right-of-way
only upon making express findings, supported by substantial evidence, that the right-of-way is
unnecessary for present or prospective public use. This statutory requirement is mandatory and
strictly construed. See Beals v. City of Los Angeles (1943) 23 Cal.2d 381; Bacich v. Board of
Control (1943) 23 Cal.2d 343.
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Here, the City has not merely failed to support such findings, the administrative record
affirmatively contradicts and precludes such findings.

The record indisputably establishes that the Mary Avenue right-of-way currently serves multiple
ongoing public functions, including:

o Extensive public on-street parking relied upon by Memorial Park patrons and nearby
residents;

e Vehicular circulation and queuing adjacent to a freeway on-ramp; and

e A functional buffer between established residential neighborhoods and regional
infrastructure.

Neither the staff report nor the draft resolutions meaningfully analyze these existing public uses.
They do not explain why these uses are no longer necessary, how their elimination serves the
public interest, or why the foreseeable displacement of their impacts into surrounding
neighborhoods is legally permissible. Instead, the City appears to assume that elimination of these
public uses is justified simply because the Project requires it. That is not the legal standard.

Courts have long held that a street may not be vacated where it continues to serve public
convenience or necessity, even if the agency believes a private redevelopment would be beneficial.
See Beals v. City of Los Angeles (1943) 23 Cal.2d 381, 386. Nor may a vacation proceed where it
materially impairs access or circulation for adjacent properties without careful, evidence-based
justification. Bacich v. Board of Control (1943) 23 Cal.2d 343, 349-350.

Because the City has failed to make, and cannot support, the findings required by the Streets and
Highways Code, the proposed vacation is unlawful.

B. The City Failed to Comply with Government Code Section 65402(a)

Independently, the proposed vacation is procedurally invalid because the City failed to comply
with Government Code section 65402(a).

That statute provides that no real property may be disposed of by a public agency unless the
disposition has first been submitted to and reported upon by the planning agency as to conformity
with the adopted General Plan. A vacation of a public right-of-way constitutes a disposition of real
property for purposes of section 65402(a), because it permanently removes land from public use
and control.

Here, the City Council is poised to approve the vacation without any prior determination by the
Planning Commission that the right-of-way vacation is in conformance with the City’s General
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Plan, including its Circulation Element. No Planning Commission resolution, report, or finding
addressing the vacation exists in the administrative record.’

This omission is fatal. Section 65402(a) assigns the Planning Commission an independent,
antecedent role in determining General Plan conformity. That statutory requirement cannot be
satisfied by staff analysis embedded in a City Council report, nor can it be cured by a conclusory
conformity statement adopted by the Council itself. Where a city fails to follow mandatory
procedural prerequisites imposed by statute, its approval exceeds its jurisdiction and must be set
aside. Code Civ. Proc. §1094.5(b); Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County of Los
Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506.

C. The City Has Failed to Identify Any Local Authority Excusing Compliance

Notably, neither the staff report nor the draft resolutions cite any provision of the Cupertino
Municipal Code purporting to authorize the City Council to approve a right-of-way vacation
without prior Planning Commission review or a General Plan conformity report. Nor do they cite
any local ordinance reallocating or waiving the Planning Commission’s role under Government
Code section 65402(a).

That silence is dispositive. The City bears the burden of demonstrating compliance with the
procedural prerequisites for its actions, including identifying the legal authority under which it
proceeds. Where, as here, the administrative record contains no citation to local law excusing or
modifying statutory requirements, the City cannot retroactively supply that authority through post
hoc argument.

D. The Vacation Cannot Be Treated as Ancillary or Ministerial

The City’s agenda materials improperly attempt to characterize the right-of-way vacation as an
ancillary or implementation detail “within the scope” of other Project approvals. That framing is
legally incorrect.

A right-of-way vacation is a discretionary land use decision with independent legal consequences,
including permanent loss of public access, parking, and circulation capacity. It cannot lawfully be
treated as ministerial, nor can it be subsumed into an architectural or site approval without separate
findings and procedures.

E. The Proposed Vacation Is, Therefore, Void

Because the City has failed to:

3 We note that the City’s Planning Commission was scheduled to evaluate such findings at its meeting of January
27,2026, but, after receiving written objections from this firm, cancelled the entire meeting.
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1. Make and support findings that the right-of-way is unnecessary for present or prospective
public use;

2. Obtain a Planning Commission determination of General Plan conformity as required by
Government Code section 65402(a); and,

3. Identify any local authority excusing compliance with those requirements,

the proposed vacation of the Mary Avenue right-of-way is unlawful and void. Approval of the
Project predicated on that vacation would likewise be invalid and subject to writ relief.

III.  The City’s Actions Violate the Surplus Land Act

The City’s attempt to declare the Project site “exempt surplus land” under the Surplus Land Act
(Gov. Code, § 54220 et seq.) (“SLA”) suffers from the same foundational defect: the absence of
required findings supported by evidence.

The SLA requires a public agency to determine, in good faith, that property is not necessary for its
present or foreseeable public use before it may be declared surplus or exempt surplus land. That
determination must be grounded in the actual, functional use of the property, not in aspirational
redevelopment goals. Gov. Code, § 54220-54221; California Housing Finance Agency v. Elliott
(1976) 17 Cal.3d 575, 584.

Here, the City’s draft resolution recites the statutory language but does not engage in the required
analysis. It does not explain how land currently functioning as an active public right-of-way and
public parking resource is suddenly unnecessary for public purposes. Nor does it reconcile that
conclusion with the City’s own acknowledgment of substantial ongoing public use. This kind of
conclusory surplus declaration must be rejected, and the City must recognize that statutory land
disposition requirements exist to protect public assets from expedient disposal without genuine
necessity.

Moreover, the City’s approach improperly bootstraps the surplus determination to the Project
itself, treating the decision to redevelop as proof that the land is surplus. The SLA does not permit
agencies to manufacture surplus status by first deciding to eliminate public use and then declaring
it unnecessary.

Because compliance with the SLA is a condition precedent to lawful conveyance, the City’s failure
to make and support the required findings renders the proposed disposition invalid.

IV.  The Disposition and Development Agreement Is Invalid

The DDA is not merely an implementation document; it is a substantive, discretionary approval
that independently commits the City to convey public land, forego public value, and bind itself to
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a fixed course of conduct. As such, it is subject to multiple, independent legal constraints that the
City has failed to satisfy.

A. The DDA Constitutes an Unlawful Predetermination of Project Approvals

Through the DDA, the City agrees to convey City-owned real property, vacate public rights-of-
way, provide substantial financial assistance, waive or defer fees, and limit its future regulatory
discretion, all in service of a single private development proposal. These commitments are made
before lawful completion of CEQA compliance, surplus land determinations, and right-of-way
vacation findings, and are expressly contingent on approvals that the City purports to still be
considering.

Courts have repeatedly held that such agreements constitute impermissible predetermination
where they materially constrain an agency’s discretion or commit it to a project outcome before
completing required review. Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 138;
Santa Margarita Area Residents Together v. San Luis Obispo County Bd. of Supervisors (2000)
84 Cal.App.4th 221, 233.

Because the DDA presupposes the legality of underlying approvals that are themselves defective,
it cannot stand independently and must be set aside.

B. The City Has Failed to Demonstrate Compliance With Public Disposition and
Bidding Requirements

The DDA provides for the conveyance of City-owned real property to a single, preselected
developer without any competitive process, public solicitation, or findings explaining why such
procedures are unnecessary or inapplicable.

While cities may, in limited circumstances, dispose of property without competitive bidding, such
dispositions are lawful only where the agency identifies and complies with a statutory exception,
and makes findings demonstrating that the disposition serves a valid public purpose and complies
with applicable law.

Here, neither the staff report nor the DDA identifies any authority exempting the City from
otherwise applicable public disposition or bidding requirements, nor do they explain why a sole-
source conveyance is legally permissible. The City’s silence on this point is especially problematic
where the disposition involves public land formerly devoted to public use and is being transferred
to facilitate a private development.

Absent clear statutory authority and supporting findings, the City’s sole-source disposition of
public property is unlawful.
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C. The DDA Raises Serious Concerns Under the Constitutional Prohibition
Against Gifts of Public Funds

Article X VI, section 6 of the California Constitution prohibits the City from making a gift of public
funds or assets to a private party. While expenditures or conveyances serving a valid public
purpose may be permissible in certain circumstances, the City must demonstrate, through findings
supported by substantial evidence, that the public benefit received is commensurate with the value
of the public assets conveyed.

The DDA commits the City to convey public land at a nominal price, provide substantial subsidies
and financial assistance, and waive or defer fees, yet the record contains no analysis of fair market
value, no appraisal, and no findings explaining how the consideration received by the City is
reasonably proportional to what it gives up.

Courts have made clear that the absence of such analysis raises serious constitutional concerns.
County of Alameda v. Carleson (1971) 5 Cal.3d 730, 745 (public expenditures must serve a public
purpose and not constitute a gift); California Housing Finance Agency v. Elliott (1976) 17 Cal.3d
575, 585-586.

While affordable housing may in certain circumstances serve a public purpose, that purpose does
not relieve the City of its obligation to demonstrate that the terms of the transaction are fair,
reasonable, and supported by evidence. The City has not done so here.

D. The City Has Failed to Make Required Findings Regarding Fair Market Value
and Public Benefit

Relatedly, the City has failed to make findings, or even acknowledge the necessity of findings,
regarding:

e The fair market value of the property being conveyed;

o The value of the public rights being relinquished through the right-of-way vacation;
o The cumulative value of subsidies, fee waivers, and other financial assistance; and
o Whether the public benefits cited justify the totality of public concessions made.

This failure is not academic. Without such findings, there is no basis for the City Council, or a
reviewing Court, to conclude that the DDA complies with statutory and constitutional constraints
on the disposition of public assets.

Courts have regularly invalidated public land transactions where agencies failed to make or support
findings demonstrating adequate consideration and public benefit. See, e.g., Orange County
Foundation for Preservation of Public Property v. Irvine Co. (1983) 139 Cal.App.3d 195, 200-
201, County of Alameda v. Janssen (1940) 16 Cal.2d 276, 281.
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E. The DDA Is, Therefore, Invalid and Cannot Be Approved
Because the City has failed to:
1. Avoid impermissible predetermination of Project approvals;
2. Identify lawful authority excusing competitive disposition procedures;
3. Demonstrate that the conveyance and subsidies do not constitute a gift of public assets; and
4. Make findings regarding fair market value and proportional public benefit,

the Disposition and Development Agreement is invalid as a matter of law. The City must withdraw
the DDA and refrain from approving or implementing it unless and until it complies with these
independent legal requirements.

V. The City Misapplies the Density Bonus Law and Housing Accountability Act

The City’s approvals repeatedly invoke the Density Bonus Law (Gov. Code, §65915) and the
Housing Accountability Act (“HAA”) (Gov. Code, §65589.5) as justification for waivers,
concessions, and completely ignoring adverse impacts. That reliance is misplaced and legally
inappropriate.

Neither statute authorizes approval by incantation. The Density Bonus Law requires specific
findings demonstrating that each waiver or concession is necessary to make the subject project
economically feasible and that it does not result in a specific adverse impact upon public health or
safety. The City has not made those findings in any meaningful way.

Similarly, the HAA limits a local agency’s ability to deny or reduce housing density, but it does
not exempt a project from compliance with other state laws or relieve the agency of its obligation
to make a complete and accurate administrative record.

By treating these housing statutes as a substitute for CEQA review, surplus land compliance, and
public infrastructure protections, the City has inverted their purpose. As Courts have made clear,
housing laws do not authorize agencies to bypass independent statutory mandates or to approve
projects without required findings. Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116,
138.

In sum, the City has treated the Density Bonus Law and HAA as a license to dispense with required
findings and independent statutory obligations. No such license exists. Those statutes facilitate
housing production; they do not authorize approval by fiat or excuse noncompliance with CEQA,
General Plan law, surplus land requirements, or public infrastructure protections. The City’s
misapplication of these laws provides an additional, independent basis to set aside the Project
approvals.
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VI.  Approval of the Project Will Inversely Condemn Private Property

Approval of the Project as currently formulated will necessarily give rise to non-speculative,
legally cognizable, and meritorious inverse condemnation claims against the City.

While not every public action affecting access or parking is compensable, California law is clear
that a public improvement may give rise to inverse condemnation liability where it substantially
impairs access to private property or imposes a special and peculiar burden on a discrete group of
property owners. Bacich v. Board of Control (1943) 23 Cal.2d 343, 349; People ex rel. Dept. of
Pub. Wks. v. Ayon (1960) 54 Cal.2d 217, 223.

Here, the City proposes to permanently eliminate long-established on-street parking and
reconfigure circulation along Mary Avenue as an integral component of the Project. For certain
adjacent and nearby properties, that parking and circulation are not merely a convenience; they are
a functional component of access, usability, and economic viability, particularly given the
proximity to Memorial Park, freeway infrastructure, and the absence of reasonable alternatives.

Unlike the other generalized neighborhood impacts borne by the public at large, these effects will
fall disproportionately and uniquely on a limited number of properties that have historically relied
on the existing right-of-way configuration. Where a public action results in such a special and
peculiar burden, compensation is required even in the absence of a physical appropriation. Holtz
v. Superior Court (1970) 3 Cal.3d 296, 303.

Importantly, these impacts are not temporary construction inconveniences. They are the direct and
permanent consequence of a deliberate public decision to vacate and redesign a functioning public
right-of-way for the sole benefit of a new, specific development. Courts have recognized that
permanent impairment of access and use presents a fundamentally different legal question than
short-term disruption. Ayon, supra, 54 Cal.2d at 223.

At a minimum, the City was obligated to consider whether its actions give rise to compensable
impacts and to make findings addressing that risk before committing to the Project and related
agreements. The City has not done so. Its failure to analyze or acknowledge these inverse
condemnation concerns further underscores the legally premature and procedurally defective
nature of the proposed approvals.

VII. Demand for Immediate Compliance with Law and Suspension of Project Approvals

For all of the foregoing reasons the City cannot lawfully rely on the proposed Notice of Exemption
or approve or implement the Mary Avenue Villas Project as currently proposed.

Accordingly, the Coalition hereby demands that the City:
1. Set aside the Notice of Exemption and suspend all Project approvals;

2. Refrain from vacating any portion of the Mary Avenue public right-of-way;
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3. Set aside the proposed surplus land declaration and DDA; and

4. Conduct all required statutory analyses and make legally adequate findings before
reconsidering any aspect of the Project.

If the City proceeds with approval of the Project at this time, notwithstanding these defects, the
Coalition will have no choice but to pursue all available legal and equitable remedies on behalf of
its members and the public generally as private attorneys general.

This letter is submitted without waiver of any rights or remedies, all of which are expressly
reserved. The Coalition further reserves the right to challenge the adequacy of the agenda notice
for this item under the Brown Act, as the agenda does not fairly describe the full scope of the
actions proposed, including the disposition of City-owned land and vacation of a public right-of-
way.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Very truly yours,

STRATEGY LAw, LLP

Joshua Safran, Esq.

cc: Tina Kapoor, City Manager (Tinak@cupertino.gov; citymanager@cupertino.gov)

Kirsten Squarcia, Interim Deputy City Manager (kirstens@cupertino.gov; )

Lauren Sapudar, Acting City Clerk (LaurenS@cupertino.gov;
cityclerk@cupertino.gov)

Benjamin Fu, Director of Community Development (BenjaminF @cupertino.gov;
planning@cupertino.gov)

Floy Andrews, Interim City Attorney (fandrews@awattorneys.com;
cityattorney@cupertino.gov)
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January 27, 2026 JOSHUA SAFRAN, EsQ.

jsafran@strategylaw.com

City of Cupertino

Planning Commission

c/o Community Development Department
10300 Torre Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014

By Email (piug@cupertino.gov; planningcommission@cupertino.gov)

Request for Denial of Proposed Resolution Finding General Plan Consistency for
Mary Avenue Right-of-Way Vacation (APN 326-27-053)

Dear Chair Rao and Members of the Planning Commission:

Please be advised that our firm has been retained as counsel for the Garden Gate Coalition for
Mary Avenue Safety, an unincorporated association of residents and community members directly
adversely affected by the proposed Mary Avenue development. This letter is submitted in
connection with the Planning Commission’s January 27, 2026 consideration of a proposed
resolution finding that the vacation of a portion of the public right-of-way within APN 326-27-053
is consistent with the City of Cupertino General Plan.

Our request is intentionally limited at this time to the scope of the Commission’s action under
Government Code section 65402(a): whether the proposed public right-of-way vacation is
consistent with the General Plan and whether the action may properly be approved without
environmental review.

For the reasons set forth below, the Commission should decline to adopt the proposed resolution.

I The Proposed Resolution Lacks the Findings and Substantial Evidence Required to
Support a Right-of-Way Vacation Consistency Determination

The staff report and draft resolution assume, rather than demonstrate, that vacating an existing
public right-of-way is consistent with the General Plan simply because the Housing Element
identifies the site as a “priority housing site.” That is not the legal standard.

A right-of-way vacation is a permanent abandonment of a public asset. Even where housing is
contemplated, the City must demonstrate, with substantial evidence, that the vacation itself furthers
General Plan policies governing transportation, circulation, access, and public infrastructure, not
merely housing supply in the abstract.

Here, the record contains, for example, no analysis of:

1. Whether the right-of-way is no longer necessary for present or future public use;
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2. How the vacation affects circulation, multimodal access, emergency access, or
public parking;
3. Whether the General Plan’s transportation and mobility policies are satisfied by
permanently relinquishing the right-of-way; or,
4. Whether the vacation forecloses reasonable alternative public uses of the right-of-

way independent of the proposed development.

The proposed resolution recites conclusions without findings and incorporates no evidence
demonstrating that the abandonment of the right-of-way itself is consistent with the General Plan.
A conclusory statement of consistency is insufficient as a matter of law.

IL. Procedural Deficiencies Preclude a Lawful Consistency Determination at This Time

The Planning Commission’s authority under Government Code section 65402(a) presupposes that
the action under review is sufficiently defined to permit a meaningful consistency determination.
That is not the case here.

The proposed vacation is being advanced in isolation from the specific design, circulation
configuration, and operational consequences that necessarily flow from it. Without a defined
vacation configuration tied to an approved circulation plan, the Commission cannot meaningfully
assess General Plan consistency.

In addition, the City has failed to meaningfully solicit or incorporate community review, input, or
involvement specifically regarding the proposed abandonment of public right-of-way. The absence
of targeted outreach or engagement on the vacation decision further undermines the adequacy of
the record and deprives the Commission of information necessary to exercise its independent
judgment on General Plan consistency.

Put differently, the Commission is being asked to bless the abandonment of public right-of-way
before the City has established what public functions will be eliminated, modified, or displaced as
a result. That sequencing deprives the Commission, and the public, of the ability to evaluate
consistency with adopted transportation and public access policies.

More broadly, state law governing the vacation of public rights-of-way contemplates a defined
public process, including notice, community participation, and express findings that the right-of-
way is unnecessary for present or prospective public use before it may be abandoned. See, e.g.,
Streets and Highways Code sections 8312 and 8320-8324. Those determinations and procedures
have not yet occurred here. In the absence of a completed vacation process and the associated
findings, the Commission is being asked to assess General Plan consistency based on assumptions
about future conditions that have not been lawfully established, further underscoring that the
requested determination is premature on the current record.
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III.  The Claimed CEQA Exemption Is Improper Because the Vacation Is an Integral Part
of a Larger Project and Cannot Be Segmented

The staff report asserts that the Commission’s action is either not a “project” or is exempt under
CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3). That conclusion is legally flawed.

The proposed right-of-way vacation is not a standalone administrative action. It is a necessary
predicate to the development project and would permanently alter the physical environment by
eliminating public right-of-way and enabling private development in its place. As such, it is an
integral component of a larger discretionary project.

CEQA prohibits piecemealing or segmenting a project into smaller actions to avoid environmental
review. Approving a General Plan consistency finding and right-of-way vacation now—while
deferring environmental review to later project approvals—constitutes improper segmentation.

At a minimum, the Commission must acknowledge that the vacation is part of a single, unified
project and that environmental review must consider the whole of the action. The record does not
support a finding that “it can be seen with certainty” that the vacation has no possibility of causing
a physical change in the environment.

IVv. Conclusion

The Planning Commission is not being asked today to approve or deny housing. It is being asked
to make a legally defensible determination regarding the abandonment of public right-of-way and
its consistency with the General Plan.

Because the current record lacks required findings, substantial evidence, and a lawful CEQA basis,
and because the action is improperly segmented from the broader project, the Commission should
decline to adopt the proposed resolution.

This letter is submitted without prejudice to, and shall not be deemed to waive, any claims,
objections, arguments, or remedies available to the Garden Gate Coalition for Mary Avenue Safety
under CEQA, state law, local ordinance, or common law. All such rights and remedies are
expressly reserved.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Very truly yours,
STRATEGY LAW, LLP

Joshua Safran, Esq.
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cc: Santosh Rao, Planning Commission Chair (srao@cupertino.gov)
Tracy Kosolcharoen, Planning Commission Vice-Chair (Tkosolcharoen@cupertino.gov)
David Fung, Planning Commissioner (dfung@cupertino.gov)
Seema Lindskog, Planning Commissioner (slindskog@cupertino.gov)
Steven Scharf, Planning Commissioner (SScharf(@cupertino.gov)
Kirsten Squarcia, City Clerk (kirstens@cupertino.gov; cityclerk@cupertino.gov)
Pamela Wu, City Manager (CityManager@cupertino.org)
Benjamin Fu, Director of Community Development (planning@cupertino.gov)
Floy Andrews Interim City Attorney (fandrews@awattorneys.com;
cityattorney@cupertino.gov)
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December 11, 2025

City Council Members by email only > publiccomment@cupertino.gov
City of Cupertino

10300 Torre Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014

RE: Public Comment — Special Meeting on December 12, 2025 — Study Session on the Mary
Avenue Project (“Project”)

Dear City Council Members:

| am supporting Brian Avery, owner of the Glenbrook Apartments, and Lina Meng, a neighbor,
both of whom represent the Garden Gate Neighborhood Group, in providing transportation
advisory services and a professional opinion on the Mary Avenue Villas Project. | offer the
following information and comments for your consideration.

Qualifications

| am a registered Civil Engineer and Traffic Engineer in California and have over 40 years of
diverse experience across all phases of project delivery, including preliminary assessment,
conceptual planning, feasibility analysis, design, and construction. | have demonstrated
expertise in transportation, traffic, and transit planning, engineering, and design related to
transit-oriented development, transit facilities, parking facilities, roadway and highway
improvements, large and small development projects, neighborhood, community, downtown,
city, subarea, county, and sub-regional plans, and transit and highway corridors.

Comments

| have visited the Project site and surroundings, observed traffic and parking activities, surveyed
peak parking occupancy on Mary Avenue and at Memorial Park, and reviewed recent
photographic evidence of related parking conditions during Memorial Park events. | have
reviewed the Transportation Study for Proposed Affordable Housing Project on Mary Avenue
(Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., November 13, 2025, the Memorial Park Specific
Plan (City of Cupertino, February 2024), including the Memorial Park Parking Study (City of
Cupertino, January 2024), the Westport Mixed-Use Project Environmental Impact Report
Addendum No. 1 (PlaceWorks, December 2024), and information on current and planned
development at De Anza College.

The Project will have a significant impact by removing 89 spaces of public on-street parking on
Mary Avenue (95 spaces with recommended Project changes in the aforementioned
Transportation Study), amid heavy observed demand for this parking (upwards of 60 percent
occupied) during many major events at Memorial Park. This 37+% reduction in on-street parking
supply will affect residents who rely on it, spreading parking demand further into residential
neighborhoods. This impact was documented in the formal Project application in April 2025. It
was acknowledged in the aforementioned Transportation Study. Still, it was seemingly
dismissed with this simple conclusion — “With the Project, there would be 152 on-street

KRUPKA CONSULTING
431 Yale Drive | San Mateo, CA | 94402
650.504.2299 | paul@pkrupkaconsulting.com | pkrupkaconsulting.com
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parking spaces..., which would still provide enough spaces to meet the anticipated parking
demand...along the project frontage.” The anticipated parking demand noted was only 37 spaces,
which reflects a non-Memorial Park event condition.

My peak parking occupancy survey on Saturday, November 1, 2025, found a demand of 42 spaces
(17% occupied (42/241)) on Mary Avenue (total parking supply of 241 spaces). The photographic
evidence | cited above indicated a demand of approximately 140 spaces (58% occupied) during
Memorial Park events. With the Project, this level of demand would equal 96% of the total
parking supply (146 spaces).

Other approved and planned developments will exacerbate this significant impact.

o Memorial Park enhancements, intended to serve existing and new patrons, will increase
parking demand in the neighborhood and on Mary Avenue. While the aforementioned parking
study did not include Mary Avenue, it cited “Maintain Current Parking Configuration along Mary
Avenue” as a recommended management strategy.

o Completion of the Westport Mixed-Use Project will reduce residential and retail areas,
associated vehicle trips, and the total parking supply, but will require accommodating the
resulting parking demand off-site along Mary Avenue.

o The replacement of the Flint Center at De Anza College will enhance opportunities for public
and on-campus entertainment and increase public reliance on off-site parking on Mary Avenue.

Conclusion

The project's significant impact has not been adequately studied to determine appropriate
mitigations.

It is in your community's best interests that you strongly consider doing so.
| appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,
KRUPKA CONSULTING

W/%/L/
Paul Krupka, P.E.

Owner

Cc: Brian Avery
Lina Meng
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December 2, 2025

VIA EMAIL (publiccomment@cupertino.gov
Mayor Chao, Vice Mayor Moore and Councilmembers
City Council of Cupertino

CITY OF CUPERTINO

10300 Torre Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014-3202

Re: Objection to Mary Avenue Villas Project, Action Item 12
Special Meeting on December 2, 2025 at 2:00 p.m.
APN: 326-27-053 (the “Property”)

Dear Mayor Chao, Vice Mayor Moore, and Councilmembers:

I represent Garden Gate Community Neighbors (my “Clients”) and file this objection on their behalf to the
proposed Mary Avenue Villas project (the “Project”), located in the Mary Avenue Right-of-Way, APN:
326-27-053 (the “Property”). While my Clients support the idea of the Project (which is to provide
affordable housing for the disabled), my Clients oppose this Project at this site, for the reasons set forth
below, and hereby request that the City vote no on this Project.

The Project application was formerly submitted on April 3, 2025 by Charities Housing (the “Applicant’)
for a 40-unit, affordable housing community, with 19 units reserved for individuals with intellectual and
developmental disabilities, developed by Applicant in partnership with the Cupertino Rotary and Housing
Choices Coalition. The proposed Project is situated on a 0.79-acre site abutting Highway 85 and 280, across
from De Anza College, and adjacent to the Mary Avenue Dog Park, and currently is proposed to take over
the public land and right of way on this street.

While my Clients support affordable housing and the reservation of units specifically for disabled, this site
is not the right location for this Project. This is an unsuitable location due to the particular layout, location,
and environmental issues on this site that put disabled persons and the community at risk and the traffic
impact. Further, in its haste to fast track the Project, the City has failed to follow the procedural steps
required by law, including but not limited to failing to follow the process required for vacation of public
land, failing to follow Street and Highway codes related to abandoning a public right of way, failing to
follow Government Code §65402 along with Brown Act requirements.

1. There are environmental risks to the disabled and the Community at this site which have not been
addressed by the City or the Applicant.

The contamination at this site makes this an unsuitable location and puts the disabled and community at
risk. Three reports have stated that the land is contaminated with unsafe levels of lead and that there are
lower concentrations of arsenic and have pesticides 4,4-DDE and 4,4-DDT present. The Subsurface
Investigation Report, dated April 4, 2025, and the subsequent report dated April 24, 2025 prepared by
Intertek PSI (collectively “Subsurface Investigation Report”) indicated unsafe levels of lead (which are a
cause for concern) and arsenic levels above the Construction Workers ESL levels along with detectable
levels of pesticides 4,4-DDE and 4,4-DDT on the site. Attached as Exhibit A is a copy of the Subsurface
Investigation Report. The Subsurface Investigation Report stated at page 8 “the soil represented by these
samples would be classified as hazardous by the State of California.” A Memorandum for Peer Review of
Subsurface Investigation Report, Undeveloped Land West of Mary and Parkwood Drive, Cupertino,
California, drafted by Baseline Environmental Consulting (“Memorandum™) on May 16, 2025, confirmed

6203 San Ignacio Avenue, Suite 110, San Jose, Ca 95119
P: (408) 987-6399; jcb@mosaiclawusa.com
Page 1 of 4



AR

M:ESAIC

LAW,P.C.

the same results and also concluded that the soil would be classified as California hazardous waste, for
disposal purposes. Attached as Exhibit B is a copy of the Memorandum. At page 2, the Memorandum
clearly states that the lead exceeds Residential ESL and Construction Workers ESL levels.

The Memorandum recommends that further testing be completed and that at minimum remedial actions be
taken to prevent risks to residents and the community, like minimizing the volume of soil removed and
capping of the lead. However, the report at page 3 states that these “would reduce the likelihood of exposure
for future site occupants, this remedial approach is not adequate without appropriate engineering controls,
institutional controls, and regulatory oversight to ensure lead impacted soil would not create an exposure
concern for future site occupants.” The Memorandum recommends that 1) a Soil Management Plan
(“SMP”) and Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan (“SSHSP”) be prepared, the Project applicant enter into
a Remedial Action Agreement with the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health to oversee
soil remediation at the site. The Subsurface Investigation Report also states that “A SMP and a SSHSP
should be prepared prior to site redevelopment to mitigate exposure of construction workers to the lead and
arsenic in the soil.” None of these recommendations have been followed and this poses a risk to the
community during construction, the neighbors currently living around this site, and to the future site
residents.

Given the focus on housing for individuals with disabilities, the City should proceed with an abundance of
caution and follow the recommendations of the experts as stated in the above referenced reports and
memorandums. The City must require the Applicant to engage the Department of Environmental Health to
assess whether the site can be effectively remediated adequately for such future residential use. Individuals
with disabilities often have compromised immune systems, making them particularly vulnerable to even
low levels of environmental hazards. Without entering into a Remedial Action Agreement with the Santa
Clara County Department of Environmental Health as the recommended action, the Project will fail to
effectively address the hazardous lead levels found and put the community and its future inhabitants at risk.
Additionally, an environmental action plan is further necessary to consider how the site’s proximity to
Highway 85 and Highway 280 will further cause the accumulation of pollutants at this site. Since the
Department of Environmental Health must be engaged to specifically address these concerns and since this
has not been done by the Applicant, my Clients urge the City to not approve the lease and disposition
agreement with the Applicant. At minimum, the decision should be postponed and the recommendation at
the end of this meeting should be for the Applicant to enter into the required Remedial Action Agreement
with the Department of Environmental Health.

2. There is a significant impact to traffic in the community which can lead to safety issues and a
reduced quality of life for its existing residents.

The impact to traffic will be significant since the Project proposes narrowing the street, the bike path, and
the available parking, and there are changes with parking at De Anza College, all of which impacts the
quality of life of the existing residents and can lead to accidents as a result of the increased traffic. The
transportation assessment, prepared by Hexagon Transport Consultants (the “Transportation Assessment”)
and submitted on November 13, 2025, does not account for critical changes that will affect parking in the
neighborhood in 2026. Attached as Exhibit C is the Transportation Assessment. Starting January 6, 2026,
De Anza College will no longer offer free parking to visitors and will require payment to park (see
https://www.deanza.edu/parking/#oneday and  https://www.instagram.com/p/DPsXkeTERd-/). This
change significantly impacts local parking and traffic on Mary Avenue, as this street has been historically
used as overflow parking from De Anza College. Since parking will no longer be free at De Anza College
for visitors, there will be an increase of traffic and cars attempting to park on this street all the while the
Project will reduce the size of the street, the bike lane, and available parking. While the transportation
assessment discusses the impact on festival days at De Anza College it fails to consider these coming
changes. The impact on traffic and parking will affect this community negatively and for this reason the

6203 San Ignacio Avenue, Suite 110, San Jose, Ca 95119
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City should vote no on approving the lease and disposition agreement with the Applicant. At minimum,
the decision should be postponed and the recommendation at the end of this meeting should be for further
study to be done to determine how the change in parking at De Anza College will impact this street and
community.

Further, there is a potential fire and safety issues that must be assessed. The City has waived the normal
setback requirements for this Project to maximize land use on this narrow strip. However, the Project's
unique design, intended use, and the site itself poses a fire safety issue. The site causes a reduction in the
street size, increases parking, and it borders a sound wall adjacent to Highway 85- all of this may impact
emergency response and fire crews in the event of a building fire. Therefore, a special assessment should
be conducted under the supervision of the Santa Clara County Fire Department to determine if they can
effectively combat a structure fire so close to the sound wall, with the smaller street, and increased traffic
and parking. This assessment is critical as a large percentage of these units will be for those who are
intellectually and developmentally disabled and the fire department should be engaged to determine if they
can safely handle a potential fire at this site and evacuate individuals with disabilities during a fire all while
managing the uniqueness of this site against the soundwall, the smaller street, and increased traffic and
parking. The traffic and street changes pose a safety issue to all the community that lives on this street and
to ensure the safety of future residents, it is crucial that the City and the Applicant do it’s due diligence
before the City approves the lease and disposition agreement with the Applicant. Therefore, my Clients
urge the City to vote No or to postpone a full vote and require further traffic and fire assessment to address
these issues.

3. The City has failed to adhere to the procedural requirements under its municipal code and
applicable law.

The Project requires changes to the lot and street which include public land and a right of way and the sale
of public land and therefore the City must adhere to its own procedures and municipal codes when making
these changes. While there is no timing requirement in some of these codes, approving the Project before
completing these procedures is putting the cart before the horse. By delaying initiating the procedural
requirements, the City is As these procedural requirements have not been met, my Clients urge the City to
vote no at this time so that the procedural requirements for disposing of public land and right of ways can
be met.

This Project should not warrant the City abandoning its procedural requirements under the municipal code
and applicable law. The City must follow its own code as it relates to vacationing public land (Surplus Land
Act Gov’t Code §§54220-54234), changing rights of ways (Streets and Highway Code §8300 et seq), and
disposing of public land (Brown Act). The Project requires changes to the lot and street which include
public land and a right of way and the sale of public land and therefore the City must adhere to its own
procedures and municipal codes when making these changes. While there is no timing requirement in some
of these codes, approving the Project before completing these procedures is putting the cart before the horse.
As these procedural requirements have not been met, my Clients urge the City to vote no at this time so that
the procedural requirements for disposing of public land and right of ways can be met.

Finally, out of an abundance of caution and to avoid the appearance of impropriety and self-dealing, council
members who are part of the Rotary Association, which is associating or promoting this Project, should
recuse themselves from voting on this Project. All laws related to conflicts of interest should be adhered to
and any city council member who has a conflict of interest must recuse themselves from voting on this
Project.

4. Council member should vote No on this Project

6203 San Ignacio Avenue, Suite 110, San Jose, Ca 95119
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While affordable housing with reserved spaces for the disabled is a celebrated project for the City, this
Project at this site is not the right place for this neighborhood. The City must vote no on approving the
lease and disposition agreement with the Applicant. The City and the Applicant should find a better site
with less impact to the health and safety of neighbors, construction workers, and its future residences and
a site that improves not hurts the quality of life of its surrounding neighborhood.

If the City is not willing to vote no at this time, then the City must delay the vote at this meeting and set a
future meeting and require in the interim that the Applicant:
a. enter into a Remedial Action Agreement with the Department of Environmental Health;

b. conduct a further traffic assessment to determine the impact to traffic and parking on this
street due to incoming parking changes at De Anza College

c. engage the fire department to assess the impact of fire safety services as a result of the
site restrictions, the narrower road, and increased traffic/parking on this street

Additionally, in the interim, the City must initiate the procedural requirements for vacationing the right of
way and public land, and disposition of public land so that these requirements are met and open for public
comment before the Project is approved.

Sincerely,

Jordan Behmke, Esq.
Principal Attorney

Enc.

Exhibit A Subsurface Investigation Report
Exhibit B- Memorandum

Exhibit C- Transportation Assessment

cc. Clients

6203 San Ignacio Avenue, Suite 110, San Jose, Ca 95119
P: (408) 987-6399; jcb@mosaiclawusa.com
Page 4 of 4



Exhibit A



ntertek

Subsurface Investigation Report
Proposed Multi-Family Residential Development

Mary Avenue
Cupertino, California

Prepared for
Charities Housing

1400 Parkmoor Avenue, Suite 190
San Jose, California 95116

Prepared by
Professional Service Industries, Inc.
4703 Tidewater Avenue, Suite B
Oakland, California 94601

April 24, 2025

PSI Project Number: 0575-2869



i)

TABLE OF CONTENTS

STATEMENT OF LIMITATIONS AND PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION

1.0 INTRODUCTION .......cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiccirccc e
1.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION ......cccovviuiiiiiiiinienins
1.2 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT .....cccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic s
1.3 PROJECT UNDERSTANDING.......cccvveiiiriiiiiiiiiieiiineecs

2.0 SOILINVESTIGATION ....coooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieirtetee e
2.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK.......ccccuvririeiiiiiiinieeen,
2.2 PRE-FIELD ACTIVITIES .cccoiiiiiiiieieee e
2.3 SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION......cctvtiiiiiiniiiiieeeeinennieeeee,

3.0 ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION .........cccoeiiiiiiiiiininnn,
3.1 SOIL ANALYICIAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION.................

4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..........coocviiiiiinnnnn.

FIGURES

FIGURE 1: SITE LOCATION MAP
FIGURE 2: SITE PLAN AND BORING LOCATION MAP

FIGURE

TABLE 1: SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA SUMMARY

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: CITY OF CUPERTINO ENCROACHMENT PERMIT
APPENDIX B: LABORATORY REPORT

www.intertek.com/building/environmental

0575-2869 — Subsurface Investigation
Charities Housing, Cupertino, California
April 24, 2025



0575-2869 - Subsurface Investigation
Charities Housing, Cupertino, California

m April 24, 2025

Pagei

STATEMENT OF LIMITATIONS AND PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION

The information provided in this Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by Professional
Service Industries, Inc. (PSI), Project Number 0575-2869, is intended exclusively for Charities
Housing for the evaluation of soil, as it pertains to the subject property in Cupertino, California
at the time the activities were conducted. No unnamed third party shall have the right to rely
on this report without the express written consent of PSI. The professional services provided
have been performed in accordance with practices generally accepted by other environmental
professionals, geologists, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, engineers, and environmental scientists
practicing in this field. No other warranty, either expressed or implied, is made. As with all
subsurface investigations, there is no guarantee that the work conducted has identified any and
all sources or locations of hazardous substances or chemicals in the soil.

This report is issued with the understanding that Charities Housing is responsible for ensuring
that the information contained in this report is brought to the attention of the appropriate
regulatory agency. This report has been reviewed by a geologist who is registered in the State
of California and whose signature and license number appear below.

P e

b

Brand Bdirfield, PG 6986
Project Geologist

Frank R. Poss
Department Manager
Principal Consultant

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Professional Service Industries, Inc. (PSI) was retained by Charities Housing to evaluate the
possible impact to the near surface soils at the subject property associated with the former
agricultural use of the subject property and the proximity to a highway.

1.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The subject property is located on the west side of Mary Avenue, at its intersection with
Parkwood Drive in Cupertino California (see Figure 1 - Site Location Map). The subject property
does not currently have an address but can be identified as a portion of Santa Clara County
Assessor Parcel Number 326-27-030.

The site is a relatively level, roughly rectangular-shaped property that measures about 0.79
acres in plan area and is bounded by Mary Avenue to the east and Highway 85 to the west. At
the time of our study, the subject property existed as undeveloped land, landscaping, and
asphalt-paved parking (see Figure 2 - Site Plan and Vicinity Map).

1.2 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Redevelopment of the subject property will include grading of the berm in front of the Caltrans
Highway 85 soundwall along with removal of trees and vegetation. The subject property will
include two buildings, each consisting of two stories and twenty (20) units, as well as a parking
lot with approximately twenty-two (22) spaces including accessible and EV charging spaces.

1.3 PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the subject property (PSI, June 11,
2024), indicates that the property was historically used for agricultural purposes from at least
1939 through the late 1960s. Additionally, the subject property is adjacent to a freeway that
may have impacted the subject property with aerially deposited lead (ADL). The ESA did not
identify any recognized environmental conditions (RECs), historical RECs, or controlled RECS on
the subject property and PSI recommended no further investigation for the subject property.
However, PSI did identify the historical agricultural use and the ADL as environmental concerns
for possible redevelopment of the subject property. Based on the proposed redevelopment of
the property, Charities Housing determined that a subsurface investigation was prudent and
contracted PSI to complete this investigation.

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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2.0 SOIL INVESTIGATION

2.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK

The soil investigation at the site was performed to evaluate the nature and extent of potential
lead and/or pesticide impact in the surface and near-surface soil that may have resulted from
aerially deposited lead and from historical agricultural site use and the potential threat to
human health associated with the intrusive, groundbreaking work that is proposed as part of
the site development.

Our scope of work included advancing six soil borings, sampling of soil from each boring at 0.5
and 2 feet below the ground surface (bgs), analysis of samples, and preparation of this report.
All field work was performed under the supervision of a State of California Professional
Geologist. A detailed description of the scope of work and methodology used is presented in
the sections below. The scope of work, including the number and location of samples and the
analyses performed, was in general accordance with the DTSC 2008 Interim Guidance for
Sampling Agricultural Properties.

2.2 PRE-FIELD ACTIVITIES

At least 2 days prior to the commencement of drilling activities, PSI staked the proposed boring
locations, marked the site with white paint and contacted Underground Service Alert (USA), a
public utility locating service, to locate public utilities on or adjacent to the subject site. The USA
inquiry identification number (or Ticket Number) for the utility locate request is #2025031202827.

Additionally, PSI obtained an encroachment permit from the City of Cupertino to complete the
borings within the public right-of-way (Permit Number PW-2025-0143). A copy of the permit is

presented in Appendix A.

2.3 SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

Soil Borings

On March 18, 2025, six soil borings were advanced to a depth of 2 feet bgs by PSI personnel using
a 3-inch diameter hand auger mounted on a T-bar handle. Three borings (B1 through B3) were
advanced within soil-surfaced landscaped areas, and three (B4 through B6) were advanced in
paved areas of the existing parking lot. Where required (in the 3 paved areas), Safe2Core Inc., a
paving and coring contractor, was utilized to remove the asphalt pavement section to allow access
for our hand-auger and sampling equipment. The locations of the soil boring are presented in
Figure 2.

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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Due to elevated lead concentrations detected in the soil sample from B2 at 2 feet, PSI returned to
the subject property on April 11, 2025 to determine if those elevated concentrations are a
localized condition. Two additional soil borings, B7 and B8, were advanced to a depth of 2 feet bgs
within the soil-surfaced landscaped area approximately 10 feet north and south of B2,
respectively. The borings were advanced by PSI personnel using a 3-inch diameter hand auger
mounted on a T-bar handle. A description of the soil sampling, equipment decontamination, and
backfill of the eight borings is presented in the following sections.

Soil Sampling

Soil samples were collected from the surface and subsurface at each boring, at depths of 0.5 and 2
feet bgs, respectively. Once a boring was advanced to the desired sample depth, a grab sample
was collected from the auger bucket into a new 2-inch diameter, 6-inch-long stainless-steel soil
tube. Once the sample tube was filled, the ends of the tube were sealed with Teflon sheets and
capped with polyethylene end caps. PSI personnel wore nitrile gloves during sample collection,
changing to a new pair for each sample collected. The samples were immediately labeled and
then placed in a chilled cooler, pending delivery to the laboratory for analysis.

Groundwater was not encountered in any of the borings, with the Phase | ESA report for the
property indicating that the depth to groundwater is approximately 60 to 100 feet bgs.

Equipment Decontamination

Decontamination procedures were implemented to maintain sample integrity and to prevent
cross-contamination between sampling locations. The hand-auger bucket and T-bar were
decontaminated before sampling, between samples and between boring locations by washing
with a non-phosphate detergent and rinsing with de-ionized water.

Backfill of Borings

At the completion of sampling at each hand-auger boring, PSI backfilled the five holes located in

the landscaped areas with hand-compacted soil cuttings to match the adjacent surface grades.
Safe2Core Inc. backfilled the three holes in the paved areas and restored the pavement surfaces in
accordance with the City of Cupertino encroachment permit requirements. To avoid leaving any
holes open that could cause damage or injury to vehicles, pedestrians or animals, the cores and
borings were backfilled within a day of drilling. On April 21, 2025, PSI received email notification
from the City of Cupertino Public Works Department that their inspector signed off on the
pavement restoration.

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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3.0 ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The soil samples were submitted to SunStar Laboratories, Inc. of Lake Forest, California, a
California certified environmental laboratory, under strict chain-of-custody protocol. Soil samples
were delivered to the laboratory within two days of sample collection.

3.1 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The soil samples collected from each boring (a total of 12 soil samples) were submitted for
analyses for the following:

e Organochlorine pesticides according to EPA Method 8081
e Lead and arsenic according to EPA Method 6010

Four additional soil samples were analyzed only for lead according to EPA Method 6010.

A summary of the soil analytical results are as follows:

e Arsenic was detected in three soil samples with concentrations ranging from 3.51 to 7.25
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg).

e Lead was detected in eleven of the soil samples with concentrations ranging from 5.07 to
680 mg/kg. The lead concentrations are typical of background conditions with the
exception of the soil sample collected from B2 at 2 feet.

e 4,4-DDE was detected in two soil samples (B3-0.5 and B3-2) at concentrations of 0.047
and 0.061 mg/kg, respectively.

e 4,4-DDT was detected in two soil samples (B3-0.5 and B3-2) at concentrations of 0.0089
and 0.020 mg/kg, respectively.

A copy of the laboratory analytical reports are included in Appendix B and the analysis results are
summarized in Table 1.

The soil sample results were compared to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board
Environmental Screening Levels for Residential — Shallow Soil Exposure (ESL-R) and to the RWQCB-
ESL for Construction Workers (ESL-CW). None of the concentrations of the tested constituents
were detected at greater than their respective ESL-R or ESL-CW with the exception of the
following.

e The arsenic concentrations detected were below established background arsenic
concentration for Santa Clara Valley of up to 20 mg/kg (“Establishing Background Arsenic in

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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Soil of the Urbanized San Francisco Bay Region,” by Dylan Duverge, December 2011).
Based on this information, Arsenic is not considered a contaminant of concern at the
subject property. The detected arsenic concentrations were above the ESL-CW, so a Soil
Management Plan (SMP) and a Site Specific Health and Safety Plan (SSHSP) should be
prepared prior to conducting any soil excavation as part of redevelopment of the subject
property.

e Only one of the lead concentrations was above the ESL-R (B2-2). The results from the
soil samples collected from borings B7 and B8, which show background concentrations
of lead, effectively bound the elevated detections at B2, indicating that the B2 result as
a localized condition. If not below a proposed building, as the new building will create a
cap to eliminate contact with lead impacted soil, the soil represented by this sample
should be excavated and removed from the property. For the proposed redevelopment,
a SMP and SSHSP should be prepared that have appropriate stipulations associated with
the lead impacted soil.

To evaluate soil disposal, should the soil be defined as a waste, the results of the soil analyses were
compared to California Code of Regulations Title 22 List of Inorganic, Persistent, and
Bioaccumulative Toxic Substances and their soluble threshold limit concentrations (STLC) and total
threshold limit concentrations (TTLC) values. None of these samples had a concentration greater
than their respective TTLC. However, the total lead concentration in soil sample B2-2 (680 mg/kg)
was greater than the screening criteria of ten times the STLC of 5 milligrams per liter (mg/l).
Therefore, a waste extraction test (WET) and Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Potential (TCLP) were
performed on this sample to determine its soluble lead concentration. The results of the analyses
indicated that the soluble lead concentration was greater than the STLC after a WET, but below
the soluble lead concentration after a TCLP. The soil represented by these samples would be
classified as hazardous by the State of California upon excavation and classification as a waste
material.

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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0575-2869 — Subsurface Investigation
Charities Housing, Cupertino, California
April 24, 2025

Page 6

4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the subsurface investigation are summarized below.

Low concentrations of lead, arsenic, and organochlorine pesticides were found across the
subject property with one soil sample having elevated lead concentrations. Based on the
concentrations detected, arsenic and organochlorine pesticides are not contaminants of
concern, while lead is considered to be a contaminant of concern.

Only one soil sample had a total lead concentration above the ESL-R (B2-2). If not below a
proposed building, as the new building will create a cap to eliminate contact with lead
impacted soil, the soil represented by this sample should be excavated and removed from
the property. Lead in one soil sample and arsenic in three soil samples were above the
ESL-CW. A SMP and a SSHSP should be prepared prior to site redevelopment to mitigate
exposure of construction workers to the lead and arsenic in soil.

To evaluate whether the soil represented by soil sample B2-2 would be a hazardous waste,
when excavated, the soil sample was analyzed for soluble lead by the WET and TCLP
methods. The results of the analyses indicated that the soluble lead concentration was
greater than the STLC after a WET, but below the soluble lead concentration after a TCLP.
The soil represented by this sample would be classified as hazardous by the State of
California upon excavation and classification as a waste material.

www.intertek.com/building/environmental
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APPENDIX A

CITY OF CUPERTINO ENCROACHMENT PERMIT
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
10300 TORRE AVENUE » CUPERTINO, CA 95014-3255
TELEPHONE: (408)777-3354 « FAX: (408)777-3333

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION
Permit # pw-2025-01430R1 0R2 oR3 OR4

CUPERTINO

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete the front page only.
Submit the application and the following supporting documents to encroachmentpermits@cupertino.gov

1) Written Description of Work

2) Engineer’s Cost Estimate

3) Detailed Traffic Control Plan including plan of existing pavement delineation (traffic stripes, pavement markings,
and pavement markers) and signs

4) Project Plans and Specifications

5) Contractors Insurance Certificate (Insurance requirements listed on reverse)

Location of Work W side of Mary Avenue at Parkwood Drive Building Permit # N/A
(If Applicable)

TYPE OF WORK: check all that apply
O Sidewalk O Driveway Approach O Curb & Gutter [ Street Light [0 Curb Ramp

O Paving O Utility Trench O Monitoring Well [ Fiber Cable
R Other: 90Tt RGeS (6) - STE 106RY Pked Fol YorhATL s

PERMITTEE:
Name: Intertek - PSI

Address: 4703 Tidewater Ave, Ste. B, Oakland CA

CONTRACTOR:

Company Name: Safe2core Inc.

Contact Name: Antonio Guzman

Phone: (510) 750-3366 Address: 3801 Charter Park Court, Suite A, San Tos¢
Email: brand.burfield@intertek.com 24 hr. Contact Name: Antonio Guzman
Start Date: €€ 0o@il A 24 hr. Email: contactus@safe2core.com

24 hr. Phone Number: 408-639-1325
Contractor’s Lic. No.: 940453
City Business Lic. No.; 35082

# of Working days: 1

Certificate of Insurance Expiration Date: 3.1.2025

Permittee Signature: M 24 Date: 2/2.‘{/ 2025
Vd / =

Contractor Signature: Arlnes Geegnarn Date: 2/19/2025
(CITY USE ONLY) 7o EXPIRATION: _ 9/10/25
Permit Fee $_ 643.26 Bond $ _1,000 Type of Bond: O Cash O Paper O Certificate of Deposit
Receipt #: 355581 R1 Receipt #: R2 Receipt #: R3 Receipt #: R4 Receipt #:
Bond Retention Schedule:
Approved By: /9’ Anre %W i Date: _3/14/25

SEE REVERSE FOR PERMIT CONDITIONS Revised 5/2024



SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
X Work hours limited to Monday - Friday: [ 7:00 a.m. ® 8:00 a.m. to & 4:30 pm. [6:00 p.m.
X Work hours in pavement limited to: % 8:00 a.m. 0 9:30 a.m. to [13:30 p.m. X 4:30 p.m.

X Any violation of working hours shall result in “STOP WORK” notice
X Two lanes of traffic to be maintained at all times

X| Permanent paving must be installed WITHIN 5 WORKING DAYS after completion, Traffic markings and bike lane markings to be
replaced within 5 days of pavement restoration.

X Pavement delineation or signs damaged during construction shall be replaced in kind

X| Pavement section shall match existing

] Street Cut Moratorium Applies (CMC 14.08.040)

[J Slurry Seal Required [ Half Width O Full Width [0 Slurry seal entire excavation and 2ft beyond on all sides of entire excavation in sheets.
X All trenching shall be backfilled to a minimum of 95% relative compaction

O] Trench plates in the travel way shall be traffic rated, properly secured and shall be recessed upon request. See counter-sink steel plate
requirements attached.

L] If trench is 3’ of less from Lip of Gutter, contractor shall repave to Lip of Gutter.

X Jobsite shall be properly posted 48 hours in advance. Parking may not be restricted on Saturday or Sunday. No-Parking signs may not be
posted more than 5 days before the start of work, may not refer to towing away, must be removed after the project is completed, and must not
cover a period of more than 3 weeks. No-Parking signs must include the project's permit number, construction dates, project description, and
contact information for the responsible party.

X| BMP Sheet Attached

Potholes and bore pits shall be filled to grade with cutback at end of each work day. "Top hat" plates may not be used on public streets.
[0 Other:

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

1) The Public Works Inspector of the City of Cupertino, (408) 205-6326 or (408) 777-3354, shall be notified at least 48 hours prior to beginning work
in the public Right-of-Way or requesting inspection of work. After the work is completed, notify the Public Works Inspector to schedule a final
inspection.

2) A copy of this permit must be kept on the job site.

3) The applicant shall notify County Communications, (408) 299-2501, at least 24 hours prior to any work in the traveled way section of a street.

4) Permittee shall employ construction best management practices which will prevent pollutants such as mud, silt, chemical residue, and washings
from concrete saw-cutting from entering storm drains. Any spills or discharges that could potentially or actually enter a storm drain or receiving
water, must be immediately reported to the City (408-777-3354). See Construction Best Management practices attachment.

5) The applicant agrees that if the encroachment for which this permit is issued which shall at any time in the future interfere with the use, repair,
improvement, widening, or change of grade of any street, roadway, highway, sidewalk, curb, drain, or Right-of-Way, applicant or his successor
or assigns, shall within 14 days after receipt of written notice from the Director of Public Works to do so, at its own expense either remove such
encroachment subject to approval from the Director, or relocate to a site which may be designated by the Director. Any encroachment removed
by the City will not be replaced.

6) To the fullest extent allowed by law, PERMITEE and CONTRACTOR shall indemnify and hold harmless CITY, its City Council, boards and
commissions, officers, officials, agents, employees, servants, consultants and volunteers (hereinafter, “Indemnitees”) from and against any
liability, loss, damage, expense, and cost (including reasonable legal fees and costs of litigation or arbitration), resulting from injury to or death of
any person, damage to property, or liability for other claims, stop notices, demands, causes of actions and actions, arising out of or in any way
related to Contractor’s performance or nonperformance of his/her duties under this Agreement, or from negligent acts or omissions or willful
misconduct of Contractor, its agents, employees, or subcontractors. Contractor shall, at his/her own cost and expense, defend any and all claims,
actions, suits or legal proceedings that may be brought against the City or any of the Indemnitees (with council acceptable to City) in connection
with this Permit or arising out of Developer’s performance or nonperformance of his/her duties and obligations hereunder, except to the extent
any of the foregoing is caused by the negligence or willful misconduct of the CITY or the CITY’S agents, employees and independent contractors.

7) Should the Permittee provide services which are subject to the City’s Franchise ordinance, Permittee agrees to pay any applicable City franchise
fee.

8) This encroachment permit shall be terminable at the sole discretion of the City upon 30 days written notice to the Permittee.

9) The applicant’s contractor shall carry at all times commercial general liability insurance with a combined single limit of $2.0 million per
occurrence;$4.0 million aggregate; and provide a Certificate of Insurance and Endorsement naming the City as Additional Insured. Insurers must
be licensed to do business within the State of California and have a current Best's Guide Rating of A, Class VII or better or that is otherwise
acceptable to the City.

Insurance shall be primary and non-contributory.

10) All work within the public Right of Way must be completed by a contractor who holds a current Class A or appropriate Class C license and a
current City of Cupertino business license.

11) Permittee and Contractor shall comply with Chapter 11.32 of the Cupertino Municipal Code "Truck Traffic Routes" (See attached Truck Traffic
Restrictions Map). No person shall operate or drive any truck that exceeds a gross weight of three tons between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
9:30 am or 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. on the following roadway segments:

a. any roadway which runs contiguous to and is within 500 feet of any public school (excluding Homestead Rd and Bollinger Rd)
b. McClellan Road, between Stelling Road and Bubb Road.
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25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

Sunstar . it
Laboratories, Inc.

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE

01 April 2025

Frank Poss

PSI -- Oakland

4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B
Oakland, CA 94601

RE: Charities - Cupertino

Enclosed are the results of analyses for samples received by the laboratory on 03/20/25 10:44. If you have
any questions concerning this report, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Lena Davidkov

Project Manager



| SunStar

25712 Commercentre Drive

— f!':- Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
[ ; > =l 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

04/01/25 15:24

ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES

Sample ID Laboratory ID Matrix Date Sampled Date Received

BI1-0.5 T251304-01 Soil 03/18/25 08:24 03/20/25 10:44
B1-2 T251304-02 Soil 03/18/25 08:32 03/20/25 10:44
B2-0.5 T251304-03 Soil 03/18/25 08:50 03/20/25 10:44
B2-2 T251304-04 Soil 03/18/25 08:58 03/20/25 10:44
B3-0.5 T251304-05 Soil 03/18/25 09:25 03/20/25 10:44
B3-2 T251304-06 Soil 03/18/25 09:30 03/20/25 10:44
B4-0.5 T251304-07 Soil 03/18/25 09:48 03/20/25 10:44
B4-2 T251304-08 Soil 03/18/25 10:00 03/20/25 10:44
B5-0.5 T251304-09 Soil 03/18/25 10:38 03/20/25 10:44
B5-2 T251304-10 Soil 03/18/25 10:50 03/20/25 10:44
B6-0.5 T251304-11 Soil 03/18/25 11:47 03/20/25 10:44
B6-2 T251304-12 Soil 03/18/25 12:00 03/20/25 10:44

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 1 of 23
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‘ | S un S tar ¥ 25712 Commercentre Drive
— f‘—'} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
[ > = 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ARNALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
DETECTIONS SUMMARY
Sample ID: B1-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251304-01
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Arsenic 7.25 2.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Lead 10.4 3.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Sample ID: B1-2 Laboratory ID: T251304-02
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 6.59 3.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Sample ID: B2-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251304-03
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Arsenic 3.93 2.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Lead 31.0 3.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Sample ID: B2-2 Laboratory ID: T251304-04
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Arsenic 3.51 2.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Lead 680 3.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Lead 1.1 0.10 mg/l EPA 1311
Lead 18 0.025 mg/l STLC Waste Extraction T
Sample ID: B3-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251304-05
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 22.8 3.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
4,4’-DDE 47 5.0 ug/kg EPA 8081A
4,4’-DDT 8.9 5.0 ug/kg EPA 8081A
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 2 of 23




|
| S un S tar 25712 Commercentre Drive

— f‘—'} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
[ ¥ : 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ARNALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
Sample ID: B3-2 Laboratory ID: T251304-06
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 10.3 3.00 mg/kg EPA 6010b
4,4’-DDE 61 5.0 ug/kg EPA 8081A
4,4’-DDT 20 5.0 ug/kg EPA 8081A
Sample ID: B4-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251304-07
No Results Detected
Sample ID: B4-2 Laboratory ID: T251304-08
No Results Detected
Sample ID: B5-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251304-09
No Results Detected
Sample ID: B5-2 Laboratory ID: T251304-10
No Results Detected
Sample ID: B6-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251304-11
No Results Detected
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 3 of 23




| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

'. j iy o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24

Sample ID: B6-2

Laboratory ID: T251304-12

Analyte
Lead

Reporting
Result Limit Units
5.07 3.00 mg/kg

Method Notes
EPA 6010b

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 4 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

: P o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B1-0.5
T251304-01 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic 7.25 2.00 mg/kg 1 25C0360 03/20/25 03/21/25 EPA 6010b
Lead 10.4 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358  03/25/25 03/26/25  EPASO8IA
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I1 ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDT ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 52.8% 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 18.3 % 35-140 " " " " S-GC

SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.
Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 5 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

: P o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B1-2
T251304-02 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mgkg 1 25C0360  03/20/25 03/2125  EPA6010b
Lead 6.59 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358 032525 03/26/25  EPA8081A
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " i "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE ND 5.0 " " " . " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I1 ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDT ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 382 % 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 15.7 % 35-140 " " " " S-GC

SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.
Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 6 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

: P o ' 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B2-0.5
T251304-03 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic 3.93 2.00 mg/kg 1 25C0360 03/20/25 03/21/25 EPA 6010b
Lead 31.0 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50  ugke 1 25C0358  03/25/25 03/26/25  EPAS0SIA
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan II ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDT ND 5.0 " " " . " "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 46.0 % 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 13.6 % 35-140 " " " " S-GC

SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.
Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 7 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

> = 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ARNALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

04/01/25 15:24

B2-2
T251304-04 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic 3.51 2.00 mg/kg 1 25C0360 03/20/25 03/21/25 EPA 6010b
Lead 680 3.00 " " " " " "
TCLP Metals by 6000/7000 Series Methods
Lead 1.1 0.10 mg/l 1 25C0499 03/28/25 03/31/25 EPA 1311
STLC Metals by 6000/7000 Series Methods
Lead 18 0.025 mg/l 1 25C0502 03/28/25 03/31/25 STLC Waste
Extraction
Test

Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ug/kg 10 25C0358 03/25/25 03/26/25 EPA 8081A R-07
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
beta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
delta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Aldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor epoxide ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
gamma-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
alpha-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan I ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4"-DDE ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Dieldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4"-DDD ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan II ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4-DDT ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin aldehyde ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan sulfate ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Methoxychlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ketone ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Toxaphene ND 200 " " " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 47.0 % 35-140 " " " " R-07

SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.
Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 8 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive

Lake Forest, California 92630

949.297.5020 Phone

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24

B2-2
T251304-04 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
19.3 % 35-140 25C0358 03/25/25 03/26/25 EPA 80814 R-07, S-GC

Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 9 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

: P o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B3-0.5
T251304-05 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mgkg 1 25C0360  03/2025 032125  EPA6010b
Lead 22.8 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358 032525 03/26/25  EPA8081A
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " i "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDE 47 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan II ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDT 8.9 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 32.0% 35-140 " " " " S-03
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 7.11 % 35-140 " " " " S-03

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 10 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

: P o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B3-2
T251304-06 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mgkg 1 25C0360  03/2025 032125  EPA6010b
Lead 10.3 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358 032525 03/26/25  EPA8081A
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " i "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE 61 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan II ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDT 20 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 42.3% 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 20.2 % 35-140 " " " " S-GC

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 11 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE 949.297.5020 Phone
949.297.5027 Fax

PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino

4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24

B4-0.5
T251304-07 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mgkg 1 25C0360  03/20/25 03/2125  EPA6010b
Lead ND 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358  03/25/25 03/26/25  EPAS08IA
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan II ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4 -DDT ND 5.0 " " . . . "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 68.8 % 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 582 % 35-140 " " " "

SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 12 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE 949.297.5020 Phone
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B4-2
T251304-08 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mgkg 1 25C0360  03/20/25 03/2125  EPA6010b
Lead ND 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358  03/25/25 03/26/25  EPAS08IA
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan II ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4 -DDT ND 5.0 " " . . . "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 72.2 % 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 29.2 % 35-140 " " " " S-GC
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 13 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE 949.297.5020 Phone
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B5-0.5
T251304-09 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 4.00 mg/kg 2 25C0360 03/20/25 03/21/25 EPA 6010b R-01
Lead ND 6.00 " " " " " " R-01
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ug/kg 10 25C0358 03/25/25 03/26/25 EPA 8081A R-07
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
beta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
delta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Aldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor epoxide ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
gamma-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
alpha-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan I ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4"-DDE ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Dieldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4’-DDD ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan II ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4-DDT ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin aldehyde ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan sulfate ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Methoxychlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ketone ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Toxaphene ND 200 " " " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 77.1 % 35-140 " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 67.7 % 35-140 " " " " R-07
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 14 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE 949.297.5020 Phone
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
BS-2
T251304-10 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mg/kg 1 25C0360 03/20/25 03/21/25 EPA 6010b
Lead ND 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ug/kg 10 25C0358 03/25/25 03/26/25 EPA 8081A R-07
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
beta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
delta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Aldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor epoxide ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
gamma-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
alpha-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan I ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4"-DDE ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Dieldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4’-DDD ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan II ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4-DDT ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin aldehyde ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan sulfate ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Methoxychlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ketone ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Toxaphene ND 200 " " " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 90.2 % 35-140 " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 80.7 % 35-140 " " " " R-07
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 15 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE 949.297.5020 Phone
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B6-0.5
T251304-11 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 4.00 mg/kg 2 25C0360 03/20/25 03/21/25 EPA 6010b R-01
Lead ND 6.00 " " " " " " R-01
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ug/kg 10 25C0358 03/25/25 03/26/25 EPA 8081A R-07
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
beta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
delta-BHC ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Aldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Heptachlor epoxide ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
gamma-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
alpha-Chlordane ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan I ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4"-DDE ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Dieldrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4’-DDD ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan II ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
4,4-DDT ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin aldehyde ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endosulfan sulfate ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Methoxychlor ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Endrin ketone ND 50 " " " " " " R-07
Toxaphene ND 200 " " " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 80.2 % 35-140 " " " " R-07
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 58.1% 35-140 " " " " R-07
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 16 of 23



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

: P o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
B6-2
T251304-12 (Soil)
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Arsenic ND 2.00 mgkg 1 25C0360  03/2025 032125  EPA6010b
Lead 5.07 3.00 " " " " " "
Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A
alpha-BHC ND 50 ugkg 1 25C0358 032525 03/26/25  EPA8081A
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 " " " " " "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Aldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 " " " " " "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " i "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDE ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan I1 ND 5.0 " " " " " "
4,4-DDT ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 " " " " " "
Toxaphene ND 20 " " " " " "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 72.8 % 35-140 " " " "
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 59.2% 35-140 " " " "

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 17 of 23



| SunStar

—p— Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

: P o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

04/01/25 15:24

Metals by EPA 6010B - Quality Control

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Analyte

Reporting Spike
Result Limit Units Level

Source
Result

%REC

%REC RPD
Limits RPD Limit Notes

Batch 25C0360 - EPA 3050B

Blank (25C0360-BLK1)

Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/21/25

Arsenic ND 2.00 mg/kg

Lead ND 3.00 "

LCS (25C0360-BS1) Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/21/25
Arsenic 101 2.00 mg/kg 100 101 80-120
Lead 107 3.00 " 100 107 80-120

Matrix Spike (25C0360-MS1)

Source: T251304-01

Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/21/25

Arsenic
Lead

Matrix Spike Dup (25C0360-MSD1)

75.0 200 mgkg 100
748 3.00 " 100

Source: T251304-01

725
104

67.7
64.4

75-125 QM-07
75-125 QM-07

Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/21/25

Arsenic
Lead

733 200 mgke 100
74.0 3.00 " 100

7.25
104

66.0
63.6

75-125 227 20 QM-07
75-125 1.15 20 QM-07

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 18 of 23



| SunStar

25712 Commercentre Drive

— f?} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
| : : =, 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24

TCLP Metals by 6000/7000 Series Methods - Quality Control

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Notes
Batch 25C0499 - TCLP Metals
Blank (25C0499-BLK1) Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead ND 0.10 mg/l
LCS (25C0499-BS1) Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 1.82 0.10 mg/l 2.00 91.1 75-125
Matrix Spike (25C0499-MS1) Source: T251281-22 Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 1.91 0.10 mg/l 2.00 0.00979 94.8 75-125
Matrix Spike Dup (25C0499-MSD1) Source: T251281-22 Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 1.93 0.10 mg/l 2.00 0.00979 95.9 75-125 1.14 30

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 19 of 23



| SunStar

25712 Commercentre Drive

— f?} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
| : : =, 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

04/01/25 15:24

STLC Metals by 6000/7000 Series Methods - Quality Control

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Notes
Batch 25C0502 - STLC Leachate
Blank (25C0502-BLK1) Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 0.0994 0.025 mg/1 QB-01
LCS (25C0502-BS1) Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 38.5 0.025 mg/l 40.0 96.1 75-125
Matrix Spike (25C0502-MS1) Source: T251281-13 Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 352 0.025 mg/l 40.0 0.211 87.5 75-125
Matrix Spike Dup (25C0502-MSD1) Source: T251281-13 Prepared: 03/28/25 Analyzed: 03/31/25
Lead 35.1 0.025 mg/l 40.0 0.211 87.3 75-125 0.224 30

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 20 of 23



| SunStar :
ﬂ—%} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

| : P o ' 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

04/01/25 15:24

Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A - Quality Control

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Notes
Batch 25C0358 - EPA 3550B Soil
Blank (25C0358-BLK1) Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/26/25
alpha-BHC ND 5.0 ug/kg
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 5.0 "
beta-BHC ND 5.0 "
delta-BHC ND 5.0 "
Heptachlor ND 5.0 "
Aldrin ND 5.0 "
Heptachlor epoxide ND 5.0 "
gamma-Chlordane ND 5.0 "
alpha-Chlordane ND 5.0 "
Endosulfan I ND 5.0 "
4,4’-DDE ND 5.0 "
Dieldrin ND 5.0 "
Endrin ND 5.0 "
4,4’-DDD ND 5.0 "
Endosulfan II ND 5.0 "
4,4’-DDT ND 5.0 "
Endrin aldehyde ND 5.0 "
Endosulfan sulfate ND 5.0 "
Methoxychlor ND 5.0 "
Endrin ketone ND 5.0 "
Toxaphene ND 20 "
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 9.06 " 10.0 90.6 35-140
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 4.48 " 10.0 44.8 35-140
LCS (25C0358-BS1) Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/26/25
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 455 5.0 ug/kg 40.4 113 40-120
Heptachlor 45.6 5.0 " 40.0 114 40-120
Aldrin 40.9 5.0 " 40.0 102 40-120
Dieldrin 46.0 5.0 " 40.2 114 40-120
Endrin 47.1 5.0 " 40.2 117 40-120
4,4’-DDT 50.3 5.0 " 40.4 125 33-147
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 8.92 " 10.0 89.2 35-140
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 8.07 " 10.0 80.7 35-140

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 21 of 23



‘|| S unS tar ¥ 25712 Commercentre Drive
— f?} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
| : ;. o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

04/01/25 15:24

Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A - Quality Control

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD
Analyte Result Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Notes
Batch 25C0358 - EPA 3550B Soil
Matrix Spike (25C0358-MS1) Source: T251304-01 Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/26/25
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 37.8 5.0 ug/kg 40.4 ND 93.7 30-120
Heptachlor 30.0 5.0 " 40.0 ND 75.0 30-120
Aldrin 24.8 5.0 " 40.0 ND 62.1 30-120
Dieldrin 342 5.0 " 40.2 ND 85.0 30-120
Endrin 353 5.0 " 40.2 ND 87.9 30-120
4,4’-DDT 26.2 5.0 " 40.4 ND 64.9 30-120
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 5.34 " 10.0 534 35-140
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 2.53 " 10.0 25.3 35-140 S-GC
Matrix Spike Dup (25C0358-MSD1) Source: T251304-01 Prepared: 03/20/25 Analyzed: 03/26/25
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 36.0 5.0 ug/kg 40.4 ND 89.1 30-120 4.99 30
Heptachlor 27.5 5.0 " 40.0 ND 68.8 30-120 8.58 30
Aldrin 215 5.0 " 40.0 ND 53.8 30-120 14.3 30
Dieldrin 315 5.0 " 40.2 ND 78.4 30-120 8.03 30
Endrin 33.0 5.0 " 40.2 ND 82.0 30-120 6.84 30
4,4-DDT 233 5.0 " 40.4 ND 57.7 30-120 11.7 30
Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 5.13 " 10.0 51.3 35-140
Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 5.11 " 10.0 51.1 35-140

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 22 of 23



|I S un S tar 25712 Commercentre Drive

— f!':- Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
| : ;. o 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/01/25 15:24
Notes and Definitions
S-GC Surrogate recovery outside of established control limits. The data was accepted based on valid recovery of the remaining surrogate(s).
S-03 The surrogate recovery was below acceptance criteria in the sample because of a possible matrix effect. The surrogate recovery was
within acceptance criteria in the method blank and LCS.
R-07 Reporting limit for this compound(s) has been raised to account for dilution necessary due to high levels of interfering compound(s)
and/or matrix effect.
R-01 The Reporting Limit has been raised to account for dilution necessary due to matrix interference.
QM-07 The spike recovery and/or RPD was outside acceptance limits for the MS and/or MSD. The batch was accepted based on acceptable
LCS recovery.
QB-01 The method blank contains analyte at a concentration above the MRL; however, concentration is less than 10% of the sample result,
which is negligible according to method criteria.
DET Analyte DETECTED
ND Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limit
NR Not Reported
dry Sample results reported on a dry weight basis
RPD Relative Percent Difference
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 23 of 23
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SunStar

949-297-5020

Laboratories, Inc.
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE

25712 Commercentre Drive, Lake Forest, CA 92630

Chain of Custody Record

Sample disposal Instructions:

Disposal @ $2.00 each

Return to client

Pickup

client 1L+ X6 / £.5) Date: = \ [ %.4\ 2025  Page: | of |
Address: A v) Project Name: ; ;€8 — 3 <
_u:o:m”;\w_w uou 434~ 200 Fax: Collector: Client Project#: 315 — 2809
Project Manager: Erank oS Batch #: M EDF #:
r.mdn ~
s3] |-
= ﬁ.m 7] 5 o
6 | 18|38l 2
% 2115 2 2 ©
o SBI1O|F| 2|~ o &
<% 151812]51d|F|— 2 u
T16l |B]Sls]|=18] Sl g =
Date Sample | Container |2 (2|32 |5|2(2 HA N g O 2 I
Sample ID Sampled Time Type Type NiglsIN=218 2 18V8) 2199 % Comments/Preservative 2
= -6 5 312425 Mhm.* Soil | Rinox
-2 \ nwp 5\ { a
B2-0.5 \ 50 | N\ X
R2-2 \ R EY ) \
83— 0.5 \ [9:25% / \
3= ) l9:301 / )
~Q. /L 19:49 1 [ =
4=2 5 [c:0o0 | \ %
I85-0.5 N\ l10:3% | )i
25 -2 / llo:Bp |
8£~0.5 [ 147 \
BL-2 Je  l12:00 AV
Relinquished by: (signature) Regeived'by: (signature) Date / Time Total # of containers Notes
\ % _c.v..% W\n@\@N@\_ \Q.W.% Chain of Custody mmmﬁ&zﬂz» r\ *Dd,a ﬂd« _\Qs% 95%
inquished by: (signatre) Date / Time Received by: (signature) Date /Time Seals intact? @N/NA | Y dﬁﬁwg_ O
m\mgf W\ ﬂm_\ o7 ' -Ml..f..u.l P@ \. bﬁ,ﬁblml\ Received good condition/cold |.5%
Relinquished by: (signaturd) “Date / Time Re M@mm by: (signature) Date / Time
G LS % QIS\S Nks\rﬂ [0-4Y |Turn around :BRE

COC 161927




SunStar Receiving Form 001 A
Laboratories, Inc.

ProviDG QUALITY ANALYTICAL Sekvices NATIONWIDE

SAMPLE RECEIVING REVIEW SHEET

Batch/Work Order #: T? S ( {e\H
Client Name: i.ﬁcrf‘e k /PSI Project: Clww.h &S = CuP{(+l'ho

Delivered by: (] Client [] SunStar Courier [AGLS []FedEx []Other

[f Courier, Received by: Date/Time Courier

Received:
' - Date/Time Lab

Lab Received by: Po-u. ‘ Received: 3%-9 /?r.f 1oy L/
Total number of coolers received: | Thermometer ID: _SC-] Calibration due: _ 11/19/2025
Temperature: Cooler #1 [\ "{ °C +/-the CF (+ 0.1°C) = 1S 90 egiecead temperature
Temperature: Cooler #2 °C +/- the CF (+ 0.1°C) = °C corrected temperature
Temperature: Cooler #3 °C +/- the CF (+ 0.1°C) = °C corrected temperature
Temperature criteria = < 6°C e e g
s oz ContainEre) Within criteria? Mes [INe [IN/A

IfNO:

; : [ INo >
- 9

AT ples Fepurve on 1584 Cves Complete Non-Conformance Sheet

If on ice, samples received same day . [ INo >

collected? [1Yes > Accentutie Complete Non-Conformance Sheet
Custody seals intact on cooler/sample AYes [CINo*  [IN/A
Sample containers intact Eﬁ’es [INo*
Sample labels match Chain of Custody IDs E?((es [INo*
Total number of containers received match COC [34’{35 [ INo*
Proper containers received for analyses requested on COC B’?es [INo*

Proper preservative indicated on COC/containers for analyses requested CJyes [ONo* [N/A

*

Complete shipment received in good condition with correct temperatures,
containers, labels, volumes preservatives and within method specified B/Yes [INo
holding times

* Complete Non-Conformance Receiving Sheet if checked Cooler/Sample Review - Initials and date: ﬁ/j‘ j/goés-
Comments:
Rev.03 Date 11/24 Page 1 of [

(949) 297-5020 ®m www.sunstarlabs.com B 25712 Commercentre Drive ® Lake Forest. CA 92630




GLS.

Ship From

SUN STAR LABS

WEST SACRAMENTO OFFICE
3140 BEACON BLVD

SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTQ, CA 95691

Ship To

SUNSTAR LABORATORIES-SOUTH
SAMPLE RECEIVING

25712 COMMERCENTRE DR.

LAKE FOREST, CA 92630

COD: $0.00
Weight: 0 Ib(s)
Reference:

Delivery Instructions:

Signature Type: NOT REQUIRED

Package 8 of 25
LABEL INSTRUCTIONS:

800-322-5555
www.gls-us.com

Tracking #: 562730926

| ARACEA

PDS

LAKE FOREST

S16025E

27402130

NWK CA906-GDO0

Prirt Date: 3772025 2:22 PM

Do not copy or reprint this label for additional shipments - each package must have a unique barcode.
Step 1: Use the “Print Label” button on this page to print the shipping label on a laser or inkjet printer.

Step 2: Fold this page in half.

Step 3: Securely attach this label to your package and do not cover the barcode.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS:

By giving us your shipment to deliver, you agree to all of the General Logistics Systems US, Inc. (GLS) service
terms & conditions including, but not limited to; limits of liability, declared value conditions, and claim procedures
which are available on our website at www.gls-us.com.



SunStar
I.aboratories, Inc.
PROVIDING QL“}IE ;\Nagrln::tg SER\%‘E ?‘\EATION\\ﬁﬁ WORK ORDER
| T251304

Printed: 3/20/2025 11:40:59AM

Client:  PSI -- Oakland

Project: Charities - Cupertino

Project Manager:

Project Number:

Lena Davidkov
575-2869

Report To:
PSI -- Oakland

Frank Poss
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B
Oakland, CA 94601

Date Due: 03/27/25 17:00 (5 day TAT)

Received By: Paul Berner Date Received: 03/20/25 10:44
Logged In By: Angel Aguirre Date Logged In: 03/20/25 11:28
Samples Received at: 1.5°C

Custody Seals Yes Received On Ice Yes

Containers Intact Yes

COC/Labels Agree Yes

Preservation Confirme ~ No

Analysis Due TAT Expires Comments
T251304-01 B1-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:24 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:24 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:24

T251304-02 B1-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:32 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:32 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:32

T251304-03 B2-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:50 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:50 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:50

T251304-04 B2-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:58 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:58 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:58

T251304-05 B3-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 09:25 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 09:25 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 09:25

Page 1 of 2



Printed: 3/20/2025 11:40:59AM

SunStar
Laboratories, Inc.
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES ?‘erov\'wmrr. WORK ORDER
| T251304

Client:  PSI -- Oakland Project Manager: Lena Davidkov
Project: Charities - Cupertino Project Number: 575-2869
Analysis Due TAT Expires Comments
T251304-06 B3-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 09:30 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 09:30 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 09:30
T251304-07 B4-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 09:48 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 09:48 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 09:48
T251304-08 B4-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 10:00 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 10:00 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 10:00
T251304-09 B5-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 10:38 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 10:38 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 10:38
T251304-10 B5-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 10:50 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 10:50 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 10:50
T251304-11 B6-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 11:47 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 11:47 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 11:47
T251304-12 B6-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 12:00 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 12:00 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 12:00
Reviewed By Date Page 2 of 2



SunStar .
Laboratories, Inc.

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE

WORK ORDER

1251304

Printed: 3/28/2025 9:34:58AM

Client:

PSI -- Oakland

Project: Charities - Cupertino

Project Manager:

Project Number:

Lena Davidkov
575-2869

Report To:
PSI -- Oakland

Frank Poss

4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B
Oakland, CA 94601

Date Due: 03/27/25 17:00 (5 day TAT)

Received By: Paul Berner Date Received: 03/20/25 10:44
Logged In By: Ange] Aguirre Date Logged In: 03/20/25 11:28
Samples Received at: 1.5°C

Custody Seals Yes Received On Ice Yes

Containers Intact Yes

COC/Labels Agree Yes

Preservation Confirme ~ No

Analysis Due TAT Expires Comments
T251304-01 B1-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:24 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:24 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:24

T251304-02 B1-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:32 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:32 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:32

T251304-03 B2-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:50 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 08:50 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 08:50

T251304-04 B2-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 08:58 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 09/14/25 08:58 Pb and As Only

8081 Pesticides
STLC Pb

STLC Leaching Procedure Metals
TCLP Leaching Procedure Metals

TCLP Pb

03/27/25 15:00
04/01/25 15:00
04/01/25 15:00
04/01/25 15:00
04/01/25 15:00

04/01/25 08:58
09/14/25 08:58
09/14/25 08:58
09/14/25 08:58

[SS RN (ST SR S N Y

09/14/25 08:58

Page 1 of 2



Printed: 3/28/2025 9:34:58AM

SunStar
Laboratories, Inc.
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES ?'\‘ATION\\’IDF. WORK ORDER
| T251304

Client:  PSI -- Oakland Project Manager: Lena Davidkov
Project: Charities - Cupertino Project Number: 575-2869
Analysis Due TAT Expires Comments
T251304-05 B3-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 09:25 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 09:25 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 09:25
T251304-06 B3-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 09:30 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 09:30 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 09:30
T251304-07 B4-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 09:48 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 09:48 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 09:48
T251304-08 B4-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 10:00 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 10:00 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 10:00
T251304-09 B5-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 10:38 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 10:38 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 10:38
T251304-10 B5-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 10:50 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 10:50 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 10:50
T251304-11 B6-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 11:47 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 11:47 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 11:47
T251304-12 B6-2 [Soil] Sampled 03/18/25 12:00 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US
&
6010 Individual Metals 03/27/25 15:00 5 09/14/25 12:00 Pb and As Only
8081 Pesticides 03/27/25 15:00 5 04/01/25 12:00
Reviewed By Date Page 2 of 2



25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

Sunstar . it
Laboratories, Inc.

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE

18 April 2025

Frank Poss

PSI -- Oakland

4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B
Oakland, CA 94601

RE: Charities - Cupertino

Enclosed are the results of analyses for samples received by the laboratory on 04/15/25 11:11. If you have
any questions concerning this report, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Lena Davidkov

Project Manager



| SunStar :
ﬂ—%} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive
Lake Forest, California 92630

; > = : 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/18/25 15:21

ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES

Sample ID Laboratory ID Matrix Date Sampled Date Received
B7-0.5 T251707-01 Soil 04/11/25 10:17 04/15/25 11:11
B7-2 T251707-02 Soil 04/11/25 10:27 04/15/25 11:11
B8-0.5 T251707-03 Soil 04/11/25 11:34 04/15/25 11:11
B8-2 T251707-04 Soil 04/11/25 11:42 04/15/25 11:11

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 1 of 8



| SunStar

25712 Commercentre Drive

— f‘—'} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
[ > = 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ARNALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

04/18/25 15:21

DETECTIONS SUMMARY

Sample ID: B7-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251707-01
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 8.0 3.0 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Sample ID: B7-2 Laboratory ID: T251707-02
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 5.4 3.0 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Sample ID: B8-0.5 Laboratory ID: T251707-03
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 7.0 3.0 mg/kg EPA 6010b
Sample ID: B8-2 Laboratory ID: T251707-04
Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Method Notes
Lead 5.5 3.0 mg/kg EPA 6010b
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 2 of 8



| SunStar :
*—-—f==} Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive

Lake Forest, California 92630

I' : : =, 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/18/25 15:21

B7-0.5

T251707-01 (Soil)

Reporting
Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Lead 8.0 3.0 mg/kg 1 25D0236 04/15/25 04/17/25 EPA 6010b

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 3 of 8



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive

Lake Forest, California 92630

949.297.5020 Phone

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/18/25 15:21

B7-2

T251707-02 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Lead 5.4 3.0 mg/kg 1 25D0236 04/15/25 04/17/25 EPA 6010b

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 4 of 8



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive

Lake Forest, California 92630

949.297.5020 Phone

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/18/25 15:21

B8-0.5

T251707-03 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Lead 7.0 3.0 mg/kg 1 25D0236 04/15/25 04/17/25 EPA 6010b

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 5 of 8



| SunStar :
*—-—f==* Laboratories, Inc.

25712 Commercentre Drive

Lake Forest, California 92630

949.297.5020 Phone

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/18/25 15:21

B8-2

T251707-04 (Soil)

Reporting

Analyte Result Limit Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes
SunStar Laboratories, Inc.
Metals by EPA 6010B
Lead 5.5 3.0 mg/kg 1 25D0236 04/15/25 04/17/25 EPA 6010b

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

N\ Y

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager

Page 6 of 8



| SunStar

25712 Commercentre Drive

— f?} Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
[ > = 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ARNALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:

Oakland CA, 94601

Project Manager: Frank Poss

04/18/25 15:21

Metals by EPA 6010B - Quality Control

SunStar Laboratories, Inc.

Reporting Spike Source %REC RPD

Analyte Result Limit Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Notes
Batch 25D0236 - EPA 3050B
Blank (25D0236-BLK1) Prepared: 04/15/25 Analyzed: 04/17/25
Lead ND 3.0 mg/kg
LCS (25D0236-BS1) Prepared: 04/15/25 Analyzed: 04/17/25
Lead 91.3 3.0 mg/kg 100 91.3 75-125
Matrix Spike (25D0236-MS1) Source: T251701-01 Prepared: 04/15/25 Analyzed: 04/17/25
Lead 70.2 3.0 mg/kg 100 4.02 66.2 75-125 QM-07
Matrix Spike Dup (25D0236-MSD1) Source: T251701-01 Prepared: 04/15/25 Analyzed: 04/17/25
Lead 70.7 3.0 mg/kg 100 4.02 66.7 75-125 0.653 20 QM-07

SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.
Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 7 of 8



|I S un S tar 25712 Commercentre Drive

— f!':- Laboratories, Inc. Lake Forest, California 92630
| : P o ' 949.297.5020 Phone
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE
949.297.5027 Fax
PSI -- Oakland Project: Charities - Cupertino
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B Project Number: 575-2869 Reported:
Oakland CA, 94601 Project Manager: Frank Poss 04/18/25 15:21
Notes and Definitions
QM-07 The spike recovery and/or RPD was outside acceptance limits for the MS and/or MSD. The batch was accepted based on acceptable
LCS recovery.
DET Analyte DETECTED
ND Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limit
NR Not Reported
dry Sample results reported on a dry weight basis
RPD Relative Percent Difference
SunStar Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety.

N\ Y

Lena Davidkov, Project Manager Page 8 of 8




SunStar

Laboratories, Inc.

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIDE

25712 Commercentre Drive, Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-297-5020

Chain of Custody Record

Client: L Yevi ¥y ~ 4 .w;\ Date: .I \ | ﬂ\ Z ON.%I Page:  \ of __\
Address: EPE@EE&E Project Name:_ Lot 771 €€ |dsudimg) = Darag ?143
Phone: ﬁ.r._h.x L 26 OM.D 0 Collector:_ ¢l Gv ...AWD\ Vh Client _ua_m%# &
Project Manager:_ ErpinK Posi. Batch #L\—NM’.\—.,- EDF #:
2=
u <
= w =
2 S|2| e 6
o o g ™ w
W m e m = ¥* o
bl I3 x| 2 m m T3 e m
Slal |E|s|z|d|3]a 3 5
+ | m ol|ls|s|= Q © 3t
Date Sample | Container |2 |2 |8 |2[S|2|2|2(2| & 8 o
Sample ID Sampled Time Type Type S |SSIRILSIEIS s i Comments/Preservative 2
ol BN—-0-5 u/1/25 W0 AT
- ‘maqu i .J 10:2%1 ,V ,.w
o3 &0 11:324
a - P p1:421 / / 7
s| 2-p. 5 £ 19499 \ & kot ad’’
6| R -2 ( Rl X A =
H RID-D.5 A 12509 ) )
°3 HW 10— 2 X 12222 / Fa
| B|[-p.5 A [ 375 T / \
PlR)ji—2 Fd (a1 \ Sy )
B0, § 3 2:801 | /[
lpizZ—-= \ 124z| b A Je
Relinquished by: (signature) Date / Time ﬁ by: (signature) Date [ Time Total # of containers Notes
I\\Wf‘% h&\t\\wm _D..U L X\ - r—\—r%\Nﬂ _O OZ | chain of Custody mmm_éz_‘z} v W Ic \ nﬂ l,\.me.nJ Cor
y: (signature Date / Time Received by: (signature) Date / Time Seals 55%%22» i %33 .l ..ﬂ.@ @ ] \
;\_ o}/ 5 _m”.r*‘m\ @U\ ;PE_. ) Received good condition/cold 4.2% @ J Ql
Relinquished by: (signatufre) ¢ Date / Time Receiyed by: (signature) Date / Time
h \\.m ﬁp\% m}l} { h\m s Turn around z_.:m_w-ﬂd.

Sample disposal Instructions:

Disposal @ $2.00 each

Return to client

Pickup

a8

[ Pt

COC 1hH 1!



SunStar Receiving Form 001A
Laboratories, Inc.

PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES NATIONWIUR

SAMPLE RECEIVING REVIEW SHEET

Batch/Work Order #: "r? 5\1 D/\‘

Client Name: ‘_""‘j,_,m <\ k -PS \ Project: CL\AN.*"-"S HOUS;N] = Mﬁl’y Cfuper-h'n )
> 1
Delivered by: [] Client [] SunStar Courier Q’GLS [l FedEx [ ] Other
If Courier, Received by: Datef.Tlme Lo
Received:
: a Date/Time Lab
Lab Received by: ’Pﬁd \ Bectivad 4o\S-2.5 ST
Total number of coolers received: \ Thermometer 1D: _ SC-1 Calibration due: _11/19/2025

Temperature: Cooler #1 LI i \ °C +/- the CF (+ 0.1°C) = L\ ) 2 °C corrected temperature

Temperature: Cooler #2 C+/-the CF (+0.1°C) = °C corrected temperature
Temperature: Cooler #3 °C +/- the CF (+ 0.1°C) = °C corrected temperature
Temperature criteria =< 6°C LEau e
e oot Eitaaets Within criteria? PYes [INo CIN/A

IfNO:

. . CINo >
] - ¥ .
Samples reosived 00 1001 e Complete Non-Conformance Sheet

[[INo=>

If on ice, samples received same day

[]Yes = Acceptable

collected? Complete Non-Conformance Sheet
Custody seals intact on cooler/sample Kves [No* [IN/A
Sample containers intact [AYes [INo*
Sample labels match Chain of Custody 1Ds @cs [INo*
Total number of containers received match COC lﬂ&'es [CINo*
Proper containers received for analyses requested on COC Iﬁ\\’es CNo*
Proper preservative indicated on COC/containers for analyses requested [JYes [[INo* [N/A

Complete shipment received in good condition with correct temperatures.
containers, labels, volumes preservatives and within method specified @ Yes [ |No*
holding times

* Complete Non-Conformance Receiving Sheet if checked Cooler/Sample Review - Initials and date: % L-[- 15’ 25

Comments:

Rev.03 Date 11/24 Page 1 of |

(949) 297-5020 m www.sunstarlabs.com B 25712 Commercentre Drive ® Lake Forest. CA 92630



SunStar
Laboratories, Inc.
PROVIDING QL“}IE f\.\'agrln::g SER\%‘S ?‘\EATION\\ﬁn WORK ORDER
| T251707

Printed: 4/15/2025 4:02:10PM

Client:  PSI -- Oakland

Project: Charities - Cupertino

Project Manager:

Project Number:

Lena Davidkov
575-2869

Report To:
PSI -- Oakland

Frank Poss
4703 Tidewater Ave Ste B
Oakland, CA 94601

Date Due: 04/22/25 17:00 (5 day TAT)

Received By: Paul Berner Date Received: 04/15/25 11:11
Logged In By: Alexis Marroquin Date Logged In: 04/15/25 15:46
Samples Received at: 4.2°C

Custody Seals Yes Received On Ice Yes

Containers Intact Yes

COC/Labels Agree Yes

Preservation Confirme ~ Yes

Analysis Due TAT Expires Comments
T251707-01 B7-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 10:17 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Pb 04/22/25 15:00 5 10/08/25 10:17

T251707-02 B7-2 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 10:27 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Pb 04/22/25 15:00 5 10/08/25 10:27

T251707-03 B8-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 11:34 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Pb 04/22/25 15:00 5 10/08/25 11:34

T251707-04 B8-2 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 11:42 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US

&

6010 Pb 04/22/25 15:00 5 10/08/25 11:42

T251707-05 B9-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 10:44 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US Hold

&

[NO ANALYSES]

T251707-06 B9-2 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 10:57 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US Hold

&

[NO ANALYSES]

T251707-07 B10-0.5 [Seil] Sampled 04/11/25 12:09 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time Hold

US &
[NO ANALYSES]

Page 1 of 2



Printed: 4/15/2025 4:02:10PM

SunStar
Laboratories, Inc.
PROVIDING QUALITY ANALYTICAL SERVICES ?'\‘ATION\\’IDF! WORK ORDER
| T251707
Client:  PSI -- Oakland Project Manager: Lena Davidkov
Project: Charities - Cupertino Project Number: 575-2869
Analysis Due TAT Expires Comments
T251707-08 B10-2 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 12:21 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US Hold
&
[NO ANALYSES]
T251707-09 B11-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 11:07 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time Hold
(US &
[NO ANALYSES]
T251707-10 B11-2 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 11:17 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US Hold
&
[NO ANALYSES]
T251707-11 B12-0.5 [Soil] Sampled 04/11/25 12:36 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time Hold
(US &
[NO ANALYSES]
T251707-12 B12-2 [Seil] Sampled 04/11/25 12:45 (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US Hold

&
[NO ANALYSES]

Reviewed By Date

Page 2 of 2
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BASELINE

4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

MEMORANDUM
Date: 16 May 2025 Job No.: 23308-04
To: Gian Martire, Senior Planner, City of Cupertino
From: Cem Atabek, Baseline Environmental Consulting

Subject: Peer Review of Subsurface Investigation Reports, Undeveloped Land West of Mary
Avenue and Parkwood Drive, Cupertino, California

Baseline Environmental Consulting (Baseline) has performed a peer review on behalf of the City
of Cupertino (City) for the Draft Subsurface Investigation Report dated 4 April 2025 and the
Subsurface Investigation Report dated 24 April 2025, both prepared by Intertek PSI, for the
undeveloped land west of Mary Avenue and Parkwood Drive identified as Santa Clara County
Assessor’s Parcel Number 326-27-030 in Cupertino, California (Site). Baseline’s peer review
presented below was performed to evaluate the adequacy of the Additional Phase Il to ensure
compliance with the requirements of Section 17.04.040(B) of the City’s Municipal Code. The
Site is currently developed with a landscaped area and paved parking area and is proposed to
be redeveloped for residential land use (the project).

DRAFT SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION REPORT

The Draft Subsurface Investigation Report describes sampling and analysis of soil that was
performed at the Site to evaluate potential contamination from aerially deposited lead (ADL)
and past agricultural use of the Site. Soil samples were collected from three borings (B1 to B3)
located within the landscaped area and three borings (B4 to B6) located within the paved
parking area of the Site. Soil samples were collected from depths of 0.5 and 2 feet below the
ground surface (bgs), and the samples were analyzed for organochlorine pesticides (OCPs),
arsenic, and lead. Soluble lead was also analyzed in one sample based on the elevated
concentration of total lead detected in the sample, as discussed further below. Based on our
review of the Draft Subsurface Investigation Report, it appears that appropriate soil sampling
and laboratory analytical methods were performed.

The soil sample results were compared to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board
Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for Residential Exposure (Residential ESLs) and
Construction Workers Exposure (Construction Worker ESLs) and hazardous waste thresholds.
Baseline notes that the Construction Worker ESL for arsenic presented in Table 1 of the Draft
Subsurface Investigation Report is 2.0 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg); however, this ESL is
based on cancer risk and there is a lower Construction Worker ESL for arsenic (0.98 mg/kg)

388 17th Street, Suite 230, Oakland, CA 94612 | (510) 420-8686 | www.baseline-env.com
Mailing Address: PO Box 18586, Oakland, CA 94619



[ BASELINE

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Memorandum
May 16, 2025
Page 2

which is based on the non-cancer hazard. Typically, the lower of the ESLs for cancer risk and
non-cancer hazard is referenced as the appropriate ESL.

The Draft Subsurface Investigation Report indicates that arsenic concentrations detected at the
Site were below established background arsenic concentrations for Santa Clara Valley of up to
20 mg/kg and references the December 2011 background arsenic study titled Establishing
Background Arsenic in Soil of the Urbanized San Francisco Bay Region by Dylan Duverge.
Baseline notes that this 2011 background arsenic study lists a range of arsenic concentrations
detected in the northern Santa Clara Valley as being up to 20 mg/kg; however, it concludes that
11 mg/kg is an appropriate upper estimate (99th percentile) of regional background
concentrations of arsenic, and 11 mg/kg is typically referred to as a screening level for naturally
occurring background arsenic in the Bay Area. The concentration of arsenic detected at the Site
range from 3.51 to 7.25 mg/kg, and therefore these arsenic concentrations appear to be
naturally occurring background concentrations.

The Draft Subsurface Investigation Report indicates that based on the concentrations detected,
arsenic and OCPs are not contaminants of concern, while lead is considered to be a
contaminant of concern. Lead was detected in seven of the soil samples with concentrations
that are typical of background conditions with the exception of the soil sample collected from
boring B2 (near the center of the landscaped area on the Site) at 2 feet (sample ID B2-2), which
was reported to contain 680 mg/kg of lead, exceeding the Residential ESL (80 mg/kg) and
Construction Worker ESL (160 mg/kg). To evaluate whether the soil represented by sample B2-
2 would be a hazardous waste, when excavated, the sample was analyzed for soluble lead by
the Waste Extraction Test (WET) and Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Potential (TCLP) methods.
Soluble lead analyzed by the WET method was detected at a concentration of 18 milligrams per
liter (mg/L), which exceeds the Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC) of 5 mg/L. Soluble
lead analyzed by the TCLP method was detected at a concentration of 1.1 mg/L, which is below
the TCLP threshold of 5 mg/L. Based on the total and soluble lead results, the soil represented
by sample B2-2 would be classified as non-Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (non-RCRA)
hazardous waste (or California hazardous waste) for waste disposal purposes.

The Draft Subsurface Investigation Report recommended additional soil sampling in the area of
boring B2 prior to Site redevelopment to further define the extent of lead impacted soil and
minimize the volume of soil being removed from the property as a California hazardous waste.
The Draft Subsurface Investigation Report recommended that if soil represented by sample B2-
2 would not be below a proposed building, as the new building would create a cap to eliminate
contact with lead impacted soil, the soil represented by this sample should be excavated and
removed from the property.

23308-04 Mary Ave Phase Il Peer Rev
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Baseline notes that while capping of lead impacted soil beneath buildings would reduce the
likelihood of exposure for future Site occupants, this remedial approach is not adequate
without appropriate engineering controls, institutional controls, and regulatory oversight to
ensure that the lead impacted soil would not create an exposure concern for future Site
occupants or construction/maintenance workers. For situations where contaminated soil is
capped, regulatory agencies typically require the establishment of a deed restriction and
implementation of operation and maintenance activities to ensure that future Site occupants
and construction/maintenance workers are aware of the remedial cap and contaminated soil
conditions, and to ensure that the contaminated soil would remain capped and not be
disturbed without appropriate precautions.

The Draft Subsurface Investigation Report also recommends that a Soil Management Plan
(SMP) and a Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan (SSHSP) be prepared prior to conducting any
soil excavation as part of redevelopment of the subject property due to the detected
concentrations of arsenic and lead. Baseline generally agrees with these recommendations;
however, Baseline notes that response actions such as preparation and implementation of an
SMP are typically not performed (or required by regulatory agencies) to address naturally
occurring background concentrations of metals. The health and safety of construction workers
is ultimately the responsibility of the contractor. The project applicant should provide the
project contractor with the results of all soil sampling performed at the Site, and the contractor
must prepare and implement an appropriate SSHSP that addresses potential exposure to soil as
required by California Code of Regulations Title 8.

Subsurface Investigation Report

The Subsurface Investigation Report describes sampling and analysis of soil that was performed
at the Site including the sampling and analytical results discussed in the Draft Subsurface
Investigation Report, and additional sampling performed to evaluate the extent of lead
impacted soil identified by sample B2-2. Two borings, B7 and B8, were advanced approximately
10 feet north and south of boring B2, respectively. Soil samples were collected from depths of
0.5 and 2 feet bgs, and the samples were analyzed for lead. Based on our review of the
Subsurface Investigation Report, it appears that appropriate soil sampling and laboratory
analytical methods were performed.

The analytical results from the soil samples collected from borings B7 and B8 revealed
background concentrations of lead, indicating that the elevated lead is a localized condition in
the area of boring B-2. The Subsurface Investigation Report also recommended that if soil
represented by sample B2-2 would not be below a proposed building, the soil represented by
this sample should be excavated and removed from the property. The Subsurface Investigation
Report recommended that an SMP and SSHSP should be prepared for the proposed project that
have appropriate stipulations associated with the lead impacted soil.
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Baseline notes that the lateral extent of lead impacted soil appears to have been defined to the
north and south of boring B-2, however the vertical extent of lead impacted soil in the area of
boring B2 has not been defined. Lead contamination from ADL is typically confined to the upper
few feet of soil, and excavation of lead impacted soil at the Mary Avenue Dog Park (located
adjacent to the north of the Site) extended to a maximum depth of below 2 feet bgs,* which
suggests that the impacts from lead at the Site may also be limited to the upper few feet of soil.
The lateral extent of lead impacted soil was also not defined to the east or west of boring B-2,
however boring B-2 was located very close to the western Site boundary, and the east-west
dimension of the Site is relatively narrow (approximately 50 to 60 feet).

Baseline considers the detection of lead at a concentration exceeding the Residential ESL and
Construction Worker ESL in sample B2-2 to be a potentially unacceptable health risk for
construction workers and future residential occupants of the Site. Section 17.04.050(B) of the
City’s Municipal Code indicates:

If a Focused or other Phase Il ESA, as required pursuant to Section 17.04.040(B)(1),
identifies an unacceptable or a potentially unacceptable health risk, the project applicant
shall, depending on the contaminant, contact either the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) or local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The project applicant
shall enter into a regulatory agency oversight program with an appropriate requlatory
agency, or an established voluntary oversight program alternative with an appropriate
regulatory agency, as determined by the City, and follow the regulatory agency’s
recommended response actions until the agency reaches a no further action
determination, prior to issuance of any permit for a project that allows ground disturbing
activity.

Based on the requirements of the City’s Municipal Code, Baseline recommends that the project
applicant enter into a Remedial Action Agreement with the Santa Clara County Department of
Environmental Health as an appropriate regulatory agency to oversee soil remediation at the
Site.

Baseline recommends approval of the permit application for the project from a hazardous
materials contamination standpoint, with the following conditions:

Remediation of lead impacted soil at the Site should be performed in accordance with an SMP
prepared and implemented under regulatory agency oversight. The SMP should be prepared
and certified by a qualified Environmental Professional, and should be submitted to the City

1TRC, 2013. Environmental Services, Soil Removal Completion Report, Cupertino Dog Park, Cupertino, California,
December 18.
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and the regulatory oversight agency for review and approval. The SMP should include the
following:

A description of the precise extent of proposed contaminated soil removal, proposed
remediation goals, and detailed procedures for soil handling, soil characterization for
off-Site disposal or on-Site re-use, confirmation sampling and analysis, and importing of
clean fill material.

Measures to prevent potential exposure of the surrounding public to contaminants that
could be released in fugitive dust (e.g., dust control procedures, air monitoring
protocols, and air monitoring action levels) during the removal of contaminated soil and
other construction activities, in addition to preventing potential exposure of future Site
occupants to contaminated soil.

Notification procedures and response actions that would be taken if previously
unidentified soil contamination or underground features of environmental concern
(e.g., sumps, underground storage tanks) are identified during project construction
activities.

A requirement that all remedial excavation and contaminated soil handling and disposal
activities be overseen by a qualified Environmental Professional, and that all
confirmation and waste characterization soil sampling be performed by a qualified
Environmental Professional.

The excavation and off-Site disposal of contaminated soil and confirmation sampling results
should be documented in a Completion Report prepared and certified by a qualified
Environmental Professional which should be submitted to the regulatory oversight agency for
review and approval, and the project applicant should provide the City with written evidence
that the regulatory oversight agency has issued a no further action determination for the Site
prior to the City issuing any permits that would allow other ground disturbing activity (beyond
soil remediation) at the Site.
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Memorandum

Date: November 13, 2025

To: Mr. Andy Lief, Charities Housing

From: Kai-Ling Kuo, Andrea Lin

Subject: Transportation Study for Proposed Affordable Housing Project on Mary Avenue in

Cupertino, California

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. has completed a transportation study for the proposed
affordable housing project on Mary Avenue in Cupertino, California. The project proposes affordable
housing between the SR 85 soundwall and Mary Avenue. The project proposes constructing 2 two-
story buildings with a total of 40 dwelling units (19 affordable disabled housing units and 21 affordable
housing units) and 20 on-site parking spaces (18 regular spaces and 2 accessible spaces) on a 0.8-
acre site. Access to the buildings would be provided via 2 two-way driveways on Mary Avenue. The
project site location and site plan are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2, respectively.

Scope of Study

This study was conducted for the purpose of identifying the potential transportation impacts and
operational issues related to the proposed development. The transportation impacts of the project
were evaluated following the standards and methodologies established in the City of Cupertino’s
Transportation Study (TS) Guidelines (January 2025). This study consists of a California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis and a transportation
analysis per the TS Guidelines.

As discussed below, the project would result in an increase in net vehicle trip generation of 163 daily
trips, which is within the definition of a Tier 2 project (projects with trip generation between 110 and
1,000 daily vehicle trips and less than 100 peak hour trips). Based on the City’s TS Guidelines, a Tier
2 transportation analysis requires an off-site intersection operations analysis, review of General Plan
consistency, a parking supply evaluation, a site access and circulation assessment, and a safety
assessment. The intersection operations analysis includes an analysis of weekday AM and PM peak-
hour traffic conditions at the intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard.

VMT Analysis

Transportation impacts under CEQA are measured using VMT. The City of Cupertino TS Guidelines
provide VMT exemption screening criteria for development projects. If a project meets the City’s
screening criteria, the project is expected to result in a less-than-significant VMT impact and a
detailed CEQA VMT analysis is not required.

100 Century Center Court, Suite 501 - San Jose, California 95112 - phone 408.971.6100 - fax 408.971.6102 - www.hextrans.com
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Per the TS Guidelines, a project may be screened out if it meets one or more of the following criteria:
(1) a project located within one-quarter mile of a High-Quality Transit Corridor or transit stop as
defined by CEQA; (2) local-serving retail of 50,000 square feet or less; or (3) land-use projects
consisting of 100% affordable housing. The project would provide 100% affordable housing; thus, it is
expected to result in a less-than-significant VMT impact and would not require detailed VMT analysis.

Existing Transportation System

The existing transportation system in the project study area is described below. Included are
descriptions of the existing roadway network, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and transit services.

Existing Roadway Network

Regional access to the project site is provided via SR 85. Local access to the site is provided via
Stevens Creek Boulevard, Stelling Road, and Mary Avenue. These facilities are described below.

SR 85 is a six-lane freeway with two mixed-flow lanes and one high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in
each direction in the vicinity of the project site. SR 85 extends north through Mountain View,
connecting with US 101, and south through San Jose, connecting again with US 101. Access to the
project site is provided via its interchange with Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Stevens Creek Boulevard is an east-west roadway classified as a boulevard (arterial) in the City’s
General Plan. It extends from Ridgeway Drive in the west to Bascom Avenue in the east. In the
vicinity of the project site, Stevens Creek Boulevard has 6 lanes with left turn/U-turn pockets at
intersections, a landscaped median, buffered bike lanes in each direction, and sidewalks along both
sides of the roadway. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the roadway, and the posted
speed limit is 35 miles per hour (mph). Access to the project site is provided via its intersection with
Mary Avenue/Campus Drive.

Stelling Road is a north-south roadway classified as an avenue (major collector) in the City’s
General Plan. It extends past Homestead Road in the north and past Prospect Road to the south. In
the vicinity of the project site, Stelling Road has 4 lanes with left turn/U-turn pockets at intersections,
a landscaped median, sidewalks along both sides of the roadway, and striped bike lanes in each
direction. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. The posted speed limit is 35
mph. Access to the project site is provided via its intersection with Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Mary Avenue is a two-lane north-south local street classified as a neighborhood connector in the
City’s General Plan. It extends from Meteor Drive in the north to Campus Drive in the south. Mary
Avenue has sidewalks on the east side of the street and on the west side of the street for the most
part, except along the project frontage. It has buffered and protected (Class V) bike lanes on both
sides of the roadway. On-street parking is allowed on both sides of the street north of Morro Bay
Terrace. The parking is diagonal on the west side and parallel on the east side. The project would
remove parking on the east side and change the west side to parallel parking. The posted speed limit
is 30 mph. Mary Avenue provides direct access to the project site.

Existing Transit Services

Existing transit service to the City of Cupertino is provided by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA). The VTA bus routes in the project vicinity and the bus stops near the project site are
summarized in Table 1 and shown in Figure 3.

The closest bus stop is located about 2,100 feet away near the intersection of Mary Avenue and
Stevens Creek Boulevard. The nearby bus stop located at De Anza College is about 2,600 feet from
the project site. The bus stops on Stevens Creek Boulevard at Stelling Road are more than a half
mile from the project site.
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Table 1
Existing Transit Services

Walking Distance

Weekday Hours Headways' from Nearest Stop to
Route Description of Operation (minutes) Nearby Bus Stops Project Site (feet)
Local Routes
Route 51 Moffett Field/Ames Research Center - 5:50 AM 0 8:00 PM 30 Mary Ave at Stevens Creek 2100
West Valley College Boulevard
Route 55 Old Ironsides Station - De Anza College  5:20 AMto 10:50 PM p D ligResal s 3,600
Creek Boulevard
De Anza College - Alum Rock via Valley . . Stelling Road at Stevens
2
Route 25 Medical Center 5:45 AM0 10:30 PM 30 Creek Boulevard 3,700
Frequent Routes
Route 23 De Anza College - Alum Rock via 4:50 AM to 1:30 AM 15 De Anza College (Campus 2,600
Stevens Creek Boulevard Road)
. San Jose State University - Lockheed . . Stelling Road at Stevens
Rapid 523 Martin via De Anza Boulevard 5:20 AMt0 11:30 PM 20 Creek Boulevard 3,700
Notes:
1. Headways during weekday peak periods as of October 2025.
2. Route 25 provides frequent service between Alum Rock Station and Santa Clara Valley Medical Center and less frequent service between Alum Rock
Station and De Anza College.

Existing Bicycle Facilities

The bicycle facilities that exist in the project vicinity (see Figure 4) include bike lanes and bike routes.
Bike lanes are lanes on roadways designated for use by bicycles with special lane markings,
pavement legends, and signage. Bike routes are signed bike routes where bicyclists share a travel
lane with motorists.

Bike lanes are present on Mary Avenue (Class IV parking-protected on a portion of the west side
between Lubec Street and Morro Bay Terrace and on a portion of the east side between the north
end of Mary Avenue Dog Park and the Cupertino Memorial Park parking lot entrance, and Class |IB
buffered lanes on the rest of the street), Stevens Creek Boulevard (Class Il), Bubb Road (Class V),
and Stelling Road (Class Il). A bike route in the area connects the project to local schools like Garden
Gate Elementary school. In the project vicinity, the route is present along Lubec Street (east of Mary
Avenue), Anson Avenue (north of Lubec Street) Milford Drive, Castine Avenue (north of Milford Drive)
and Greenleaf Drive.

Existing Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian facilities consist of sidewalks, ADA compliant curb ramps, and crosswalks at many of the
nearby intersections. In the vicinity of the project site, continuous sidewalks exist along the east side
of Mary Avenue and both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard, Campus Drive, and Stelling Road.
There is no sidewalk on the west side of Mary Avenue along the project frontage and the Dog Park.
There are two high-visibility crosswalks across Mary Avenue at unsignalized intersections along the
street: one at Lubec Street north of the site and the other at the driveway for the Cupertino Memorial
Park parking lot, south of the site, with rapid rectangular flashing beacons (RRFB). At the signalized
intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard, high-visibility crosswalks are provided
across the north, south, east and west legs of the intersection.
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Project Trip Estimates

The magnitude of traffic produced by a new development and the locations where that traffic would
appear were estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, and (3) trip
assignment. In determining project trip generation, the magnitude of traffic traveling to and from the
proposed residential development was estimated for the AM and PM peak hours. As part of the
project trip distribution and assignment, directions to and from which the project trips would travel
were estimated and project trips generated were assigned to specific streets and intersections. These
procedures are described below:

Trip Generation

Through empirical research, data have been collected that show trip generation rates for many types
of land uses. The data are published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual, 12th Edition. ITE does not have a category for developmentally disabled
housing. The closest category for estimating trips generated by this land use is “Senior Adult
Housing” as most residents of the project would likely not own cars and care takers or assistants
would generate most of the trips. Using this category to represent the developmentally disabled
housing units is likely a slight over-estimate of generated traffic because residents would not have
cars.

Thus, trips that would be generated by the project were estimated using the ITE average trip rates for
“Senior Adult Housing - Multifamily” (ITE Land Use 252) for the developmentally disabled units and
“Affordable Housing” (ITE Land Use 223) for the proposed affordable housing units.

The proposed project is estimated to generate 163 daily vehicle trips, with 12 trips (3 inbound and 9
outbound) during the AM peak hour and 15 trips (9 inbound and 6 outbound) during the PM peak
hour (see Table 2).

Table 2
Project Trip Generation Estimates
Daily Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Rate! Trips Rate In Out Total Rate In Out Total
Proposed
Disabled Housing 19du. 325 62 019 1 3 4 0.25 3 2 5
Affordable Housing 2 21du. 481 101 036 2 6 8 0.46 6 4 10
Total Project Trips 163 3 9 12 9 6 15
Notes

d.u. = dwelling units
1 Trip generation rate for the proposed housing for the developmentally disabled is based on the ITE's Trip Generation
Manual, 12th Edition rates for Land Use Code 252 "Senior Adult Housing - Multifamily."

2 Trip generation rate for the proposed affordable are based on the ITE's Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition rates for
Land Use Code 223 "Affordable Housing."

Trip Distribution and Assignment

The trip distribution pattern for the project was estimated based on the existing travel patterns on the
surrounding roadway network and the locations of complementary land uses. The peak-hour trips
generated by the project were assigned to the roadway system based on the trip distribution pattern,
directions of approach and departure, and the roadway network connections. Project trip distribution
and trip assignment are shown in Figure 5. For a conservative analysis, it is assumed that all trips
from the project site would pass through the study intersection at Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek
Boulevard.
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Intersection Traffic Operations

This section presents the methods used to determine traffic conditions at the study intersection and
the traffic effects of the project.

Scope of Analysis

This study analyzes the traffic effects of the project at the Mary Avenue/Campus Drive and Stevens
Creek Boulevard intersection during the weekday AM and PM peak hours of commute traffic. Traffic
conditions at the study location were analyzed for the weekday AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and PM
(4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak hours of commute traffic. These periods represent the most congested
traffic conditions on the surrounding street network during a typical weekday.

Intersection traffic conditions were evaluated for the following scenarios:

e Existing Conditions. Existing AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes were obtained from new
turning movement counts conducted on a typical weekday, October 7, 2025 (see Appendix A).

e Existing Plus Project Conditions. Existing plus project traffic volumes were estimated by
adding to the existing traffic volumes the additional traffic generated by the project (see Figure
5). Existing plus project conditions were evaluated relative to existing conditions to determine
potential project adverse effects.

Intersection Level of Service Analysis Methodology

Traffic conditions at the study intersection were evaluated using level of service (LOS). Level of
service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A, or free-flow conditions
with little or no delay, to LOS F, or jammed conditions with excessive delays.

The City of Cupertino evaluates level of service at signalized intersections based on the latest
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) level of service methodology. For the study, the intersection levels
of service were analyzed using Synchro software in accordance with the HCM 7th Edition
methodology. The HCM method evaluates signalized intersection operations based on average
control delay time for all vehicles at an intersection. The correlation between average control delay
and level of service is shown in Table 3.

Signalized study intersections are typically subject to the local municipalities’ level of service
standards. The City’s TS Guidelines (2025) do not provide level of service standards for signalized
intersections. For this study, an LOS D standard was applied to the study intersection based on the
2021 TS Guidelines.

Definition of Adverse Intersection Operational Effects

For most major intersections, a development is said to create an adverse effect on traffic conditions at
a study intersection if for either hour, any of the following conditions occur:

1. The level of service at signalized intersections degrades from an acceptable level (LOS D or
better) under no-project conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under project conditions.

2. The project would deteriorate already unacceptable operations at a signalized intersection by
increasing the average critical delay by four or more seconds and increasing the critical
volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio by 0.01 or more; or increase the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more at an
intersection with unacceptable operations when the change in critical delay is negative (i.e.
decreases). This can occur if the critical movements change.
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Table 3
Signalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions Based on Average Control Delay

Level of Peserotinn Average Control Delay

Service per Vehicle (sec.)

Signal progression is extremely favorable. Most vehicles arrive during the
A green phase and do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute 10.0 or less
to the very low vehicle delay.

Operations characterized by good signal progression and/or short cycle
B lengths. More vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher levels of 10.1t0 20.0
average vehicle delay.

Higher delays may result from fair signal progression and/or longer cycle
lengths. Individual failures may begin to appear at this level. The number of
vehicles stopping is significant, though some vehicles may still pass
through the intersection without stopping.

20.1t035.0

The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may
result from some combination of unfavorable signal progression, long
cycle lengths, or high volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios. Many vehicles stop
and individual cycle failures are noticeable.

35.1t055.0

This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high delay
values generally indicate poor signal progression, long cycle lengths, and
high volume-to-capacity (\V//C) ratios. Individual cycle failures occur
frequently.

55.11080.0

This level of delay is considered unacceptable by most drivers. This
condition often occurs with oversaturation, that is, when arrival flow rates
exceed the capacity of the intersection. Poor progression and long cycle
lengths may also be major contribufing causes of such delay.

greater than 80.0

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 7th Edition (Washington, D.C.,2022)

The 2025 TS Guidelines also provide a deficiency criterion for intersection vehicle queuing as part of
evaluating the project’s effect on traffic operations. An adverse effect on signalized intersection
operations would occur if for either peak hour:

1. The project traffic would cause 95th percentile vehicle queues to exceed the existing or
planned length of a turn pocket, or

2. Where a queue exceeds the available storage without the project, project traffic would
increase the queue by more than 50 feet.

Lane Configurations and Traffic Volumes
The existing lane configurations at the study intersections are shown on Figure 6.

The traffic volumes for the existing conditions and existing plus project conditions are shown in Figure
6 and described above for the analysis scenarios.
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Intersection Levels of Service

The results of the intersection level of service analysis (see Table 4) show that the study intersection
would operate at an acceptable level of service under existing and existing plus project conditions.
The intersection level of service calculation report is included in Appendix B.

Table 4
Intersection Level of Service Summa

Existing Existing plus Project
LOS Peak Delay' Delay' Change in
# Intersection Standard Control Hour (sec) LOS (sec) LOS Delay
. AM 31.6 Cc 31.6 C 0.0
1 Mary Ave/Campus Dr & Stevens Creek Blvd D Signal PM 270 c 279 c 0.2
Notes:

1. Average delay (seconds per vehicle) is reported for signalized intersections.

Intersection Queuing Analysis

Typically, vehicle queuing analysis is done for high-demand movements at intersections where the
project would add a substantial number of trips to the left-turn movements (10 or more peak hour
vehicle trips per lane). The project would not be adding 10 or more peak hour vehicle trips per lane to
any turning movement (see Figure 5). Thus, it is not expected that the addition of the project would
negatively affect the existing queuing conditions.

General Plan Consistency

The project is located on Mary Avenue, which is a local street. This street is not identified on the
City’s High Injury Network. The project would not conflict with the General Plan policies because the
project would not affect access to roadways, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.

Pedestrian Facilities

The existing pedestrian facilities in the project vicinity provide good connectivity with continuous
sidewalks from the project site to nearby points of interest, including bus stops, schools, and parks.
High-visibility crosswalks across Mary Avenue are provided at the unsignalized intersections at Lubec
Street to the north and at Cupertino Memorial Park driveway to the south.

There is currently no sidewalk along the project frontage. The project would construct a new 4.5-foot-
wide sidewalk along its frontage on Mary Avenue to connect to the existing sidewalk to the south and
the dog park to the north. The new sidewalk is consistent with the existing sidewalk configuration
within the adjacent neighborhood. The sidewalk would be buffered from traffic by a 5-foot-wide bike
lane, 2.5-foot buffer, and parallel street parking. Walkways from the street frontage would provide
direct access to the buildings.

The project would not affect the existing pedestrian access in the area. The project would provide
adequate pedestrian facilities on site connecting pedestrians to the rest of the City’s pedestrian
facilities.

Bicycle Facilities

The project proposes re-aligning the existing bike lane along the project frontage and converting the
angled street-parking spaces to parallel street-parking spaces. The proposed bike lane would be 5
feet wide, which meets the minimum recommendation of 5 feet for lateral clearance of bike lanes
listed in the VTA bicycle technical guidelines. The bike lane would be protected from vehicular traffic
by 8-foot-wide parallel parking spaces and a 2.5 foot striped buffer between the bike lane and the
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parking spaces. The project would introduce two driveways along the west side of Mary Avenue that
would cross the bike lane. The project proposes using a different paving material to signal to drivers
to slow down and look out for cyclists and pedestrians. The landscaping planters and curb islands
next to the driveways would also provide adequate line of sights for cyclists and pedestrians.

The project proposes two pairs of reverse curves to create a lateral shift of the bike lane at the north
and south ends of the project site to connect the proposed bike lane to the existing bike lane. The
National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) design guidelines for Bike Transitions,
which are adapted from the Urban Bikeway Design Guiae, Thira Eaition, was used to evaluate the
proposed reverse curves. For an urban street, a design speed of 10 mph could be assumed for
protected bike lanes. For an approach speed of 10 mph, NACTO recommends a minimum edge
radius of 18 feet. At the north end of the site, the curve radii are less than 18 feet, which cannot
accommodate a travel speed of 10 mph. At the south end of the site, the curve radii are greater than
18 feet.

Recommendation: To accommodate a design speed of 10 mph for the bike lane per NACTO’s
guidelines, the turn radii of the reserve curves on the north end of the project site should be a
minimum of 18 feet and signage should be added ahead of the curves to inform cyclists to slow down
to 10 mph.

The proposed bicycle lane would connect to the existing bicycle lane on Mary Avenue; thus the
proposed project would not conflict with any planned facilities identified in the City of Cupertino 2016
Bicycle Transportation Plan.

Transit Services

As previously stated, the closest bus stop serves Local Route 51 and is located about 2,100 feet
away at the intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard. The nearby bus stop for
Frequent Route 23 is located at De Anza College and is about 2,600 feet from the project site. The
bus stops in both directions can be accessed via the existing pedestrian network. Any small increase
in transit trips is expected to be accommodated by the existing transit capacity.

Parking
Vehicle Parking

The City of Cupertino minimum parking requirement for medium density multi-family housing per the
City’s Zoning Code (Table 19.124.040(A)) is two parking spaces per dwelling unit. Because the
project would provide 100% affordable housing, the project can qualify for the State Density Bonus
Law. Per public Resources Code Section 65915(p)(2), the City may not impose minimum vehicular
parking ratios for developments that include at least 20% low-income units that exceed 0.5 spaces
per unit.

Therefore, for the proposed 40 dwelling units, the project would be required to provide 20 parking
spaces per the State Density Bonus Law. Additionally, approximately half of the dwelling units
provided by the project would be for developmentally disabled residents that would not own cars or
drive. The project proposes a total of 20 parking spaces in an on-site parking lot. Thus, the project
meets the State Density Bonus Law parking requirements.

Bicycle Parking

The City’s zoning code requires medium density multi-family developments to provide one long-term
(Class | Facility) bicycle parking space per 2 residential units and one short-term (Class Il Facility)
bicycle parking space per 10 residential units. For the proposed 40 units, the project would be
required to provide 20 long-term and 4 short-term bicycle parking spaces. The project proposes 16
inverted-U bike racks (which provide 2 bicycle parking spaces per inverted-U bike rack): 4 bike racks
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in front of Building 1 near the community room, 3 bike racks north of Building 1, 1 rack in front of
Building 2 near the manager’s office, 4 bike racks behind Building 1 near the elevators, and 4 bike
racks behind Building 2 near the elevators. The 8 proposed bike racks in front of buildings would
provide 16 short-term parking spaces for public use, which would meet the short-term bicycle parking
requirement. The 8 bike racks behind the buildings near the elevators could provide 16 parking
spaces for residents. However, these spaces are not protected. Thus, the project does not meet the
minimum requirements for long-term bicycle parking spaces.

Recommendation: To meet the city’s requirements, the project should provide 20 long-term bicycle
parking spaces. These long-term bicycle parking spaces should be provided in bicycle lockers (fully
enclosed space accessible only by the owner of the bicycle), restricted access rooms (locked room or
enclosure accessible only to the owners), or enclosed cages (chain link enclosures with a lock).

Removal of On-Street Parking

The project would convert the angled street-parking spaces to parallel street-parking spaces on its
frontage along Mary Avenue and remove the parallel street-parking spaces on the east side of the
street across from the project frontage. This would remove 84 angled street-parking spaces on the
west side and 38 parallel street-parking spaces on the east side (approximately 950 feet) and add 33
parallel parking spaces to the west side of Mary Avenue, which would result in a net loss of 89 street-
parking spaces.

Hexagon previously conducted a parking study (see Appendix C) to identify the current parking
supply and demand of the on-street parking on Mary Avenue between Lubec Street and Stevens
Creek Boulevard. There are currently 171 diagonal parking spaces provided along the west side and
70 parallel parking spaces provided on the east side, for a total of 241 on-street parking spaces. The
parking study found the existing peak parking demand was 37 parking spaces (26 spaces on the
west side of Mary Avenue and 11 spaces on the east side of Mary Avenue) with 7 occupied spaces
along the project frontage.

As stated previously, the project meets the vehicular parking requirements per the State Density
Bonus Law with the proposed parking on site. Additionally, approximately half of the dwelling units
provided by the project would be for developmentally disabled residents that would not own cars or
drive. Therefore, the project is not expected to increase parking demand for on street parking.

With the project, there would be 152 on-street parking spaces (with 33 parallel parking spaces along
the project frontage), which would still provide enough spaces to meet the anticipated parking
demand (37 total spaces and 7 spaces along the project frontage).

Site Access and Circulation

A review of the project site plan was performed to identify the adequacy of site access and on-site
circulation. This review is based on the site plan dated May 9, 2025 (see Figure 2 and Figure 7).
Vehicle access to the site would be provided via two driveways along Mary Avenue.

Driveway Design and Operations

The project proposes two driveways on Mary Avenue: one located opposite Parkwood Drive and the
other about 180 feet south of that driveway. Two driveways are necessary because the project
proposes angled on-site parking. The site is not wide enough to provide 90-degree parking.

Per the City’s Standard Details 1-20, driveway width for commercial/high density residential should be
between 24 and 32 feet. The driveway to the north (near Building 2) would be 24 feet wide and the
driveway to the south (near Building 1) would be 26 feet wide, which meets the City’s requirements
for driveway width.
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The project-generated trips that are estimated to access both driveways are 12 trips during the AM
peak hour (3 inbound and 9 outbound) and 15 trips during the PM peak hour (9 inbound and 6
outbound). Due to the low number of AM and PM peak hour project-generated trips, operational
issues related to vehicle queuing or delays, or with potential pedestrian or bicycle traffic would be
minimal at the project driveways.

The distance between the first 90-degree parking stall and the street edge for both of the driveways is
24 feet. Thus, there is enough room for one inbound vehicle to queue in the driveway without
blocking the traffic on Mary Avenue. The maximum number of vehicles that would enter a driveway is
9 inbound vehicles during the PM peak hour, which is equivalent to approximately one vehicle every
6 minutes. Thus, no inbound queuing issues are expected at the project driveways.

Driveway Sight Distance

The project driveways should be free and clear of any obstructions to provide adequate sight
distance, thereby ensuring that exiting vehicles can see pedestrians on the sidewalk and vehicles and
bicycles traveling along Mary Avenue. Any landscaping and signage should be located in such a way
to ensure an unobstructed view for drivers exiting the site and turning onto Mary Avenue. Providing
the appropriate sight distance reduces the likelihood of a collision at a driveway and provides drivers
with the ability to locate sufficient gaps in traffic.

The project proposes trees that would be planted along the Mary Avenue frontage near the
driveways. Per the City’s Standard Details 7-2, the canopies of the trees should be at least 8.5 feet in
height so that they do not impede the view of exiting drivers. If additional frontage improvements,
such as signage or additional landscaping, are proposed, they should be located so that the view of
exiting drivers is not impeded or not exceed 3.5 feet in height, per the City’'s Standard Details 7-2.

The minimum acceptable sight distance is considered the Caltrans stopping sight distance. Sight
distance requirements vary depending on roadway speeds. Mary Avenue has a speed limit of 30
mph, so the Caltrans stopping sight distance is 250 feet (based on a design speed of 35 mph).
Accordingly, a driver must be able to see 250 feet along Mary Avenue to stop and avoid a collision.
Based on the site plan and narrow travel lanes on Mary Avenue, on-street parking next to the project
driveways would potentially block the line of sight of exiting drivers (see Figure 8).

Recommendation: To ensure drivers exiting the project driveways have adequate lines of sight, it is
recommended that two parallel parking spaces on the north side of each driveway and one parking
space on the south side of the project driveways be removed. If the driveways are changed to one-
way as recommended below, only the parking spaces next to the outbound driveway (south
driveway) need to be removed. The on-street parking supply would still be adequate with the
reduction of these six parallel parking spaces.
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Mary Avenue Affordable Housing Project TA November 13, 2025

On-Site Circulation and Stall Dimensions

On-site vehicular circulation was reviewed in accordance with generally accepted traffic engineering
standards. The project would provide an on-site surface parking lot (20 parking spaces) with a one-
way aisle. In the parking lot, there would be two 90-degree parking spaces on the north end, two 90-
degree parking spaces on the south end, and 16 angled parking spaces (60 degrees) along the west
side of the parking lot (see Figure 7).

The driveways to access the parking lot would be two-way driveways that are 24 feet wide and 26
feet wide with a 26-foot-wide drive aisle to access the 90-degree parking spaces. The drive aisle to
access the 60-degree angled parking spaces would be a one-way aisle that is 14 feet wide.

Recommendation: For improved circulation, it is recommended that the driveways are one-way, with
the north driveway for inbound only and the south driveway for outbound only.

Per the City of Cupertino’s Zoning Code Table 19.124.040(B), the minimum parking stall dimensions
should be 8.5 feet wide and 18 feet long. Two-way drive aisles to access 90-degree parking spaces
should be a minimum of 22 feet wide. The 90-degree parking spaces on the north and south ends of
the parking lot would be a minimum of 8.5 feet wide and 16 feet long and would be accessed by a
drive aisle that is 26 feet wide. The parking spaces include a 2-foot overhang into the walkway in front
of the spaces, which effectively would provide a 6-foot walkway (sufficient for pedestrians to travel
through). Based on the site plan, the proposed 90-degree parking spaces would meet the City’s
minimum stall dimensions.

Per Table 19.124.040(B), a one-way aisle to access 60-degree angle parking spaces should be a
minimum of 13 feet wide. Based on the proposed parking lot plan, the 60-degree angle parking
spaces would be 8.5 feet wide, 18 feet long, and have a one-way aisle that is 14 feet wide. Thus, the
project’s angled parking spaces would meet the City’s minimum requirements.

Emergency Vehicle Access and Circulation

The City of Cupertino Fire Department requires a minimum driveway width of 20 feet, requires
turnarounds for driveways more than 150 feet in length, and requires a minimum of 13.5 feet of
vertical clearance. The project site has a maximum depth of 42 feet from Mary Avenue. Therefore,
Mary Avenue would serve as the project’s fire access road.

Garbage Truck Access and Circulation

Concrete trash pads/enclosures are shown in the parking lot. All garbage collection activities would
occur on-site. Garbage trucks would need to pull into one of the driveways, perform garbage
collection activities, back out onto Mary Avenue, and pull into the other driveway to perform the rest of
the garbage collection activities. The truck would encroach onto the opposite travel lane when turning
into and out of the driveways. However, because of the relatively low volumes on Mary Avenue, it is
not expected that this would cause any operational issues. Figure 7 shows site access and circulation
for garbage trucks.

Safety Assessment

The project would not alter any streets in the area. The project driveways and the internal aisles on
site are designed in accordance with city standards. The project would generate mostly passenger
vehicles, and the surrounding roadway system is designed to accommodate these vehicles.
Therefore, the project would not worsen existing geometric hazards or create new geometric hazards.
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Conclusions

The transportation analysis for the Mary Avenue Affordable Housing Project resulted in the following
conclusions:

¢ Trip Generation. The proposed project is estimated to generate 163 new daily vehicle trips, with
12 trips (3 inbound and 9 outbound) during the AM peak hour and 15 trips (9 inbound and 6
outbound) during the PM peak hour.

¢ Intersection Operation. The Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection would
operate at an acceptable level of service under existing and existing plus project conditions.

e Site Access and Circulation. The site access and circulation review resulted in the following
recommendations:

o Long-term Bicycle Parking. To meet the city’s requirements, the project should provide 20
long-term bicycle parking spaces. These long-term bicycle parking spaces should be
provided in bicycle lockers (fully enclosed space accessible only by the owner of the
bicycle), restricted access rooms (locked room or enclosure accessible only to the owners,
or enclosed cages (chain link enclosures with a lock).

o Sight Distance. To ensure drivers exiting the project driveways have adequate lines of
sight, it is recommended that two parallel parking spaces on the north side of each
driveway and one parking space on the south side of the project driveways be removed. If
the driveways are changed to one-way as recommended below, only parking spaces next
to the outbound driveway need to be removed.

o Site Circulation. It is recommended that the driveways be one-way access, with the north
driveway for inbound only and the south driveway for outbound only.

o Bike Lane. To accommodate a design speed of 10 mph for the bike lane, the turn radii of
the reserve curves on the north end of the project site should be a minimum of 18 feet and
signage should be added ahead of the curves to inform cyclists to slow down to 10 mph.

ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A — Traffic Counts
Appendix B — Intersection Level of Service Calculations
Appendix C — Parking Study
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Appendix A

Traffic Counts



c*d Location: 1 CAMPUS DRIVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD AM

Date: Tuesday, October 7, 2025
Peak Hour: 08:00 AM - 09:00 AM

ALL TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

(303) 216-2439 .
www.alltrafficdata.net Peak 15-Minutes: 08:15 AM - 08:30 AM
Peak Hour - Motorized Vehicles Peak Hour - Bicycles Peak Hour - Pedestrians
(592 290 084 187  (436)
l I MARY AVE p— (0
— | 2 ‘ L ) 5 m—
STEVENS CREEK BLVD 23 8o 4*
(2,268) J1 L (2,234) JI LU I N I
051 demm gg 3 N 53:2 = g0 I 0.5 N | S| l‘ - [ ] w
085 o W 090 E s 087 o dw E*=3 _ o WﬂE o
937 107 : S gs — 845 o 7 b ‘-0 - lr\) s lcn
(2.312) (2013) 0= co
© &5 w © STEVENS CREEK BLVD o o w o
| | | o 1—»‘
1
CAMPUS DRIVE l, I A —
(584) 200 084 52 (163 i Ormcp
Note: Total study counts contained in parentheses.
Traffic Counts - Motorized Vehicles
STEVENS CREEKBLVD ~ STEVENS CREEK BLVD CAMPUS DRIVE MARY AVE
Interval Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Rolling  Pedestrian Crossings
Start Time U-Tumn Left Thru Right U-Tum Left ThruRight U-Tum Left Thru Right U-Tum Left Thru Right Total Hour West East South North
7:00 AM 1 13 67 10 0 5 8 12 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 16 218 1098 0 1 2 1
7:15 AM 1 15 66 3 1 3 115 7 0 1 0 1 0 5 1 15 234 1403 0 3 0 0
7:30 AM 0 10 82 6 2 4 130 6 0 4 0 2 0 30 0 20 2% 1773 0 0 1 1
7:45 AM 4 24 94 14 1 7 129 22 0 3 0 0 0 22 129 30 197 0 2 0 1
8:00 AM 1 17 129 19 1 16 208 34 0 10 0 3 0 27 2 5 523 2183 0 0 1 1
8:30 AM 4 28 155 27 2 17 167 18 0 7 1 1 0 34 3 34 498 2034 0 O 3 2
8:45 AM 3 20 246 36 1 2 151 23 0 9 0 1 0o M 1 34 558 2069 1 3 0 2
9:00 AM 0 13 142 39 1 4 116 2 0 12 1 6 0 9 3 23 430 2020 0 5 0 1
9:15 AM 0 10 19 58 0 46 160 20 0o 17 1 7 0 8 130 548 2 5 0 1
9:30 AM 0 16 220 45 0 21 152 11 0o 17 2 10 0 8 130 533 1 4 0 2
9:45 AM 0 20 167 45 124 157 24 0o 18 1 5 0 18 3 26 509 0 3 0 3
Count Total 14 211 1760 327 11 237 1769 217 0 115 8 40 0 202 20 370 5,301 6 31 10 15
Peak Hour 8 90 732 107 5 8 72 % 0 40 3 9 0 99 10 181 2,183 3 8 7 5




c*d Location: 1 CAMPUS DRIVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD PM

Date: Tuesday, October 7, 2025
Peak Hour: 05:00 PM - 06:00 PM

ALL TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES

(303) 216-2439 .
www.alltrafficdata.net Peak 15-Minutes: 05:15 PM - 05:30 PM
Peak Hour - Motorized Vehicles Peak Hour - Bicycles Peak Hour - Pedestrians
422 148 08 231 (661)
l I MARY AVE p— (0
At o | 6 m—
STEVENS CREEK BLVD 8 o I o 41*‘
@821 JILUL (2769 J JILU |—
1,027 d—m 1D N Lo 1 ()7 I 0D N | G l
125 =563

)
Q.J
- |
Ed
ﬂ

n

7

A ——
| 1 —

(@.241) ﬂq "1 r.‘-*' O sy

| STEVENS CREEK BLVD o o o o
0
CAMPUS DRIVE ——

(298) 84 073 119 (406) =0 g

0z
\‘—z 9L—"

1 N
- e
- W 097 E o 089 0w E*™=3S - W NE
1506 mm = s 8 m St o -
B | S
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Note: Total study counts contained in parentheses.

Traffic Counts - Motorized Vehicles

STEVENS CREEKBLVD ~ STEVENS CREEK BLVD CAMPUS DRIVE MARY AVE
Interval Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Rolling  Pedestrian Crossings
Start Time U-Tumn Left Thru Right U-Tum Left ThruRight U-Tum Left Thru Right U-Tum Left Thru Right Total Hour West East South North
4:00 PM 5 34 370 18 0 17 200 20 0 16 3 21 0 12 0 23 739 2666 0 9 2 1
415PM 0 23 247 16 0 9 197 22 0 29 2 1 0 16 2 16 5% 2637 2 3 1 0
4:30 PM 119 340 18 0 9 18 17 0 20 0 14 0 17 1 17 659 2773 1 6 0 1
4:45PM 120 39 16 0 7 165 16 0 9 0 12 0 25 0 13 678 278 0 1 0 1
5:00 PM 4 40 383 4 0 8 188 28 0 20 1 6 0 9 5 14 710 2820 0 2 0 0
5:30 PM 129 297 7 0 12 21 17 0 25 1 12 0 20 1 24 667 2757 1 13 0 2
5:45 PM 3 30 352 8 0 14 219 30 0 20 1 6 0 21 1 12 717 2867 0 4 1 0
6:00 PM 7 26 268 16 1 14 163 42 0 28 1 17 0 16 3 16 618 2349 1 12 0 0
6:15 PM 4 44 305 20 2 15 229 39 0 3 3 16 0 16 3 2 755 16 0 2
6:30 PM 4 31 248 14 2 6 183 29 0 18 2 9 0o 18 1 12 577 15 1 0
6:45 PM 2 23 159 2 1 6 149 13 0 N 1 5 0 15 1 11 399 T2 1 3
Count Total 35 345 3708 153 6 126 2335 299 0 254 17 135 0 206 19 197 7,835 8 64 7 15
Peak Hour 11 1251377 33 0 43 863 101 0 8 5 30 0 71 8 69 2820 120 2 7




Appendix B

Intersection Level of Service Calculations



HCM 7th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM
1: Campus Dr/Mary Ave & Stevens Creek Blvd 1-ExAM
N Y
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LI LI S L] B % 4 i
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 98 732 107 88 722 94 40 o 9 99 10 181
Future Volume (veh/h) 98 732 107 88 722 94 40 3 9 99 10 181
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width Adj. 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 109 813 119 98 802 104 44 3 10 110 1 201
Peak Hour Factor 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 141 1207 176 128 1193 154 129 143 478 143 787 793
Arrive On Green 008 027 027 007 026 026 004 038 038 008 042 042
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4502 655 1781 4578 590 3456 379 1264 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 109 614 318 98 595 31 44 0 13 110 1 201
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1781 1702 1752 1781 1702 1764 1728 0 1643 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 53 143 145 48 140 141 1.1 0.0 0.4 5.4 0.3 6.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 53 143 145 48 140 1441 1.1 0.0 0.4 5.4 0.3 6.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.37  1.00 0.33  1.00 0.77  1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 141 913 470 128 887 460 129 0 621 143 787 793
VIC Ratio(X) 077 067 068 077 067 068 034 000 002 077 001 0.25
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 510 1929 993 490 1891 980 368 0 621 510 787 793
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 000 100 100 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 402 291 292 406 295 296 418 00 174 402 150 127
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 8.6 0.9 1.7 9.2 0.9 1.7 1.6 0.0 0.1 8.5 0.0 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 26 5.8 6.2 24 5.7 6.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 2.7 0.1 2.3
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 488 300 309 498 304 313 434 00 174 487 1541 13.5
LnGrp LOS D C C D C C D B D B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 1041 1004 57 322
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.2 32.6 37.5 25.6
Approach LOS C C D C
Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 1.6 382 109 284 78 420 116 277
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 255 215 245 505 95 375 255 495
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 74 24 6.8 165 3.1 8.5 7.3 161
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 0.0 0.2 7.4 0.0 0.7 0.2 71
Intersection Summary
HCM 7th Control Delay, s/veh 31.6
HCM 7th LOS C
10/15/2025 Synchro 12 Report

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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HCM 7th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM
1: Campus Dr/Mary Ave & Stevens Creek Blvd 2-Ex PM
A ey v A A4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LI LI S L] B % 4 i
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 136 1377 33 43 863 101 84 5 30 71 8 69
Future Volume (veh/h) 136 1377 33 43 863 101 84 5 30 71 8 69
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width Adj. 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 151 1530 37 43 959 112 93 6 33 79 9 77
Peak Hour Factor 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 188 2210 53 67 1684 196 165 72 393 103 555 637
Arrive On Green 011 043 043 004 036 036 005 029 029 006 030 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 5128 124 1781 4637 540 3456 250 1373 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 151 1016 551 43 703 368 93 0 39 79 9 77
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1781 1702 1848 1781 1702 1773 1728 0 1623 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 80 233 233 26 159 16.0 25 0.0 1.7 4.2 0.3 29
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 80 233 233 26 159 160 2.5 0.0 1.7 4.2 0.3 2.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.07  1.00 0.30 1.00 0.85  1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 188 1467 797 67 1236 644 165 0 465 103 555 637
VIC Ratio(X) 080 069 069 072 057 057 05 000 008 077 002 012
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 510 2426 1317 250 1930 1005 413 0 465 324 555 637
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 000 100 100 100 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 420 222 222 458 246 246 4438 00 251 447 239 1841
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 7.8 0.6 1.1 13.3 0.4 0.8 3.0 0.0 04 113 0.1 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 3.9 9.0 9.9 1.4 6.3 6.7 1.1 0.0 0.7 2.2 0.2 1.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 498 228 233 591 250 254 4738 00 254 5.0 240 185
LnGrp LOS D C C E C C D C E C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 1718 1119 132 165
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.3 26.6 41.2 36.7
Approach LOS C C D D
Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 100 320 81 459 91 330 146 394
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 17.5 225 135 685 115 285 275 545
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 6.2 3.7 46 253 4.5 49 10.0 180
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.1 0.0 16.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 9.0
Intersection Summary
HCM 7th Control Delay, s/veh 27.0
HCM 7th LOS C
10/15/2025 Synchro 12 Report

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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HCM 7th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing+Project AM
1: Campus Dr/Mary Ave & Stevens Creek Blvd 3 - Ex+P AM
A ey v A A4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LI LI S L] B % 4 i
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 100 732 107 88 722 95 40 o 9 103 10 186
Future Volume (veh/h) 100 732 107 88 722 95 40 3 9 103 10 186
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width Adj. 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 111 813 119 98 802 106 44 3 10 114 1 207
Peak Hour Factor 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 144 1206 175 131 1191 156 129 142 473 147 785 793
Arrive On Green 008 027 027 007 026 026 004 037 037 008 042 042
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4502 655 1781 4567 600 3456 379 1264 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 111 614 318 98 597 31 44 0 13 114 1 207
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1781 1702 1752 1781 1702 1762 1728 0 1643 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 55 144 145 48 140 142 1.1 0.0 0.4 5.6 0.3 6.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 55 144 145 48 140 142 1.1 0.0 0.4 5.6 0.3 6.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.37  1.00 0.34  1.00 0.77  1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 144 912 469 131 888 460 129 0 615 147 785 793
VIC Ratio(X) 077 067 068 075 067 068 034 000 002 077 001 026
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 509 1925 991 439 1886 977 368 0 615 509 785 793
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 000 100 100 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 403 292 293 406 296 296 419 00 176 402 151 12.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 8.5 0.9 1.7 8.2 0.9 1.8 1.6 0.0 0.1 8.4 0.0 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 2.7 5.8 6.2 24 5.7 6.1 0.5 0.0 0.2 2.8 0.1 2.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 487 301 31.0 488 305 314 435 00 177 485 152 136
LnGrp LOS D C C D C C D B D B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 1043 1006 57 332
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.3 32.5 37.6 25.6
Approach LOS C C D C
Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 119 379 111 284 78 420 1.7 278
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 255 215 245 505 95 375 255 495
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 7.6 24 6.8 165 3.1 8.7 75 162
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 0.0 0.2 7.4 0.0 0.7 0.2 71
Intersection Summary
HCM 7th Control Delay, s/veh 31.6
HCM 7th LOS C
10/15/2025 Synchro 12 Report

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Page 1



HCM 7th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM
1: Campus Dr/Mary Ave & Stevens Creek Blvd 4 - Ex+P PM
A ey v A A4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LI N 44k N s % 4 i
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 141 1377 33 43 863 105 84 B 30 73 8 73
Future Volume (veh/h) 141 1377 33 43 863 105 84 5 30 73 8 73
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width Adj. 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 157 1530 37 43 959 17 93 6 33 81 9 81
Peak Hour Factor 090 0% 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 090 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 194 2210 53 67 1658 202 165 71 391 105 555 643
Arrive On Green 011 043 043 004 036 036 005 029 029 006 030 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 5128 124 1781 4612 561 3456 250 1373 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 157 1016 551 43 707 369 93 0 39 81 9 81
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1781 1702 1848 1781 1702 1769 1728 0 1623 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 83 233 233 26 1641 16.2 25 0.0 1.7 4.3 0.3 3.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 83 233 233 26 161 16.2 25 0.0 1.7 4.3 0.3 3.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.07  1.00 0.32 1.00 0.85  1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 194 1467 797 67 1224 636 165 0 463 105 555 643
VIC Ratio(X) 081 069 069 072 058 058 05 000 008 077 002 013
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 510 2426 1317 250 1930 1003 413 0 463 324 555 643
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 000 100 100 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 418 222 222 458 249 249 4438 00 252 446 239 179
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 7.7 0.6 1.1 13.3 0.4 0.8 3.0 0.0 04 1141 0.1 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 4.0 9.0 9.9 14 6.4 6.8 1.1 0.0 0.7 22 0.2 1.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 496 228 233 591 253 257 478 00 255 557 240 183
LnGrp LOS D C C E C C D C E C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 1724 1124 132 171
Approach Delay, s/veh 254 26.9 41.2 36.3
Approach LOS C C D D
Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 102 319 81 459 91 330 150 391
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 17.5 225 135 685 115 285 275 545
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 6.3 3.7 46 253 4.5 5.1 103 182
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.1 0.0 16.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 9.0
Intersection Summary
HCM 7th Control Delay, s/veh 27.2
HCM 7th LOS C
10/15/2025 Synchro 12 Report

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.

Page 1



Appendix C
Parking Study
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ma HEXAGON TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS. INC

Memorandum

Date: September 8, 2025

To: Mr. Andy Lief, Charities Housing
From: Gary K. Black

Nivedha Baskarapandian

Subject: Parking Study and Trip Generation Estimate for the Proposed Affordable Housing
Project on Mary Avenue in Cupertino, California

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. has completed a parking study and trip generation
estimate for the proposed affordable housing project on Mary Avenue in Cupertino, California. The
project proposes affordable housing between the CA-85 soundwall and Mary Avenue and would
provide 19 units for the developmentally disabled and 21 affordable units. Between Lubec Street
and Stevens Creek Boulevard, 171 diagonal parking spaces are provided along the west side, and
70 parallel parking spaces are provided on the east side of Mary Avenue.

First Parking Counts

Parking counts were completed to determine the current maximum occupied parking spaces on
Mary Avenue between Lubec Street and Stevens Creek Boulevard

Vehicle parking counts were conducted along Mary Avenue on the following dates and times to
determine the parking demand of the existing parking spaces (see Attachment 1). These times
were chosen based on predicted usage of the existing parking spaces from the neighboring park
and other surrounding uses.

e Saturday April 12, 2025, from 12:00-1:00 PM
e Tuesday April 15, 2025, from 12:00-1:00 AM, 2:00-3:00 PM, and 7:00-8:00 PM
e Thursday April 17, 2025, from 12:00-1:00 AM, 2:00-3:00 PM, and 7:00-8:00 PM

The peak parking demand was found to be 24 spaces on the west side of Mary Avenue and six
spaces on the east side of Mary Avenue between 2:00-3:00 PM on Thursday April 17, for a total of
30 occupied spaces.

Additional Parking Counts

The first set of parking counts did not denote where the cars were parked along the street.
Therefore, additional counts were conducted. Counts were counted along Mary Avenue from Lubec
Street and Stevens Creek Boulevard on Thursday April 24, 2025, from 2:00-3:00 PM which was
determined to be the time most parking spaces were occupied (see Attachment 1). Figure 1 shows
the summary of the additional parking counts.

100 Century Center Court, Suite 501 - San Jose, California 95112 - phone 408.971.6100 - fax 408.971.6102 * www.hextrans.com
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Mary Avenue Affordable Housing Parking Study and Trip Generation Estimate = September 8, 2025

The peak parking demand based on the additional count was found to be 26 spaces on the west
side of Mary Avenue and 11 spaces on the east side of Mary Avenue, for a total of 37 spaces
occupied on Mary Avenue between Lubec Street and Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Trip Generation Estimates

Hexagon prepared trip estimates for the proposed project using trip generation rates from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition, 2025 (see Table
1), Senior Adult Housing - Multifamily (Land Use 252) and Affordable Housing (Land Use 223).
Developmentally disabled housing is not a category in the ITE manual. Senior Housing will perhaps
over-estimate the number of trips, but best represents housing for people that are not going to work
or school on a daily basis. Affordable Housing includes multifamily housing that is rented at below
market rate. Eligibility to live in affordable housing can be a function of limited household income,
resident age, or special needs. These ITE land use categories best represent the units proposed.
The developmentally disabled units would be for residents who are unable to operate vehicles, and
the affordable housing units would be for low-income residents.

Based on the trip generation rates, the project would generate 164 new daily trips, with 12 new trips
(three inbound and nine outbound) during both the AM peak hour and 15 new trips (nine inbound
and six outbound) during the PM peak hour. This small number of trips would not cause any
noticeable change to traffic operations on Mary Avenue or other streets in the area.

Table 1 Trip Generation Estimates

Daily Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Rate! Trips Rate In Out Total Rate In Out Total
Proposed
Disabled Housing ' 19du. 325 62 019 1 3 4 0.25 3 2 5
Affordable Housing 2 21du. 487 102 036 2 6 8 0.46 6 4 10
Total Project Trips 164 3 9 12 9 6 15
Notes

d.u. = dwelling units
1 Trip generation rate for the proposed housing for the developmentally disabled is based on the ITE's Trip Generation
Manual, 12th Edition rates for Land Use Code 252 "Senior Adult Housing - Multifamily."

2 Trip generation rate for the proposed affordable are based on the ITE's Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition rates for
Land Use Code 223 "Affordable Housing."

Conclusion

The results of the parking study and trip generation estimates are summarized below.

e On Mary Avenue between Lubec Street and Stevens Creek Boulevard, at most 37 vehicles
were parked which occurred during a weekday from 2:00 -3:00 PM.

e The project would generate 164 new daily trips with 12 new trips during the AM peak hour
and 15 new trips during the PM peak hour. This small number of trips would not cause any
noticeable change to traffic operations on Mary Avenue or other streets in the area.

Page | 3
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Attachment 1
Parking Counts



Parking Count- 25NB03(Cupertino)

Date: 4/12-4/17/25

AUTO CENSUS
Traffic Monitoring and Analysis

Counters: Jo

445 Lily Ann Way

Location: Mary Ave.

San Jose, CA 95123

Weather: Fair

Mary Avenue
Date | Time | West East | Total
12-Apr | 12-1pm 8 0 8
15-Apr | 12-1am 1 0 1
15-Apr | 2-3pm 21 8 29
15-Apr | 7-8pm 1 0 1
17-Apr | 12-1am 1 0 1
17-Apr | 2-3pm 24 6 30
17-Apr | 7-8pm 3 1 4
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Request of Garden Gate Neighborhood to Analyze Traffic Circulation and Parking for Consideration
of Mary Avenue Villas

Current conditions:

A. Multiple sports facilities, Amphitheatre, two playgrounds, picnic tables (that the City will
expand), softball field (minimum 20 players per game), and acres of lawn used this last weekend
for a massive volleyball tournament (12 players per court x multiple courts).

Memorial Park’s two Playgrounds. The cars parking for use of the relatively new playground has
doubled in recent years. At the adjacent Glenbrook Apartments parents from the far side of the

complex drive to the park if they have picnic items or a playpen or a pet or another reason why

the family wants the car nearby.
C. MEMORIAL PARK EVENTS:

a. City and many organizations utilize the park to host large community and regional events,
such as Bay Area Diwali Festival, the Cupertino Cherry Blossom Festival, and
Shakespeare in the Park shows. Throughout the year, over a dozen events are held at the
Park. Organizations such as the local Rotary Club chapter, Sister City organizations,
Cupertino Chamber of Commerce, as well as the City, host events at the site. Large events
can attract thousands across the Bay Area to the Park. Reference: Memorial Park Specific

Plan 2024

b. Published media reports identify 5 events as “large” i.e. > 5,000 attendees. These result in
significant traffic and parking issues between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Mary Avenue. For the

remaining 12, do these events draw attendees from outside the walkable area? How is

each event’s circulation and parking managed by the city?

B

|+

Memorial Park Events Purpose Attendance

Week 15 (April 7-13): Holi Festival Cultural celebration 10,000

Week 17 (April 21-27) Cherry Blossom Festival Cultural celebration >10,000; 2 day festival
Cultural celebration >10,000

Week 24 (June 9-15). Dilli Haat Festival

Week 25 (June 16-22): Summer Concert Series Community entertaj Do these events draw dees from outside the ble area?

Week 26 (June 23-29): er Concert Series Community entertai Do these avents draw attendees from outside the area?

Week 27 (June 30-luly 8): Fourth of July Celebration Patriotic holiday observance »>12, 000 hittps://feuperti
‘Week 28 (July 7-13): Summer Concert Series C ity enter Do thase events draw at from outside the ble area?

Weelk 28 (July 14-20): S ain the Park and Summer Concert Series Arts and culture enrichmant | Do these events draw attendees trom outside the area?

Week 30 {July 21-27); Shat e in the Park and Summer Concen Series Arts and culture enrichment | Do these events draw from outside the le area?

Week 31 (July 28-August 3) Shakespeare in the Park and Summer Concert Series |Arts and culture enrichment Do these events draw dees from outside the walkable area?

Week 32 (August 4-10): Summer Concart Series Community entertainment | Do these events draw attendees from outside the area?

Week 33 (August 11-17): Surnmer Concert Series Community entertainment | Do these events draw 5 from outside the area’?

‘Week 34 (August 18-24); Summer Concert Series Community entertainment | Do these events draw attendees trom outside the walkable area?

Week 37 (S B-14): Silicon Valley Fall Festival Community building and seay > 5,000 hitps:/fwww.s*
Week 38 (Sej 15-21): Heritage India Faire Festival Cultural celebration Do these events draw attendees frorm outside the ble area? |
Weelk 40 (Sep ber 29-October 5): Cupertino Bollywood Neon Dandiya Night | Cultural celebration Do these events draw dees from outside the walkable area? |
Week 41 (October 8-12): Bay Area Diwali Festival Cultural and religious celebrd Over 13,000 people. hitps://cuperti
Week 48 (December 1-7): Christmas Tree Lighting C y Festive holiday kickaff Do these events draw from outsida the walkable area? |

Mary Ave is adjacent to Memorial Park, De Anza College, Westport Apartments. It currently sees
overflow parking and traffic as a result of activity in those areas. Over 136 on-site Park stalls are
blocked off from the public during major park events/festivals for city vehicle parking only,
senior parking permits, or areas reserved for VIPs, vendor loading, food trucks, temporary
bathrooms and handwashing stations. Other unavailable stalls include off-site residential street
parking that have permit restrictions daily (i.e. on Christensen, Ann Arbor, Lauretta Dr), and ~6-



12 stalls on Mary Ave between Arroyo Village and Glenbrook that are occupied by the
RecycleTek truck every Saturday.

Here is an example Memorial Park map for a festival where the parking lots are used for vendors.

@ EVENTS  FINDA THE ONLY  NEWS  STORE

CUPERTINO

THAMBLN CF COMMLSCED

Areas A B.CED

Get ready lor endiess fun at Kids Zone! h— From Water Balts and the VR Truck 1o Pairting Divas, thares something for avery littie-artisl and adventures, Plus, don miss

out oh captufing memeodies al our Photo Booth, proudly sponsored by Tech CUI Let's make this day unforgettablel

Christensen Dr.

Food Vendors

Basth numben may be thanged without netice.

Reference: https://cupertino-chamber.org/bay-area-
diwali/#:~:text=The%2023rd%20Annual%20Bay%20Area,understanding%20that%20promotes%20economic%20prosperity.

Additive Changes in Use

1. Buildout of remaining 55% of Westport development on Mary Avenue



»

b

Buildout of retail space at base of EXISTING Westport Apartments. There are no spare guest

parking stalls during much of the day, yet the retail space is 100% vacant.

De Anza College’s replacement of Flint Event Center with buildings that charge for parking. Parking

passes are quarterly/annual and Event parking is either $5 or $10:

$39.7 million “Creative Arts” Building across the street from Mary Avenue.

$60 million “Services for Students” Building across the street from Mary Avenue.

Events Center across the street from Mary Avenue (cost unknown) but surveys and feasibility studies

are done. EVENTS will “help meet community needs for a cultural venue and civic meeting space.”

NOTE: Flint Center has been closed since 2019 and the Center only had six or seven annual events

drew crowds of more than 2,000 people to the 2,400-seat theater. Based on our neighborhood

experience of De Anza’s Flint Center which is now being replaced with a new Event Center, we are

concerned that this might push hundreds to park on Mary Avenue private properties to avoid campus

parking charges.

City of Cupertino’s future $83 million series of investments to increase usage of Memorial Park:

F. Does the TRAFFIC REPORT indicate that when you subtract SENIOR LIVING PERMIT
PARKING STALLS, there are 34 parking stalls on the Mary Ave entrance for the entire 22-




ACRE park, and only 30 parking stalls if the three dumpsters are placed in the parking stalls.

Figure 2: Parking Restrictions

Cupertino Memaorial
Park

N STELLING RD

34 parking
stalls for entire 2
park open 7 ALVES DR
days a week i

. 136 parkin‘;l.étél'l.s. 1
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permit holders

On-street and Off-street
Parking Restrictions

FL  Permit Parking Only I

£ 2Hrs Parking Bam - Spm

#® v Chamging

&
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| During festivals/major events (8
e per year), this area is blocked off;
! no public parking access

SSTELLING RD

Cupertino Sports
Center

STEVENS CREEK BLVD

https://www.cupertino.gov/files/assets/city/v/1/departments/documents/public-works/capital-
improvement-program/b-mpsp-report-appendices-2024.pdf

G. Eight pickleball courts: (NOTE: Doubles play, or foursomes, is significantly more popular in
pickleball than singles play)

Questions and Requests for Study

1.

Has the traffic study considered the traffic circulation and parking requirements on the residential
neighborhoods around De Anza College? Given that overflow parking from De Anza College often
results on Mary Ave?

Will expansion of park amenities require more parking and is the study analyzing the additional load
on local traffic circulation?

Does the addition of 8 pickleball courts increase the need for more parking over the existing
conditions?

Can it comment on the frequency of wide vehicles using this road? There is a Service Center at the
end of Mary Ave. Wide service vehicles travel daily on Mary Ave to get between Stevens Creek Blvd
(a City designated R14-1 truck route) and the City Public Works service center lot which is located at
the end of Mary Ave by the Bike Bridge.
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https://www.cupertino.gov/files/assets/city/v/1/departments/documents/public-

works/engineering/truck-traffic-restrictions.pdf

For a better capture of typical school day traffic, observe a weekday where Garden Gate school is not
closed, i.e. avoid 8/14-8/15, 9/26, 10/2-10, 10/23-24, 11/7. Lots of traffic, including numerous
families from Glenbrook, flood Mary Ave in the morning and early afternoon with the bell schedule.
This school calendar can assist in your date selection. https://gardengate.cusdk8.org/about-us/public-
school-calendar

For the weekday traffic and parking assessment, consider observing on a Friday where the
neighborhood might receive more overnight or dinner guests.

Can the observation dates include multiple scenarios that lead to spillover parking on Mary Ave: the
first Saturday of the month (flea market at Dr. Anza College), during a Memorial Park event/festival
(usually on a Saturday) where De Anza Parking is free (Oct 11 Diwali), and one where parking fees
are charged.

When considering the potential impact of displaced parking from Memorial Park onto Mary Ave,
numerous on-site stalls and Alves Street stalls are often not available for public parking (as described
above under Current Conditions: Memorial Park). Does the traffic study account for the
unavailability of these spaces?

During major city events/festivals, parking is near capacity on Mary Ave as it is 1 of 2 residential
streets adjacent to Memorial Park with free public street (off-site) parking. The other area consists of
the east side of Memorial Park: Christensen Dr, Ann Arbor, and Lauretta Dr. These streets have
“permits required” daily restrictions between 7 am-10 pm -- do these cause parking demand to be
displaced onto Mary Ave?

In the traffic study, quantify or assess the circulation at the ingress and egress of Casa de Anza,
Glenbrook. The circulation pattern is important and can help position the Villas driveways properly,
and optimize traffic and safety on Mary Ave.




11. Analyze the effectiveness of the listed mitigation suggestions.

A.

B.

Can downsizing the project or modifying the configuration of the project improve (or not
make worse) existing traffic circulation or parking?

Can we limit non-resident parking around us and force parking across the street at De Anza
College. Allow priority for residents of Westport, Arroyo, Glenbrook, Casa De Anza, the Dog
Park, and the Villas. We anticipate greater traffic after future developments at Westport and
after Memorial Park renovation/improvements (e.g. adding 8 new pickleball courts, all
abilities playground) at Memorial Park— reassess the parking impact.

a. Introduce residential parking permits during weekends from 10am-6pm on Mary Ave
(in front of housing complexes Glenbrook, Arroyo, Casa De Anza). Strongly consider
including Anson Avenue & Millard Lane as we anticipate overflow parking here if
Mary Ave parking is restricted. These 2 streets are right off Mary Ave.

b. Make Special Event permit requirements more robust. Require a shuttle service, and
contracting with De Anza College for formal overflow parking for non City sponsored
community events. Can they put up road signs saying “No Event Parking” around
Mary Ave, Lubec St, outside Casa De Anza, Arroyo, Glenbrook?

c. Heavily enforce parking permits and/or restrictions

Add a safe, lit crosswalk +/- speed bump on Mary Avenue. Residents need safe access to the
parking spots which is only 1 side of the street between 2 housing complexes. Otherwise
people will jaywalk. Lots of families in this area so it's extra important for cars to see the
crosswalk and go slow here.

. Preserve more of the street's width and public right-of-way.

a. Is 11 feet appropriate? Should it be wider given the heavy use for service center dump
trucks, utility/service trucks, pickups, street sweepers?

b. Can the parking lane be widened to accommodate SUVs, minivans, and room for
doorswings? Cars currently park outside the lane, and families have trouble safely
exiting the car on the flanking traffic lane.

c. Reconfigure/narrow/downsize the building to help with mitigation?

d. Lower priority than the above. Can they widen the sidewalks?— heavy community use
by joggers, track team, families, strollers, wagons, etc.

Can they add dedicated short-term parking on the Villas site for visitors and service vehicles?
To prevent vehicles from illegally parking and clogging the narrowed traffic lanes?

Retain the existing east parking lane on the Glenbrook side so that traffic and noise is not
brought right up to their apartment bedrooms. ~40+ bedrooms would be impacted. The other
advantage of this would be the preservation of 10 parking spots. (they are removing 43 stalls
on the Glenbrook side and replacing with only 33 on the Villas side).

Ensure adequate access, space, and flow for garbage service trucks. Minimize risk of spilling
waste onto streets as we have a severe crow and seagull problem in this area.

Examine the safety of soundwall proximity in setting of minimal setbacks, e.g. earthquake:
construction issues

Re-examine the # of IDD units relative to parking needs. What if swap out with more IDD
mix- would that help reduce parking strain? Or will the increased weekend visitor traffic and
parking be worse for the neighborhood?



J. Does the traffic engineer think addition of no U-turns and/or 2 sets of double yellow would
improve safety on sensitive areas of Mary Ave e.g within 20 feet of Glenbrook and Villas
driveways, and at Memorial Park (there have been pedestrian-car accidents)? Cars often stop
traffic to turn (often aggressively) into a parking spot on the opposite street side during
crowded Memorial Park events and festivals that draw over 10,000 visitors.

K. Is the driveway location ok positioned directly across the Glenbrook driveway? Traffic
engineer question. Can they look at circulation here? More cars exit this rear Glenbrook
driveway than the main driveway.
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CITY OF

CUPERTINO

CITY HALL

10300 TORRE AVENUE « CUPERTINO, CA

?5014-3255 TELEPHONE: (408) 777-3308 » FAX: (408) 777-3333
CUPERTINO.ORG

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

Subject

Meeting: May 20, 2025

Modification to a previously approved Development Permit and Architectural & Site
Approval for the Westport Development including, but not limited to, dwelling count
and ground floor retail, Park Land Dedication Fees and minor changes to Building 1.
(Application No(s): M-2024-003, ASA-2024-003; Applicant(s): Related California
(Cascade Zak); Location: 21267 Stevens Creek Boulevard; APN #326-27-048)

Recommended Action

That the City Council adopt the proposed draft resolutions (Attachment 1 & 2) to:

1. Adopt the First Addendum to an EIR and approve the Development Permit
Amendment (M-2024-003); and

2. Approve the Architectural and Site Approval Permit (ASA-2024-003).

Background

General Plan Land Use Commercial/Residential with a maximum
Designation residential density of 30 dwelling units per acre
S raeiell Dt A Heart of the City Specific Plan (West Stevens Creek
subarea)
i e fon P(CG, Res) (Planned Development zoning with

General Commercial and Residential uses)

Net/gross lot area

7.9 acres/8.1 acresl

Approved Project Current Proposal
Units within Building 1 123 136
Total number of units within 259 7
the Westport Development
Residential Density 32.78 du/acre 34.4 du/acre
Density Bonus Requested 8.4% 12.8%
Height of Building 1 79.5 feet 78.6 feet
Memory Care Rooms 35 No change




M-2024-003, Westport Cupertino May 20, 2025
ASA-2024-003 21267 Stevens Creek Boulevard Page 2

Site and Location Description

Prior to the commencement of Westport’s development, the project site was known as
the Oaks Shopping Center, which was a regional, multi-tenant outdoor shopping facility
built in the 1970s that included restaurants and a movie theater. The site is in the Heart
of the City Specific Plan Special Area within the Oaks Gateway of the West Stevens Creek

subarea.

The approximately 8.1
gross-acre site is bounded
by Stevens Creek
Boulevard to the south,
Mary Avenue to the east
and north, and Highway
85 to the west. The
surrounding uses are the
Glenbrook Apartments to
the north, De Anza
College to the south
(across Stevens Creek
Boulevard), and the

Cupertino Senior Center Figure 1 Approved Westport site plan.
to the east (See Figure 1).

Previous Entitlements

On August 18, 2020, the City Council approved permits to allow construction of a mixed-
use development on the site that was occupied by the Oaks Shopping Center. The
primary components of that project were:

e Two residential/commercial buildings:



M-2024-003, Westport Cupertino May 20, 2025
ASA-2024-003 21267 Stevens Creek Boulevard Page 3

o Building 1 was a six-story building with 131 senior, licensed assisted living units,
27 memory care residences, and 17,600 square-feet of ground-floor
retail/commercial space.
o Building 2 was a six-story building with 48 BMR senior independent living units!
and 2,400 square feet of ground-floor retail/commercial.
e 70 single-family residential townhouses and 18 single-family residential rowhouse
condominiums.
e A one-level, below-ground parking garage with 191 parking spaces.
o 44,945 square feet of Residential Common Open Space
e 2,915 square feet of Commercial Common Open Space
e 386 onsite and offsite trees, replacing the 73 protected development trees proposed to
be either removed or relocated.
e Height waivers of the 45 foot height limit in the General Plan to allow:
o Building 1 to be 70" 0” to the eave line, and 79" 6” to the roof ridge.
o Building 2 to be 65’ to the eave line, and 74’ 6” to the roof ridge.
e Slope line setback waivers of the 1:1 slope line setback from the curb line in the
General Plan to allow
o aslope line setback of 1:1.70 for Building 1 and
o aslope line setback of 1:1.48 for Building 2.
e Incentive/concession allowing all BMR units to be consolidated in one of the two
senior housing buildings (Building 2) rather than dispersed between the two senior
housing buildings and townhouses/rowhouses.

The approval also included a vesting tentative map (VITM) (TM-2018-03) subdividing the
property into two separate parcels (one 4.7 acre and one 3.1-acre parcel). Subsequently, a
revised VIM (TM-2021-002) subdividing the property into three parcels, with the BMR
building (Building 2) on its own parcel, was approved by City Council on September 7,
2021.

On December 21, 2021, the Cupertino City Council approved a Modification to a
Development Permit (M-2021-003), an Architectural & Site Approval (ASA-2021-007),
and Heart of the City Exception (EXC-2021-003) to allow the following modifications to
Building 1 of the Westport Development project:
e Limited the 8,000-square-foot ground floor dining facility to residents of Building 1
and their guests only, rather than being open to the public.2

! Since early 2024, Building 2 has been occupied and functioning in its capacity as an age restricted BMR
building. As of the date of this staff report, approximately 80 of the 88 townhomes/rowhouses have a
certificate of occupancy.

2 The Department of Social Services prohibits dining areas for licensed Residential Care Facilities for the
Elderly from being open to the public.
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e Adjusted the unit mix, adding more two-bedroom units while reducing studio units
in Building 1, and adding eight memory care rooms (for a total of 35 memory care
rooms), but decreasing the total residential unit count by that same number (131 to
123).

e A density bonus parking alternative standard that reduced the underground parking
garage to a single floor limited to the areas under Building 1, while utilizing parking
lifts and valet service to maintain the original stall count.

e Reduced massing on the top floor to accommodate a sixth-floor aqua therapy pool.

o Allowed 40% of the building frontage along Stevens Creek Boulevard and 75% of the
rear of the building to be occupied by non-retail uses, with no change in retail square
footage from the original permit.

Current Development Permit Modification Request

Cascade Zak, representing the applicant, Related, is now requesting a modification to the
Development Permit (M-2024-003) and an Architectural and Site Approval Permit (ASA-
2024-003) to Building 1:

e Utilize their remaining density bonus Incentive/Concession to reduce the amount of
retail from 17,600 square feet to 4,000 square feet.

e Request a density bonus to increase the senior assisted living dwelling count by 13
units, from 123 to 136, and to modify the unit mix. The number of memory care rooms
remains unchanged at 35.

e Utilize provisions of state law (Assembly Bill 2097) to remove the underground
parking facility (a decrease of 146 parking stalls for the development).

e Make minor adjustments to the proposed structure, including reducing the building
height, moving sixth floor amenities to the ground floor, and decreasing the overall
square footage of the proposed building from 199,800 square feet to 195,253 square
feet.

e Waive the application of the Park Land Dedication In-Lieu Fee.

The applicant is proposing to utilize the provisions of State Density Bonus law and the
newly enacted Assembly Bill 2097 (AB2097) to achieve these changes. However, while
the applicant is entitled to utilize provisions of the State Density Bonus law to reduce the
retail footage if the applicant demonstrates that such reduction results in identifiable and
actual cost savings, the provisions of AB2097 that prohibit cities from requiring minimum
parking requirements do not apply to this project since the project was approved and
entitled prior to the enactment of AB2097. Therefore, the applicant cannot apply AB2097
retroactively to an already entitled project.

Planning Commission Recommendation
The Planning Commission considered the proposed project at its March 22, 2025 meeting.
After much deliberation regarding the loss of retail and the loss of parking, the Planning
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Commission recommended (5-0) that City Council adopt the first amendment to the EIR
and adopt resolutions (Attachments C&D) approving the application with added
conditions of approval to the Modified Development Permit resolution as follows:

e TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (ITDM) PROGRAM
REQUIRED
The applicant shall submit a Traffic Demand Management (TDM) program for the
assisted living employees prior to Building Permit issuance.

e RETAIL/PARKLAND IN-LIEU OF DEDICATION FEE
Applicant to consider increasing the proposed retail square footage to 8,000 square
feet, with no increased parking requirement for the additional 4,000 square feet
retail component, in exchange for a refund of park in-lieu fees already paid in the

approximate amount of $3.69MM, with no further payment of such fees required
for the additional thirteen (13) assisted living units proposed (i.e. forego payment
of approximately $300,000).

The City Council should consider the Planning Commission recommendation as
recorded in the draft resolutions.

Proposed Project Modification Analysis:

. Reduction in Retail

The Heart of the City Specific Plan limits the area of uses that do not involve the direct
retailing of goods or services to the public to no more than 25% of the building frontage
along Stevens Creek Boulevard, and no more than 50% of the rear of the building. On
December 21, 2021, the City Council approved a Heart of the City Exception allowing
40% of the building frontage along Stevens Creek Boulevard and 75% of the rear of the
building to be occupied by non-retail uses. There was no change approved in 2021 to the
total retail square footage in Building 1 (17,600 sq. ft.) from that approved through the
original 2020 permit.
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Approved Building 1 Ground Floor Proposed Building 1 Ground Floor

PROPERTY LINE

ADUUSTED PROPERTY LINE
EDGE OF CLRS 3ISSETRACK  (BLLE)17-0"TO GURE

Figure 2 Comparison between the approved and proposed retail portions of
Building 1. Retail is filled in with red, resident amenities in orange, and Back-of-
House/Support in

Proposed Modification

In the submitted proposed modification, June 18, 2024, letter submitted by the applicant
(Attachment E), states that since their application is a modification to the overall Westport
Development project, the developer of Building 1 remains eligible for the second of two
allowable State density bonus law incentives and concessions allowed for the 8.1-acre
Westport Development. Therefore, the developer requests to use the second available
incentive and concession to reduce the required ground floor retail in Building 13. As
illustrated in Figure 3, the proposed retail locations are on the corner of Building 1
adjacent to Mary Avenue, as well as the development’s driveway entrance along Stevens
Creek Boulevard. The other uses along Stevens Creek are active and administrative uses
limited to resident access, including the front office and wellness center for the senior
assisted living facility.

Staff Analysis:
The applicant suggests that the spaces currently entitled as a retail area in Building 1
occupy ground floor building space that could otherwise be used for mechanical systems

3 The Westport Development includes 29 units of a base density of 237 units that are designated very low
income. State density bonus law allows the development two incentives/concessions.
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and back-of-house spaces for the senior assisted living facility. The currently proposed
locations for these uses are in more expensive-to-build basements or upper-level building
locations. Under State Density Bonus law, a developer is entitled to such incentives and
concessions if there are identifiable and actual cost savings.*

Further, should Building 1 be constructed, an agreement requires the users of Building 1
to pay for a portion of shared infrastructure with Building 2 as on-going site maintenance
costs. This allows the operator of the BMR building (Building 2) better to finance the long-
term operating costs of affordable units.

As identified earlier in the staff report, the Planning Commission recommended a waiver
of parkland in lieu of dedication fees (including those already paid) if the applicant were
able to increase the amount of retail space in the development to a total of 8,000 square
feet, without any additional parking provided. The City Council should consider the
Planning Commission recommendation as recorded in the draft resolutions.

2. Assisted Living Unit Count

The Westport Development provides 12% of its base density as affordable to very low-
income households, which entitles the development to a 38.75% density bonus, or a total
count of 329 units for the entire development pursuant to State density bonus law. As
proposed, the total number of units in the development would increase from 259 to 272
units due to the addition of 13 assisted living units in Building 1 (12.8% Density Bonus).
This amounts to an increase from 123 assisted living units to 136 assisted living units in
Building 1. The number of memory care rooms in Building 1 would remain unchanged
at 35 units under the current proposal.

Staff Analysis
The original development approved in 2020, which included 48 BMR units and 219
market rate units (88 Townhome/Rowhomes, 131 Assisted Living units) was found
consistent with the BMR Manual requiring that the BMR Units in Building 2 and Building
1:
e Be comparable to market rate units in terms of unit type, number of bedrooms per
unit, quality of exterior appearance and overall quality of construction.
e Unit size should be generally representative of the unit sizes within the market- rate
portion of residential projects.
e Interior features and finishes in affordable units shall be durable, of good quality and
consistent with contemporary standards for new housing.

+ Government Code Section 65915(d), provides strict limitations on a city’s ability to deny an incentive or
concession, requiring very specific findings supported with substantial evidence that the incentive or
concession does not result in identifiable and actual cost savings or the incentive or concession would
have a specific and adverse impact upon public health or safety, with the burden of proof upon the city.
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The number of units proposed was within the limits of State Density Bonus Law, and the
developer is mandated in accordance with the City’s BMR Manual to certain standards
of “comparability” as mandated in the Manual’s section 2.3.4 (listed above).

Table 1 (below) shows the proposed unit mix within BMR Building 2 and the market-rate
Building 1. The City Council had found that the original 2020 and 2021 approvals met the
BMR Manual’s standard of comparability. Table 1 demonstrates that the comparability
of the unit mix between Buildings 1 & 2, as proposed, is even more consistent with the
City’s requirements than the project approved in 2021.

Table 1: Unit Comparability Between Buildings 1 & 2
Approved Building 1 (123 Units) Studio One Bedroom | Two Bedroom
Average Unit Size 530 s.f. 710 s.f. 1,110 s.f.
Unit Count 12 75 36
Mix Percentage 10% 61% 29%
Proposed Building 1 (136 Units) Studio One Bedroom | Two Bedroom
Average Unit Size 530 s.f. 710 s.f. 1,110 s.f.
Unit Count 27 79 30
Mix Percentage 20% 58% 22%
Building 2 (48 Units) Studio One Bedroom | Two Bedroom
Average Unit Size 518.6 s.f. 615.7 s.f. 843 s.f.
Unit Count 9 28 11
Mix Percentage 19% 58% 23%

Staff believes that the City Council should support the added units as they are within the
allowed density of the development as approved, as well as continuing and improving
the comparability between the units of Buildings 1 & 2.

. Parking Reduction

Due to the amount of affordable housing and location of the site, the project had been
previously approved with a Density Bonus reduced parking standard. The below-grade
parking garage level in Building 1 was included to address the parking needs for Building
1 users (residents, visitors, staff and retail uses) and 23 spaces for Building 2 residents.

Through the current modification, the applicant is proposing to eliminate the
underground parking and provide all necessary parking at the surface level. However,
the applicant will continue meeting existing obligations to provide parking for the other
portions of Westport Development (Building 2 residents and the town homes) and will
adjust the parking provided for the users of Building 1 to be more reflective of the parking
required to serve their needs, as further described below.
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Staff Analysis

Parking for Building 2 users and Townhomes

The Westport Development utilizes the provisions of State density bonus law to provide
0.5 space per bedroom and the City may not impose a different, higher parking
requirement for the development. Under State density bonus law, the project needed to
provide a total of 30 spaces for Building 2. Seven of these spaces were provided at the
surface level on the parcel on which Building 2 is located, while the remaining 23 spaces
were to be provided in the underground parking garage. The applicant is now proposing
to provide these 23 spaces, previously located below grade under Building 1, at-grade on
the parcel that Building 1 will be located on. In addition, the applicant will continue to
provide seven surface parking spaces for retail use in Building 2 on the Building 1 parcel.
The existing townhomes each have two car garages, with an additional 21 surface spaces
available for guests on the parcel on which the townhomes are located. The applicant is
proposing to continue to provide six parking spaces as guest parking for the townhome
portion of the development at surface level on the Building 1 parcel. As a condition of
approval, the applicant must mark all the spaces with signage to identify the intended
parking space user prior to issuance of final occupancy.

Parking for Building 1 users

Changes to parking provided for Building 1 users include eliminating all parking spaces
for the assisted living or memory care residents, providing 3 surface parking spaces for
residents, 10 surface spaces for employees, 5 spaces for guests and 16 surface parking
spaces for the reduced retail space, as indicated in Table 2 below. The applicant intended
torely upon the provisions of AB2097 to eliminate the underground parking but provide
as much parking as they believe will be needed to serve Building 1 users and that the City
may not impose any minimum parking requirements on their project. While the project
site, due to its location, is eligible for AB2097’s parking provisions, the Westport project
itself was approved prior to enactment of these provisions, and thus AB2097 cannot apply
retroactively to this previously entitled project.

Table 2: Comparison of Approved and Proposed Parking

Previously Approved Proposed
Residential (Building 1)° 80 (below grade) 8
Residential (Building 2)° 26 (below grade) 26
Residential (Townhomes) 6 (surface) 6
Bldg. 1 Facility Employees 28 (below grade) 10

5 The Westport Development was approved with a parking ratio of 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom in
conformance with CA state density bonus law. Required parking for Building 1 residents would be 83.
¢ See footnote 4. Required parking for Building 2 residents would be 30 spaces, seven spaces on the lot
Building 2 is on, and the remaining on the lot that Building 1 is on.
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Retail (Building 1) 71 (10 below grade, 61 surface) 16
Retail (Building 2) 7 (surface) 7
Total Building 1 218 (144 below grade and 73 (all surface)
74 surface)

However, since the property is in the Planned Development with General Commercial
and Residential uses (P (CG/Res)) zoning district’, staff have prepared a parking analysis
for the Building 1 user as seen in Table 3 below, based on the following information
provided by the applicant (Attachment I):

The median age of the tenants in the Senior assisted living units is anticipated to be
approximately 84, based on the applicant/operator’s experience at similar facilities.
Therefore, a very small percentage (8%) of the tenants will drive or own a vehicle.
According to the applicant many residents dispose of, or donate, their vehicles prior
to downsizing into one of their facilities, preferring to use the concierge vehicles
operated by the facility.

Almost 75% of the employees of their other facilities are incentivized to use
alternative means of transportation or park elsewhere (here, De Anza College
facilities are located close by, and the operator is in talks with them regarding
parking arrangements).

Guests are usually only at the facility for a maximum of 90 minutes per visit and can
use public parking or park at De Anza College, if necessary.

Retail reduced to 4,000 square feet, significantly reducing parking demand based on
the City’s retail parking standard of 1 space per 250 square feet.

Table 3: Anticipated Parking Demand vs. Proposed Supply For Building 1
Previously Approved |Proposed| Expected | Gap
Residents 80 3 14 11
Employees (40 max per shift) 28 10 13 3
Guests (included in resident count) 5 10 5
Retail 71 16 16 0
Total 179 34 53 19

Based on the parking analysis, there appears to be a gap of approximately 19 spaces
between the reasonably expected parking demand and the currently proposed parking
space. Discussions with the applicant have indicated that they are voluntarily open to

7CMC 19.80: Planned Development Zones is intended to provide a means of guiding land development
or redevelopment of the City that is uniquely suited for planned coordination of land uses and to provide

for greater flexibility of land use intensity and design because of accessibility, ownership patterns,

topographical considerations, and community design objectives.
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adding surface parking spaces, where possible, to allow the parking supply to get closer
to the expected parking demand. Upon an analysis of the site, it appears that there is
room to add additional surface parking spaces within the site. However, the specific
number of additional spaces that could be added has yet to be determined. Therefore, as
a condition of approval, the applicant is required to update the site plan to add a
minimum of 20 onsite parking spaces, prior to issuance of building permits.

In the alternative, the applicant has suggested that they could eliminate the 4,000 square
feet of retail space being provided in Building 1, by modifying their remaining Density
Bonus Incentive/Concession request, which would allow the use of 16 spaces, currently
earmarked for retail uses, for the residential portion of Building 1.

Staff recommends that the parking count as conditioned with the project, consistent with
similarly programmed assisted living communities in the area, will provide enough
parking on-site.

If the City Council disagrees with the above analysis, it could either recommend a
different parking count that the developer must provide based on a different justification
or deny the modification to the proposed parking arrangement on the basis that AB2097
does not apply to this project.

4. Architectural & Site Approval

As described previously, the developer proposes modifying Building 1 as follows:

e Increasing the footprint of the curved (sickle) portion of the building along Mary
Avenue by 8 feet.

e Relocating the memory care terrace to the interior of the project to overlook the
central green.

e Reducing ground floor height from 20 feet to 18 feet, with incremental height
increases to the upper floors. The overall building height would be reduced to 78.6
feet due to this change.

e Moving the therapy pool terrace and wellness gym to the ground floor from the sixth
floor. This reduces mass along Stevens Creek Boulevard on the sixth floor.

Staff Analysis

None of the changes listed above, have any effect on the programming of the site, except
as previously described in the discussions related to the reduction of retail use and
elimination of underground parking. The overall architectural theme of the project is not
proposed to be modified with this application and the project proposes to continue to be
very similar to the architectural style (Mediterranean) that was previously approved.
Therefore, Staff feels that City Council should support the modifications as proposed.
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. Park Land Dedication In-Lieu Fee

At the revised 136-unit count, Building 1 would be required to pay approximately
$4,080,000 ($30,000 per senior citizen housing development unit) as Park Land Dedication
In-Lieu of Fees. The applicant has identified the following as reasons for the City waving
the fee:

e “New pedestrian walkways connecting Stevens Creek Boulevard and Mary Avenue
through the project. The construction of the walkways is not strictly required by the
City’s Zoning Code; however, they could improve pedestrian circulation in the area,
including Creation of a connection between Stevens Creek Boulevard and Cupertino
Memorial Park.

e Residents of the senior housing units in Building 1 cannot reasonably be anticipated
to generate a material demand on City park lands and instead are more reasonably
anticipated to use the open space amenities included in Building 1 and its publicly
accessible, privately maintained Central Green.

e Strategy HE-2.3.9 of the Housing Element requires the City to explore revising its
Park Land Dedication Fee, including a specific reference to allowing credits for
privately owned and maintained public open spaces and other pedestrian
connections and trails.”

Staff analysis

In accordance with the Municipal Code (CMC 13.08.100), park land shall be dedicated to
the City or the fee in lieu thereof shall be paid, as determined by the City, at the time of
building permit issuance or recordation of a final subdivision map, whichever occurs
earliest. The City has consistently determined that the open space provided on site does
not conform to the private open space (for which credit may be provided) nor the park
land dedication requirement consistent with the requirements of CMC Chapter 13.08.050
(F). Therefore, the determination has been that the project must pay a Park Land
Dedication In-Lieu of Fee subject to CMC Chapter 13.08.060 Fees in Lieu of Park Land
Dedication. To date, the developer has already paid $3.69MM for 123 units®. With the
change to the programming, that is, providing 13 more assisted living units, the applicant
would owe park land in lieu of dedication fees for these additional units in the
approximate amount of $300,000.

The walkway referenced by the applicant as the justification for requesting a fee waiver
is an existing vehicular path between Building 1 and the remainder of the Westport
development, which has long been a part of the site design. It is not a new design feature,

8$3.93M in park fees on 12/21/21 (131 units x $30,000). However, when the project scope was modified
to reduce units from 131 to 123, the City issued the developer a refund of $240,000 (8 units x $30,000).
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nor does it have separated/designated bike lanes or public access easements. As a result,
the project should not receive credit for any connection afforded by this primarily
vehicular connection. Additionally, since the project will be occupied by seniors, the park
land dedication in lieu of fee is already discounted to allow for the estimated reduction
in use of public open spaces by seniors as allowed by Chapter 13.08.

Further, although the Housing Element Strategy HE-2.3.9 may require the City to explore
reduction in development fees, a policy to implement this strategy is not expected to be
adopted until sometime in mid-2026. Accordingly, staff recommend that the City require
the applicant to pay the Park Land Dedication In-Lieu of Fee for the additional 13 units
and does not recommend a refund/waiver of the fees that have already been paid.
However, the City could waive the fee if it wishes to assist this developer in the
development of this market-rate project.

Approval of the Planning Commission’s recommendation for incentivizing adding an
additional 4,000 square feet of retail (for a total of up to 8,000 square feet of retail) would
require the City to refund $3.69MM in fees already paid and agree that applicants need
not pay the additional unpaid fees associated with the additional 13 units.

Staff recommends that the City Council should consider the Planning Commission
recommendation as recorded in the draft resolutions.

Other Department/Agency Review

The City’s Building Division, Public Works Department, Environmental Services
Division, Sheriff’s Department, Cupertino Sanitary District and the Santa Clara County
Fire Department have reviewed and conditioned the project.

Reasons for Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the project modifications, with the conditions of the
approval proposed, because the changes to the project will not create adverse traffic,
noise, or safety impacts to the surrounding area and each finding for approval of the
proposed project, consistent with Chapters 19.56, 19.156, and 19.168 of the Cupertino
Municipal Code, may be made as reflected in the findings of the draft resolutions
attached. The Planning Commission recommendation as recorded in the draft resolutions

as it relates

Sustainability Impact
No sustainability impact.
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Fiscal Impact
If City Council would agree to the added Planning Commission condition that

incentivizes the addition of 4,000 square of retail, the City could lose up to approximately
$4 million in Park in-lieu fees.

City Work Program Item/Description

None

Council Goal
Housing and Quality of Life

California Environmental Quality Act

An Initial Study was prepared and a Final EIR (State Clearinghouse 2019070377) was
certified for the project by City Council on August 18, 2020. The Final EIR identifies
mitigation measures to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts of the
project to less than significant levels. These mitigation measures were adopted and made
conditions of project approval.

The City conducted a CEQA analysis of changes to the project to determine the
appropriate level of subsequent environmental review. Under CEQA Guidelines section
15164, an addendum to an EIR should be prepared where there are (1) no substantial
changes to the project requiring major revisions to the EIR because of new or substantially
increased significant environmental effects of the project; (2) no substantial changes in
circumstances requiring major revisions to the EIR because of new or substantially
increased significant environmental effects of the project; and (3) no new, previously
unknown or unknowable, information of substantial importance showing: (a) new or
substantially more severe significant efforts than were discussed or shown in the EIR; (b)
that previously infeasible mitigation measures/alternatives are now feasible and would
substantially reduce significant efforts; or (c) that considerably different mitigation
measures than analyzed in the EIR would substantially reduce significant effects.

The analysis determined that proposed changes to the project meet the criteria for an
addendum. To this end, an addendum was prepared (see Attachment F), in which they
concluded that the proposed modified project is not a substantial change to the Final EIR
because it is on the same project site as the approved project, makes minor modifications
to Building 1, and removes the subterranean parking garage. It does not significantly alter
what was evaluated in the Final EIR and most impacts would be less than evaluated in
the Final EIR. Consequently, there are no substantial changes proposed that will require
major revisions of the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.
The addendum reviews each topic in the CEQA Environmental Checklist and concludes
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that neither the modifications to the project nor new circumstance or information will
result in an environmental impact that is new or more severe than the impacts studied in
the Initial Study and EIR.

Based on the information provided in the Addendum, construction and operation of the
modified project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity of
previously identified significant impacts analyzed in the Adopted EIR. Therefore, Staff
recommends that City Council adopt the Addendum to the EIR.

Prepared by: Gian Paolo Martire, Senior Planner

Reviewed by: Benjamin Fu, Director of Community Development
Floy Andrews, City Attorney

Approved for Submission by: Tina Kapoor, Acting City Manager

Attachments:

Draft Resolution for M-2024-003

Draft Resolution for ASA-2024-003

Planning Commission Resolution 2025-05

Planning Commission Resolution 2025-06

Letter from J. Abrams Law to Cupertino City Staff dated June 18, 2024
Westport Mixed-Use Project Environmental Impact Report Addendum No. 1
Project Plans

. Public Comments

Applicant Parking Exhibit
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Kimley»Horn
MEMORANDUM

From: Frederik Venter, P.E. and Anthony Nuti, Kimley-Horn and Associates
To: Mark Tersini, KT Urban
Date: November 27, 2018

Re: Westport Cupertino — Transportation Analysis

The purpose of this memorandum is to present traffic analysis findings for the proposed
redevelopment of the Oaks Shopping Center, referred to as the “Westport Cupertino” Project. Trip
generation, Distribution, and Assignment for the project are presented below as well as a level of
service analysis for the intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard.

1. Introduction

The existing site is 71,254 square feet of shopping center use (The Oaks), which includes
specialty restaurants, retailers, and other commercial space.

The proposed project would demolish the existing buildings and construct a mixed-use urban
village with 203 multifamily residential units (88 low-rise and 115 mid-rise), 39 senior residential
units, and 20,000 square feet of general retail. The proposed site provides a total of 525 parking
spaces (293 at-grade spaces and 232 below-grade parking spaces) and 40 spaces for bike
parking. Figure 1 shows the project vicinity and the surrounding street network. Figure 2 shows
the proposed site plan.

The proposed project land uses are consistent with the City of Cupertino General Plan Buildout.

2. Analysis Methodology

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, dated
October 2014, and the City of Cupertino guidelines and criteria were utilized in this analysis to
determine project requirements and potential impacts. Intersection delay and level of service
(LOS) calculations were performed using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology in
Synchro Version 9, which is consistent with TRAFFIX software. Synchro was used instead of
TRAFFIX because it provides improved signal timing evaluation at the intersection of Mary
Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was calculated using
CalEEMod. The City of Cupertino 2040 General Plan Amendment Draft EIR states that at
signalized intersections, a LOS D is acceptable for both the AM and PM peak hour.

3. Existing Conditions

The existing site is 71,254 square feet of shopping center use (The Oaks), which includes
specialty restaurants, retailers, and other commercial space. Existing trips distribute to the east
and west on Stevens Creek Boulevard, and onto SR-85. A few trips also distribute into the
adjacent neighborhoods.

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 1



&

2 '*ﬁ“\ff-l ’j ['_:'gﬂj =

ty Map

{5

icini

e i g pE ity
ity (3 AMSUREDP LTS . P |}
S T
o g A i % gu g

i = e i
el
L) 7 |

Project V

N
NOT TO SCALE

STUDY INTERSECTION
PROJECT SITE

Expect More. Experience Belter.

X
Kimley»Horn

! AN ARIPING N,




FTvOS OL1 1ON

341IS 103rodd d3sododd Iajjeq souayiadsq ‘aiopy adkg
oo UIOH « A9y

uodysapn

A VEY AR CUC SN 1Y B 60T B S50 B 0O AY s i = HOE0 BN EOF BOEC M o7 BN VRO N ECE BLYA ~ W sy
____m\\'ﬂ.aaﬂ!o _nmwﬂﬂn 4 - T _ﬂ.m ...i...u._r_- = =n [ .
=3 o T3
ot =

=1

L]
[l
]
=]
]
L ]
]

-Ir' e i -i.
aoomyevd Al




Kimley»Horn

Surrounding the site is Mary Avenue to the north and east, Stevens Creek Boulevard to the south,
and SR-85 to the west. Along Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard there are Class Il bike
lanes. West of Driveway 4, the westbound Class Il bike lane transitions across the outside lane
that becomes a right turn only lane onto northbound SR-85.

VTA bus stops are located near the project site, within one-half mile, at the following locations:

o East of the intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard (approximately 550
feet from the project site)

¢ North Stelling Rd and Stevens Creek Boulevard (approximately 1,500 feet from the project
site)

¢ De Anza College, a major transit station (approximately 1,100 feet from the project site)

¢ N. Stelling Road (approximately 1,760 feet from the project site)

e South Stelling Road (approximately 1,950 feet from the project site)

The presence of several bus lines within proximity to the site, render the site a transit-rich location.
Major land uses near the site are De Anza College to the south, Garden Gate Elementary School
to the north, and Cupertino Memorial Park to the east. The site is otherwise surrounded by
residential uses.

To the north of the project site along Mary Avenue, an informal Park-and-Ride facility exists for
private shuttles. Vehicles park on both sides of the street during the day and shuttles transport
passengers to major employment centers all over the Bay Area.

Based on the existing count data, the heaviest movement at the intersection of Mary Avenue and
Stevens Creek Boulevard occurs in the eastbound direction in the PM peak hour. The eastbound
AM peak hour volume is only 69% of the PM peak hour volume, and thus, the PM peak hour
volume is most critical.

In the westbound direction, the AM and PM peak hour volumes are approximately the same (the
AM is 94% of the PM peak hour volume). The westbound PM peak hour volume is only 59% of
the eastbound PM peak hour volume. The total entering PM peak hour volumes are higher than
the AM volumes at the intersection by 25%. Thus, the PM peak hour is critical for analysis.

4. Trip Generation

To determine the change in the number of daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour trips with
construction of the proposed Project, trip generation for both existing (trip credits) and proposed
conditions was calculated. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual, 10t Edition, was used to develop trip generation estimates.

The existing shopping center has been approximately 85% occupied over the last 2 years. At 85%
occupancy, the existing shopping center generates approximately 2,287 daily trips, 57 AM peak
hour trips (36 IN / 21 OUT), and 230 PM peak hour trips (110 IN / 120 OUT). It should be noted
that if full occupancy was assumed for the existing shopping center, the trips credited would have
been even higher. This is a conservative estimate since ITE is based on gross lease area, which
typically includes unoccupied units between 5% and 15%.

The proposed project is anticipated to generate approximately 2,174 gross daily trips, 108 gross
AM peak hour trips (35 IN /73 OUT), and 186 gross PM peak hour trips (104 IN / 82 OUT).

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 2
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Trip Credits

Internal trip capture was then applied using the National Cooperative Highway Research Program
Report 684 (NCHRP 684), dated 2011. This methodology estimates the number of trips that have
both the origin and destination within the proposed development. These internal trips are then
subtracted from the total gross trips. After applying internal capture to the proposed project,
reductions of 9% daily trips, 2% AM (3% IN /1 % OUT), and 15% PM (13% IN / 17% OUT) were
applied to gross trips.

VTA defines a major bus stop as a stop where six or more buses per hour stop during the peak
period and is also referred to as a high-quality transit area. A major bus stop is located at De Anza
College approximately 1900 feet from the project site. The residents of the proposed project are
expected to use the crosswalk at Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard to access this major
stop. According to VTA TIA Guidelines, a 2% trip reduction can be used for housing within 2000
feet (0.38 miles) of a major bus stop. Applying the 2% trip reduction results in a reduction of -28
daily trips, -2 AM peak hour trips (-1 IN /-1 OUT), and -2 PM peak hour trips (-1 IN /-1 OUT). This
trip reduction was only taken for residential trips.

Table 1 shows the current bus routes located in the study area.

Table 1 - Bus Routes Near Westport'

Weekdays Weekends Distance High Quality Transit Area  High
from Quality
Dpatating Hours® Headway’ (minutes) ~ Operating  Head-way® |OaksSite High Quality High Quality = Area
Peak | Mid-day Hours™ {minuites) tmi} Line Stop (Y/N)
Local Bus
Anz Al Rock
23 | Dedna | AumRBock |oanam-100am| 10 10 [s30am-1o0am| 20 0.25 Y Y ¥
College Transit Center
De Anza Alum Rock =
25 3 £ 5:00 AM - 11:30 PM 10 10 7:40 AM - 12:00 AM 30 0.4 Y ¥ ¥
College Transit Center
De &nz St sal
g3 | onmR | UM | gcoam-7aoeM| 60 80 = - 04 N Y y
College Transit Center
De Anza Lockheed
54 sl wE Martin Transit | 6:00 AM - 9:30 PM 30 30 8:30 AM - 7:30 PM 60 0.4 N ¥ ¥
College
Center
De Anz
55 i i Great America | 5:30 AM - 11:00 P a0 30 8:20 AM - B:30 PM B0 0.4 N . § Y
College
Moffett Field| San Jose State
81 6:00 AM -9:00 PM 30 30 9:30 AM - 6:20 PM 80 0.25 N Y ¥

Ames Center University
Limited Bus Stop Routes
Downtown De Anza

323 7:00 AM - 10:30 PM 20 20 £:00 AM -10:30 PM 15 0.4 N | ¥
San Jose College

Notes:

! Bus dota token from VTA Bus ond Rail Mop F dated Janurary 2016

+ Operating Hours rounded to the nearest 5 minutes for weekdays ond weekends,

* Headways are defined os the time between transit vehicles on the some route.

* Operoting hours for Sundays may have different schedule or flexible schedule compaored to Saturdays.,

“Private Busses (ie. Apple, LinkedIN, etc) pickup/drop off north of the site

Pass-by trip credits for the shopping center were applied only to the PM peak hour based on
average rates from Appendix E of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3™ Edition. A pass-by trip
is a trip that already exists on the network that will now visit the project site. Since the project is
not producing these trips, pass-by trips are removed from the gross trip generation. This reduction
was calculated to be -26 PM Peak hour trips (-12 IN / -14 OUT).

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 3
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Therefore, the net new project trips are anticipated to be -275 daily trips, +47 AM peak hour trips
(-3 IN/+50 OUT), and -22 PM peak hour trips (+4 IN / -26 OUT) after applying existing shopping
center trip credits, as well as internal capture, VTA reductions, and pass-by reductions.

Per VTA TIA Guidelines, as adopted by the City of Cupertino, a complete TIA for Congestion
Management Plan (CMP) purposes is required for any project in Santa Clara County that is
expected to generate 100 or more net new weekday trips during any peak hour. The proposed
Project is anticipated to generate fewer trips than the 100 peak hour trips required by VTA (36
AM peak and -109 PM peak), therefore a comprehensive TIA is not required, based on VTA
guidelines.

Table 2 below summarizes the trip generation calculations.

Table 2 - Project Trip Generation

WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Total Total

Daily Trips Peak IN ! Peak N ! ouTt
Hour Hour

Multifamily Housing (Low Rise) 220 - Dwelling Unit(s}
Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) 221 - Dwelling Unit(s) 544 0.38 26% / T4% 0.44 61% [/ 30%
Senior Adult Housing-Attached 252 - Dwelling Unit(s) 3.70 0.20 5% [/ 65% D.28 55% | 45%
Shopping Center 820 - 1.000 Sq Ft GLA 37.75 0.04 82% | 38% - § 48% /| 52%
|Existing Conditions
Shopping Center (100% Occupancy) 820 71.254 1.000 SqFtGLA 2880 &7 42 /I 25 271 130 / 41
Shopping Center (85% Occunan-wl' 820 60.568 1.000 Sq FtGLA 2287 57 36 /I 21 230 110 / 120
Paco-8y Trips for Shopping Center (PM = 34%) 3 (78) 0 0 ! [1] (78) 37 1 (4
TOAL EXISTING TRIP CREDIT 2209 57 36 | 21 152 73 I 75
Proposed Conditions
Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 220 88 Dwelling Unit(s) 46 40 e ! 3 40 <4 ] ! 18
Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) 221 115 Dweliing Unit(s) 626 41 %W I 20 51 3 1 20
Senior Adult Housing-Attached 252 39 Dwelling Unit(s) 148 8 3 ! 5 10 8 ! 4
Shopping Center 820 20.000 1.000 SqFtGLA 758 10 12 1 7 76 38 [/ 40
Gross Trips Generated before Internal Capture 2,174 108 as ! 73 188 104 1 82
Internal Capture Trips
Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 220 B8 Dwelling Unit{s) (44) (1) 0 I (1) (8) “ 1 (2)
Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) 221 115 Dwelling Unit(s) 42) 0 0 / 0 (7) (5) ! (2)
Senior Adult Housing-Attached 252 3@ Dwelling Unit(s) (10) 0 0 / ] (%)) n ! 0
Shopping Center 820 20.000 1,000 SqFtGLA (e0) (1) vy ¢+ 0O (14) 4 + (0
Internal Capture Reduction (188) 2 (n 1 (1) 28) (4 1 (19)
Trip Reductions due to Internal Capture® 2% 2% 3% I 1% 15% 13% | 17%
Additional Project Trip Reductions
VTA Major Buz Stop (Daily, AM, PM = 2%) * (28) 2) m (2) (m 1 ()
Paz2-By Trips for Shopping Center (PM = 34%) ™ (28) 0 0 0 (28) (12) 1 (14)
Project Trips 1,934 104 33 I 130 7 /I 53
Existing Trip Credit  (2208)  (57)  (36) | (21) (152) (73) ! (79)
Total Project Trips 1934 104 - S W | 130 T TNy
Net New Project Trips  (275) 47 (3) ! 50 (22) 4 1 (28
[Notes:
1. Assume current retad s 85% occupied
2. Per VTA Transportation Impact Analys's guideines, a 2% vehicle trip reduction for housing trips can be appled for a nearby major bus stop
3. Pass-By trp reduction applied to shopping center PM peak hour trips and based on average rates from Appendx E ITE Trip Generation Handbook 3rd Edation
4. Dady pass-by frips only represent PM peak hour pass-by tnps because no dally pass-by trip is resented in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook
5. Trips reductions due 10 intemnal capture was calculated using NCHRP 694 methodology
6. Trip generation land uses based on average rates from ITE Trip Generation 10th Edition

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 4
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5. Trip Distribution and Assignment

Due to the nature of the proposed redevelopment of the project site into a mixed-use urban village,
trip assignment was split into two groups: retail and residential trips. Separate trip distribution and
assignments were calculated for the retail and residential land use types. Distribution assumptions
for residential and retail trips are discussed below. The volumes indicated at the driveways
represent the actual driveway volume that would be observed and include the gross volumes
minus the internal capture and minus the VTA bus stop trip credits. The driveway volumes do not
include the existing land use credits or pass-by trip reductions, which are incorporated in the
analysis for the Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection only.

Residential Trips

Residential project trips were distributed among project Driveways 1, 2, and 4. Residential trips
are not anticipated to use the project Driveway 3, which will be used by retail only. Trips were
distributed throughout the roadway network with approximately 8% (AM and PM Peak) of trips
to/from the north on Mary Avenue and approximately 68% (AM and PM Peak) of trips to/from the
west on Stevens Creek Boulevard and approximately 24% (AM and PM Peak) of trips to/from the
east on Stevens Creek Boulevard.

The distribution for residential trips are illustrated in Figure 3. Figure 4 shows the project trip
assignment for AM and PM peak hour periods at the project driveways for residential trips. The
volumes shown account for internal capture and VTA reductions only.

Retail Trips

Retail project trips were distributed among project Driveways 2, 3, and 4. Retail trips are not
expected to use project Driveway 1, because there is no retail in this section of proposed site.
Trips were distributed throughout the roadway network with approximately 35% (AM and PM
Peak) of trips to/from the north on Mary Avenue and approximately 30% (AM and PM Peak) of
trips to/from the west on Stevens Creek Boulevard and approximately 30% (AM and PM Peak) of
trips to/from the east on Stevens Creek Boulevard. Approximately 5% (AM and PM Peak) of the
trips are anticipated to use Parkwood Drive (just north of the site). No trips were distributed at the
driveway entrance to the senior center and park since retail visitors are expected to walk to the
stores using the crosswalk with a flashing beacon on Mary Avenue.

The trips distributed along Mary Avenue are expected to already be on the roadway and are not
new trips for the Project, since the existing site is used for retail purposes.

The distribution estimates for retail trips are illustrated in Figure 5. Figure 6 shows the project
trip assignment for AM and PM peak hour periods at the project driveway for retail trips. The
volumes shown account for internal capture only.

The trip distribution is based on existing travel patterns at the intersection of Mary Avenue and
Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Project driveway volumes for both residential and retail land uses, as well as through volumes on
Mary Avenue, are relatively low. Therefore, LOS analyses at the Project driveways are not
warranted.

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 5
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6. Traffic Analysis at Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard

Analysis of intersections is based on the concept of Level of Service (LOS). The LOS of an
intersection is a qualitative measurement used to describe operational conditions. LOS ranges
from A (best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst), which represents heavy delay and a
facility that is operating at or near its functional capacity. The City of Cupertino 2040 General
Plan Amendment Draft EIR states that at signalized intersections, a LOS D is acceptable for
both the AM and PM peak hour. The Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection is
signalized, and therefore, a LOS D or better is required at this intersection.

The intersection of SR-85 Northbound Ramps and Stevens Creek Boulevard was not selected for
analysis because only 30% (approximately 44 vehicles) of the net AM outbound traffic would
distribute to the intersection. Two-thirds of this westbound arriving traffic (30 vehicles) are
expected to travel north onto SR-85 via a free right turn movement. The remaining westbound
through traffic on Stevens Creek Boulevard does not warrant analysis, because the VTA CMP
threshold of 10 vehicles per lane at the intersection is not met.

Intersection LOS for this study has been determined using methods defined in the HCM 2000
and Synchro traffic analysis software. The analysis has been conducted for the weekday AM
and PM peak hours.

6.1 Existing Conditions

Existing Conditions traffic operations were evaluated using existing lane geometry, traffic control,
and peak hour traffic volumes. Peak hour traffic volumes were collected by National Data &
Surveying Services (NDS) on Wednesday April 25, 2018. Table 3 illustrates the LOS and delay
under Existing Conditions. The existing intersection was determined to be an acceptable LOS C
in both the AM peak hour period (31.5-second delay) and PM peak hour period (34.9-second
delay).

Table 3 - Existing Conditions Level of Service
Existing (2018)

Jurisdiction' Control AM Peak PM Peak
LOS Delay (s) LOS Delay (s)

LOS

Intersection Criteria

1| Mary Avenue and Stevens | p CcupP Signal C 31.5 C 34.9
Creek Boulevard

'CUP = City of Cupertino

6.2 Existing Plus Project Conditions

Existing Plus Project Conditions traffic operations were evaluated using existing lane geometry,
traffic control, and existing peak hour traffic volumes plus net new project volumes. Figure 7
shows the intersection volumes and Table 4 shows the LOS and delay at the intersection of Mary
Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard under Existing Plus Project Conditions. Under Existing
Plus Project conditions, the study intersection would remain at an acceptable LOS C during AM
(32.6-second delay) and PM peak hours (34.8-second delay). The increase in the AM is
approximately 1.1 seconds.

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 6
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Figure 7 — Existing Plus Project Intersection Volumes

Mary Ave
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7(20)
28(75)

De Anza College

Table 4 - Existing Plus Project Conditions Level of Service

Existing (2018) +Project
Jurisdiction' Control AM Peak PM Peak
LOS Delay(s) LOS Delay(s)

LOS

Intersection Criteria

Mary Avenue and
1 | Stevens Creek D CUP Signal C 32.6 C 34.8
Boulevard
'CUP = City of Cupertino

6.2 Background Plus Project Conditions

No Background Plus Project Conditions were evaluated for the proposed project at the Mary
Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard intersection, because, for PM peak hour conditions, the
net added project volumes would decrease. Therefore, the proposed project would result in no
impact. In addition, the PM peak hour presents the worst-case analysis because of the higher

existing volumes.

Under Existing Conditions in the AM peak hour, the increase in delay would be less than 1.1-
seconds at the intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard. Under Background
Plus Project Conditions this increase would be less, because the percentage of project traffic
related to background traffic is smaller. This marginal increase in delay does not meet VTA or City
of Cupertino standards for generating impacts and the project would have no impact under
Background Plus Project Conditions.

6.3 Cumulative Conditions

Traffic operations were evaluated for 2040 Cumulative Conditions based on data presented in the
Sandis Traffic Impact Analysis Report, dated February 2017, which references the City of
Cupertino General Plan EIR, 2014. It is assumed that the Cumulative Conditions intersection
geometry of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard would be the same as Existing
Conditions. Table 5 shows the LOS and delay for the traffic signal at Stevens Creek Boulevard
and Mary Avenue for cumulative conditions. Under Cumulative Conditions, the intersection would

Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 7
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operate at an acceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour (47.7-second delay) and PM peak hour
(46.3-second delay).

Table 5 - Cumulative Conditions Level of Service

Cumulative (2040)
LOS  jurisdiction' Control AM Peak PM Peak

Intersection .
Criteria

LOS Delay(s) LOS Delay (s)

Mary Avenue and Stevens .
Creek Boulevard D CcupP Signal D 47.7 D 46.3

'CUP = City of Cupertino

5.4 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions traffic operations were evaluated using cumulative lane
geometry, traffic control, and cumulative peak hour traffic volumes plus net new project
volumes. It is assumed that the Cumulative Conditions intersection geometry of Mary Avenue
and Stevens Creek Boulevard would be the same as Existing Conditions. Figure 8 shows the
intersection volumes and Table 6 shows the LOS and delay signalized study intersection at
Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard. The intersection operates at an acceptable LOS D
in both the AM (49.1-second delay) and PM (46.3-second delay) peak hours, as presented in
the Cupertino 2040 General Plan Amendment Draft EIR.

Figure 8 — Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Volumes

L 156(168)

§— 917(1058)

r 243(181)

201(183)

48(128)
146(162)
Mary Ave

v

Stevens Creek Blvd

Stevens Creek Blvd

163(280) —’

1593(1405) —P»

215(135) —}
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130
10
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Table 6 - Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Level of Service

Cumulative (2040) + Project
o Jurisdiction' Control AM Peak PM Peak

Intersection Criteria

LOS Delay(s) LOS Delay (s)

Mary Avenue and Stevens i
Creek Boulevard D CupP Signal D 49.1 D 46.3

'CUP = City of Cupertino
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7. Parking Requirements

Parking requirements for the site were calculated based on on-site supply only and the Park-and-
Ride on-street parking along Mary Avenue was not included in the parking analysis. The Mary
Avenue on-street parking is public and is not anticipated to be impacted by the site uses or
activities. Furthermore, the project has no jurisdiction over the public parking and usage along
Mary Avenue. Table 7 provides the project parking supply and City requirements.

Table 7 — Vehicle Parking Requirements

City

. . " City Project Surplus
Land Use Project Size Mgl;lg;eal Requirement Supply (Deficiency)
Row Home /| 5 4 4rooms: 88 | 2-3 bedrooms: 2 176 210 34
Town Home
Building 1
. 1 spaces per
Retail 17,600 SQFT 250 SQFT 71 73 2
Multifamily 0-1 bedrooms: 45 0-1 bedrooms: 1 185 193 8
Housing 2-3 bedrooms: 70 2-3 bedrooms: 2
Building 2
. 1 spaces per
Retail 2,400 SQFT 250 SQFT 10 10 0
ﬁe”ic?r 0-1 bedrooms: 39 | 0-1 bedrooms: 1 39 39 0
ousing
Total 481 525 44

City requirements are based on City of Cupertino Municipal Code Chapter 19.124, Section19.56.040A and Table 19.56.040B

Table 8 provides the bicycle parking requirements for the short-term bicycle parking, Table 9
provides the bicycle parking requirements for long-term retail bicycle parking, and Table 10
provides the bicycle parking requirements for long-term residential bicycle parking.

Table 8 — Short-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements

Land Use Project Size Code Requirements’ Reql?i:ayment Project Supply
Building 1 Retail: 17,600 SQFT Residential:1/10 units Retail: 14.08 Retail: 16
9 Residential: 115 DU (Class II) Residential: 11.5 Residential: 12
9 Residential: 39 DU (Clasé Il Residential: 3.9 Residential: 4
'Short term requirements based on City of Cupertino Municipal Code Chapter 19.124
Westport Cupertino —Transportation Analysis Page 9
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Table 9 — Long-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements for Retail Only

. Vehicle . Project
1
Land Use Code Requirements Spaces Requirement Supply
Building 1 - 5% of vehicle spaces
Retail Only (Class 1) & 36 4
Building 2 - 5% of vehicle spaces
Retail Only (Class 1) 10 0.5 2

"Long term requirements based on Green Building Standards Non-Residential
Mandatory Measure 5.106.4

Table 10 — Long-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements for

Multifamily Housing and Senior Apartments

. . Project
1
Code Requirements Requirement Supply
Building 1 - 115 DU 58 58
1 space per
o 2 residential units
Building 2 - 39 DU 20 20

For the parking layouts, refer to Sheet Set A200, A201, and G202 of the C2K Westport plan set
for the most up-to-date site plans with parking requirements. Based on the City of Cupertino
Municipal code, the proposed project parking is sufficient.

8. Pedestrian Mobility

Continuous sidewalks exist along both Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard and the
project does not propose to change these sidewalks. The project would connect to the public
sidewalks and provide ADA-compliant sidewalk facilities, walkways and paths throughout the site
per 2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design. The Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard
intersection provides marked crosswalks for pedestrians and bikes on the intersection’s north,
east, and south legs. Additionally, a marked crosswalk with a flashing beacon on Mary Avenue
provides access to the project site from the Cupertino Memorial Park and Cupertino Senior
Center.

De Anza College can be accessed via sidewalks on Mary Avenue and crosswalks at Mary Avenue
and Stevens Creek Boulevard. Garden Gate Elementary school can be accessed via residential
sidewalks along Mary Avenue and the residential streets.

As such, employees, patrons, and residents choosing to walk to and from the site would not be
adversely impacted based on pedestrian mobility and accessibility.
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9. Bicycle Mobility

Existing Class Il bicycle lanes along Stevens Creek Boulevard and Mary Avenue provide bicycle
access to the proposed project site with a long transition to the through lanes across the SR-85
bridge crossing. In the future, the City of Cupertino plans to convert the existing Class Il bike lanes
to Class IV bikeways on Stevens Creek Boulevard.

To the north, a Class | multi-use bridge over [-280 exists. This path can be accessed from the
Mary Avenue Class Il bike lanes.

Students have the option to bike to Garden Gate Elementary school by using the Class Il bike
lane on Mary Avenue and sidewalks along various residential streets.

As such, employees, patrons, and residents choosing to bike to the site would not be adversely
impacted based on bicyclist mobility and accessibility.

10. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Based on the State’s future requirement to conduct vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis for
projects, a VMT analysis was performed. The VMT was determined by using CalEEMod and
was calculated for Existing and Existing Plus Project Conditions. The existing 71,250 SF of
commercial space, with 85% occupancy, would produce an approximate annual VMT of
2,782,747 miles, while the proposed project would reduce the annual VMT to 2,662,683 miles.

11. Conclusions

The proposed Project was evaluated to determine if significant impacts would occur at adjacent
intersections or Westport Cupertino Project site driveways. The evaluation determined that the
proposed Project would generate -275 daily, +47 AM peak hour (-3 IN / 50 OUT), and -22 PM
peak hour (4 IN /-26 OUT) net new trips. This trip generation is below the VTA standard of 100
or more net new weekday trips; therefore, a full TIA is not required. This trip generation is also
low compared to baseline volumes at adjacent study intersections and roadways, and LOS at
Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard would not degrade below acceptable levels with the
addition of the Project traffic. The PM peak hour volumes are higher than the AM peak hour and
present a worst-case scenario. The proposed project would result in a net reduction in PM peak
hour trips and daily VMT. During the AM peak hour, the proposed project would add very few trips
and would not cause impacts at the intersection of Mary Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard.
Very few trips would be added to the SR-85 and Stevens Creek Boulevard intersections and
would not cause significant impacts.

Based on the analyses conducted in this study, no potentially significant impacts are anticipated
to occur due to the proposed Project. There are also no potentially significant impacts triggered
by the land plan that have not already been evaluated under the City’s General Plan 2040 for
redevelopment of the project site.
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing
4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD Timing Plan: AM PEAK
S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 2 LI T 1S L] B N 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 152 1019 227 195 822 106 102 7 28 99 24 239
Future Volume (vph) 152 1019 227 195 822 106 102 7 28 99 24 239
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00  0.99 1.00 095 1.00 100 085
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 097 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.8 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4867 1770 4953 3433 1549 1770 1863 1347
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4867 1770 4953 3433 1549 1770 1863 1347
Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 08 08 054 054 054 08 08 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 177 1185 264 227 956 123 189 13 52 116 28 281
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 12 0 0 49 0 0 0 256
Lane Group Flow (vph) 177 1421 0 227 1067 0 189 16 0 116 28 25
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 26 23 36 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 151 386 181 421 10.7 8.0 133 106 106
Effective Green, g (s) 13.1 36.6 161 401 8.7 6.0 11.3 8.6 8.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.38 017 042 0.09 0.06 012 0.09 0.09
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 240 1845 295 2058 309 96 207 166 120
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.29 c0.13  ¢0.22 0.06 0.01 c0.07  0.02
v/s Ratio Perm c0.02
v/c Ratio 0.74  0.77 0.77 052 061  0.17 056 017  0.21
Uniform Delay, d1 400 263 384 210 423 429 40.3 406 408
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.2 20 11.4 0.2 3.6 0.8 34 05 0.9
Delay (s) 51.3 283 499 212 458 437 437 411 M7
Level of Service D C D C D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 30.8 26.2 45.3 42.2
Approach LOS C C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 315 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 96.5 Sum of lost time (s) 26.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing
4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD Timing Plan: PM PEAK
S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 2 LI T 1S L] B N 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 225 1680 113 138 892 165 126 20 75 123 78 138
Future Volume (vph) 225 1680 113 138 892 165 126 20 75 123 78 138
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.5 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 1.00 097 1.00 079 1.00 100 0.83
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 099 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.8 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5037 1770 4836 3433 1297 1770 1863 1313
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5037 1770 4836 3433 1297 1770 1863 1313
Peak-hour factor, PHF 080 090 09 093 093 093 08 08 08 080 084 084
Adj. Flow (vph) 281 1867 126 148 959 177 143 23 85 154 93 164
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 16 0 0 80 0 0 0 147
Lane Group Flow (vph) 281 1988 0 148 1120 0 143 28 0 154 93 17
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 86 140 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 227 550 148 471 10.1 8.7 15.1 137 137
Effective Green, g (s) 20.7 530 12.8 451 8.1 6.7 13.1 "7 17
Actuated g/C Ratio 019 047 0.11 040 0.07 0.06 012 010 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 5.0 45 4.0 45 40 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 328 2392 203 1954 249 77 207 195 137
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16  ¢0.39 008 0.23 0.04 0.02 c0.09 ¢0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 086  0.83 0.73 057 057 0.36 0.74 048 013
Uniform Delay, d1 440 254 477 258 501 504 476 471 453
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 19.2 26 12.3 04 3.2 29 13.5 1.8 04
Delay (s) 632 280 60.0  26.2 533 533 611 489 457
Level of Service E C E C D D E D D
Approach Delay (s) 324 30.1 53.3 522
Approach LOS C C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 34.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 111.6 Sum of lost time (s) 26.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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Westport Cupertino

4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD

Existing Plus Project
Timing Plan: AM PEAK

S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LT % 4k L1 T b1 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 159 1019 227 195 821 105 102 7 28 111 24 271
Future Volume (vph) 159 1019 227 195 821 105 102 7 28 111 24 271
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.98 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.94 1.00 100 085
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 097 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.8 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4866 1770 4953 3433 1548 1770 1863 1345
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4866 1770 4953 3433 1548 1770 1863 1345
Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 08 08 054 054 054 08 08 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 185 1185 264 227 955 122 189 13 52 131 28 319
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 12 0 0 43 0 0 0 279
Lane Group Flow (vph) 185 1421 0 227 1065 0 189 17 0 131 28 40
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 26 23 36 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 156 389 181 419 10.7 8.8 134 115 115
Effective Green, g (s) 136 369 161 399 8.7 6.8 11.4 9.5 9.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.38 0.16  0.41 0.09 0.7 012 010 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 246 1837 291 2022 305 107 206 181 130
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.29 c0.13  0.22 0.06 0.01 c0.07  0.02
v/s Ratio Perm c0.03
v/c Ratio 0.75  0.77 0.78  0.53 062 0.16 064 015 0.31
Uniform Delay, d1 404 267 391 218 429 427 412 404 410
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12.2 2.1 12.7 0.2 3.7 0.7 6.3 04 1.4
Delay (s) 526 2838 518 220 466 434 475 408 424
Level of Service D C D C D D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 315 27.2 45.8 43.7
Approach LOS C C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 326 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 97.7 Sum of lost time (s) 26.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Kimley-Horn Synchro 9 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD

Existing Plus Project
Timing Plan: PM PEAK

S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LT % 4k L1 T b1 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 240 1680 113 138 887 160 126 20 75 108 78 152
Future Volume (vph) 240 1680 113 138 887 160 126 20 75 108 78 152
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 1.00  0.96 1.00 079 1.00 100 0.83
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.8 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5037 1770 4756 3433 1299 1770 1863 1314
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5037 1770 4756 3433 1299 1770 1863 1314
Peak-hour factor, PHF 080 090 09 093 093 093 08 08 08 080 084 084
Adj. Flow (vph) 300 1867 126 148 954 172 143 23 85 135 93 181
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 16 0 0 80 0 0 0 163
Lane Group Flow (vph) 300 1988 0 148 1110 0 143 28 0 135 93 18
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 86 140 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 238 549 148 464 10.1 9.0 139 128 128
Effective Green, g (s) 218 529 128 444 8.1 7.0 1.9 108 108
Actuated g/C Ratio 020 048 0.12 040 0.07 0.06 011 010 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 347 2398 203 1900 250 81 189 181 127
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17  ¢0.39 008 0.23 0.04 0.02 c0.08 ¢0.05
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 086  0.83 0.73 0.58 057 0.35 071 051 0.14
Uniform Delay, d1 432 252 475 261 498 499 480 477 459
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 19.5 25 12.3 05 3.1 26 12.1 25 0.5
Delay (s) 62.7 277 508 266 53.0 525 60.0 501 464
Level of Service E C E C D D E D D
Approach Delay (s) 32.3 30.4 52.8 51.7
Approach LOS C C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 34.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 1111 Sum of lost time (s) 26.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.2% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Westport Cupertino Synchro 9 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Cumulative
4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD Timing Plan: AM PEAK
S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 2 LI T 1S L] B N 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 156 1593 215 243 918 157 130 10 31 134 43 169
Future Volume (vph) 156 1593 215 243 918 157 130 10 31 134 48 169
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  0.99 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.94 1.00 100 0.83
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00  0.89 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4937 1770 4910 3433 1559 1770 1863 1320
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4937 1770 4910 3433 1559 1770 1863 1320
Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 08 08 054 054 054 08 08 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 181 1852 250 283 1067 183 241 19 57 158 56 199
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 16 0 0 53 0 0 0 184
Lane Group Flow (vph) 181 2089 0 283 1234 0 241 23 0 158 56 15
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 26 23 36 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 158 475 203 525 12.1 9.1 13.1 10.1 10.1
Effective Green, g (s) 13.8 455 183 505 10.1 7.1 1.1 8.1 8.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 013 042 017 047 0.09 0.7 0.10 0.07 0.07
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 225 2070 298 2285 319 102 181 139 98
v/s Ratio Prot 0.10 c0.42 c0.16  ¢0.25 0.07  0.01 c0.09 ¢0.03
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 080  1.01 095 0.54 076  0.22 087 040 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 460 315 46 207 480 481 480 479 470
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 185 221 38.3 0.3 9.8 1.1 33.9 1.9 0.7
Delay (s) 645 536 829 210 57.8 492 820 498 477
Level of Service E D F C E D F D D
Approach Delay (s) 54.4 324 55.7 61.1
Approach LOS D C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 47.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 108.5 Sum of lost time (s) 26.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.9% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Cumulative
4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD Timing Plan: PM PEAK
S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 2 LI T 1S L] B N 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 265 1405 135 181 1063 173 251 37 96 180 128 169
Future Volume (vph) 265 1405 135 181 1063 173 251 37 96 180 128 169
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.5 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 1.00 097 1.00 079 1.00 100 0.82
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00  0.89 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5018 1770 4853 3433 1317 1770 1863 1294
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5018 1770 4853 3433 1317 1770 1863 1294
Peak-hour factor, PHF 080 090 09 093 093 093 08 08 08 080 084 084
Adj. Flow (vph) 331 1561 150 195 1143 186 285 42 109 225 152 201
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 16 0 0 70 0 0 0 173
Lane Group Flow (vph) 331 1703 0 195 1313 0 285 81 0 225 152 28
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 86 140 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 2717 50.3 185 4141 149 130 204 185 185
Effective Green, g (s) 257 483 16.5 391 129 1.0 184 165 165
Actuated g/C Ratio 021 040 0.14  0.33 0.11  0.09 015 014 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 5.0 45 4.0 45 40 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 378 2016 242 1578 368 120 270 255 177
v/s Ratio Prot c0.19 ¢0.34 011 0.27 0.08 0.06 c0.13  ¢0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02
v/c Ratio 088 0.84 081 0.83 0.77  0.68 083 060 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 457 326 503 375 522 529 494 487 457
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 19.7 34 17.5 3.9 98 140 19.3 3.7 04
Delay (s) 654  36.0 67.8 414 620 669 68.7 524 464
Level of Service E D E D E E E D D
Approach Delay (s) 40.8 44.8 63.7 56.6
Approach LOS D D E E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 46.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.2 Sum of lost time (s) 26.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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Westport Cupertino Cumulative Plus Project

4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD Timing Plan: AM PEAK
S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LT % 4k L1 T b1 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 163 1593 215 243 917 156 130 10 31 146 48 201
Future Volume (vph) 163 1593 215 243 917 156 130 10 31 146 43 201
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  0.99 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.94 1.00 100 0.83
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00  0.89 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4937 1770 4911 3433 1559 1770 1863 1319
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4937 1770 4911 3433 1559 1770 1863 1319
Peak-hour factor, PHF 086 08 08 08 08 08 054 054 054 08 08 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 190 1852 250 283 1066 181 241 19 57 172 56 236
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 16 0 0 53 0 0 0 218
Lane Group Flow (vph) 190 2089 0 283 1231 0 241 23 0 172 56 18
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 26 23 36 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 164 476 203 520 12.1 9.4 13.1 104 104
Effective Green, g (s) 144 456 183  50.0 10.1 74 1.1 84 8.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 013 042 0.17 046 0.09 0.7 0.10 0.08 0.08
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 234 2067 297 2254 318 105 180 143 101
v/s Ratio Prot 0.11  c0.42 c0.16  ¢0.25 0.07  0.01 c0.10  ¢0.03
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.81 1.01 095 0.55 076  0.22 096 039 0.18
Uniform Delay, d1 459 317 49 213 482 480 487 478 470
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 189 225 39.4 0.3 9.9 1.0 83.7 1.8 0.9
Delay (s) 648  54.1 843 215 58.1  49.1 1023 496 479
Level of Service E D F C E D F D D
Approach Delay (s) 55.0 33.1 55.9 68.3
Approach LOS E C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 49.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 108.9 Sum of lost time (s) 26.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn Synchro 9 Report
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Page 1



Westport Cupertino Cumulative Plus Project

4: MARY AVE & STEVENS CREEK BLVD Timing Plan: PM PEAK
S T T 2 N . I S 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations LT % 4k L1 T b1 4 i
Traffic Volume (vph) 280 1405 135 181 1058 168 251 37 96 162 128 183
Future Volume (vph) 280 1405 135 181 1058 168 251 37 96 162 128 183
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.5 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 091 1.00 091 097 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  0.99 1.00  0.96 1.00 079 1.00 100 0.82
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00  0.89 1.00 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 4972 1770 4774 3433 1316 1770 1863 1293
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 4972 1770 4774 3433 1316 1770 1863 1293
Peak-hour factor, PHF 080 090 09 093 093 093 08 08 08 080 084 084
Adj. Flow (vph) 350 1561 150 195 1138 181 285 42 109 202 152 218
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 15 0 0 70 0 0 0 189
Lane Group Flow (vph) 350 1703 0 195 1304 0 285 81 0 203 152 29
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 26 86 140 87
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 292 512 186 406 149 136 19.1 178 178
Effective Green, g (s) 2712 492 16.6  38.6 129 116 171 158 158
Actuated g/C Ratio 023 041 014 0.32 0.11  0.10 014 0413 013
Clearance Time (s) 45 5.0 45 5.0 45 4.0 45 40 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 399 2030 243 1529 367 126 251 244 169
v/s Ratio Prot c0.20 ¢0.34 011 0.27 0.08 0.06 c0.11  ¢0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02
v/c Ratio 088 0.84 080 0.85 0.78  0.65 081 062 017
Uniform Delay, d1 450 321 504 383 524 525 50.1 495 465
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 19.0 3.2 17.2 48 99 108 17.2 49 0.5
Delay (s) 640 353 675 431 623 633 67.3 544 470
Level of Service E D E D E E E D D
Approach Delay (s) 40.2 46.3 62.6 56.2
Approach LOS D D E E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 46.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.5 Sum of lost time (s) 26.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn Synchro 9 Report
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Kimley»Horn
MEMORANDUM

From: Frederik Venter, P.E. and Anthony Nuti, Kimley-Horn and Associates
To: Winnie Pagan and Chad Mosely, City of Cupertino Public Works
Date: September 18, 2019

Re: Westport Cupertino — Stevens Creek Boulevard & SR 85 On Ramp Signalization Analysis

The purpose of this memorandum is to present traffic analysis findings for the reconfiguration of the
westbound right turn lane at the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and SR 85 Northbound Ramp
Terminal for pedestrian and bicycle crossing maneuvers. Level of service and queue analysis for the
westbound right turn movement and the overall intersection are discussed in this memo. The effect of the
Westport Cupertino mixed-use urban village project (hereinafter referred to as “Westport’) on the
westbound right turn movement and level of service at the intersection also were evaluated. The Westport
project would demolish the existing shopping center (i.e., The Oaks Shopping Center) and construct 203
multi-family residential units, 39 senior units, and 20,000 square feet of retail space.

1. Introduction

The City of Cupertino is planning to reconfigure the existing westbound right turn movement from Stevens
Creek Boulevard onto the Northbound State Route 85 On Ramp. This reconfiguration will include the
following:

e Convert the existing westbound “free” right turn lane to a signal controlled right turn movement to
allow for an exclusive protected phase for pedestrians and cyclists to cross the on-ramp leg.

The purpose of this reconfiguration is to increase pedestrian and bicycle opportunities to cross the on-ramp
leg.
For this analysis, the following study intersection was analyzed:

1. Stevens Creek Boulevard & State Route 85 Northbound Ramp Terminal

Figure 1 shows the location of the study intersection.

Figure 2 shows the reconfiguration of the Stevens Creek and Northbound State Route 85 On/Off Ramps
provided by Toole Design Group. The planned intersection configuration is in the conceptual design stage.

Figure 3 shows the proposed site plan for the Westport project.

A Simtraffic microsimulation model was prepared for the analysis. The model included the Stevens Creek
Boulevard/Mary Avenue intersection to the east and the Stevens Creek Boulevard/SR 85 southbound ramp
terminal intersection to the west, to have accurate arrival patterns for the analysis of the study intersection,
particularly the westbound right turn movement. No analysis results were reported for these adjacent
intersections, since the operations at these locations will remain unaffected with the planned
reconfiguration.

Westport Cupertino — SR 85 Interchange Analysis Page 1
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Kimley»Horn

2. Analysis Methodology

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (October 2014),
City of Cupertino guidelines, and industry criteria were utilized in this analysis to determine project
requirements and potential impacts.

Analysis of the study intersection is based on the concept of Level of Service (LOS). The LOS of an
intersection is a qualitative measurement used to describe operational conditions. LOS ranges from A
(best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst), which represents heavy delay and a facility that is
operating at or near its functional capacity.

Intersection delay and level of service (LOS) calculations were performed using Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) 2000 methodology in Synchro Version 9, which is consistent with TRAFFIX software. Synchro was
used instead of TRAFFIX because it provides improved signal timing evaluation at the intersection of
Stevens Creek and Northbound State Route 85 On/Off Ramps.

The VTA Congestion Management Plan (CMP) (December 2017) states a LOS E, except for facilities
grandfathered in at LOS F, is acceptable for both the AM and PM peak hour at the study intersection. The
study intersection is not identified as an intersection operating at LOS F, so a minimum of LOS E is
acceptable for the study intersection.

The following scenarios were analyzed for this report in the AM and PM peak hours:

e Existing (2019) Conditions

e Existing (2019) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions for the Westbound Right Turn Movement

e Cumulative (2040) Conditions

e Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions for the Westbound Right Turn
Movement

3. Traffic Analysis

The following section discusses traffic operations at the study intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard
and Northbound State Route 85 Ramp Terminal.

3.1 Existing (2019) Conditions LOS Analysis
Existing Conditions traffic operations were evaluated using existing lane geometry, traffic control, and peak
hour traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes. Counts were collected on the following days:

e AM Peak Period: May 23, 2019 (7:00 AM - 10:00 AM)
e PM Peak Period: May 22, 2019 (4:00 PM - 7:00 PM)

Counts were collected when school was in session and the weather was fair.
Current operations at the study intersection include the following:

e Protected left turns on all approaches

e No right turn on red for the Northbound State Route 85 Off Ramp right turn onto Stevens Creek
Boulevard

¢ No right turns allowed for the De Anza Community College approach

¢ “Free” movements for the westbound right turn from Stevens Creek Boulevard onto the northbound
on ramp of State Route 85

e The north leg has a two-stage crosswalk that allows a pedestrian or cyclist to cross the “free”
westbound right turn lane when there is a gap in traffic or traffic stops for them and wait on the
small refuge island provided. Then they cross the on-ramp lanes using the pedestrian signal-
controlled crosswalk.

Westport Cupertino — SR 85 Interchange Analysis Page 5



Kimley»Horn

Even though right turns are not permitted for the De Anza Community College approach, some vehicles
were observed performing this movement. In Synchro these vehicles were modeled as through movements
since a right turn is an illegal movement.

Figure 4 shows the Existing Conditions Geometry at the study intersection.

Figure 5 shows the vehicle count data, Figure 6 shows the pedestrian count data, and Figure 7 shows the
bike count data.

Table 1 illustrates the LOS and delay under Existing Conditions.

The 95" percentile queue for the westbound right turn is zero in Existing (2019) Conditions. The movement
is a “free” right turn, and cars can perform the movement without stopping. Vehicles currently yield to
pedestrians using the crosswalk at the northbound on-ramp; however, the low bicycle and pedestrian
volumes do not generate queues when vehicles yield to them as they cross the westbound right turn
movement.

The existing intersection currently operates at an acceptable level of service.

Figure 4 — Existing (2019) Conditions Geometry
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Figure 5 — Existing (2019) Conditions Peak Hour Intersection Volumes
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Figure 6 - Existing Peak Hour Pedestrian Count Data
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Figure 7 — Existing Peak Hour Bicycle Count Data
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Table 1 - Existing (2019) Conditions Level of Service

Existing (2019)
Intersection Clr-if::ia Jurisdiction Control AM Peak PM Peak
LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay
Stevens Creek Boulevard and .
1 NB SR 85 On/Off Ramps E Caltrans Signal C 30.0 C 247

Notes:

Analysis performed using Synchro 10 with HCM 2000 methodologies
Delay indicated in seconds/vehicle

CMP level of service (LOS) standard for the County is E
Intersections that fall below City standards are shown in bold

hPON~

3.2 Trip Generation Estimates and Distribution for the Westport Project

The Westport project would generate -275 net new daily trips, 47 net new AM peak hour trips, and -22 net
new PM peak hour trips, consistent with the analysis completed in the Westport Cupertino — Transportation
Analysis Memo (November 27, 2018).

Figure 8 illustrates the distribution for the retail uses of the Westport project, while Figure 9 illustrates the
distribution for the residential uses.

Westport Cupertino — SR 85 Interchange Analysis Page 8
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Kimley»Horn

3.3 Existing (2019) Plus Westport Project and Signalized Conditions for the Westbound Right Turn
(WBR) Conditions

Traffic operations were evaluated with Synchro and SimTraffic software using the proposed signalized
westbound right turn configuration with existing peak hour traffic volumes and adding the Westport project
trips.

Figure 10 shows the intersection volumes with the Westport Project implemented. It was also estimated
that bicycle and pedestrian volumes would increase by 20% at the crosswalk. This is based on the
assumption that the improved facility and the added residential units from the Westport project would
generate more pedestrian and bicycle demand. The new pedestrian and bicycle crossing volumes are
shown on Figure 11 and Figure 12, respectively.

To be conservative, only a pedestrian signal was analyzed because a pedestrian crossing time is longer
than a bicycle crossing time. A shorter bicycle crossing time would produce shorter vehicle queues in the
westbound right turn lane than would occur with a longer pedestrian crossing time.

Currently, the westbound right turn movement operates independently from the existing intersection as a
“free” right turn. With the addition of signal control for the westbound right turn movement, the cars would
have a continuous green right-turn arrow until a cyclist or pedestrian arrives and activates the pedestrian
or bike crossing signal, at which time a red right-turn arrow would stop the cars. This pedestrian/bicycle
signal call could only occur on the east-west signal phasing plan of the intersection when there are no other
conflicting movements with the pedestrian and/or bicycle phase. Queues would only form in the westbound
right turn pocket when the right turn arrow is red.

SimTraffic software cannot accurately simulate this signal timing plan because of the random nature of
pedestrian and bicycle arrivals/crossings. Thus, an equivalent simulation was developed that is more
conservative and assumes a pedestrian or bicycle call with every green east-west phase. In addition, a
pedestrian crossing time was used in the simulation, which is higher compared to a bicycle crossing time.

Queues would be generated by the vehicles stopping and waiting for a pedestrian or bicycle to cross when
the right turn arrow is red. Queue results after five SimTraffic simulations and HCM 2000 LOS results for
the westbound right turn lane are reported in Table 2.

Under Existing (2019) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions, queues for the westbound right turn
movement would increase by approximately nine cars in the AM peak hour and ten cars in the PM peak
hour compared to existing conditions with no signal control. The overall intersection LOS would also remain
at LOS C in both the AM and PM peak hours.

Figure 13 shows the estimated queue lengths and demonstrates that no operational issues would occur.

Note that the queues reported in Table 2 and shown on Figure 13 are the 95™ percentile vehicle queues.
The 95™ percentile queue length value indicates that a queue of this length or less would occur on 95
percent of the signal cycles that include a pedestrian or bicycle call.

It is anticipated that no median will be provided at this location, consistent with the latest Caltrans and VTA
policies, and that the curb return would be squared up and the radii sufficient to accommodate truck turns.
A pedestrian and cyclist would then cross the on-ramp in one phase (i.e., the current two-stage crossing
procedure would be eliminated). The total crosswalk length was determined to be 85 feet, which requires
approximately 25 seconds (at a walking speed of 3.5 feet per second) for the pedestrian clearance interval.
Right turn on red would not be allowed for the westbound right turn movement to prevent cars from yielding
(instead of stopping) to pedestrians.

Westport Cupertino — SR 85 Interchange Analysis Page 11
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Figure 10 — Existing (2019) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Peak Hour Intersection
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Figure 11 — Existing (2019) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Peak Hour Pedestrian
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Figure 12 — Existing (2019) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Peak Hour Bicycle Volumes
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Table 2 - Existing (2019) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Queues

Existing (2019) + Westport +Signal
Intersection MVMT AM Peal:h PM Peal:h
95" Percentile 95'™" Percentile
1 1
Delay | LOS TS Delay | LOS @D
Stevens Creek Boulevard 220 ft 243 ft
! and NB SR 85 On/Off Ramps WBRT 7.6 A (9 cars) 8.0 A (10 cars)

Notes
1. Analysis performed using Synchro 10 with HCM 2000 methodologies

2. Analysis completed using Simtraffic simulation software

[AM 85th Pescaniile Queue - 220 leet |3

[PM g5th Parcentile Queus - 243 fast
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3.4 Cumulative (2040) Conditions
Traffic operations were evaluated for 2040 Cumulative Conditions based on data obtained from the City of
Cupertino General Plan EIR, 2014 (June 6, 2014).

It is assumed that the Cumulative Conditions intersection geometry of State Route 85 and Stevens Creek
Boulevard would be the same as Existing Conditions. Accordingly, vehicles would yield to pedestrians and
cyclists using the crosswalk at the northbound on-ramp; however, the low bicycle and pedestrian volumes
would not generate queues when vehicles yield to them as they cross the intersection.

Figure 14 shows the Cumulative (2040) volumes while Table 3 shows the LOS and delay for the traffic
signal at the study intersection. The queues for the westbound right turn are assumed to be zero because
in Cumulative (2040) Conditions, the movement would be “free”, and cars would perform this movement
without stopping. Vehicles would yield to pedestrians and cyclists using the crosswalk at the northbound
on-ramp; however, the low bicycle and pedestrian volumes would not generate queues when vehicles yield
to them as they cross the westbound right turn movement.

Under Cumulative (2040) Conditions the intersection would operate at an acceptable level of service.

It should be noted that for the intersection, the PM peak hour reported delay improved with Cumulative
(2040) Conditions. The reason for this occurrence is because the trips were predominately added to non-
critical movements, which had a lower movement delay than the average intersection delay, and thereby
decreases the overall average delay.

Figure 14 — Cumulative (2040) Conditions Peak Hour Intersection Volumes
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Table 3 — Cumulative (2040) Conditions Level of Service

Cumulative (2040)
Intersection Clr-iga?ia Jurisdiction Control AM Peak PM Peak
LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay
Stevens Creek Boulevard and .
1 NB SR 85 On/Off Ramps E Caltrans Signal D 46.1 C 20.3

Notes:

Analysis performed using Synchro 10 with HCM 2000 methodologies
Delay indicated in seconds/vehicle

CMP level of service (LOS) standard for the County is E
Intersections that fall below City standards are shown in bold

hPON~

3.5 Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport Project and Signalized Conditions for the Westbound Right
Turn (WBR) Conditions

Traffic operations were evaluated with Synchro and SimTraffic software using the proposed signalized
westbound right turn configuration with Cumulative (2040) peak hour traffic volumes and adding the
Westport project trips.

Figure 15 shows the intersection volumes with the Westport Project implemented. It was also assumed
that bicycle and pedestrian volumes would increase by 20% at the crosswalk. The new pedestrian and
bicycle crossing volumes are shown on Figure 16 and Figure 17, respectively.

The signal phasing conditions would be the same as for Existing Plus Project conditions. Queues were
analyzed for the Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport Project and Signalized WBR Conditions to determine
the extent of vehicle queuing that would occur along westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard as a result of
the new signal control. Queue results after five SimTraffic simulations and HCM 2000 LOS results for the
westbound right turn lane are reported in Table 4.

Under Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions, queues for the westbound right turn
movement would increase by approximately ten cars in the AM peak hour and twelve cars in the PM peak
hour compared to existing conditions with no signal control. The overall intersection LOS would also remain
at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS C in the PM peak hour.

Figure 18 shows the estimated queue lengths and demonstrates that no operational issues would occur.

Westport Cupertino — SR 85 Interchange Analysis Page 15
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Figure 15 - Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Peak Hour Intersection
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Figure 16 - Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Peak Hour Pedestrian
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Figure 17 - Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Peak Hour Bicycle
Volumes
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Table 4 - Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport and Signalized Conditions Queues

Cumulative (2040) + Westport + Signal
Intersection MVMT . Peakth _ PM Peakth |
ety [ 1os' [ ' Gareet™® | vetay [ Lost [ T Eaene
! S:\zvﬁrIIBSSCRreBeg gﬁ/u(l)?aRr:mps WBRT 8.2 A (1%4Safrts) A B (12283af|'ts)

Notes

2.

1. Analysis performed using Synchro 10 with HCM 2000 methodologies

Flgure 18 - Cumulative | PIus Westportand Slgnallzed Condltlons Queue Lengths_

Analysis completed using Simtraffic simulation software

IF‘M 95th Percentile Queds ~ 284 fast
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4. Conclusions

Table 5 provides a summary for the analysis of the proposed bike and pedestrian signal control phase at
the intersection of Stevens Creek Boulevard and Northbound State Route 85 On/Off Ramps. With the
Westport project and signalization of the westbound right turn movement, the westbound right turn queues
would increase during the AM and PM peak hours of traffic. However, the increases would be minimal and
would not be substantial enough to cause any operational issues along Stevens Creek Boulevard.

Table 5 - Summary Table

Scenario Type AM Peak | PM Peak
Intersection Delay (s) 30.0 247
Existing (2019) Conditions Intersection LOS C C
WBR 95t
Percentile Queue 0 feet 0 feet
Intersection Delay (s) 34.3 23.0
Intersection LOS C C
Existing (2019) Plus Westport
and Signalized Conditions WEBR Delay (s) 7.6 8.0
WBR LOS A A
WBR 95t 220 ft 243 ft
Percentile Queue (9 cars) (10 cars)
Intersection Delay (s) 46.1 20.3
Cumulative (2040) Conditions Intersection LOS D C
WBR 95
Percentile Queue 0 feet 0 feet
Intersection Delay (s) 47.6 247
Intersection LOS D C
Cumulative (2040) Plus Westport
and Signalized Conditions WBR Delay (s) 8.2 11
WBR LOS A B
WBR 95t 246 ft 284 ft
Percentile Queue (10 cars) (12 cars)
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5. APPENDIX
A1: Existing Turning Movement Counts

A2: Existing Conditions Synchro Outputs

A3: Existing Plus Westport and Signal Conditions Synchro Outputs
A4: Cumulative Conditions Synchro Outputs

Ab: Cumulative Plus Westport and Signal Conditions Synchro Outputs
A6: Westport Trip Generation
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A1: Existing Turning Movement Counts
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A2: Existing Conditions Synchro Outputs
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Westport Cupertino Existing
2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CiRtrgRaB AV PEAK
O S N . NN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ a
Traffic Volume (vph) 708 869 681 466 382 1 265 24 51
Future Volume (vph) 708 869 681 466 382 1 265 24 51
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 0.98 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1433 1731 1731 1748 1900
Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1433 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 708 869 681 466 382 1 265 24 51
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 708 869 681 466 0 420 238 39 36
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 12 12
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA  Free  Split NA  Perm Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 8 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases Free 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.7 458 151 932 298 298 5.6 5.6
Effective Green, g (s) 247 438 131 93.2 218 218 3.6 3.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 027 047 014 1.00 030 030 004 004
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 827 2652 785 1433 516 516 67 73
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 015 c¢0.12 c0.24 0.02 0.02
v/s Ratio Perm c0.33 0.14
v/c Ratio 086 033 087 033 081 046 058 049
Uniform Delay, d1 326 165 392 0.0 303 266 441 439
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.7 01 10.0 0.6 95 0.7 12.2 5.2
Delay (s) 412 155 492 0.6 398 273 563 491
Level of Service D B D A D C E D
Approach Delay (s) 271 29.4 35.3 52.8
Approach LOS C C D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 30.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 93.2 Sum of lost time (s) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.6% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Synchro 10 Report
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Westport Cupertino

Existing

2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CRiafRaiB PN EEAK

O S N . NN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ a
Traffic Volume (vph) 534 1680 547 447 146 2 289 48 126
Future Volume (vph) 534 1680 547 447 146 2 289 48 126
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 0.98 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1434 1731 1731 1748 1900
Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1434 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 534 1680 547 447 146 2 289 48 126
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 534 1680 547 447 0 226 211 90 84
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA  Free  Split NA  Perm Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 8 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases Free 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 216 425 159 876 182 182 119 119
Effective Green, g (s) 196 405 139 876 162  16.2 9.9 9.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 022 046 016  1.00 018 048 011 0.1
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 698 2609 886 1434 320 320 197 214
v/s Ratio Prot 0.17 ¢0.30 0.10 c0.13 005 0.04
v/s Ratio Perm c0.31 0.12
v/c Ratio 077 064 062 0.31 071 066 046 039
Uniform Delay, d1 31.8 180 344 0.0 335 331 363 361
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 0.6 1.3 0.6 6.9 49 1.7 1.2
Delay (s) 368 186 357 0.6 404 380 380 372
Level of Service D B D A D D D D
Approach Delay (s) 230 199 39.2 37.6
Approach LOS C B D D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 24.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 87.6 Sum of lost time (s) 28.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Westport Cupertino Existing+P

AM PEAK
Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD
Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B19 B19 NB
Directions Served L L T T T T T T R T T LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 358 360 175 176 201 125 223 208 245 13 57 514
Average Queue (ft) 286 295 78 74 84 42 109 91 93 1 3 485
95th Queue (ft) 396 402 147 149 163 99 199 181 220 8 27 591
Link Distance (ft) 346 346 346 346 346 176 176 176 176 591 591 436
Upstream Blk Time (%) 8 11 2 1 3 68
Queuing Penalty (veh) 33 44 7 3 8 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD

Movement NB B27 NW NW
Directions Served R T LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 485 601 74 65
Average Queue (ft) 234 433 43 19
95th Queue (ft) 483 812 81 53
Link Distance (ft) 436 559 69 69
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 57 7 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 4 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
Queuing and Blocking Report Page 1



Westport Cupertino Existing+P
2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CiRtrgRaB AV PEAK
O S N . NN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ if
Traffic Volume (vph) 708 875 697 490 382 1 267 24 51
Future Volume (vph) 708 875 697 490 382 1 267 24 51
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 708 875 697 490 382 1 267 24 51
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 708 875 697 490 0 420 240 39 36
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 12 12
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA custom  Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 1 6 2 178! 8 8! 8 7 7!
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 221 448 187 592 231 2341 6.0 6.0
Effective Green, g (s) 201 428 167  57.2 21.1 21.1 4.0 4.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 023 050 019 067 025 025 005 0.05
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 730 2812 1086 970 425 425 81 88
v/s Ratio Prot c0.23 016 c0.12 c0.34 c0.24 014 002 0.2
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 097 031 064 051 099 056 048 041
Uniform Delay, d1 326 128 318 7.2 323 284 399 398
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 25.7 0.1 1.3 04 40.1 1.7 4.5 3.1
Delay (s) 583 129 332 7.6 724 301 444 429
Level of Service E B C A E C D D
Approach Delay (s) 332 226 57.0 43.7
Approach LOS C C E D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 34.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 85.9 Sum of lost time (s) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.1% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

I Phase conflict between lane groups.
¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Synchro 10 Report
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Westport Cupertino Existing+P

PM PEAK
Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD
Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B19 B19 NB
Directions Served L L T T T T T T R T T LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 264 276 280 257 251 125 200 167 248 40 82 246
Average Queue (ft) 167 163 165 149 141 33 79 52 102 1 5 154
95th Queue (ft) 253 262 250 240 233 89 171 125 243 32 38 224
Link Distance (ft) 346 346 346 346 346 176 176 176 176 591 591 436
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 1 0 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 3 0 10
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD

Movement NB NW NW
Directions Served R LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 191 91 78
Average Queue (ft) 97 66 41
95th Queue (ft) 171 89 77
Link Distance (ft) 436 69 69
Upstream Blk Time (%) 30 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 15 2
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
Queuing and Blocking Report Page 1



Westport Cupertino Existing+P
2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEIRBINVPEAK
O S N . NN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ if
Traffic Volume (vph) 534 1697 549 451 146 2 294 48 126
Future Volume (vph) 534 1697 549 451 146 2 294 48 126
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 534 1697 549 451 146 2 294 48 126
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 534 1697 549 451 0 230 212 90 84
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 9
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA custom  Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 1 6 2 178! 8 8! 8 7 7!
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 164 380 176 469 163 163 6.2 6.2
Effective Green, g (s) 144 360 156 449 143 143 4.2 4.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 020 050 022 062 020 020 0.06 0.6
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 620 2802 1202 902 34 341 101 110
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 ¢0.30 010 c0.31 013 012 0.05 0.04
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 086 061 046 050 067 062 089 0.76
Uniform Delay, d1 28.1 131 24.8 7.6 269 266 339 337
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.8 04 0.3 04 5.2 35 50 264
Delay (s) 399 135 250 8.0 321 301 900 60.1
Level of Service D B C A C C F E
Approach Delay (s) 198 174 31.2 75.5
Approach LOS B B C E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 23.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.5 Sum of lost time (s) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

I Phase conflict between lane groups.
¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Westport Cupertino Cu
2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CRirgERaiB AV EEAK

O T U A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR NWR2
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ a

Traffic Volume (vph) 904 1523 687 951 455 49 393 4 84 47
Future Volume (vph) 904 1523 687 551 455 49 393 4 84 47
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 0.98 1.00 100 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1433 1731 1731 1748 1900

Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1433 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 904 1523 687 551 455 49 393 4 84 47
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 904 1523 687 551 0 543 354 68 3 0
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 12 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA  Free  Split NA  Perm Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 8 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases Free 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 290 480 150 100.0 340 340 6.0 6.0
Effective Green, g (s) 270 460 13.0 100.0 320 320 40 4.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 027 046 013  1.00 032 032 004 004
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 843 2596 726 1433 553 553 69 76

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 027 c0.12 c0.31 c0.04  0.00

v/s Ratio Perm 0.38 0.20

v/c Ratio 1.07 059 095 0.38 098 064 099 0.04

Uniform Delay, d1 365 200 432 0.0 337 291 480 4641
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 52.3 03 211 0.8 33.5 25 1026 0.2

Delay (s) 888 203 642 0.8 672 316 1506 46.3

Level of Service F C E A E C F D
Approach Delay (s) 458  36.0 53.1 98.8

Approach LOS D D D F

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 46.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 100.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 122.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn Synchro 10 Report
Kimley-Horn Page 1



Westport Cupertino

Cu

2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CRiafRaiB PN EEAK

O S N . NN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ a
Traffic Volume (vph) 567 1572 779 580 200 4 234 11 9
Future Volume (vph) 567 1572 779 580 200 4 234 1 9
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 0.98 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1434 1731 1731 1748 1900
Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1434 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 567 1572 779 580 200 4 234 1 9
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 967 1572 779 580 0 230 208 12 8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA  Free  Split NA  Perm Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 8 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases Free 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 221 478 207 840 183 183 29 2.9
Effective Green, g (s) 201 458 187  84.0 163 163 0.9 0.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 024 055 022 1.00 019 019 001  0.01
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 747 3077 1243 1434 335 335 18 20
v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 028 c0.14 c0.13 0.01  0.00
v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.12
v/c Ratio 076 051 063 040 069 062 067 040
Uniform Delay, d1 2.7 120 295 0.0 315 310 414 413
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.4 01 1.0 0.8 57 36  66.1 12.6
Delay (s) 34.1 122 305 0.8 372 346 1075 539
Level of Service C B C A D C F D
Approach Delay (s) 180 178 36.0 86.0
Approach LOS B B D F
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 20.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 84.0 Sum of lost time (s) 28.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 99.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Westport Cupertino CU+P

AM PEAK
Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD
Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B19 B19 B19
Directions Served L L T T T T T T R T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 361 359 354 369 363 207 234 224 242 118 23 107
Average Queue (ft) 320 322 217 227 227 88 141 116 104 8 1 7
95th Queue (ft) 426 417 358 385 390 178 229 208 246 55 15 51
Link Distance (ft) 346 346 346 346 346 166 166 166 166 591 591 591
Upstream Blk Time (%) 19 18 0 1 2 3 9 4 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 104 97 2 7 12 9 27 1 14
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD

Movement NB NB B27 NW NW
Directions Served LTR R T LR R>
Maximum Queue (ft) 521 433 594 66 77
Average Queue (ft) 505 234 543 42 55
95th Queue (ft) 518 419 694 73 85
Link Distance (ft) 436 436 559 58 58
Upstream Blk Time (%) 66 0 57 1 25
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 6 13
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
Queuing and Blocking Report Page 1



Westport Cupertino CU+P
2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CRirgERaiB AV EEAK

O T U A N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR NWR2
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ if

Traffic Volume (vph) 904 1529 703 975 455 49 395 4 84 47
Future Volume (vph) 904 1529 703 575 455 49 395 4 84 47
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900

Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 904 1529 703 575 455 49 395 4 84 47
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 904 1529 703 975 0 544 355 68 67 0
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 12 12

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA custom  Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 1 6 2 178! 8 8! 8 7 7!
Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 401 689 248 982 431 431 7.0 7.0
Effective Green, g (s) 381 669 228 96.2 411 4141 5.0 5.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 029 051 017 073 031 031 004 004
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 908 2882 972 1069 543 543 66 72

v/s Ratio Prot c0.29 027 013 039 c0.31 021 004 0.04

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 1.00 053 072 054 1.00 065 103 093

Uniform Delay, d1 464 215 5141 7.6 450 388 630 628
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 28.6 0.2 2.7 0.5 39.1 28 1195 820

Delay (s) 750 217 538 8.2 840 416 1825 1449

Level of Service E C D A F D F F
Approach Delay (s) 415 333 67.3 163.8

Approach LOS D C E F

Intersection Summary

HCM 2000 Control Delay 47.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 131.0 Sum of lost time (s) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 123.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

I Phase conflict between lane groups.
¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn Synchro 10 Report
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Westport Cupertino CU+P

PM PEAK
Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD
Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B19 B19 B19
Directions Served L L T T T T T T R T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 334 331 299 308 292 228 204 209 265 39 8 188
Average Queue (ft) 197 205 159 142 140 85 93 81 155 1 0 20
95th Queue (ft) 312 321 278 264 257 174 182 170 284 19 6 100
Link Distance (ft) 346 346 346 346 346 176 176 176 176 591 591 591
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 1 0 0 0 3 5 3 30
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CREEK BLVD

Movement NB NB B27 NW NW
Directions Served LTR R T LR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 336 243 96 61 41
Average Queue (ft) 178 91 12 20 3
95th Queue (ft) 318 195 121 55 21
Link Distance (ft) 436 436 559 69 69
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
Queuing and Blocking Report Page 1



Kimley-Horn CU+P
2: NORTHBOUND SR 85 RAMPS & DE ANZA COLLEGE DWY & STEVENS CiRtrgRaB PN EEAK
O S N . NN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR NWL NWR
Lane Configurations LA & if s i ¥ if
Traffic Volume (vph) 567 1589 781 584 200 4 239 11 9
Future Volume (vph) 567 1589 781 584 200 4 239 1 9
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor *0.83  *1.00 *1.00 *0.92 *0.92  *0.92 *0.92 *1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 100 0.85 1.00 100 100 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Flt Permitted 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3123 5644 5588 1457 1731 1731 1748 1900
Peak-hour factor, PHF 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 567 1589 781 584 200 4 239 1 9
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 967 1589 781 584 0 233 210 12 8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 9
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA NA custom  Split NA Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 1 6 2 178! 8 8! 8 7 7!
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 162 394 192 489 186  18.6 6.1 6.1
Effective Green, g (s) 142 374 172 469 166  16.6 41 41
Actuated g/C Ratio 019 049 023 062 022 022 005 005
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 582 2773 1262 897 377 377 94 102
v/s Ratio Prot c0.18 ¢0.28 0.14 c0.40 013 012 0.01 0.0
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 097 057 062 065 062 056 013 0.08
Uniform Delay, d1 308 137 265 94 269 265 343 342
Progression Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 30.6 0.3 0.9 1.7 3.0 1.8 0.6 0.3
Delay (s) 614 140 274 1141 299 283 349 345
Level of Service E B C B C C C C
Approach Delay (s) 264 204 29.1 34.8
Approach LOS C C C C
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 24.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.1 Sum of lost time (s) 24.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

I Phase conflict between lane groups.
¢ Critical Lane Group

Kimley-Horn
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Synchro 10 Report
Page 1
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