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=

BACKGROUND

Project Title: Conditional Use Permit (UP2019-0005) and
Design Permit for a truck depot
at 16500 Railroad Avenue for AU Energy

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Morgan Hill
Development Services Department

Morgan Hill, CA

17575 Peak Avenue

Morgan Hill, CA 95037

Contact Person and Phone Number: Terry Linder
Senior Planner
(408) 310-4667

Project Location: 16500 Railroad Avenue
Morgan Hill, CA 95037
APN 817-58-002

Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address: Sunny Goyal
AU Energy, LLC

4180 Albrea Street

Fremont, CA 94538

(510) 270-3411

Existing General Plan Designation: Industrial
Existing Zoning Designation: General Industrial (1G)

Required Approvals from Other Public Agencies: Regional Water Quality Control Board
Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The project site consists of approximately 2.66 acres, located at 16500 Railroad Avenue
in the City of Morgan Hill, California. The site is identified by Assessor's Parcel Number
(APN) 817-58-002. The City of Morgan Hill 2035 General Plan designates the site as
Industrial and the site is zoned General Industrial (IG). Currently, the site is developed
with one residence and two accessory structures (a garage and a storage container).
Several trees exist throughout the project site, including along the site perimeter.
Surrounding land uses include the existing AU Energy facility and a light industrial building
to the north, a senior housing facility to the east, a seafood wholesale distributor to the
south, and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks to the west, across Railroad Avenue.
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10. Project Description Summary:

The Conditional Use Permit (UP2019-0005) and Design Permit for a truck depot consists
of relocating the existing AU Energy facility from 16530 Railroad Avenue to 16500 Railroad
Avenue (project site), directly south of the facility’s existing location. The proposed project
would include demolition of the existing on-site structures to develop a two-story, 13,000-
square foot (sf) freight terminal (Building A) and an 8,000-sf light industrial building
(Building B). Building A would include a 4,700-sf office area, a 1,400-sf shop, 4,300-sf
shop bays, and a 2,600-sf covered truck wash. Upon completion of the proposed project,
existing AU Energy Operations at 16530 Railroad Avenue would cease. The proposed
project would be consistent with the General Plan land use and zoning designations for
the site. Approval of the proposed project would require the following discretionary actions:
Design Review and a Conditional Use Permit to allow operation of a freight terminal within
the IG-zoned project site.

SOURCES

The following documents are referenced information sources used within this analysis:

1.

2.

8.

9.

Apex Companies, LLC. Limited Subsurface Investigation, 16500 Railroad Avenue,
Morgan Hill, California. November 1, 2019.

Association of Bay Area Governments. Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for
Morgan Hill. 1995. Available at:
http://www.mhcert.com/prepare/dam_failure.shtml. Accessed March 2020.
Association of Bay Area Governments. Resilience Program. Available at:
https://mtc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=4a6f3f1259df42e
ab29b35dfcd086fc8. Accessed March 2020.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. California Environmental Quality Act Air
Quality Guidelines. May 2017.

Bureau Veritas North America, Inc. Phase | Environmental Site Assessment,
16500 Railroad Avenue, Morgan Hill, California. June 11, 2019.

California Air Resources Board. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update.
January 20, 2017.

California Building Standards Commission. California Green Building Standards
Code. 20109.

California Department of Conservation. Santa Clara County Important Farmland
Map 2016. September 2018.

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Morgan Hill, Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. October 9, 2008.

10.California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).

Facility/Site Summary Details: Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill (27-AA-0005).

Available at: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/swfacilities/Directory/27-AA-0005/.
Accessed March 2020.

11. California Energy Commission. Title 24 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards

FAQ. November 2018.

12. California Historical Resources Information System. Record search results for the

proposed project located 16500 Railroad Avenue, Morgan Hill, Santa Clara
County. February 17, 2020.
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13. City of Morgan Hill. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. 2016.

14.City of Morgan Hill. 2035 General Plan Draft EIR. January 2016.

15. City of Morgan Hill. 2035 General Plan, City of Morgan Hill. Adopted July 2016.

16.City of Morgan Hill. City Council Staff Report 2163, Accept Report Regarding
Wastewater System Needs and Rate Study Schedule. February 6, 2019.

17.City of Morgan Hill. City of Morgan Hill Wildland Urban Interface Map. March 2009.

18. City of Morgan Hill. Emergency Operations Plan. January 11, 2018.

19.City of Morgan Hill. Guidelines for Preparation of Transportation Impact Reports.
Amended February 24, 2010.

20. City of Morgan Hill. Morgan Hill 2035 Final Environmental Impact Report. Adopted
July 2016.

21.Department of Conservation. State of California, Special Studies Zones, Mt.
Madonna Quadrangle, Revised Official Map. Effective January 1, 1976.

22.Dudek. Technical Memorandum, Subject: Railroad Avenue Freight Terminal —
Noise Analysis. April 2, 2020.

23.Federal Emergency Management Agency. National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette
No. 06085C0607H. Accessed March 2020.

24.Kielty Arborist Services, LLC. Site: 16500 Railroad, Morgan Hill, CA. August 18,
2019.

25.Native American Heritage Commission. 16500 Railroad Avenue Project, Santa
Clara County. February 11, 2020.

26.Natural Resources Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey. Available at:
https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm. Accessed March
2020.

27.Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority. 2018-19 Annual Report. October 14, 2019.

28.Santa Clara County. Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Santa Clara County, South
County Airport. Amended November 16, 2016.

29.Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency. Final Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. August
2012.

30.Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency. Geobrowser. Available at:
http://www.hcpmaps.com/habitat/. Accessed March 2020.

31.Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. 2015 Congestion Management Plan.
October 2015.

32.Santa Clara Valley Water District. 2016 Groundwater Management Plan, Santa
Clara and Llagas Subbasins. November 2016.

33.Santa Clara Valley Water District. C1: Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit*. Available
at: https://www.valleywater.org/anderson-dam-project. Updated November 2018.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts to any of the environmental factors listed below, and mitigation would not be
required.

Aesthetics

Biological Resources
Geology and Soils
Hydrology and Water
Quality

Noise

Recreation

Utilities and Service
Systems

Oooo ooo 4d

Agriculture and Forest
Resources

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use and Planning

Population and Housing
Transportation
Wildfire

Oooo ooo 4d

Air Quality

Energy
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources

Public Services

Tribal Cultural Resources
Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial study:

X

| find that this environmental checklist provides substantial evidence that the proposed
project can be considered exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act on the
basis that it meets the criteria for the Infill Development Project Exemption (Guidelines
Section 15332) and does not meet any of the exceptions for exemptions (Guidelines
Section 15300.2).

| find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the applicant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and
2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described
on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

Sighature Date

Terry Linder, Senior Planner City of Morgan Hill

Printed Name For
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E. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

In July 2016, the City of Morgan Hill adopted the 2035 General Plan,* as well as an associated
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the updated General Plan.2 The General Plan EIR is a
program EIR, prepared pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California
Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq.). The General Plan EIR analyzed full implementation
of the General Plan and identified measures to mitigate the significant adverse impacts associated
with the General Plan. The City of Morgan Hill 2035 General Plan designates the site as Industrial,
which permits warehouse, office, and manufacturing uses. The proposed project is a Conditional
Use Permit and Design Permit to allow development of a two-story, 13,000-sf freight terminal and
an 8,000-sf light industrial building. Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with the
General Plan designation for the site.

The purpose of this Initial Study is to evaluate the 16500 Railroad Avenue Project (proposed
project) to determine whether the proposed project is exempt from review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Secondly, this Initial Study evaluates whether the proposed
project meets any of the exceptions to exemptions listed in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines. The summary of the analysis contained in this Initial Study and the relevant findings
related to the above key inquiries is presented in the following section.

A further point is noteworthy before proceeding with the analysis. The relevant questions a lead
agency must consider when determining if a particular project is exempt from CEQA are focused
on the specific criteria for exemptions and the list of exceptions to an exemption within the CEQA
Guidelines. Thus, for this project, the City of Morgan Hill could have focused this analysis on the
criteria for the Infill Exemption in CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 and the list of exceptions in
Section 15300.2. For this particular project, the City elected to prepare a full initial study checklist
to provide the substantial evidence supporting its determination as to whether the project can be
considered exempt from CEQA. For an overview of the focused list of criteria under 15332 and
15300.2, see Section G of this Initial Study.

F. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following provides a description of the project site’s current location and setting, as well as
the proposed project components and required discretionary actions.

Project Location and Setting
The project site consists of approximately 2.66 acres, located at 16500 Railroad Avenue in the City

of Morgan Hill, California (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). The site is identified by APN 817-58-002.
The City of Morgan Hill 2035 General Plan designates the site as Industrial and the site is zoned
General Industrial (1G).

Currently, the site is developed with one residence and two accessory structures. Several trees
exist throughout the project site, including along the site perimeter. The two accessory structures
were previously used as storage for a fence rental company (Rent A Fence). The remainder of the
site consists primarily of ruderal grasses, along with various debris such as old fences and car
parts. A series of storage containers are located near the southern site boundary.

City of Morgan Hill. 2035 General Plan, City of Morgan Hill. Adopted July 2016.
2 City of Morgan Hill. Morgan Hill 2035 Final Environmental Impact Report. Adopted July 2016.
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Figure 1
Regional Project Location
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Figure 2
Project Vicinity Map
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The project site is generally bounded by Railroad Avenue to the west and residential development
to the east. Surrounding land uses include the existing AU Energy facility and a light industrial
building to the north, a senior housing facility to the east, a light industrial seafood wholesale
distributor to the south, and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks to the west.

Project Components

The proposed project consists of relocating the existing AU Energy facility from 16530 Railroad
Avenue to the project site, located directly south of the existing facility. The proposed project
would include demolition of the existing on-site structures to develop a two-story, 13,000-sf freight
terminal (Building A) and an 8,000-sf light industrial office building (Building B) (see Figure 3 and
Figure 4). Building A would consist of a 4,700-sf office area, a 1,400-sf shop, 4,300-sf shop bays,
and a 2,600-sf covered truck wash. In addition, a 12,000-gallon, above-ground fuel tank would be
installed in the northeast corner of the project site.

The proposed project would occur over two phases. Phase | would include the demolition of two
accessory structures and construction of Building A. Access to the project site would be provided
by a new driveway along Railroad Avenue. Additionally, Phase | would develop 29 standard
parking stalls, 12 truck parking stalls, three electric vehicle charging stalls, and two accessible
stalls. The 28 standard parking stalls would be located north of Building A, while the 12 truck
parking stalls would be located to the east of Building A. Three electric vehicle charging stalls,
one additional standard parking stall, and two accessible stalls would be located west of Building
A. Phase Il would include demolition of the existing 1,670-sf residence and construction of
Building B. Phase Il would include an additional 23 standard parking stalls and one accessible
space south of Building B. Both buildings would also provide bicycle parking areas. In total, the
proposed project would include 58 parking stalls.

Project Operations

Currently, AU Energy operations include the transportation of gasoline products to various gas
stations in the greater Bay Area. Primary operations associated with the proposed project would
be similar to the existing AU Energy facility. Specifically, AU Energy truck drivers would come to
the proposed facility, park their personal cars, meet with the dispatch personnel and safety team,
and then leave the site in delivery trucks. Upon returning from the deliveries, drivers would check
in the truck and allow the next driver to make their respective deliveries. All trucks would return
empty to the facility.

Activities associated with Building A would include general office work, and light mechanical work
in the shop and shop bays. The mechanical equipment within the shop and shop bays would be
necessary to do light repairs and inspections, such as tire changes and oil changes. The covered
truck wash station within Building A would be limited to hand wash and would not include any
mechanical or automated equipment. Activities associated with Building B would include light
industrial operations. Detailed operations associated with Building B are speculative at this time,
as the building would be leased out as a light industrial building to a qualifying business until the
AU Energy, Inc. staff grows to a point where the extra space is needed.

The proposed project would include installation of an above-ground fuel tank in the northeast
corner of the project site, which would be used to fuel delivery trucks. The amount of fuel to be
pumped on the project site annually would range between 200,000 and 300,000 gallons. The fuel
tank would be constructed with a double wall and spill protection features, as required by State
and County laws.
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Figure 3

Proposed Site Plan — Phase 1
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Figure 4
Proposed Site Plan — Phase |11
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The double-walled tank would have a leak detection system between the two layers and a
containment system would be located under the tank in case of any small leaks. The tank would
hold diesel fuel and be for the private use of AU Energy operations only; fuel stored in the tank
would not be distributed to clients.

Operation of the proposed project would initially involve five to eight daily employees, which would
eventually grow to 12 to 18 daily employees. Currently, operation of the existing AU Energy facility
to the north includes the use of six to eight trucks per day. The initial operation of the proposed
project is not anticipated to increase freight truck activity above the level currently occurring at the
existing facility. However, the applicant may expand the number of daily trucks to as many as 12,
and this initial study covers that potential increase. Hours of operation would generally be from
7:00 AM to 5:00 PM with an after-hours dispatcher on-site for the night shift. The first driver shift
would be generally from 4:00 AM to 4:00 PM and the second shift would be from 4:00 PM to 4:00
AM. Truck drivers would be on the road for the majority of their shift and would return to the office
for shift changes.

Per Section 18.74.050 of the City’s Municipal Code, landscaping would be provided throughout
the site in accordance with the City’s Standard Details for Construction. As shown in Figure 5, the
proposed project would include the planting of various trees, shrubs, and ground cover along the
site perimeter, near the proposed parking areas, and within a proposed bioretention area. In
addition, the project would include construction of a six-foot wall along the northern, eastern, and
southern site boundaries for screening purposes and noise attenuation.

Water and sewer service for the proposed development would be provided by the City through
connections to existing infrastructure located in the site vicinity. The proposed project would
include new water connections from the proposed buildings to an existing 16-inch water main
within Railroad Avenue (see Figure 6). In addition, the proposed project would include new
connections to existing sanitary sewer lines. One six-inch sanitary sewer line would be routed
from Building A to a sanitary sewer clean out located just north of the proposed building. From
the clean out, a six-inch sanitary sewer line would connect to another sewer line routed from
Building B and eventually connect to an existing sanitary sewer manhole within Railroad Avenue.

Stormwater from the project site would flow through various on-site drainage management areas
(DMASs). The project site would include 10 DMAs with different stormwater treatment measures
(see Figure 7). Five of the DMAs would direct runoff to a bioretention area; three DMAs would
include self-treating measures; and another two DMAs would include pervious pavement with an
underdrain. The bioretention areas would provide treatment of stormwater by allowing runoff to
filter through layers of vegetated soil and gravel. Treated stormwater would be captured by a
perforated underdrain and routed to a detention basin located in the western portion of the project
site, which would allow for metering of flows prior to discharging runoff, by way of a new six-inch
storm drain, to existing City stormwater drainage infrastructure in Railroad Avenue.
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Figure 5
Landscaping Plan
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Figure 6
Preliminary Utility Plan
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Figure 7
Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan

TRUCK WASH

20" 10° 20"

GRAPHIC SCALE 1" = 20

LEGEND

DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AREA LIMITS
TREATMENT CONTROL MEASURE SUMMARY TABLE

Pervious

" : Pervious |% Onsite Area|Bioretention| . "
Drainage | Impervious Area Area Treated by Bioretention Overflow Depth

- o ©f) (sf) LID TCM . o (f)

Bioretention unfined w/' | |y, | 3.Flow-volume | 1515 | 19361 0 551 10.30% 208 093 083
underdrain Combo

Storage Storage

LID or
Non-LID

Location Treatment Type* Comments

CONCRETE SIDEWALK /STRESS PAD

Storage depth needed for
combo flow calculation.

2 = - —
Bioretention unlined w/ LD 2C. Flow: 4% 18,640 16,891 17.59% 679 5 0

PERVIOUS PAVEMENT o underdrain Method **
Bioretention unlined w/ 2C. Flow: 4%

underdrain LD Method ** 17,403 15,958 16.42% 718
Bioretention unlined w/ 2C. Flow: 4%
nclargain LD Method 15708 15470 14 82% 501

i Sef-retaining areas LD Y 513 1,799 4.84% ] Self Retaining (2:1)
ASPHALT PAVEMENT " Bioretantion unlined w 2C. Flaw: 4%

" LD - 15812 13528 . 14.52% 560

Method
Pervious w/ 5, .
underdrain LD N/A 2,179 0 2.06% Self Treating
Self-treating areas LID N/A 1,884 0 1.78% Self Treating

BIORETENTION Pervious pavement w/ LD NA 4,038 0 0 381% Self Treating

underdrain
Seff-retaining areas LD NA 14,264 1,130 13,134 13.46% Self Retaining (2:1) TE Roof
& Fuel Pad

Totals:| 105,971 74,837 8,802 22,332 100.00%

DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AREA # Footnotes:
* “Lined" refers to an impermeable liner placed on the bottom of a Bioretention basin or a concrete Flow-Through Planter, such that no infiltration into native soil occurs.
** Sizing for Bi ion Area Required using the 4% Method (Impervious Area x 0.04) unless noted otherwise.
TREATMENT CONTROL MEASURE # *** Per Chapter 2.3 of the C3 Stormwater Handbook Roadway projects that add new sidewalk along an existing roadway are exempt from Provision C.3.c of the Municipal Stormwater Permit.
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Requested/Required Entitlements
The proposed project would require the City’s approval of the following entitlements:

o Approval of Design Review Permit.

0 Per Section 18.108.040 of the City’s Municipal Code, the proposed project would
be subject to Design Review by the City. The site plan would be analyzed based
on standards set forth in Section 18.108.040(H). Specifically, the site plan would
be analyzed based on elements of design, development location, arrangement of
all structures, and design in harmony with surrounding facilities. The purpose of
the Design Review is to allow the City to review all new development, signs,
buildings, structures, and other facilities in order to further enhance the City’'s
appearance, and the livability and usefulness of properties.

e Approval of a Conditional Use Permit.

0 The proposed project would require a Conditional Use Permit to allow for operation

of a freight terminal within the 1G zone on the project site.

G. Summary

The following section contains a summary showing that the proposed project can be considered
exempt from CEQA and is not subject to any of the exceptions set forth in Section 15300.2 of the
CEQA Guidelines. As demonstrated throughout this Initial Study, the proposed project qualifies
for exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15332, Class 32.

In-Fill Development Project Exemption

Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15300 through 15333, includes a list of classes of
projects that have been determined to not have a significant effect on the environment, and are
therefore exempt from CEQA. Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines provides a categorical
exemption for infill development projects that meet the following criteria:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable
general plan polices as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within the city limits on a project site of no more
than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic,
noise, air quality, or water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

The applicability of the above criteria to the proposed project is summarized in the following
sections.

Criterion 15332(a): General Plan and Zoning Consistency

The City’s General Plan designates the site Industrial and the site is zoned IG. The industrial land
use designation is intended for research, warehouse, manufacturing, service commercial, and
office uses with a maximum floor-to-area ratio (FAR) of 0.6 and a maximum building height of 50
feet. The proposed project would be consistent with the types of uses anticipated for the project
site per the General Plan. In addition, the project would result in a FAR of 0.18 (20,400 sf/ 115,728
sf of net developable site area), which is compatible with the City’'s maximum FAR for the
Industrial land use designation. The proposed buildings would have a maximum height of 30 feet
and 10 inches, which complies with the City’s 50-foot building height limit for the designation.
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With regard to zoning, per Section 18.26.010 of the City’s Municipal Code, the purpose of the IG
zoning district is to provide areas for general industrial, manufacturing, wholesale, and service
uses needed by the City and region, subject to regulations necessary to protect other nearby uses
from hazards and noise and other disturbances. The proposed project would be consistent with
the IG zoning designation and would comply with the development standards established for the
IG district per Section 18.26.030 of the Municipal Code. A freight terminal is a conditionally
permitted use; therefore, the applicant has submitted a Conditional Use Permit for the proposed
project. In addition, the Municipal Code requires Design Review, for which the applicant has also
applied.

Criterion 15332(b): Project Location, Size, and Context
The project site consists of a 2.66-acre parcel located within the Morgan Hill city limits. The site
is located near existing industrial development to the north and south, and is surrounded by
existing development. Thus, the proposed project meets Criterion 15332(b).

Criterion 15332(c): Endangered, Rare, or Threatened Species

Currently, the site is developed with one residence and two accessory structures. Several trees
exist throughout the project site, including along the site perimeter. As discussed in Section 1V,
Biological Resources, of this Initial Study, the project site is located within the boundaries of the
Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (SCVHP) permit area. Per the SCVHP, the entirety of the project
site is designated as an “Urban-Suburban” land cover type and is not subject to land cover fees.3
Generally, due to the highly disturbed nature of the area surrounding the project site, as well as
the existing development that has occurred within the project site, the project site does not provide
habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. Thus, the proposed project meets Criterion
15332(c).

Criterion 15332(d): Traffic, Noise, Air Quality, and Water Quality

The following sections present a summary of the IS analysis regarding potential effects related to
traffic, noise, air quality, and water quality resulting from implementation of the proposed project.
As demonstrated below, the proposed project meets Criterion 15332(d).

Traffic

As discussed in Section XVIII, Transportation, of this Initial Study, the proposed project operations
would include the use of up to 12 delivery trucks for two shifts per day. Therefore, over a 24-hour
period, the proposed project could result in approximately 48 truck trips. In addition, the proposed
project would include up to 18 on-site employees, potentially resulting in an additional 36 average
daily trips (ADT). Thus, the proposed project would result in a total of approximately 84 ADT.

Overall, due to the relatively minimal vehicle trip generation associated with the proposed uses,
the project would not be expected to degrade peak period LOS at any nearby intersections or
roadway sections. In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the project site’s existing
General Plan land use and zoning designations. Therefore, vehicle trip generation associated
with the project site and associated effects on local transportation facilities have been anticipated
by the City and accounted for in regional planning efforts.

Noise
As discussed in Section XlII, Noise, of this IS, operations associated with the proposed project
would generate noise associated with vehicle traffic on local roadways, fleet maintenance, and

8 santaClara Valley Habitat Agency. Geobrowser Report, APN: 81732057. September 10, 2019.
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on-site truck movement. According to the Noise Report prepared for the proposed project, fleet
maintenance activities associated with the proposed project are calculated to be less than 43 dB
at the eastern site boundary. Thus, light mechanical and maintenance activities performed in the
freight terminal bays are anticipated to comply with the City of Morgan Hill noise level standards.
Furthermore, the Noise Report determined that on-site truck movement noise levels would be
approximately 39 dB Lgn at the residential receptor property line to the east. Therefore, on-site
truck movement noise levels are predicted to comply with the City of Morgan Hill maximum noise
level standards.

During construction, the project would result in short-term noise level increases in the project
vicinity. However, the Morgan Hill Municipal Code does not specify any short-term construction
noise level limits. Construction activities would occur during normal daytime hours. In addition,
construction activities related to the proposed project would include the use of sound-dampening
equipment such as mufflers, air-inlet silencers, shrouds, shields, or other noise-reducing features
where appropriate.

Air Quality

A detailed discussion of applicable thresholds of significance and estimated construction and
operational emissions is present in Section Ill, Air Quality, of this Initial Study. As discussed in
Section 111, the proposed project would result in maximum construction and operational criteria air
pollutant emissions that are well below the applicable thresholds. Because the proposed project
would result in emissions below the applicable thresholds of significance, the proposed project
would not be expected to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the region’s existing
air quality conditions.

Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in short-term construction-related or
long-term operational emissions of air quality pollutants that would be considered to have the
potential to result in significant effects on the environment.

Water Quality

Issues related to stormwater infrastructure are discussed in Section X, Hydrology and Water
Quiality, of this Initial Study. As noted therein, the proposed project would not significantly increase
stormwater flows into the City's existing system. Stormwater from the project site would flow
through various on-site DMAs. The project site would include 10 DMAs with different stormwater
treatment measures. Five of the DMAs would direct runoff to a bioretention area; three DMAS
would include self-treating measures; and another two DMAs would include pervious pavement
with an underdrain. Stormwater would ultimately be directed to a detention basin in the western
portion of the site before being discharged into the City’'s stormwater system The final drainage
system design for the project will be subject to review and approval by the City of Morgan Hill
Public Works Department to confirm that the proposed drainage system for the project is
consistent with the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan and standard stormwater-related
conditions of approval. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant effects
related to water quality.

Criterion 15332(e): Utilities and Public Services

Water and sewer service for the proposed development would be provided by the City through
new connections to existing infrastructure within Railroad Avenue. Given the presence of existing
utilities in the immediate project vicinity, the proposed project would not require substantial off-
site utility improvements. In addition, given that the proposed project is consistent with the site’s
current General Plan land use and zoning designations, increases in demand on existing utilities
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and public services associated with the project have been previously anticipated in the General
Plan and accounted for in local planning efforts. Thus, the site would be adequately served by all
required utilities and public services.

Exceptions to Categorical Exemptions analysis
Even if a project is ordinarily exempt under any of the potential categorical exemptions, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2 provides specific instances where exceptions to otherwise applicable

exemptions apply. Exceptions to a categorical exemption apply in the following circumstances:

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project
is to be located — a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment
may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are
considered to apply all instances, except where the project may impact on an
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time
is significant.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there
is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may
result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially
designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to improvements which are
required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located
on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code.

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

The following analysis addresses whether any of the exceptions to the CEQA exemption apply to
the proposed project.

Criterion 15300.2(a): Location

CEQA exemptions 3, 4, 5, 6, or 11, are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be
located. The project site is located within an urban developed area and is not located within a
sensitive environment. Furthermore, as discussed under Criterion 15300.2(e), the project site is
not located near environmental resources of hazardous or critical concern. Therefore, an
exception to the exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(a) does not apply to the
proposed project.

Criterion 15300.2(b): Cumulative Impact

Per CEQA Section 15300.2(b), in applying this exception, the cumulative impact must result from
“successive projects of the same type in the same place.” Both the “same type” and “same place”
limitations restrict the scope of this exception.* The project site is located within near existing
industrial uses to the north and south, an existing senior housing facility to the east, and Railroad

4 Stephen L. Kostka and Michael H. Zischke. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, Second

Edition [pg. 5-68]. March 2019 Update.
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Avenue to the west. Because similar projects in similar locations are not currently present within
the City of Morgan Hill, the proposed project would not result in any cumulative impacts.

Furthermore, because the proposed project is consistent with the project site’s General Plan land
use and zoning designations, cumulative impacts associated with buildout of the project site, as
well as development of other industrial uses in the project area, have been previously anticipated
by the City and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. As discussed above, the project would not
require substantial off-site utility upsizing or other related improvements with the potential to result
in cumulatively considerable impacts. Thus, the project does not include any unique features that
would result in new or more severe cumulative impacts beyond what has been analyzed in the
General Plan EIR, and an exception to the exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(b)
does not apply to the proposed project.

Criterion 15300.2(c): Significant Effect

In listing a class of projects as exempt, the Secretary has determined that the environmental
changes typically associated with projects in that class are not significant effects within the
meaning of CEQA, even though an argument might be made that they are potentially significant.
The plain language of Guidelines Section 15300.2, subdivision (c), requires that a potentially
significant effect must be “due to unusual circumstances” for the exception to apply.

The determination as to whether there are “unusual circumstances” (Guidelines, § 15300.2, subd.
(c)) is reviewed under PRC Section 21168.5’'s substantial evidence prong. Whether a particular
project presents circumstances that are unusual for projects in an exempt class is an essentially
factual inquiry. As to this question, the lead agency serves as “the finder of fact”.

As the courts have noted, local conditions are relevant in determining whether the environmental
effects of a proposed project are unusual or typical. In general, the project site does not contain
any unique or unusual features with the potential to result in a potentially significant effect. The
project site, a portion of which is currently developed with a residence and accessory structures,
is similar to other infill industrial parcels to the north and south of the site. The project site does
not include any aquatic features and is not included on any lists of hazardous waste sites. In
addition, the Limited Subsurface Investigation prepared for the proposed project determined that
the site does not contain contaminated soils. Thus, an exception to the exemption under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2(c) does not apply to the proposed project.

Criterion 15300.2(d): Scenic Highway

According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Scenic Highway Mapping
System, officially designated State or County scenic highways do not occur in the project vicinity.®
Thus, an exception to the exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(d) does not apply
to the proposed project.

Criterion 15300.2(e): Hazardous Waste Sites

The California Environmental Protection Agency provides a list of data resources that provide
information regarding the facilities or sites identified as meeting the “Cortese List” requirements,
pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. Per a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
prepared for the proposed project by Bureau Veritas North America, Inc. (see Appendix C), the
project site is not located on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government

5 california Department of Transportation. Scenic Highways. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-

landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways. Accessed January 2020.
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Code. ¢ Thus, an exception to the exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(e) does
not apply to the proposed project.

Criterion 15300.2(f): Historical Resources

As discussed under Section V, Cultural Resources, of this Initial Study, the project site contains
an existing residence and a storage building that were constructed in 1971 and a garage that was
constructed in 1985. Structures that are 50 years of age or older may be eligible for consideration
as historic resources under the California Register of Historic Places (CRHP) and the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Because the structures are less than 50 years old, the
structures would not be considered historic resources under the CRHP or the NRHP. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource, and an exception to the exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(f)
does not apply to the proposed project.

H. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The following checklist contains the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. The checklist form is used to describe the impacts of the proposed project. A
discussion follows each environmental issue identified in the checklist. For this checklist, the
following designations are used:

Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that requires mitigation to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA
relative to existing standards.

No Impact: The project would not have any impact.

6 Bureau Veritas North America, Inc. Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, 16500 Railroad Avenue, Morgan Hill,

California. June, 11, 2019.
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I AESTHETICS. oemialy S LI o
Would the project: impact nggohrAF;g?gé%n impact Impact
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? L] L] [ E
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including,

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and L] U] [ E

historic buildings within a State scenic highway?
c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the

existing visual character or quality of public views of

the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those

that are experienced from publicly accessible Ol O ] ®

vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,

would the project conflict with applicable zoning and

other regulations governing scenic quality?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views L] U] [ E
in the area?

Discussion

a,C.

The Morgan Hill General Plan does not designate official scenic view corridors or vistas.
However, according to the General Plan, the hillsides that surround the City to the east
and west are considered scenic. The project site is surrounded by existing development
and is not located on a hillside or in the vicinity of a hillside. While distant views of the hills
to the east of the City are visible to motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians travelling along
Railroad Avenue, Railroad Avenue is not considered a scenic vista route.” In addition,
such views are partially obscured by existing on-site trees.

The project site is currently developed with one residence and two accessory structures.
Surrounding land uses include the existing AU Energy facility and a light industrial building
to the north, a senior housing facility to the east, a light industrial seafood wholesale
distributor to the south, and UPRR tracks to the west. Generally, the site is located within
an urbanized area. Currently, the project site does not have any aesthetic value, nor does
the site consist of any notable visual characteristics. Development of the site with the
proposed project would result in a change in one form of urban development to another.
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings.

The proposed project is subject to Design Review in accordance with Morgan Hill
Municipal Code Section 18.108.040, which would ensure that the project is consistent with
applicable design standards and guidelines in the City’s Architectural Review Handbook.
The Handbook is intended to create usable and attractive streetscapes, achieve higher

It is important to distinguish between public and private views. Private views are views seen from privately-owned
land and are typically viewed by individual viewers, including views from private residences. Public views are
experienced by the collective public. These include views of significant landscape features and along scenic roads.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) case law has established
that only public views, not private views, are protected under CEQA. For example, in Association for Protection
etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720 [3 Cal. Rptr.2d 488] the court determined that “we must
differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular persons and adverse impacts upon the environment of
persons in general. As recognized by the court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. Department of General
Services (1976) 58 Cal.App.3d 188 [129 Cal.Rptr. 739]: ‘[A]ll government activity has some direct or indirect
adverse effect on some persons. The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect particular persons but
whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons in general.” Therefore, it is appropriate to
focus the aesthetic impact analysis on potential impacts to public views.
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design quality, protect natural features through sensitive site planning, create attractive
pedestrian-friendly developments, and enhance public safety. Furthermore, the proposed
project is consistent with the site’s current land use and zoning designations.

Based on the above, the General Plan does not designate any official scenic vistas within
the City of Morgan Hill. The project site is in an urbanized area and the proposed project
would be consistent with the site’s current General Plan land use and zoning designations.
In addition, the design review process would ensure that all project elements are
consistent with the City’s Architectural Review Handbook. Thus, the proposed project
would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, and no impact would occur.

According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) map of Santa Clara
County prepared for the Scenic Highway Mapping System, officially designated State or
County scenic highways do not occur in the project vicinity. Because the project site is not
located in the vicinity of any State scenic highway, the proposed project would not damage
any scenic resources within a State scenic highway. Therefore, no impact related to
damaging scenic resources within a State scenic highway would occur.

As noted above, the project site is currently developed with a residence and two accessory
structures. The project site is situated near existing development to the north, east, and
south, and streetlights are provided along Railroad Avenue. Thus, the project vicinity
contains existing sources of light and glare.

Demolition of the existing on-site structures and development of the proposed project
would involve an increase in sources of light and glare associated with interior light spilling
through windows, lighting fixtures within the proposed parking areas and drive aisles, and
headlights from vehicles driving through the project site. However, such sources of light
and glare would not be substantially more intensive than what currently occurs in the
vicinity of the project site. In addition, new sources of lighting would be required to comply
with the standards set forth in Section G of the City’s Architectural Review Handbook, as
well as Section 18.76.060 (Glare) and Section 15.40.310 (Open parking lots) of the
Morgan Hill Municipal Code, which includes such requirements as cut-off lenses to direct
light downward and minimum lighting standards for parking surfaces. Compliance with
such would help to ensure that the light and glare created by the proposed project would
be consistent with the levels of light and glare currently emitted in the surrounding
developed environment. Therefore, the proposed project would not introduce new sources
of substantial light or glare to the site which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area, and no impact would occur.
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1. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST Potentially L;;i,{g;?t Less-Than- o
RESOURCES. Significant “with Significant Impact
. Impact Mitigation Impact
Would the project: Incorporated
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland O O O *®
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b. Cc_mflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 0 0 0 %
Williamson Act contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 0 0 0 %
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
d. IResult in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 0 0 0 %
and to non-forest use?
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment

which, due to their location or nature, could result in 0 0 0 %
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion

a,e.

c,d.

The project site is currently designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” on the Santa Clara
County Important Farmland map.® Furthermore, the project site is not located in an area
currently zoned or designated for agricultural purposes. Given the designation of the site as
Urban and Built-Up Land, development of the proposed project would not convert Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use,
or otherwise result in the loss of Farmland to non-agricultural use. Therefore, no impact
would occur as a result of the proposed project.

The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract and is not zoned for agricultural uses.
The site is currently zoned 1G. Therefore, buildout of the proposed project would not conflict
with an agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no impact would occur.

The project site is not considered forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
12220[qg]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), and is not
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104[g]).
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact with regard to conversion of forest
land or any potential conflict with forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production zoning.

8

California Department of Conservation. Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map 2016. September 2018.
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Less Than
Potentiall Significant Less-Than-
. Al R QUALITY Signifkl:an{ I wlitlh Significant | No i
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact mpac
Incorporated
a. C_onfllct_W|th or obstruct implementation of the applicable 0 0 0 ”®
air quality plan?
b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
. : . ] ] ] 2 4
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 0 0 0 ®
concentrations?
d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to

odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of [ ] O
people?

Discussion

a,b.

The City of Morgan Hill is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB),
which is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).
The SFBAAB area is currently designated as a nonattainment area for State and federal
ozone, State and federal fine particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter (PM25), and State
respirable particulate matter 10 microns in diameter (PM10) ambient air quality standards
(AAQS). The SFBAAB is designated attainment or unclassified for all other AAQS. It
should be noted that on January 9, 2013, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) issued a final rule to determine that the Bay Area has attained the 24-hour PMs
federal AAQS. Nonetheless, the Bay Area must continue to be designated as
nonattainment for the federal PM2s AAQS until such time as the BAAQMD submits a
redesignation request and a maintenance plan to the USEPA, and the USEPA approves
the proposed redesignation. The USEPA has not yet approved a request for redesignation
of the SFBAAB; therefore, the SFBAAB remains in nonattainment for 24-hour PM3s.

In compliance with regulations, due to the nonattainment designations of the area, the
BAAQMD periodically prepares and updates air quality plans that provide emission
reduction strategies to achieve attainment of the AAQS, including control strategies to
reduce air pollutant emissions through regulations, incentive programs, public education,
and partnerships with other agencies. The current air quality plans are prepared in
cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).

The most recent federal ozone plan is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan, which was
adopted on October 24, 2001 and approved by the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
on November 1, 2001. The plan was submitted to the USEPA on November 30, 2001 for
review and approval. The most recent State ozone plan is the 2017 Clean Air Plan (CAP),
adopted on April 19, 2017. The 2017 CAP was developed as a multi-pollutant plan that
provides an integrated control strategy to reduce ozone, PM, toxic air contaminants
(TACs), and greenhouse gases (GHGs). Although a plan for achieving the State PMig
standard is not required, the BAAQMD has prioritized measures to reduce PM in
developing the control strategy for the 2017 CAP. The control strategy serves as the
backbone of the BAAQMD'’s current PM control program.

The aforementioned air quality plans contain mobile source controls, stationary source
controls, and transportation control measures to be implemented in the region to attain the
State and federal AAQS within the SFBAAB. Adopted BAAQMD rules and regulations, as
well as the thresholds of significance, have been developed with the intent to ensure
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continued attainment of AAQS, or to work towards attainment of AAQS for which the area
is currently designated nonattainment, consistent with applicable air quality plans. For
development projects, BAAQMD establishes significance thresholds for emissions of the
ozone precursors reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), as well as
for PM1o, and PM25, expressed in pounds per day (Ibs/day) and tons per year (tons/yr).
The thresholds are listed in Table 1. Thus, by exceeding the BAAQMD’s mass emission
thresholds for operational emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM1o, a project would be considered
to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the BAAQMD'’s air quality planning efforts.

Table 1
BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance

Construction Operational
Average Daily Average Daily Maximum Annual
Emissions Emissions Emissions
Pollutant (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (tons/year)
ROG 54 54 10
NOx 54 54 10
PM1o (exhaust) 82 82 15
PM2.s (exhaust) 54 54 10

Source: BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines, May 2017.

The proposed project’s construction and operational emissions were quantified using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) software version 2016.3.2 - a
Statewide model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land
use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify air quality emissions, including
GHG emissions, from land use projects. The model applies inherent default values for
various land uses, including construction data, vehicle mix, trip length, average speed,
etc. Where project-specific information is available, such information is applied in the
model.® The proposed project’s modeling assumed the following:

e Construction would commence in December of 2020 and occur over an
approximately two-year period;

o The project would include demolition of the existing on-site residence and the two
accessory structures (approximately 2,000 sf);

e Approximately 40 cubic yards (CY) of soil material would be exported during site
preparation;

e Approximately 2.13 acres would be graded during construction activities;

e The project would comply with all applicable provisions of the 2019 California
Building Standards Code (CBSC);

e The project would include installation of solar panels with a combined output of
approximately 20 kWh;

e The nearest transit stop is approximately 0.5-mile from the project site.

The proposed project’s estimated emissions associated with construction and operations
and the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality conditions are provided below. It
should be noted that the project modeling was conducted prior to receipt of project specific
trip generation information. Therefore, the CalEEMod results reflect default trip generation

® It should be noted that the project modeling assumes 22,400-sf of building area; however, the refined site plan
would only include 21,000-sf of building area upon completion of the proposed project. Thus, by assuming 22,400-
sf of building, this air quality analysis takes a conservative approach.

Page 28
May 2020



16500 Railroad Avenue Project
Initial Study

rates for the Industrial (General Light Industry) land use category, which would be higher
than that of the proposed project. Thus, the CalEEMod results reflect a relatively
conservative approach. All CalEEMod results are included as Appendix A to this IS.

Construction Emissions

According to the CalEEMod results, the proposed project would result in maximum
construction criteria air pollutant emissions as shown in Table 2. The proposed project’s
construction emissions would be below the applicable thresholds of significance.

Table 2
Maximum Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)
Proposed Project Threshold of Exceeds
Pollutant Emissions Significance Threshold?
ROG 4.40 54 NO
NOx 21.07 54 NO
PMio (exhaust) 1.15 82 NO
PMio (fugitive) 6.10 None N/A
PM2.s (exhaust) 1.08 54 NO
PMz2s (fugitive) 3.33 None N/A
Source: CalEEMod, March 2020 (see Appendix A).

Although thresholds of significance for mass emissions of fugitive dust PM1, and PMas
have not been identified by the City of Morgan Hill or BAAQMD, the proposed project’s
estimated fugitive dust emissions have been included for informational purposes. All
projects within the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD are required to implement all of the
BAAQMD’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, which would be included in the
project approval as Conditions of Approval:

1. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be
covered.

2. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

3. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

4. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon
as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.

5. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to five minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at
all access points.

6. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer's specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
visible emissions evaluator.

7. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the
lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take
corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District's phone number shall also be
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.
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The proposed project’s required implementation of the BAAQMD’s Basic Construction
Mitigation Measures listed above for the project’'s construction activities, would help to
further minimize construction-related emissions.

Because the proposed project would be below the applicable thresholds of significance
for construction emissions, project construction would not result in a significant air quality
impact.

Operational Emissions

According to the CalEEMod results, the proposed project would result in maximum
operational criteria air pollutant emissions as shown in Table 3. The proposed project’s
operational emissions would be below the applicable thresholds of significance. As such,
the proposed project would not result in a significant air quality impact during operations.

Table 3
Unmitigated Maximum Operational Emissions
Proposed Project Threshold of
Pollutant Emissions Significance Exceeds
Ibs/day tons/yr Ibs/day tons/yr | Threshold?

ROG 0.81 0.13 54 10 NO
NOx 1.03 0.15 54 10 NO
PM1o (exhaust) 0.02 0.00 82 15 NO
PMio (fugitive) 0.89 0.12 None None N/A
PM2.s (exhaust) 0.02 0.00 54 10 NO
PM2s (fugitive) 0.24 0.03 None None N/A

Source: CalEEMod, March 2020 (see Appendix A).

Cumulative Emissions

Past, present and future development projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality
impacts on a cumulative basis. By nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. A
single project is not sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of AAQS. Instead,
a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively significant adverse air
quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable, then
the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant. In developing
thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission levels for
which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. The thresholds
of significance presented in Table 1 represent the levels at which a project’s individual
emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the SFBAAB'’s existing air quality conditions. If a project
exceeds the significance thresholds presented in Table 1, the proposed project’s
emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse cumulative
air quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions. Because the proposed
project would result in emissions below the applicable thresholds of significance, the
proposed project would not be expected to result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the region’s existing air quality conditions.

Conclusion

As stated previously, the applicable regional air quality plans include the 2001 Ozone
Attainment Plan and the 2017 CAP. According to BAAQMD, if a project would not result
in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, after the application of all feasible
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mitigation, the project may be considered consistent with the air quality plans. Because
the proposed project would result in emissions below the applicable thresholds of
significance, the proposed project would not be considered to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of regional air quality plans. In addition, the proposed project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria air pollutant. Thus, no
impact would occur.

C. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the
types of population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by
health problems, proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air
pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems
are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land uses that are
typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare
centers, playgrounds, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical
clinics. The nearest existing sensitive receptor to the project site would be the senior
housing facility located approximately 65 feet to the east.

The major pollutant concentrations of concern are localized carbon monoxide (CO)
emissions and Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC), which are addressed in further detail below.

Localized CO Emissions

Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels of traffic and congestion along
streets and at intersections. High levels of localized CO concentrations are only expected
where background levels are high, and traffic volumes and congestion levels are high.
Emissions of CO are of potential concern, as the pollutant is a toxic gas that results from
the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels such as gasoline or wood. CO
emissions are particularly related to traffic levels.

In order to provide a conservative indication of whether a project would result in localized
CO emissions that would exceed the applicable threshold of significance, the BAAQMD
has established screening criteria for localized CO emissions. According to BAAQMD, a
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to localized CO
emission concentrations if all of the following conditions are true for the project:

e The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways, regional transportation plan, and local congestion management
agency plans;

e The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to
more than 44,000 vehicles per hour; and

e The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to
more than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is
substantially limited (e.qg., tunnel, parking garage, underpass, etc.).

Given that the proposed project is consistent with the site’s current land use and zoning
designations, the proposed project would not conflict with the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA) Congestion Management Program (CMP).1° Additionally,
traffic associated with the proposed development and intersection improvements would

10 santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. 2015 Congestion Management Plan. October 2015.
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not increase traffic volumes at an affected intersection to more than 44,000 vehicles per
hour. According to the General Plan EIR, the roadways in the project vicinity would
experience fewer than 20,000 ADT under 2035 General Plan conditions. Given that the
proposed project would only generate 84 ADT, the project would not increase traffic
volumes at any nearby intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour. Furthermore,
areas where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited due to tunnels, underpasses, or
similar features do not exist in the project area. Therefore, based on the BAAQMD's
screening criteria for localized CO emissions, the proposed project would not be expected
to result in substantial levels of localized CO at surrounding intersections or generate
localized concentrations of CO that would exceed standards or cause health hazards.

TAC Emissions

Another category of environmental concern is TACs. The CARB’s Air Quality and Land
Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (Handbook) provides recommended
setback distances for sensitive land uses from major sources of TACs, including, but not
limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers, and rail yards. The CARB
has identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus,
high volume freeways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting heavy and
constant diesel vehicle traffic are identified as having the highest associated health risks
from DPM. Health risks associated with TACs are a function of both the concentration of
emissions and the duration of exposure, where the higher the concentration and/or the
longer the period of time that a sensitive receptor is exposed to pollutant concentrations
would correlate to a higher health risk.

The CARB Handbook provides recommendations on siting new sources of TACs near
existing sensitive receptors. Operational-related emissions of TACs are typically
associated with stationary diesel engines or land uses that involve heavy truck traffic or
idling. The proposed project would not involve long-term operation of any stationary diesel
engines. However, during operation of the proposed project, an on-site above-ground fuel
tank would be used to refill the trucks. Per the CARB handbook, a 50-foot separation is
recommended between sensitive land uses and typical gasoline dispensing facilities,
defined to include fuel-pumping operations with a throughput of less than 3.6 million
gallons per year.!! The proposed fuel tank would be used to pump between 200,000 and
300,000 gallons annually, similar to the existing fuel pumping associated with the AU
Energy facility to the north of the project site; thus, the proposed fuel tank would qualify
as a typical gasoline dispensing facility. The nearest sensitive receptor is located
approximately 65 feet to the east of the proposed pump location, which is consistent with
the CARB Handbook recommendations. Therefore, project operations would not be
expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

With regard to mobile sources, the CARB considers land uses that experience 100 daily
heavy-duty truck trips or more to be a significant source of DPM.*? As discussed in Section
XVII, Transportation, of this Initial Study, the proposed project would generate
approximately 48 average daily heavy-duty truck trips. Because the proposed project
would not result in 100 or more heavy-duty truck per day at the site, operation of the
proposed project would not be considered a substantial source of DPM.

11 california Air Resources Board. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April 2005.

2 pid.
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However, short-term, construction-related activities could result in the generation of TACs,
specifically DPM, from on-road haul trucks and off-road equipment exhaust emissions.
Construction is temporary and occurs over a relatively short duration in comparison to the
operational lifetime of the proposed project. Specifically, as noted above, construction
would occur over an approximately 2.5-year period. Mass grading of the project site, when
emissions would be most intensive, is estimated to occur over a period of approximately
10 weeks. The exposure period typically analyzed in health risk assessments is 30 years
or greater, which is substantially longer than the estimated 2.5-year construction period
associated with the proposed project.

All construction equipment and operation thereof would be regulated by the In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation, which is intended to help reduce emissions associated
with off-road diesel vehicles and equipment, including DPM. In addition, the project
applicant would be required to prepare, and include on all site development and grading
plans, a management plan detailing strategies for control of noise, dust and vibration, and
storage of hazardous materials during construction of the project. Pursuant to Section
18.76.040 (Air contaminants) of the City’'s Municipal Code, the management plan must
include all applicable BAAQMD rules and regulations, as well as the City’s standard
conditions for construction activity, listed below:

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas,
and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be
covered.

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon
as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at
all access points.

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer's specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
visible emissions evaluator.

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the
lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take
corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District's phone number shall also be
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

The City of Morgan Hill Development Services Department would ensure that the
conditions listed above would be noted on project construction drawings prior to issuance
of a building permit or approval of improvement plans.

During construction, only portions of the project site would be disturbed at a time.
Operation of construction equipment would occur on such portions of the site intermittently
throughout the course of a day over the overall construction period. Because construction

Page 33
May 2020



16500 Railroad Avenue Project
Initial Study

equipment on-site would not operate for any long periods of time and would be used at
varying locations within the site, associated emissions of DPM would not occur at the
same location (or be evenly spread throughout the entire project site) for long periods of
time. Due to the temporary nature of construction and the relatively short duration of
potential exposure to associated emissions, sensitive receptors in the area would not be
exposed to pollutants for a permanent or substantially extended period of time.
Furthermore, any one nearby sensitive receptor would be exposed to varying
concentrations of DPM emissions throughout the construction period. According to
BAAQMD, research conducted by CARB indicates that DPM is highly dispersive in the
atmosphere.

In addition, the general northerly flow of the winds tends to move pollutants to the south.
Prevailing winds in the region would act to dilute pollutants and transport them away from
the area, so that emissions released in the project area would have a low potential to affect
any single receptor. The southerly pattern of air movement would generally disperse
pollutants released within the project site, away from the existing sensitive receptor to the
east, and toward industrial development to the south of the project site. According to
BAAQMD, research conducted by CARB indicates that DPM is highly dispersive in the
atmosphere and is reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet. Thus,
emissions at the project site would be substantially dispersed at the nearest sensitive
receptors.

Considering the short-term nature of construction activities, the regulated and intermittent
nature of the operation of construction equipment, and the highly dispersive nature of
DPM, the likelihood that any one sensitive receptor would be exposed to high
concentrations of DPM for any extended period of time would be low. For the
aforementioned reasons, project construction would not be expected to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Conclusion

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project would not expose any sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations of localized CO or TACs from construction or
operation. Therefore, the proposed project would result in no impact related to the
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

d. Emissions such as those leading to odors have the potential to adversely affect sensitive
receptors within the project area. Pollutants of principal concern include emissions leading
to odors, emission of dust, or emissions considered to constitute air pollutants. Air
pollutants have been discussed in sections “a” through “c” above. Therefore, the following
discussion focuses on emissions of odors and dust.

Pursuant to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, odors are generally regarded as an
annoyance rather than a health hazard.? Manifestations of a person’s reaction to odors
can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g.,
circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). The presence of an
odor impact is dependent on several variables including: the nature of the odor source;
the frequency of odor generation; the intensity of odor; the distance of odor source to
sensitive receptors; wind direction; and sensitivity of the receptor.

13 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines [pg. 7-1].

May 2017.
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Due to the subjective nature of odor impacts, the number of variables that can influence
the potential for an odor impact, and the variety of odor sources, quantification of
significant odor impacts is relatively difficult. Typical odor-generating land uses include,
but are not limited to, wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and composting facilities. The
proposed project would not introduce any such land uses.

Construction activities often include diesel-fueled equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks,
which can create odors associated with diesel fumes, which could be found to be
objectionable. However, as discussed above, construction activities would be temporary,
and operation of construction equipment would be regulated and intermittent. Project
construction would also be required to comply with all applicable BAAQMD rules and
regulations, particularly associated with permitting of air pollutant sources. The
aforementioned regulations would help to minimize air pollutant emissions as well as any
associated odors. Accordingly, substantial objectionable odors would not occur during
construction activities or affect a substantial number of people. In addition, the BAAQMD
rules and regulations would act to reduce construction-related dust, which would ensure
that construction of the proposed project does not result in substantial emissions of dust.
Following project construction, the project site would not include any exposed topsoil.

It should be noted that the proposed project would include operation of an on-site above-
ground fuel tank that would be used to refill the trucks associated with the proposed
operations. Such refueling would have the potential to generate temporary odors in the
vicinity of the fuel tank. However, BAAQMD regulates objectionable odors through
Regulation 7, Odorous Substances, which does not become applicable until the Air
Pollution Control Officer (APCO) receives odor complaints from ten or more complainants
within a 90-day period. Once effective, Regulation 7 places general limitation on odorous
substances and specific emission limitations on certain odorous compounds, which
remain effective until such time that citizen complaints have been received by the APCO
for one year. Therefore, the proposed fueling activities would not result in substantial odors
at the nearest off-site receptors.

For the aforementioned reasons, construction and operation of the proposed project would
not result in emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people, and no impact would result.
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a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or

through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion
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