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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

GENERAL INFORMATION

Lead Agency Contact: Lesley Xavier, Project Manager
City of San Jose
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor
San Jose, CA 95113
408-535-7852
lesley.xavier @sanjoseca.gov

Applicant: Barry Swenson Builder
777 N. First Street, Fifth Floor
San Jose, CA 95113
408-938-6350; (fax) 408-280-5177
Attn: Bob Hightower
bhightower @barryswensonbuilder.com

Property Owner: Green Valley Corp.
777 N. First Street, Fifth Floor
San Jose, CA 95113
408-287-6322
Attn: Mike Black

Environmental Consultant: Mindigo & Associates
1984 The Alameda, Suite 1
San Jose, CA 95126
408-554-6531, (fax) 408-554-6577
rmindigo @aol.com

Name of Project: Morse Street Courthomes

Location and Address: East side of Morse Street, approximately 320
feet north of McKendrie Street
(980 Morse Street)

Brief Description of Project: A Planned Development (PD) Rezoning
application for a 4-unit single family detached
residential development on approximately 0.63
gross acres

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 230-44-040
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Santa Clara Valley Map

Figure 1
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Single-Family Residential District (8 units per acre)

R-1-8 =

R-2 = Two-Family Residential District
R-M = Multi-Family Residential District
CcO = Commercial Office District
A(PD) = Planned Development District

Zoning Map

Figure 6
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Aerial Photo of the Vicinity

October 1, 2009 Figure 7
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Aerial Photo of the Site

October 1, 2009 Figure 8



Viewing easterly from the westerly corner on Morse Street.

View of the Site

August 23, 2011 Figure 9
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Viewing easterly from along the northwesterly boundary.

View of the Site

August 23, 2011 Figure 10
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B. PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The objective of this project is to rezone the site in order to construct high quality, single family
homes on the site, in accordance with the goals and policies of the City of San Jose.

C. DESCRIPTION

The project is a Planned Development (PD) Rezoning application.

EXISTING USE

The project site is currently single family residential (one house).

PD ZONING

The project is a Planned Development (PD) Rezoning from R-1-8, Single Family Residence
District, to A(PD), Planned Development District, to allow the construction of up to 4 residential
units and subsequent subdivision, located on the east side of Morse Street, approximately 320
feet north of McKendrie Street (980 Morse Street). The project is a single family detached
residential development with individual lots located on Morse Street. The minimum lot size is
approximately 5,900 square feet in area and the average lot size is approximately 6,660 square
feet. The Conceptual Site Plan, Figure 13, provides for 4 units. The Project Data table and
reduced copies of the project plans, Figures 12 through 19, follow. Full size copies are available
for review at the City of San Jose Planning Division.

Unit Types

The homes are planned to be two story, wood frame structures with wood and stucco exteriors
and composition roofs. They have four bedrooms, two car attached or detached garages and
fenced rear yards. Front yard landscaping is to be provided by the developer.

Landscaping

The landscaping proposed is shown in schematic form on the Planting Plan, Figure 19. Street
trees, specimen trees, shrubs, lawn and groundcover are planned. A combination of existing and
new trees are planned to screen the freeway soundwall.

Access
Access is from Morse Street.

Parking
Off-street parking for the project is to be provided in attached and/or detached 2-car garages and
on driveway aprons. A total of 16 off-street parking spaces is to be provided by the project.

13



Exterior Lighting

Standard electroliers using low pressure sodium vapor lights in accordance with the City’s
Outdoor Lighting on Private Developments Policy are to be provided along the public (and
private) streets. Normal exterior household lighting is to be provided with the residences. All
exterior lighting is subject to the City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy 4-3.

Utilities

All utilities required to serve the project, including sanitary sewer, wastewater treatment, water
supply, storm drainage, natural gas, electricity and telephone, as further described in the
following Utilities and Service Systems section, would be provided with the project. All of the
utilities within the project are to be underground.

Demolition

The project proposes the demolition of all the onsite structures. A discussion of potential
asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and/or lead based paint (LBP) hazards is included in the
following Hazards and Hazardous Materials section.

Hazardous Materials
Hazardous materials other than those for normal household and yard use will not be used as a

part of the operation of any of the establishments on the project site.

Grading

Grading planned for the project is shown on the following Conceptual Grading and Drainage
Plan, Figure 17. The final lot and street grading for the project is to be designed to conform to
the natural ground as closely as possible. The amount of grading planned is the minimum
required to provide public streets that meet requirements for structural section and rate of grade,
and to allow the construction of level building pads with positive drainage. In addition to the lot
and street excavation, trenching is required for the underground utilities and sewer system.
Approximately 500 to 1,000 cubic yards of material are estimated to be moved during the
grading operations. The maximum finished cut or fill is estimated to be less than two feet, and
no significant import or export of natural material is expected.

Water Quality Treatment

In accordance with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program NPDES
MS4 permit and City Council Policies 6-29 and 8-14, the project includes bioswales, pervious
paving and disconnected roof drains, as further discussed in the following Hydrology and Water
Quality section.

Tree Removal
There are 32 existing trees onsite, 15 of which are to be removed, as further discussed in the

following Biological Resources section.

Public Improvements
There are no public improvements planned with this project.

14



Public Land Reservations

There are no public land reservations with this project; however, the project will contribute park
impact fees in accordance with the City’s Park Impact Ordinance (PIO) and/or Parkland
Dedication Ordinance (PDO) (Municipal Code Chapters 14.25 and 19.38, respectively).

Other Related Permits

In addition to the proposed Planned Development (PD) Rezoning, other related permits to be
obtained from the City of San Jose and/or any other public agency approvals required for this
project by other local, State or Federal agencies are as follows:

Agency Permit / Approval
City of San Jose PD Permit,
Tentative Map, Final Map,
Grading Permit,
Building Permit(s)

Community Meeting
A community meeting to discuss the proposed project with neighbors has not yet been held.

15



Table 1. Project Data

Category Figure
Gross and Net Acreage 0.63
Average Lot Size (square feet)

Minimum Lot Size (square feet) 5,900
Number of Single Family Homes
Four bedroom units 4
Total 4
Building Height (feet) 27
Estimated Population * 14
Estimated School Children
K-5 (0.173) 1
6-8 (0.099) 1
9-12 (0.111) 1
Total 3
Estimated Wastewater (gallons/day) 950
Estimated Water Demand (gallons/day) 1,800
Estimated Solid Waste (fons/year) 4
Coverage Factors Square Feet Percent
Homes & Garages 6,226 23
Private Open Space 14,738 55
Driveway, Sidewalk, Patio 5,678 22
Total 26,642 100
Impervious Areas Square Feet Percent
Existing 7,767 29
Project 7,857 29
Density (units/net acre) 4/063=6.3

Start/Completion Dates

Summer, 2012 / Winter, 2012

* Based on 2000 Census average of 3.50 persons per SFD dwelling unit.
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Il. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACT CHECKLIST AND
MITIGATION

1. AESTHETICS

SETTING

The current view of the project site consists primarily of a house, trees and landscaping, which
can be seen in the preceding photographs, Figures 9 through 11.

Scenic Route
The project site is located adjacent to Interstate 880 (I-880), which is designated as an Urban

Throughway on the Scenic Routes and Trails Diagram of the General Plan. This designation
includes all the State and Interstate Highways that traverse San Jose’s Sphere of Influence. An
Urban Throughway is defined as the actual right-of-way of the scenic route, the shoulders, and
any adjacent public improvements that accompany such a route.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
ISSUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

1.. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? X 25,26,27

b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings and historic buildings within a 25,26,
state scenic highway? X 27,2931

¢. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its

surroundings? X 25,26,27
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare

that would adversely affect day or nighttime 25,

views in the area? X 26,28,34
e. Increase the amount of shading on public open

space (e.g., parks, plazas and/or school yards)? X 25,26,28

Scenic Vista
Because of the existing visual character of the project site, the change to 2-story (maximum
height = 27 feet) single family detached residential buildings would not have a substantial effect

on scenic vistas.
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Scenic Resources

Interstate 880 (I-880), which is designated as an Urban Throughway on the Scenic Routes and
Trails Diagram of the General Plan, borders the project site; however, as the site is separated
from the freeway right-of-way by a 7-foot-high sound wall, the project would have no impact to
trees, rock outcrops or historic buildings along a scenic highway.

Visual Character

The project would change the view of the site from a house, trees and landscaping to four
houses, trees and landscaping. Any trees that are to be removed will be replaced in conformance
with the City’s requirements, as further described in the following Biological Resources section;
and street trees and landscaping will be provided as part of the project. Detailed architectural
and landscape plans will be submitted for review and approval in accordance with the City’s
Residential Design Guidelines and PD Zoning procedure.

Light and Glare

The project could produce offsite light and/or glare. The project will be designed to utilize
downward-directed residential lighting in order to prevent offsite light and glare, in accordance
with the City’s Outdoor Lighting on Private Developments Policy (Policy 4-3).

Temporary Construction Visual Impacts

Construction of a typical project causes short-term visual impacts. The grading operations create
a visual impact, and construction debris, rubbish and trash can accumulate on construction sites
and are unsightly if visible from public streets. Public streets that are impacted by project
construction activities will be swept and washed down daily. Debris, rubbish and trash will be
cleared from any areas onsite that are visible from a public street. The completion of the project
improvements and landscaping will eliminate the short-term visual impacts of the grading and
construction operations.

STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Design
« The project design will conform to the City’s Residential Design Guidelines.

Trees
« Any tree that is removed will be replaced with the addition of a new tree(s) at the ratios

shown in the City’s standard Tree Replacement Ratios table.

Light and Glare
« Lighting on the site will conform to the City’s Outdoor Lighting on Private Developments

Policy (Policy 4-3).
MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.
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CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measures would ensure the project will have a less-
than-significant impact on aesthetics.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

SETTING

Agriculture Resources

The Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map, prepared by the California Department of
Conservation and the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, classifies land in seven
categories in order of significance: 1) prime farmland, 2) farmland of Statewide importance, 3)
unique farmland, 4) farmland of local importance, 5) grazing land, 6) urban and built-up land
and 7) other land. The project site is classified as "urban and built-up land," which is defined as
land occupied by structures with a building density of at least one unit to one and one-half acres.
The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract.

Forest Resources

“Forest land” is defined by the California Public Resources Code as land that can support 10-
percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that
allows for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and
wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits. “Timberland” means
land, other than land owned by the federal government and land designated as experimental
forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of any commercial
species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. The project
site is not located on forest land or timberland.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-

agricultural use? X 35,36
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act confract? X 37,66

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land [as defined in PRC
Section 12220(g)], timberland (as defined by
PRC Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production [as defined by GC

Secion 51104(g)]? X 25,27,29
d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use? X 25,26,28

28



ISSUES

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
WITH
MITIGATION
INCORPORATED

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

NO
IMPACT

SOURCES

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES (Cont.). Would the project:

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

25,26,28

Agriculture Resources

The project site is classified as urban and built-up land on the Important Farmland Map for
Santa Clara County. Since the site is not located in an area identified as prime farmland, nor is
the site being used for or zoned for agricultural use or is under a Williamson Act contract, the
project would have no impact on agricultural land.

Forest Resources

Since the site is not located in an area identified as forest land or timberland, nor is the site being

used for or zoned for forestry use, the project would have no impact on forest resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.

The proposed project would have no impact on agriculture or forest resources.

29
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3. AIR QUALITY

SETTING

Regional Climate

The air quality of a given area is not only dependent upon the amount of air pollutants emitted
locally or within the air basin, but also is directly related to the weather patterns of the region.
The wind speed and direction, the temperature profile of the atmosphere, and the amount of
humidity and sunlight react with the emitted pollutants each day, and determine the resulting
concentrations of air pollutants defining the “air quality.”

The Bay Area climate is Mediterranean, with mild, rainy winters November through March, and
warm, sunny and nearly dry summers June through September. Summer temperature inversions
trap ground level pollutants. Winter conditions are less conducive to smog, but thin evening
inversions sometimes concentrate carbon monoxide emissions at ground level. A temperature
inversion is a thin layer of the atmosphere where the normal decrease in temperature with height
switches to the temperature increasing with height; an inversion acts like a lid.

San Jose is located in the southern portion of the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The
proximity of this location to both the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay has a moderating
influence on the climate. Northwest winds and northerly winds are most common in the project
area, reflecting the orientation of the Bay and the San Francisco Peninsula. Winds from these
directions carry pollutants released by automobiles and factories from upwind areas of the
Peninsula toward San Jose, particularly during the summer months. Winds are lightest on
average in fall and winter. Every year in fall and winter there are periods of several days when
winds are very light and local pollutants can build up.

Regulatory Overview
The Federal Clean Air Act establishes pollutant thresholds for air quality in the United States;

which are administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In addition to
being subject to Federal requirements, California has its own, more stringent, regulations under
the California Clean Air Act, which is administered by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) at the State level and by Air Quality Management Districts at the local level. The
project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD), which includes seven Bay Area counties and portions of two others.

Criteria Pollutants

The BAAQMD is primarily responsible for ensuring that the National and State ambient air
quality standards are attained and maintained in the Bay Area. These ambient air quality
standards are levels of contaminants that represent safe levels in order to avoid specific adverse
health effects associated with each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover what are
called “criteria” pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are described in
criteria documents. The major criteria pollutants, characteristics, health effects and typical
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sources for the Bay Area are identified in the table on the following page, Table 2. The
BAAQMD is also responsible for adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning air
pollutant sources, issuing permits for and inspecting stationary sources of air pollutants,
responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological conditions,
and many other associated activities.

Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are
another group of pollutants of concern. There are many different types of TACs, with varying
degrees of toxicity. Sources of TACs include industrial processes such as petroleum refining
and chrome plating operations, commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners,
and motor vehicle exhaust. Cars and trucks release at least forty different toxic air contaminants.
The most important, in terms of health risk, are diesel particulate, benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-
butadiene and acetaldehyde. Public exposure to TACs can result from emissions from normal
operations, as well as accidental releases. Health effects of TACs include cancer, birth defects,
neurological damage and death.

Air Quality Standards

Air quality is described by the concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere. The
significance of the pollutant concentration is determined by comparing the concentration to an
appropriate ambient air quality standard. The U.S. EPA and CARB have both established
ambient air quality standards for common pollutants to avoid adverse health effects from each
pollutant. The pollutants, which include ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide, and
particulate matter (PM;o and PM ,5), and their standards are included in the Local Air Quality
table, Table 2, that follows. In Santa Clara County, ozone and particulate matter are the
pollutants of greatest concern since measured air pollutant levels exceed the State and Federal air
quality standards concentrations at times.

Attainment Status

The Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act of 1988 require that the State Air
Resources Board, based on air quality monitoring data, designate portions of the state where the
Federal or State ambient air quality standards are not met as “nonattainment areas”. Because of
the differences between the Federal and State standards, the designation of nonattainment areas
is different under Federal and State legislation.

The U.S. EPA has classified the San Francisco Bay Area as a nonattainment area for the Federal
8-hour ozone and PM, 5 standards. The Bay Area was designated as unclassifiable/attainment
for the Federal PM;, standard.

Under the California Clean Air Act, Santa Clara County is a nonattainment area for ozone and
particulate matter (PM;o and PM,5). The county either meets attainment or is unclassified for
the other pollutants. The California Clean Air Act requires local air pollution control districts to
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prepare air quality attainment plans; these plans must provide for district-wide emission
reductions of five percent per year averaged over consecutive three-year periods or, if not,
provide for adoption of “all feasible measures on an expeditious schedule”.

Local Air Quality
Air quality in the project area is subject to the problems experienced by most of the Bay Area.

Emissions from millions of vehicle-miles of travel each day often are not mixed and diluted, but
are trapped near ground level by an atmospheric temperature inversion. Prevailing air currents
generally sweep from the mouth of the Bay toward the south, picking up and concentrating
pollutants along the way. A combination of pollutants emitted locally, the transport of pollutants
from other areas, and the natural mountain barriers (the Diablo Range to the east and the Santa
Cruz Range to the southwest) give San Jose a relatively high atmospheric potential for pollution
compared to other parts of the San Francisco Bay Air Basin.

The BAAQMD maintains a network of monitoring sites in the Bay Area. The closest to the
project site is located in Downtown San Jose. Violations of air quality standards for the last
three reported years at the downtown San Jose monitoring station are shown in the following
table. Federal ambient air quality standards are met in the project area with the exception of
ozone and PM, 5. State ambient standards are met with the exception of ozone and PM,;,/ PM; s.

Table 2. Local Air Quality

Days Exceeding Standard

Pollutant Standard 2007 2008 2009

OZONE

State 1-hour 0.09 ppm 0 1 0

State 8-hour 0.07 ppm 0 3 0

Federal 8-hour 0.08 ppm 0 2 0
CARBON MONOXIDE

State/Federal 8-hour 9.0 ppm 0 0 0
NITROGEN DIOXIDE

State 1-hour 0.25 ppm 0 0 0
PARTICULATE MATTER (PMy() 3

State 24-hour 50 pg/m’, 3 1 0

Federal 24-hour 150 pg/m 0 0 0
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM.;s) 3

Federal 24-hour 35 pg/m 9 5 0

ppm = parts per million ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

SOURCE: Bay Area Air Quality Management District monitoring data for Downtown San Jose.

Project Site
The project site is similar to other locations in the South Bay; air quality meets adopted State

and/or Federal standards (the more stringent standard applies) on most days, and during periods
when regional atmospheric conditions are stagnated, the air quality is poor throughout the
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extended South Bay area. There are no existing sources on the project site that currently
adversely affect local air quality.

Sensitive Receptors

Some groups of people are more affected by air pollution than others. CARB has identified the
following people who are most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14, the
elderly over 65, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. These
groups are classified as sensitive receptors. Locations that may contain a high concentration of
these sensitive population groups include residential areas, hospitals, daycare facilities, elder
care facilities, elementary schools, and parks. The closest sensitive receptors are the single
family detached residences located south and west of the project site.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
ISSUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT { IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

3. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? X 29,39

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? X 26,39

¢. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is classified as non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions
that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)? X 26,39
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations? X 28,39
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a

substantial number of people? X 26,28

Project Impacts

Past, present and future development projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality
impacts on a cumulative basis. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact.
No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality
standards. 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.

For most types of development projects, motor vehicles traveling to and from a project represent
the primary source of air pollutant emissions associated with the project. The BAAQMD has
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established thresholds of significance for these indirect impacts from projects on local and
regional air quality. If project vehicle emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) exceed 9 ppm (8-
hour average) or 20 ppm (1-hour average); and if a project generates over 54 1bs/day of reactive
organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NO,) or suspended particulate matter (PM,s from
exhaust) or over 82 lbs/day (PM,, from exhaust), it would have a significant air quality impact.
For construction-related PM;, and PM,s fugitive dust, the threshold of significance is a
requirement that the facility employ Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize dust.

The BAAQMD developed screening criteria to provide lead agencies and project applicants with
a conservative indication of whether a proposed project could result in potentially significant air
quality impacts. If the screening criteria are met, then an air quality assessment of a project’s air
pollutant emissions is not required and the project would not result in the generation of
operational-related criteria air pollutants and/or precursors that exceed the District’s thresholds
of significance. Operation of a proposed project would, therefore, result in a less-than-
significant cumulative impact to air quality from criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions.
For single family residential projects, the screening level is 325 units. The proposed 4-unit
project is substantially below that level and, therefore, would not have a significant air quality
impact.

Odors
The project would not generate objectionable odors or place sensitive receptors adjacent to a use

that generates odors (i.e., landfill, composting, etc.).

Sensitive Receptors

The closest sensitive receptors (the single family detached residences located south and west of
the project site) could be subjected to fugitive dust as a result of construction, as discussed
below.

Temporary Construction Dust

The project would produce short-term fugitive dust generated as a result of site preparation and
construction. The effects of construction activities would be increased dustfall and locally
elevated levels of PM;, and PM, 5 downwind of construction activity. Construction dust has the
potential for creating a nuisance at nearby properties. This is considered a potentially significant
impact. The BAAQMD threshold of significance for construction dust impacts is whether Best
Management Practices (BMPs) are to be utilized. Mitigation measures include all basic BMPs
identified by the BAAQMD; according to the District threshold of significance for construction
impacts, implementation of the measures would reduce construction dust impacts of the project
to a less-than-significant level.
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MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Temporary Construction Dust
e The following Best Management Practices shall be required of construction contracts and
specifications for all construction to prevent visible dust emissions from leaving the site:

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

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

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.

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

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.

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 CCR Title 13). Clear
signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic
and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

A publicly-visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the Lead
Agency regarding dust complaints shall be posted. 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.

CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce the project’s impact on air
quality to a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC conducted a tree protection and assessment survey dated
September 15, 2011 that is included in the Technical Appendix.

SETTING

Vegetation
Vegetation on the project site consists of trees and landscaping around the existing house. No

rare or endangered plant species are known to inhabit the site.

Trees
The City of San Jose has a Tree Ordinance that regulates the removal of trees. An “Ordinance-

sized tree” is defined as any native or non-native tree with a circumference of 56 inches
(diameter of 18 inches) measured at 24 inches above the natural grade. For multi-trunk trees, the
circumference is measured as the sum of the circumferences of all trunks at 24 inches above
grade. A “heritage tree” is defined as a tree of special significance to the community due to
history, girth, height, species, or other unique quality.

A detailed tree survey of all trees on the site was conducted. A total of 32 trees, ranging in
circumference from 9 inches to 143 inches, were tagged and evaluated. Ten (10) trees exceed 56
inches in circumference, are considered to be Ordinance-sized trees, and come under the review
of the City's Tree Ordinance. There are no designated Heritage Trees on the site. The
approximate locations of the trees are shown on the following Tree Locations map, and their
description by type, size and general condition is given in the following table. Ordinance-sized
trees are shown in bold in the table. Photographs of each Ordinance-sized tree are included in
the report in the Technical Appendix.

Riparian Corridor Habitat
Riparian corridor habitat is not located on or within 300 feet of the project site.

Wildlife
The project site contains developed habitat. Wildlife typically associated with this habitat type

include birds, reptiles, and small mammals. No rare or endangered animal species are known to
inhabit the site. The site does not contain any known important wildlife breeding, nesting or
feeding areas.
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Table 3. Existing Trees

Native Circumference * General To Be

No. Scientific Name Common Name Tree (inches) Condition  Removed
1628. Platanus acerifolia London Plane 50 Fair
1629. Platanus acerifolia London Plane 69 Fair X
1630. Platanus acerifolia London Plane 69 Fair
1631. Citrus paradisi Grapefruit 19,15,15, Fair X

13,13 **
1632. Citrus paradisi Grapefruit 22,16 Fair X
1633. Citrus paradisi Grapefruit 25,16 Fair X
1634. Citrus paradisi Grapefruit 13 Fair X
1635. Citrus paradisi Grapefruit 19,19,15 Fair X
1636. Taxus baccata Yew 50 Fair X
1637. Pittosporum eugenioides Pittosporum 58 Fair X
1638. Umbellularia californica CA Bay Laurel X 13 Fair X
1639. Citrus limon Lemon 13 Fair X
1640. Pittosporum eugenioides Pittosporum 30,22,22, Fair X

18 *k
1641. Diospyros kaki Persimmon 20 Fair X
1642. Ligustrum lucidum Privet 9 Fair
1643. Ligustrum lucidum Privet 19 Fair
1644. Ligustrum lucidum Privet 25,25 Fair
1645. Citrus paradisi Grapefruit 19 Fair
1646. Ligustrum lucidum Privet 13 Fair
1647. Prunus armeniaca Apricot 27 Fair
1648. Prunus laurocerasus English Laurel 50 Poor
1649. Pittosporum eugenioides Pittosporum 15,13,13 Poor
1650. Prunus laurocerasus English Laurel 13,13,6,6, Fair
6,6,6,3,3,

3,3,3,3**
1651. Pittosporum eugenioides Pittosporum 19,16 Poor
1652. Pittosporum eugenioides Pittosporum 20,16,16 Fair
1653. Prunus laurocerasus English Laurel 13,13,6,6 Poor
1654. Prunus laurocerasus English Laurel 13,13,13 Fair
1655. Prunus laurocerasus English Laurel 25,24,22, Fair X

22,17 **
1656. Cedrus atlantica Blue Atlas Cedar 143 Fair X
1657. unknown 35 Fair X
1658. Eucalyptus globulus Blue Gum Eucalyptus 113 Fair
1659. Eucalyptus globulus Blue Gum Eucalyptus 77 Fair
Note: Some trees may have multiple stems from a single trunk. Ordinance-sized trees are shown in bold.

*  Circumference at 2 feet above ground.

**  Combined total represents an Ordinance-sized tree.

Y = Native Tree.
X = To be Removed.
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Plant Legend

KEY SIZE uwater BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

trEES ¢

PE 24' Med Fittosporum sugenioldes

cL 24' Med Clirus

FR 24" Med  Apple

L 24" Low Lagerstremla Indica Muskogee' Crape Myrtle

PC 24 Louw Pistachia chinensis Kisth Davie Chinese Fistachs
o7 24' Low  Sirset Trae - Final location, gy, and species to be

determined by the clty arborist
As per the Arporist report there are 25 - 24 box and 6-15 gal. replacement
trems for trees that are being removed. If we chose to plant 1-24" box size
tree for each 2-i& gal. size replacement iress ue need a total of 31-24’ box
alze replacenent trees.

TALL SHRUBS/SMALL TREES
F& B and 15 Low
RA B and 5 Low

Feljoa sellowlana
Rhamnug alaternue John Edwards

Piredpple Guava
Italian Buckthorn

MEDIM SHRUBS

I 5 Low  Phormium Jack Sprat or Ting Tim - Small Flax

RC 5 Low Raphiclepls Clare Inclia Hawthorne

Dv 5 Low Dletes vegeta Forwnight Lily

RO 5 Low  Rosmerinus Blue Spiras Tall Rosemary

NC 5 Low  Nandina compacta Heavenly Bamboo
Le 5 Low  Loropetalum chinense Chinese Fringe Flower
PY -4 Low  PFrormium Yellow Wave Flax

GROUND COVER

E 1 Low Erigeron karvinskianus Santa Barbara Dalay
Rl ' Low Lantans montevidensis Furple Lamana

53 ! Low Rosmarinus Huntington Carpet Low Rosemary

MU ! Low Munlenbergla rigens Deer Grass

A | Low Aptenia Red Apple

L | Low Lomandra longifolla Breeze  Duwarf Mat Rush

F ! Low Festuca californica CA Fescue

8L 1 Low 8alvia leucanths Mexican Sage

5 1 Low  Limonium perezii Statlce

c ) Low  Teucrium chamaedrys Germander

Lawn  sod high Turf tall fescus sod with 2x4 redwcod headsr board

Planting Notes

1) See detalle anct specs.

2) Exact locavlen of plants on slie to be adjusted so as to best
coordinate with sprinkler head locations, lights, drainage features, and
swales

3) Use 2 Inch deep mulch In all planting areas. Frovide ouwner with different
mulch sampies and prices including Goiden Nugget from Sun Up In Sacramento
(BO®) 222-2551 or Pro-Chip Decorative Mulch (dark brown) from BF
Organics - 16@1 Dixon Landing Rd, Milpitas (408) 845-2844.

Full muich 4 inches back from plant stem or trunk.

4) Install plants for all plant circles shown on the plan even i they aren't
labaled. Cail for clarification. For bidding purposes, If no one is avallable
to answer questions, assume that any plant circle scaled lees than 2' uwide fs
5 gal. size and any circle scaled larger is 24" box size

5) The plan 1s schematic. Don't install plants tao close to eclges of paving
or bulldings. Be sure plants are not blocking sprinkler spray excessively.
Keep valves and quick couplers away from trees.

%) The plants will do much better If efforts are made to uncompact soil that
has been compacted during site and bullding construction. Loosen the top
& inches of any undisturbed or compacted soll prior to adding and tiliing In
other soil amendments or installing plants or Install 8 Inches of uncompacted
topsall In @ way s that the finish grads is per the civil engineers grading
plan. Top soll 1s to be compacted just encugh so that it doesn't ssitls
alot later,

1) Soll prep. for sod arsas includes tiling in amenciments and fertilizers as
recommended by soll test results, raklng to smooth and removed rocks and
clods from surface, end compact soil with half filled rofler

&) Trese to be at least 1&' from sswer laterals and water facliities and at
least 5 Fest from slectric dept. faciities.

2 irrigation will be potale water.

@) Lauwn areds are less than 26% of the totsl developer Installed
lanclscape. They are at least 2 feet from the edge of Impervicus paving on
siopas less than S%.

) Residences 4, B, C, and D dre court homes with a shared common
lanclscape area in the front yards uith @ common Irrigation system.
Developer Installed landscape In this common area s approx. 1297 sq. ft.
inclugling 102 sq.ft. of lawn (5% of wotal)

Drainage fitration
area - see Civil
Plans
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Raptors and Other Migratory Birds

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits killing, possessing or trading in migratory birds
except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. This Act
encompasses whole birds, parts of birds and bird nests and eggs. All raptors (i.e., eagles, hawks
and owls) and their nests are protected under both Federal and State regulations. Birds of prey
are protected in California under the State Fish and Game Code. Section 3503.5 states that it is
“unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes
(birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as
otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.” Construction
disturbance during the breeding season could result in the incidental loss of fertile eggs or
nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment
and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered “taking” by the CDFG. Any loss of fertile eggs
or any activities resulting in nest abandonment would constitute a significant impact.
Construction activities such as tree removal, site grading, construction etc., that disturb a nest
onsite or immediately adjacent to the site constitute a significant impact.

The project site contains trees that may provide suitable habitat for tree-nesting raptors and other
migratory birds; however, no nests are currently known to exist on the site. The site does not
provide suitable habitat for burrowing owls.

Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP)

To promote the recovery of endangered species while accommodating planned development,
infrastructure and maintenance activities, the Local Partners, consisting of the City of San Jose,
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Santa Clara
County and the cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill, are preparing a joint Habitat Conservation
Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan. The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan is being
developed in association with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and
in consultation with stakeholder groups and the general public to protect and enhance ecological
diversity and function within more than 500,000 acres of southern Santa Clara County. The final
HCP/NCCEP s currently expected to be completed by the end of 2011.

The Santa Clara Habitat Plan Planning Agreement outlines the Interim Project Process to ensure
coordination of projects approved or initiated in the Planning Area before completion of the
Habitat Plan to help achieve the preliminary conservation objectives of the Plan, and not
preclude important conservation planning options or connectivity between areas of high habitat
values. The Interim Project Referral Process requires the local participating agencies to notify
the wildlife agencies (CDFG and USFWS) of projects that have the potential to adversely impact
covered species or natural communities, or conflict with the preliminary conservation objectives
of the Habitat Plan. The wildlife agencies’ comments on Interim Projects should recommend
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mitigation measures or project alternatives that would help achieve the preliminary conservation
objectives of the Habitat Plan.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
ISSUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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 Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? X 25,40,41

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies or regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? X 25,43

¢. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.,
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means? X 25

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites? X 25

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? X 29,42,100

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan? X 25,29

The project site does not include riparian habitat, wetlands or any other sensitive habitat; nor is
the site adjacent to any wetlands, waterway or other sensitive habitat. No sensitive plant or
animal species are known or expected to inhabit the site. The project site does not contain
sensitive wildlife habitat or any wildlife nursery sites, nor will its development affect any
migratory corridor; and it does not meet the criteria for Interim Habitat Conservation Plan
Referral.
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Trees
There are 32 trees on the project site, ranging in circumference from 9 to 143 inches. Seventeen

(17) trees are currently planned to be retained with the project, as shown on the Conceptual Site
Plan, Figure 13. Fifteen (15) trees, one of which is native, are planned to be removed with the
project, as indicated by an "X" on the preceding Existing Trees table. Six (6) of the trees to be
removed exceed 56 inches in circumference and come under the review of the City's Tree
Ordinance, which requires approval for the removal of any tree with a 56-inch circumference or
greater. The removal of 10 or more native Ordinance-sized trees and/or the removal of 20 or
more non-native Ordinance-sized trees would be considered a significant impact.

Additional street trees will be planted along Morse Street. Any tree that is removed will be
replaced with the addition of a new tree(s) at the ratios shown in the Tree Replacement Ratios
table that follows. Replacement trees are in addition to normal landscaping and required street
trees. If sufficient area is not available onsite within the project for all of the replacement trees,
a contribution would be made to Our City Forest where the funds would be used to plant trees
within the City.

Trees to remain will be safeguarded before and during construction by a Tree Protection Plan
developed by a consulting arborist, and implemented with measures such as the storage of oil,
gasoline, chemicals, etc. away from trees; grading around trees or root pruning only as approved,
and prevention of drying out of exposed soil where cuts are made; any additional tree pruning
needed for clearance performed or supervised by an arborist; application of supplemental
irrigation as determined by the consulting arborist; no dumping of liquid or solid wastes in the
dripline or uphill from any tree; and construction of barricades around the dripline of the trees
until all grading and construction is completed, as outlined in the City's Tree Ordinance.

Wildlife
The project requires the removal of 15 of the trees and all of the vegetation on the site. The

birds and small mammals would diminish during the initial construction, but as the new urban
landscaping matures, birds and small mammals that have adapted to the urban environment
would return.

Raptors and Other Migratory Birds
The project site provides potentially suitable habitat for tree-nesting raptors and other migratory

birds, although the site does not currently contain any known nests. If a raptor or other
migratory bird were to nest on or immediately adjacent to the site prior to construction,
development-related activities could result in the abandonment of active nests or direct mortality
to these birds, which would constitute a violation of state and federal laws and be considered a
significant impact. Pre-construction surveys for nesting raptors and other migratory birds should
be conducted.
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STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Trees
« Any tree that is removed will be replaced with the addition of a new tree(s) at the ratios
shown in the following Tree Replacement Ratios table.

Table 4. Tree Replacement Ratios

Type of Tree to be Removed Minimum Size of Each

Diameter of Tree

to be Removed Native Non-Native Orchard Replacement Tree
18 inches or greater 5:1 4:1 3:1 24-inch box
12 to <18 inches 3:1 2:1 None 24-inch box

<12 inches 1:1 1:1 None 15-gallon container

x:x = tree replacement to tree loss ratio
Note: Trees greater that 18” diameter will not be removed unless a Tree Removal Permit, or equivalent, has been approved
for the removal of such trees.

« The species and exact number of trees to be planted on the site will be determined at the
development permit stage, in consultation with the City Arborist and the Department of
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

« Replacement trees are to be above and beyond standard landscaping; required street trees do
not count as replacement trees.

« In the event the project site does not have sufficient area to accommodate the required tree
mitigation, one or more of the following measures will be implemented, to the satisfaction of
the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, at the development permit stage:

The size of a 15-gallon replacement tree may be increased to 24-inch box and count as
two replacement trees.

An alternative site(s) will be identified for additional tree planting. Alternative sites may
include local parks or schools or installation of trees on adjacent properties for screening
purposes to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement. Contact Jaime Ruiz, Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services
Landscape Maintenance Manager, at 975-7214 or jaime.ruiz@sanjoseca.gov for specific
park locations in need of trees.

- A donation of $300.00 per mitigation tree will be paid to Our City Forest for in-lieu
offsite tree planting in the community. These funds will be used for tree planting and
maintenance of planted trees for approximately three years. Contact Rhonda Berry, Our
City Forest, at (408) 998-7337 x106 to make a donation. A donation receipt for offsite
tree planting will be provided to the Planning Project Manager prior to issuance of a
development permit.
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The following tree protection measures will also be included in the project in order to protect
trees to be retained during construction:

Pre-construction Treatments

- The applicant will retain a consulting arborist. The construction superintendent will meet
with the consulting arborist before beginning work to discuss work procedures and tree
protection.

- Fence all trees to be retained to completely enclose the tree protection zone prior to
demolition, grubbing or grading. Fences will be 6-foot chain link or equivalent as
approved by consulting arborist. Fences are to remain until all grading and construction
are completed.

- Prune trees to be preserved to clean the crown and to provide clearance. All pruning will
be completed or supervised by a Certified Arborist and adhere to the Best Management
Practices for Pruning of the International Society of Arboriculture.

During Construction ) .
- No grading, construction, demolition or other work will occur within the tree protection
zone. Any modifications must be approved and monitored by the consulting arborist

Any root pruning required for construction purposes will receive the prior approval of,
and be supervised by, the consulting arborist.

- Supplemental irrigation will be applied as determined by the consulting arborist.

- If injury should occur to any tree during construction, it will be evaluated as soon as
possible by the consulting arborist so that appropriate treatments can be applied.

- No excess soil, chemicals debris, equipment or other materials will be dumped or stored
within the tree protection zone.

- Any additional tree pruning needed for clearance during construction must be performed
or supervised by an Arborist and not by construction personne].

- As trees withdraw water from the soil, expansive soils may shrink within the root area.
Therefore, foundations, footings and pavements on expansive soils near trees will be
designed to withstand differential displacement.

MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Raptors and Other Migratory Birds

If possible, construction should be scheduled between October and December (inclusive) to
avoid the nesting season. If this is not possible, pre-construction surveys for nesting raptors
and other migratory breeding birds shall be conducted by a qualified ornithologist to identify
active nests that may be disturbed during project implementation. Between January and
April (inclusive) pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to
the initiation of construction activities or tree relocation or removal. Between May and
August (inclusive), pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no more than thirty (30) days
prior to the initiation of these activities. The surveying ornithologist shall inspect all trees in
and immediately adjacent to the construction area for nests. If an active nest is found in or
close enough to the construction area to be disturbed by these activities, the ornithologist
shall, in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, designate a
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construction-free buffer zone (typically 250 feet for raptors and 100 feet for other birds)
around the nest, which shall be maintained until after the breeding season has ended and/or a
qualified ornithologist has determined that the young birds have fledged. The applicant shall
submit a report indicating the results of the survey and any designated buffer zones to the
satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement prior to the issuance
of any grading or building permit.

CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measures and mitigation measure would reduce the
project’s impact on biological resources to a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archaeological Resource Management conducted an architectural and historical evaluation
dated August 31, 2011 that is included in the Technical Appendix.

SETTING

Prehistoric Cultural Resources

The project site is not located within a sensitive archaeological resource area as outlined on the
maps on file at the City of San Jose Planning Division. There are no known cultural sites on the
project site, nor does the site have any natural features of significant scenic value or with rare or
unique characteristics.

Historic Cultural Resources
An historical and architectural evaluation of the existing structure(s) the project site was
conducted to determine their significance, if any.

Historic Evaluation

The property at 980 Morse Street made up a portion of Lots 6, 7 and 8 of Block 5, as shown on
the map entitled “Map of the Survey of the Chapman & Davis Tract” filed on February 1, 1877.
The existing residence was constructed in 1959. At that time, the property was owned by James
E. McKenna. James McKenna died on February 3, 1972, and the property passed to Evelyn M.
McKenna and Margaret L. McKenna. Margaret McKenna died in 2002, leaving Evelyn
McKenna as the sole owner. The property was sold to Martin G. Quintana in 2004; however, the
property was granted via trustee’s deed to HSBC Bank USA in 2010. The property changed
hands again in January, 2011 when it was sold to the current owners, Green Valley Corporation.

Architectural Evaluation

The residence at 980 Morse Street is a single story, Ranch style home in good condition. The
roof is hipped and surfaced with composition shingles. A single large gabled bay juts from the
center of the front facade. The eaves are broad and open, with exposed rafters, typical of the
Ranch style. The exterior walls are surfaced with stucco, with a low cut-stone runner along the
front facade. The windows are aluminum framed, in a combination of sliding and casement
configurations. The rear of the residence is characterized by patios with broad overhanging
awnings, covered by corrugated metal sheeting. The area between the main house and the
garage consists of an enclosed breezeway, with a darkened glass panel door and flanking
windows towards the front facade.

Also present on the property is a small storage shed, surfaced with corrugated metal sheeting.
The storage shed is in poor condition.
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IMPACT AND MITIGATION

LESS THAN
IS SUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource as defined 25,
in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? X 45,46,101
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.57 X 27,44
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site, or unique
geologic feature? X 27.47
d. Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? X 27

Prehistoric Cultural Resources and Native American Burials

The project site is not located within a sensitive archaeological resource area and there is no
basis to warrant subsurface investigations or monitoring during construction at this time;
therefore, the project would not have a significant impact on known archaeological resources.
Although they are not expected to be found at this location, Native American burials are
protected by State law.

Historic Cultural Resources

The McKenna property was evaluated using the criteria or standards of the City of San Jose
Historic Preservation Ordinance and those of the California Register of Historic Resources and
National Register of Historic Places.

Prior to considering the architectural quality, a property is evaluated to determine if it retains
architectural integrity and is representative of a style or age of which there are few or very
limited representations in San Jose. To consider the attributes of a candidate property, it is
necessary to define the historical context and the period of significance. The significant era for
context evaluation was the Post-War Era. The home is not associated with any known
significant historical events or persons. Although it is an example of the Ranch style, it is not an
exceptional or fine example of that style.

The City of San Jose’s criteria for historical significance are described in the report in the
Technical Appendix. Based on these criteria, the San Jose Historical Landmarks Commission
has established a process by which historical resources are evaluated for significance and a
numerical value is assigned. Scores of 32 or less are not eligible for a category of significance.
Scores above 33 are to be evaluated for Landmark Status and California Register of Historic
Resources eligibility. The property and structures received 16.8 points under the City of San
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Jose Historic Evaluation criteria and are not eligible for a category of significance. The historic
evaluation tally forms are included in the Technical Appendix.

The National Register of Historic Places has established standards for evaluating the
significance of resources that are important in the heritage of the nation. The criteria for listing
historical resources in the California Register of Historic Resources are consistent with those
developed by the National Park Service for listing resources in the National Register of Historic
Places, but have been modified for State use in order to include a range of historical resources
that better reflect the history of California. The property does not meet the levels of significance
for listing in the National Register and does not appear to qualify for the California Register.
Demolition of the building would not appear to create a significant effect on the environment
because the property does not appear to qualify for the California Register.

STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Prehistoric Cultural Resources

o In the unlikely event that evidence of unknown prehistoric cultural resources (darker than
surrounding soils containing evidence of fire — ash, charcoal, fire affected rock or earth;
concentrations of stone, bone or freshwater shellfish; artifacts of these materials; and burials,
both animal and human) is discovered during construction, work within 50 feet of the find
will be stopped to allow adequate time for evaluation and mitigation, and a qualified
professional archaeologist called in to make an evaluation; the material will be evaluated;
and if significant, a mitigation program including collection and analysis of the materials
prior to the resumption of grading, preparation of a report and curation of the materials at a
recognized storage facility will be developed and implemented to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, who will receive a copy of the report.

Native American Burials
« Pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, and Section 5097.94 of the Public

Resources Code of the State of California: In the event of the discovery of human remains
during construction, there will be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains. The Santa Clara County
Coroner will be notified by the developer and will make a determination as to whether the
remains are Native American. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to
his authority, he will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, who will attempt to
identify descendants of the deceased Native American. If no satisfactory agreement can be
reached as to the disposition of the remains pursuant to this State law, then the landowner
will reinter the human remains and items associated with Native American burials on the
property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.

« Any Native American human remains that are discovered and would be subject to
disturbance will be removed and analyzed, a report will be prepared, and the remains will be
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reburied in consultation and agreement with the Native American Most Likely Descendant
designated by the Native American Heritage Commission. Prior to obtaining a Certificate of

Occupancy, a copy of the report will be submitted to the satisfaction of the Director of
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.
CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measures would reduce the project’s impact on
cultural resources to a less-than-significant impact.
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Cornerstone Earth Group conducted a geotechnical investigation dated September 13, 2011 that
is included in the Technical Appendix.

SETTING

Topography

The project site has a uniform southerly slope of approximately one-half percent. Elevations on
the site range from approximately 76 feet above sea level along the southerly boundary to
approximately 77 feet above sea level at the northerly boundary. There are no significant
topographical features on the site.

Geology
The project site is underlain by Quaternary alluvium (Qal), which consists of unconsolidated to

weakly consolidated silt, sand and gravel. Quaternary alluvium includes Holocene and late
Pleistocene alluvium and minor amounts of beach and dune sand and marine terrace deposits.

Geologic Hazard Zone
The project site is not located in a geologic hazard zone as mapped by the City of San Jose in
accordance with the Geologic Hazards Ordinance.

Soils
The project site is underlain by the alluvial soils of the Yolo association as classified by the U.S.

Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. Sunnyvale silty clay, drained (Sv) is the
specific soil type identified at the site. Sunnyvale silty clay, drained is characterized by a dark
gray, granular, hard, slightly calcareous surface layer approximately 11 to 18 inches thick;
moderately good natural drainage; slow subsoil permeability; ponded surface runoff; no erosion
hazard; high inherent fertility (Class II); and a high shrink/swell capacity.

The site is mapped within a hazard zone for liquefaction on the State's Seismic Hazard Zones
maps. According to Cooper-Clark and Associates' San Jose Geotechnical Investigation, the site
is mapped as having a moderately high ground failure potential, weak soil layers and lenses
occurring at random locations and depths, highly expansive soils, no erosion potential, and no
susceptibility to landslides. The liquefaction potential is considered to warrant further geologic
study at the environmental review stage. The remainder of the soils conditions can be managed
using standard engineering measures and do not require further geologic study at this time as
part of the environmental review process, but may require further analysis prior to the issuance
of a grading or building permit.
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Faulting
There are no identified earthquake faults mapped on the site, and the site is not mapped within a

designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly Special Studies Zone) or within a
City of San Jose Fault Hazard Zone. The nearest active fault zones are the Hayward and
Calaveras Faults, which are mapped approximately 7.8 and 9.1 miles respectively to the
northeast, and the San Andreas Fault, which is mapped approximately 10.8 miles to the
southwest.

Geotechnical Investigation

The geotechnical investigation consisted of field and laboratory programs to evaluate the
physical and engineering properties of the subsurface soils and an engineering analysis to
prepare recommendations for site work and grading, building foundations, flatwork, retaining
walls and pavements. The investigation included a site reconnaissance, advancement of two
Cone Penetration Test (CPT) borings and one hand-auger boring to analyze subsurface soils,
laboratory testing of selected soil samples, analysis of the data, and formulation of conclusions
and recommendations.

Field Investigation
A surface reconnaissance of the site was performed on August 29, 2011. Two CPT borings were

advanced on the site to a maximum depth of 50 feet below the existing ground surface (bgs).
The approximate locations and logs of the CPT tests are included in the report in the Technical
Appendix. The site is underlain by predominantly medium stiff to very stiff clay to the
maximum depth explored. The clay is interbedded with silty and sandy soils; those strata range
from less than one foot to about 12 feet, and are generally located at depths of approximately 23
and 40 feet. Groundwater was estimated to be at depths of approximately 15 to 20 feet;
however, seasonal and/or historical high groundwater on the order of about 13 feet below the
ground surface could be expected for the site vicinity.

Laboratory Testing
The laboratory testing program was performed to evaluate the physical and mechanical

properties of the soils retrieved from the site to aid in verifying soil classification. Two
Plasticity Index tests were performed. The results of the laboratory testing program, which are
included in the report in the Technical Appendix, indicate that the surficial clayey soil is highly
expansive.

Investigative Conclusions

The project site is considered suitable from a geotechnical perspective for construction of the
proposed development, providing the report recommendations are incorporated into the project
plans and specifications. The primary geotechnical concerns are seismic shaking and the
presence of the highly expansive clayey soil blanketing the site.
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IMPACT AND MITIGATION

ISSUES

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
WITH
MITIGATION
INCORPORATED

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

NO
IMPACT

SOURCES

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a.

Expose people or structures to potential

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of

loss, injury or death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
described on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)

50,
53,54,102

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?

27,52,102

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

31,
52,56,102

4) Landslides?

50,56

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

51,52

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

52,102

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or

property?

51,52,102

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?

X

28

The site is mapped as having weak soil layers and lenses occurring at random locations and
depths, no erosion potential, and no susceptibility to landslides. The site is not subject to
tsunamis or seiches.

General
All earthwork and foundation plans and specifications will comply with the recommendations of

the geotechnical investigation by Cornerstone Earth Group. The geotechnical report lists
approximately 45 recommendations that are included in the project for earthwork, utility
trenches, drainage, foundations, slabs-on-grade, vehicular pavement design, and retaining walls,
most of which reflect standard engineering practices that are required for similar projects. Site-
specific conditions are described below.
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Expansive Soils

Expansive soils shrink and swell as a result of moisture changes. The surface soils on the site
pose a hazard to building foundations because of their high shrink/swell potential. Measures for
buildings on expansive soils include drainage control and the use of special foundations.
Drainage will be controlled and directed away from the structure and pavements. To reduce the
potential for damage to the planned structures, foundation footings will extend below the zone of
seasonal moisture fluctuation and slab-on grades will be underlain by a non-expansive fill layer.

Erosion

Development of the project site may subject the soils to accelerated erosion. In order to
minimize erosion, erosion control measures such as those described in the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) Manual of Standards for Erosion & Sediment Control Measures
will be incorporated into the project.

Seismic Hazards

Ground Rupture

Ground rupture (surface faulting) tends to occur along lines of previous faulting. As the site is
not located within a State of California Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone and there are no known
active faults on the site, the potential for ground rupture due to an earthquake is low.

Seismic Shaking

The maximum seismic event occurring on the site would probably be from effects originating
from the Hayward, Calaveras, or San Andreas fault systems. Ground shaking effects can be
expected in the area during a major earthquake originating along any of the active faults within
the Bay Area. At present, it is not possible to predict when or where movement will occur on
these faults. It must be assumed, however, that movement along one or more of these faults will
result in a moderate or major earthquake during the lifetime of any construction on this site. The
effects on development would depend on the distance to the earthquake epicenter, duration,
magnitude of shaking, design and quality of construction, and geologic character of materials
underlying foundations.

The maximum credible earthquake, which is defined as "the maximum earthquake that appears
capable of occurring under the presently known framework"”, for the San Andreas Fault ranges
from magnitude 8.0 to 8.3; and from magnitude 7.0 to 7.5 for either the Hayward or Calaveras
Faults. The maximum probable earthquake, which is defined as "the maximum earthquake that
is likely to occur during a 100-year interval”, for the San Andreas Fault ranges from magnitude
7.5 to 8.5; from magnitude 6.75 to 7.5 for the Hayward Fault; and from magnitude 6.5 to 7.0 for
the Calaveras Fault.

Structural damage from ground shaking is caused by the transmission of earthquake vibrations
from the ground into the structure. Ground shaking is apparently the only significant threat to
structures built on the site; however, it is important to note that well-designed and constructed
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structures that take into account the ground response of the soil or rock in their design usually
exhibit minor damage during earthquake shaking.

The proposed structures on the site will be designed and constructed in conformance with the
Uniform Building Code Guidelines for Seismic Zone 4 to avoid or minimize potential damage
from seismic shaking on the site.

Liquefaction
Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, cohesionless soil layers located close to

the ground surface lose strength during cyclic loading, such as imposed by earthquakes. During
the loss of strength, the soil acquires a “mobility” sufficient to permit both horizontal and
vertical movements. Soils that are most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, saturated,
uniformly graded, fine-grained sands. The conditions at this site are such that the potential for
this phenomenon to occur is considered to be low.

Other Secondary Seismic Effects
Based on the topographic and lithologic data, the risk of lateral spreading, sand boils and/or
seismic settlement is considered low at the site.

STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Erosion
« A City-approved Erosion Control Plan shall be developed prior to approval of a grading

permit or Public Works clearance with such measures as: 1) the timing of grading activities
during the dry months, if feasible; 2) temporary and permanent planting of exposed soil; 3)
temporary check dams; 4) temporary sediment basins and traps; and/or 5) temporary silt
fences. The provisions of the Erosion Control Plan shall be implemented to the satisfaction
of the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

Seismic Shaking

« The proposed structures on the site will be designed and constructed in conformance with the
Uniform Building Code Guidelines for Seismic Zone 4 to avoid or minimize potential
damage from seismic shaking on the site.

Liquefaction
« The geotechnical investigation addressing the potential hazard of liquefaction will be

submitted to, and reviewed and approved by, the City Geologist prior to issuance of a grading
permit or Public Works clearance. The investigation should be consistent with the guidelines
published by the State of California (CDMG Special Publication 117) and the Southern
California Earthquake Center (“SCEC”) report.
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MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.

CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measures would reduce the project’s impact on
geology and soils to a less-than-significant impact.
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

SETTING

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they
capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a
greenhouse does. The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as a driving force for global
climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between and across regulatory authorities
and the scientific community, but in general can be described as the changing of the earth’s
climate caused by natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities which alter the composition
of the global atmosphere.

California State law defines greenhouse gases as including, but not limited to:

Carbon Dioxide (CO,) Hydrofluorocarbons
Methane (CHy) Perfluorocarbons
Nitrous Oxide (N,O) Sulfur Hexafluoride

The overall approach to the GHG discussion is based upon the technical advisory of the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) embodied in the document CEQA and
Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Review. According to the Governor’s OPR, the most common GHG that results from
human activity is carbon dioxide, followed by methane and nitrous oxide. The last three of the
six identified GHGs are primarily emitted by industrial facilities. For this discussion, only
carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide emissions are considered. These primary greenhouse
gases are described below.

Carbon dioxide is primarily generated by fossil fuel combustion in stationary and mobile
sources. Due to the emergence of industrial facilities and mobile sources in the past 250 years,
the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has increased 35 percent. Carbon dioxide
is the most widely emitted GHG and is the reference gas [Global Warming Potential (GPW) of
1] for determining GWPs for other GHGs.

Methane is emitted from biogenic sources, incomplete combustion in forest fires, landfills,
manure management, and leaks in natural gas pipelines. In the United States, the top three
sources of methane are landfills, natural gas systems, and enteric fermentation. Methane is the
primary component of natural gas, which is used for space and water heating, steam production,
and power generation. The GWP of methane is 21.

Nitrous oxide is produced by both natural and human-related sources. Primary human-related
sources include agricultural soil management, animal manure management, sewage treatment,
mobile and stationary combustion of fossil fuel, adipic acid production, and nitric acid
production. The GWP of nitrous oxide is 310.
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Greenhouse Gas Effects

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will
continue to contribute to global warming, although there is uncertainty concerning the magnitude
and rate of the warming. Potential global warming impacts in California may include, but are
not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high
ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years. Secondary effects are likely to
include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes
in habitat and biodiversity.

Greenhouse Gas Regulations

Federal

In September, 2009, the EPA issued a final rule for mandatory reporting of GHGs from large
GHG emissions sources in the United States. In general, this national reporting requirement will
provide EPA with accurate and timely GHG emissions data from facilities that emit 25,000
metric tons or more of CO, per year. An estimated 85 percent of the total U.S. GHG emissions,
from approximately 10,000 facilities, are covered by this final rule.

In April, 2009, EPA published their Proposed Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings
for Greenhouse Gases under the CCA (Endangerment Finding) in the Federal Register. The
Administrator proposed the finding that atmospheric concentrations of GHGs endanger the
public health and welfare within the meaning of Section 202(a) of the CCA. The final finding
was released on December 7, 2009. The findings do not, in and of themselves, impose any
emission reduction requirements but rather allow EPA to finalize the GHG standards proposed
earlier this year for new light-duty vehicles as part of the joint rulemaking with the Department
of Transportation.

State
State greenhouse gas regulations consist of:

e Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), that required ARB to develop and adopt regulations
that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted by passenger
vehicles and light-duty trucks and other vehicles determined by ARB to be vehicles whose
primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the state”,

e AB 32 (2006) California Global Warming Solutions Act, which required CARB to design
and implement emission limits, regulations and other measures, such that feasible and
cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing
a 25 percent reduction in emissions);

e AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan (2008), which was adopted by CARB to meet the
2020 greenhouse gas reduction limits outlined in AB 32. In order to meet these goals,
California must reduce its greenhouse gases by 30 percent below projected 2020 levels, or
about 10 percent from today’s levels;

e SB 97 (2007), which acknowledged climate change is a prominent environmental issue
that requires analysis under CEQA and directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and

56



Research (OPR) to prepare, develop and transmit guidelines for mitigating GHG
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA;

e SB 375 (2008), which aligned regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG
reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation;

e Executive Order S-3-05 (2005), which, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the
effects of climate change, set forth a series of target dates by which statewide emission of
GHGs would be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to
2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The executive order also directed the
Secretary of the California EPA to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce GHG
emissions to the target levels;

e Executive Order S-13-08 (2008), which directed California to develop methods for
adapting to climate change (sea level rise) through preparation of a statewide plan; and

e Executive Order S-1-07 (2007), which proclaimed the transportation sector as the main
source of GHG emissions in California (over 40 percent of statewide GHG emissions)
and established a goal to reduce the carbon intensity of transportation fuels sold in
California by a minimum of 10 percent by 2020.

Regional

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has established a climate
protection program to reduce pollutants that contribute to global climate change and affect air
quality in the Bay Area. The climate protection program includes measures that promote energy
efficiency, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and develop alternative sources of energy, all of which
assist in reducing emissions of GHG and in reducing air pollutants that affect the health of
residents. BAAQMD also seeks to support current climate protection programs in the region
and to stimulate additional efforts through public education and outreach, technical assistance to
local government and other interested parties, and promotion of collaborative efforts among
stakeholders.

Local
The Green Building Policy for Private Sector New Construction (Policy 6-32), which was

adopted by the City Council in 2008, demonstrates the City’s commitment to environmental,
economic and social stewardship, to yield cost savings through reduced operating costs, to
provide healthy work environments, and to contribute to the City’s goals of protecting,
conserving and enhancing the region’s environmental resources. The Policy uses third-party
Green Building Certification levels of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
or Build It Green (BIG) as green building standards. Adherence to these standards would result
in energy efficiency levels from 10 to 15 percent better than those achieved with the 2009 Title
24 California Efficiency Standards.

Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Anthropogenic GHG emissions worldwide as of 2005 totaled approximately 30,800 CO,
equivalent million metric tons (MMTCO,E). The United States was the top producer of
greenhouse gas emissions as of 2005. The primary greenhouse gas emitted by human activities
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in the United States was CO,, representing approximately 84 percent of total GHG emissions.
Carbon dioxide from fossil fuel combustion, the largest source of US greenhouse gas emissions,
accounted for approximately 80 percent of US GHG emissions

The primary contributors to GHG emissions in California are transportation, electric power
production from both in-state and out-of-state sources, industry, agriculture and forestry, and
other sources, which include commercial and residential activities. These primary contributors
to California's GHG emissions and their relative contributions are presented in the following
table.

Table 5. Greenhouse Gas Sources in California, 2004

Annual GHG Emissions

Source (MMTCO,E) Percent of Total
Agriculture 27.9 5.8
Commercial Uses 12.8 2.6
Electricity Generation 119.8 24.7
Forestry (Excluding Sinks*) 0.2 0.0
Industrial Uses 96.2 19.9
Residential Uses 29.1 6.0
Transportation 182.4 37.7
Other 16.0 3.3

Total 484.4 100.0

* Emissions are for the forestry industry. Forests, themselves, are a sink for carbon dioxide, as
photosynthesis removes carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
ISSUES POTENTIALLY | SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED
7.. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either

directly or indirectly, that may have a

significant impact on the environment? X 29,39
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose

of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? X 26,29,39

Standards

The BAAQMD adopted CEQA Guidelines significance thresholds for GHG emissions that
include quantitative thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. The Guidelines provide that
a development project, other than a stationary source, would have a significant cumulative
impact unless:

e The project can be shown to be in compliance with a qualified Climate Action Plan; or
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e Project emissions of CO, equivalent GHGs (CO,e) are less than 1,100 metric tons per
year; or

e Project emissions of CO, equivalent GHGs are less than 4.6 metric tons per year per
service population (residents plus employees).

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

The project’s incremental increases in GHG emissions associated with traffic increases and
direct and indirect energy use would contribute to regional and global increases in GHG
emissions and associated climate change effects. The City of San Jose does not currently have a
qualified Climate Action Plan. According to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, projects below
the applicable screening criteria (single family residential — 56 du’s) would not exceed the 1,100
metric tons per year of CO,-eq GHG threshold of significance. Therefore, the proposed 4-unit
single family residential development would not have a significant impact on GHG emissions.

Green Design

The Green Building Policy for Private Sector New Construction (Policy 6-32) demonstrates the
City’s commitment to environmental, economic and social stewardship, to yield cost savings
through reduced operating costs, to provide healthy work environments, and to contribute to the
City’s goals of protecting, conserving and enhancing the region’s environmental resources. The
Policy uses third-party Green Building Certification levels of Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) or Build It Green (BIG) as green building standards. Adherence
to these standards would result in energy efficiency levels from 10 to 15 percent better than
those achieved with the 2009 Title 24 California Efficiency Standards. The project will be
designed to be consistent with the Green Building Policy.

In addition the California Building Standards Commission (CBSC) recently adopted statewide
green building standards. Known as CALGREEN, the regulations went into effect on January 1,
2011. The 2010 Green Building Standards Code require:
e 20 percent mandatory reduction in indoor water use, with voluntary goal standards for 30,
35 and 40 percent reductions;

e Separate water meters for non-residential buildings’ indoor and outdoor water use, with a
requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation systems for larger landscape projects;

e Diversion of 50 percent of construction waste from landfills, increasing voluntarily to 65
and 75 percent for new homes and 80 percent for commercial projects;

e Mandatory inspections of energy systems (i.e., heat furnace, air conditioner, mechanical
equipment) for non-residential buildings over 10,000 square feet; and

e Low-pollutant-emitting interior finish materials such as paints, carpet, vinyl flooring and
particle board.
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STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Green Design
o The project will be reviewed for conformance to the Green Building Policy (Policy 6-32) at

the PD Permit stage.
MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.

CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measure would ensure the project will have a less-
than-significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions.
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

SETTING

Wells
There are no known existing active or abandoned water wells located on the project site.

Pesticides
There are no known pesticides currently used on the site for either agricultural production or
landscape maintenance operation.

Hazardous Materials

The project site area has been part of a residential subdivision since 1876 with no agricultural
activities and there are no known hazardous materials currently being used as a part of a present
business operating on the site.

Service Station
The project site has never been occupied by a gas station and/or auto repair facility.

Underground Storage Tank
The project site does not have underground storage of chemicals and has not used underground
storage tanks.

The project site is not listed on any local, State and/or Federal regulatory database due to
hazardous materials contamination (i.e., leaking underground storage tanks database, etc.).

Soil/Groundwater Testing / Remediation

No known soils/groundwater tests have ever been performed on the project site in relation to
potential hazardous materials contamination. No known remediation of hazardous materials has
ever been performed on the project site.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
POTENTIALLY [  SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
ISSUES SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through the routine transport, use

or disposal of hazardous materials? X 26,27,28
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through reasonably foreseeable

upset and accident conditions involving the

release of hazardous materials into the

environment? X 28
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LESS THAN

SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (Cont.). Would the project:

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? X 27,28

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment? X 58

e. For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area? X 27,71

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area? X 27,71

g. Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with, an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan? X 27

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are 25,
intermixed with wildlands? X 27,61,62

The project site is not located within the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) jurisdiction, nor is it on one of the City’s designated evacuation routes. The site also is
not located within an area subject to wildfires.

Demolition

The project proposes the demolition of a structure(s) that may contain hazards such as asbestos-
containing materials (ACM) or lead based paint (LBP). The structures to be removed should be
surveyed for the presence of ACM and/or LBP. If any suspect ACM are present, they should be
sampled prior to demolition and removed in accordance with National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) and Cal-OSHA requirements, if warranted. Notification
must also be made to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). If any
suspect LBP is present, it should be sampled prior to demolition and removed in accordance with
EPA, OSHA and BAAQMD requirements, if warranted.
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STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Asbestos-Containing Materials

o The structure(s) to be removed will be surveyed for the presence of asbestos-containing
materials (ACM) at the demolition permit stage; and if any suspect ACM are present, they
will be sampled prior to demolition in accordance with NESHAP guidelines, and all
potentially friable ACM will be removed prior to building demolition and disposed of by
offsite burial at a permitted facility in accordance with NESHAP, Cal-OSHA and BAAQMD

requirements.

Lead Based Paint

« The structure(s) to be removed will be surveyed for the presence of lead based paint (LBP) at
the demolition permit stage; and if any suspect LBP is present, it will be sampled prior to
demolition, and all potential LBP will be removed prior to building demolition and disposed
of by offsite burial at a permitted facility in accordance with EPA and OSHA requirements.

MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT
None required.
CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measures would reduce the project’s impact on
hazards and hazardous materials to a less-than-significant impact.
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

SETTING

Waterways
There are no waterways on the project site or within 300 feet of the project site.

Flooding
The project site is not within an area of historic flooding, and according to the Federal

Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the site is within Zone
D, an area with undetermined flooding, but flooding is possible.

Water Quality
Stormwater runoff flows from the project site to the Guadalupe River via the City’s storm
drainage system, and then north to the San Francisco Bay.

The project site is currently covered with a single family detached house, driveway, patio,
walkways and a shed, and is approximately 29 percent impervious surfaces.

Nonpoint Sources

The discharge of stormwater from the City’s municipal storm sewer system is regulated
primarily under the federal Clean Water Act and California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
implements these regulations at the regional level. New construction in San Jose is subject to
the conditions of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit,
which was reissued by the RWQCB in February, 2001. Additional water quality control
measures were approved in October, 2001 (revised in 2005), when the RWQCB adopted an
amendment to the NPDES Permit for Santa Clara County. This amendment, which is commonly
referred to as “C3”, requires all new and redevelopment projects that result in the addition or
replacement of impervious surfaces totaling 10,000 square feet or more to: 1) include
stormwater treatment measures; 2) ensure that the treatment measures be designed to treat an
optimal volume or flow of stormwater runoff from the project site; and 3) ensure that stormwater
treatment measures are properly installed, operated and maintained. On October 14, 2009, the
RWQCB adopted the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit No. CAS612008 for the
San Francisco Bay Region; this Permit replaces current countywide municipal stormwater
permits with a Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) for all 76 Bay Area municipalities in an effort
to standardize stormwater requirements in the region.

The City has developed a policy that implements Provision C.3 of the NPDES Permit, requiring
new development projects to include specific construction and post-construction measures for
improving the water quality of urban runoff to the maximum extent feasible. The City’s Post-
Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (6-29) established general guidelines and
minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) for specified land uses, and includes the
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requirement of regular maintenance to ensure their effectiveness. Later, the City adopted the
Post-Construction Hydromodification Management Policy (8-14) to manage development-
related increases in peak runoff flow, volume and duration, where such hydromodification is
likely to cause increased erosion, silt pollutant generation or other impacts to local rivers,
streams and creeks. Implementation of these Policies will reduce potential water quality impacts
to less-than-significant levels.

The project site is exempt from the NPDES hydromodification requirements because it is located
within a subwatershed or catchment area that is greater than or equal to 65 percent impervious,
based on the Santa Clara Permittees Hydromodification Management Applicability Map.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements? X 28,64,84

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)? X 25,27

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site? X 25,26

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in
flooding on- or off-site? X 25,26

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff? X 26,28

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X 26,28
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LESS THAN

ISSUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (Cont.). Would the project:

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map? X 26,27,63

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area

structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows? X 26,27,63

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a

levee or dam? X 27,28
j.  Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami or

mudflow? X 27
Flooding

The project site is not within the limits of potential inundation with the occurrence of a one
percent flood and would, therefore, have no impact on 100-year flood flows. The project would
not expose people to flood hazards associated with the 100-year flood. The site is not subject to
seiche or tsunami. There are no existing City of San Jose storm drainage facilities in Morse
Street northwesterly of McKendrie Street. The project would include an onsite underground
collection system that would connect to a new 12-inch City storm drainage line that would be
constructed along the Morse Street frontage. Any excess flows beyond the design capacity
would pond onsite.

Erosion
The approximately 0.3 percent (90 square feet) increase in impervious surface on the site would

result in a very slight increase in runoff. Increased flow and duration can contribute to
downstream streambank erosion. The project would not have a direct outfall into any stream.
As described above, project flows would drain through the existing storm drainage system to the
Guadalupe River, which is approximately 1.2 miles northeasterly.

Water Quality
The primary impact on water quality would result from the addition of impervious surfaces, such

as rooftop, driveway and street runoff. Particulates, oils, greases, toxic heavy metals, pesticides
and organic materials are typically found in urban storm runoff. The project's contribution
would have a potentially significant impact on water quality. Stormwater runoff could increase
under project conditions as the amount of impervious surfaces (buildings and pavement) would
increase by approximately 90 square feet, as shown in the following table. The proposed
increase in impervious surfaces could increase the amount of stormwater discharged into the
storm drainage system and the Guadalupe River. In addition, temporary construction-related
activities such as clearing, grading, or excavation could result in potentially significant impacts

to water quality.

66



Table 6. Pervious and Impervious Surfaces Comparison

Total Site: 0.626 acres* 26,642 sf Total Disturbed Area: 0.626 acres 26,642 sf
P — :
Existing Condition roposed C_:ondltlon of Site Area
? Disturbed - sf
Area of Site Area R
Disturbed - sf eplacefl New
(or Remain)
Impervious Surfaces
Roof Area(s) 4,749 2,145 4,081
Parking/Private Drive (paved) 2,007 0 0
Sidewalks, Patios, Paths, etc. 1,011 500 1,131
Streets (Public) 0 0 0
Streets (Private) 0 0 0
Total Impervious Surfaces 7,767 2,645 5,212
Pervious Surfaces
Landscape Areas 18,869 12,222 2,516
Pervious Pavers 0 0 4,046
Other Pervious Surfaces (green roof, etc.) 0 0] 0
Total Pervious Surfaces 18,869 12,222 6,562
Total Proposed Replaced + New Impervious Surfaces: 7,858
Total Proposed Replaced + New Pervious Surfaces: 18,784

Stormwater runoff and pollution would be reduced by the use of bioswales, pervious paving and
disconnected roof drains, as shown on the Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan, Figure 18.
Bioswales are open, shallow channels with vegetation covering the side slopes and bottom that
collect and slowly convey runoff flow to downstream points. They both reduce the quantity and
improve the quality of runoff. Bioswales would be used within some of the landscaping areas.
Pervious paving will reduce runoff by allowing a portion of the water to filter into the natural
ground. Roof drains that are not connected to the storm drainage system divert runoff to
landscaped areas via splash blocks or pop-up drainage emitters. These measures would also
provide some flow control benefit in conformance with HMP Policy provisions.

STANDARD MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

Water Quality

Construction

o Prior to the commencement of any clearing, grading or excavation, the project will comply
with the State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Construction Activities Permit, to the satisfaction of the Director
of Public Works, as follows:
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- The applicant will develop, implement and maintain a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to control the discharge of stormwater pollutants including sediments
associated with construction activities; and

- The applicant will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB).

The project will incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs) into the project to control
the discharge of stormwater pollutants including sediments associated with construction
activities.

The project applicant will comply with the City of San Jose Grading Ordinance, including
erosion and dust control during site preparation and with the City of San Jose Zoning
Ordinance requirements for keeping adjacent streets free of dirt and mud during construction.
The following specific BMPs will be implemented to prevent stormwater pollution and
minimize potential sedimentation during construction:

- Restriction of grading to the dry season (April 15 through October 15) or meet City
requirements for grading during the rainy season;

- Utilize onsite sediment control BMPs to retain sediment on the project site;
- Utilize stabilized construction entrances and/or wash racks;
- Implement damp street sweeping;

- Provide temporary cover of disturbed surfaces to help control erosion during construction;
and

- Provide permanent cover to stabilize the disturbed surfaces after construction has been
completed.

Post-Construction

Prior to the issuance of a Planned Development Permit, the applicant must provide details of
specific BMPs including, but not limited to, bioswales, disconnected downspouts,
landscaping to reduce impervious surface area, and inlets stenciled “No Dumping — Flows to
Bay” to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

The project will comply with the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit No.
CAS612008, which provides enhanced performance standards for the management of
stormwater of new development.

The project will comply with applicable provisions of the following City Policies — 1) Post-
Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (6-29) which establishes guidelines and
minimum BMPs and numerically-sized (or hydraulically-sized) Treatment Control Measures
(TCMs) for all projects; and 2) Post-Construction Hydromodification Management Policy (8-
14) which provides for hydromodification measures.

68



MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.

CONCLUSION

The implementation of the above standard measures would ensure the project will have a less-
than-significant impact on hydrology and water quality.
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING

SETTING

General Plan

The land use designation for the project site on the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan Land
Use/ Transportation Diagram is Residential Neighborhood, as shown on the preceding General
Plan Map, Figure 5.

Special Areas
The project site is not located within any of the following special areas:

o Midtown Planned Community and Specific Plan Area e  Tamien Specific Plan Area

e Jackson - Taylor Planned Residential Community e Downtown Strategy Plan Area

e Communications Hill Planned Residential Community e North San Jose (Rincon de Los Esteros
o  Evergreen Planned Residential Community Redevelopment Area)

¢ Berryessa Planned Residential Community e Edenvale Redevelopment Area

o  Silver Creek Planned Residential Community e  Martha Gardens Planned Community

e Alviso Master Plan Area

Zoning

The project site is currently zoned R-1-8, Single Family Residence District, as shown on the
preceding Zoning Map, Figure 6. The project is an application to rezone the site to A(PD)
Planned Development District in accordance with the proposed General Development Plan.

Existing and Surrounding Uses

The project site is currently single family residential (1 house). Previous uses of the site are
unknown. Land uses surrounding (within 500 feet of) the project site include: Interstate 880 (I-
880) freeway and/or ramps to the north and east; single family detached residential to the south;
and single family detached residential and a church to the west.

Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP)

As discussed in the preceding Biological Resources section, the City of San Jose, Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Santa Clara County and the
cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill are preparing a joint Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Community Conservation Plan. The Habitat Plan is being developed in association with the
USFWS, CDFG and NMFS and in consultation with stakeholder groups and the general public
to protect and enhance ecological diversity and function within more than 500,000 acres of
southern Santa Clara County. The Interim Project Referral Process requires the local
participating agencies to notify the wildlife agencies (CDFG and USFWS) of projects that have
the potential to adversely impact covered species or natural communities, or conflict with the
preliminary conservation objectives of the Habitat Plan.
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IMPACT AND MITIGATION

ISSUES

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
WITH
MITIGATION

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

NO
IMPACT

SOURCES

INCORPORATED

10. - LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? X
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan,

policy or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? X
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan? X

25,26

29,68

25,26,28

Projects that have the potential to physically divide an established community include new
freeways and highways, major arterial streets, and railroad lines. The proposed project will not
physically divide an established community.

General Plan
The project conforms to the Residential Neighborhood land use designation for the project site

on the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram. It is consistent
with the prevailing neighborhood character in density, lot size and shape, massing, form and
pattern and is close to the typical 8 DU/AC density called for in this designation with a density

of 7.7 DU/AC.

Compatibility

The project would change the land use on the site from one single family detached residential
unit to a 4-unit single family detached residential development in accordance with the General
Plan land use designation. Residential use is compatible with the surrounding area.
Development of the project site would introduce three new homes to the area. These uses would
change the view of the site and would generate increases in traffic, noise and air pollution in the

area that would not be significant.

The proposed project will be subject to architectural and site design review by the City at the
Planned Development Permit stage. Such review will include conformance with the City’s
adopted Residential Design Guidelines.  The Guidelines are intended to ensure that new
development is compatible with existing neighborhood character and does not adversely impact
neighboring residential uses. A less-than-significant impact would occur as a result of the

project.
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Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP)
The project site does not meet the threshold that requires an interim Habitat Conservation Plan

project referral.
MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.

CONCLUSION

The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on land use and planning
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES

SETTING

Extractive resources known to exist in and near the Santa Clara Valley include cement, sand,
gravel, crushed rock, clay and limestone. Santa Clara County has also supplied a significant
portion of the nation's mercury over the past century. Pursuant to the mandate of the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), the State Mining and Geology Board has
designated the Communications Hill Area, bounded generally by the Southern Pacific Railroad,
Curtner Avenue, State Route 87 and Hillsdale Avenue, as the only area in San Jose containing
mineral deposits that are of regional significance as a source of construction aggregate materials.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
ISSUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT

INCORPORATED

11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state? X 27,2947

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan? X 27,29,47

Since the project site is outside of the Communications Hill area, there will be no impact on any
known important mineral resource.

MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT

None required.

CONCLUSION

The proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources.
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12. NOISE

Edward L. Pack Associates, Inc. conducted a traffic noise assessment study dated October 24,
2011 that is included in the Technical Appendix.

SETTING

Existing Noise Sources

Noise intrusion over the site originates primarily from vehicular traffic sources on Interstate 880
(I-880), which carries an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume of 153,000 vehicles along the
site. 1-880 is approximately 17 feet below the elevation of the site. The site is relatively flat and
at-grade with Morse Street; noise from traffic on Morse Street does not impact the site.

ALUC Noise Zone
The project site is not located within an Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Noise Zone (65

dB CNEL).

Measurements
Noise levels are described in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level (DNL), which is the 24-hour

noise descriptor used by the City of San Jose to define acceptable noise levels. These values are
calculated from the energy equivalent level (Lgy) as outlined in the noise assessment in the
Technical Appendix.

To obtain the Lg, values, continuous sound level recordings were taken at a location 144 feet
from the centerline of I-880, 25 feet from the existing soundwall near the property line of Morse
Street. The measurements were made on October 12-14, 2011 for a continuous 48-hour period.
Calculations, which included the Ly, Ly, Lo, Lso, Logs Linin and Leg, result in a DNL value of
62 to 64 dB at the most impacted dwelling (Lot A) along I-880.

IMPACT AND MITIGATION
LESS THAN
ISSUES POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT LESS THAN NO
SIGNIFICANT WITH SIGNIFICANT | IMPACT | SOURCES
IMPACT MITIGATION IMPACT
INCORPORATED

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 26,29,
applicable standards of other agencies? X 68,70,103

b. Exposure of persons to, or generation of,
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? X 25,27

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? X 25,26,28
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ISSUES

POTENTIALLY
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
WITH
MITIGATION

LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

NO
IMPACT

SOURCES

INCORPORATED

12. NOISE (Cont.). Would the project result in:

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity

above levels existing without the project? X 25,26,28

e. For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area

to excessive noise levels? X 27,71

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels? X

27,71

Standards

Noise criteria that apply to the project are included in the City of San Jose General Plan, which
establishes a p<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>