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Executive Summary

This Environmental Impact Report is an informational document prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq., that is intended
to disclose to the public and decision-makers the environmental consequences of the proposed Former
San José City Hall Project (Project), proposed by the County of Santa Clara (County).

This executive summary highlights the major areas of importance in the environmental analysis for the
Project, as required by Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 15123 of the CEQA
Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines). This executive summary includes (1) a summary description of the
proposed project, (2) a synopsis of environmental impacts and recommended mitigation measures (Table
ES-1), a summary description of cumulative impacts (Table ES-1), (3) identification of the alternatives
evaluated, and (4) a discussion of the areas of controversy associated with the project.

Summary of the Proposed Project

Project Location and Setting

The former San José City Hall is at 801 North First Street, approximately 1.5 miles north of downtown
San José, on the northwest corner of North First and West Mission Streets. The former City Hall building
is in the southeastern portion of an approximately 9.8-acre parcel, just south of the existing County
Government Center, and within “Site D” of the County’s Civic Center Master Plan. The Project site is
limited to that portion of the parcel that would be required to enable demolition of the former City Hall
building, including the curved driveway and associated surface parking area to the south of the building
and the surface parking area formerly occupied by the City Hall Annex building (demolished in 2019) to
the north of the building.

Project Description

The Project involves the demolition of the former San José City Hall, a five-story, 113,430-square-foot
office building. The building is currently vacant and is not in a usable condition, with ongoing maintenance
and security costs borne by the County.

Demolition activities would include the following:
e Abatement of hazardous building materials;
e Site control and preparation for demolition;
e Demolition of the building and disposal of demolition debris; and
e Regrading and hydroseeding the site.

No future use has been identified for the site following demolition of the building. The former building
footprint would be a flat, vegetated area surrounded by the same trees and landscaping that are currently
present at the site (with the exception of those trees to be removed as part of the Project). The curved
driveway and associated surface parking areas would not be removed and any damage to these surfaces
during construction would be repaired and resealed as needed.

Project Objectives

The objectives of the Project are to:

1) Reduce the County's costs related to the former San José City Hall facility (e.g., maintenance,
security, utilities).

2) Conduct demolition in a safe, cost-effective, environmentally responsible manner.

3) Leave the site in a clean and safe condition.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Table ES-1 summarizes all of the impacts of the proposed Project, identifies the significance
determination of each impact, and presents the full text of the recommended mitigation measures for
each impact. A complete discussion of impacts and associated mitigation measures is presented in
Section 3, “Environmental Setting and Impact Assessment,” of this EIR.

Potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been identified in relation to air
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, noise, and tribal cultural resources, as discussed further
below. No impacts related to aesthetics, agricultural and forestry resources, land use and planning,
mineral resources, public services, and wildfire would occur as a result of the Project. All other impacts
related to the physical environment (e.g., energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards
and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, population and housing, recreation, transportation,
and utilities and service systems) would be less than significant and would not require implementation of
mitigation measures.

Potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project are summarized below and fall within two
categories: significant impacts that would remain significant even with mitigation (significant and
unavoidable), and potentially significant impacts that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
See Table ES-1 for a summary of all Project and cumulative impacts, and recommended mitigation
measures.

e Significant and Unavoidable Impacts:

o Project impacts that would cause an adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource (Former City Hall) pursuant to Section 15064.5 would be significant and
unavoidable;

o Cumulative impacts to historical resources would be significant and unavoidable.

Although mitigation measures have been proposed that would minimize or lessen these impacts,
the impacts would not be reduced to a level that is less than significant.

e Potentially significant impacts that would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation:

o Project impacts related to net increase of any criteria pollutant would be mitigated to less
than significant;

o Cumulative air quality impacts would be mitigated to less than significant;
o Project impacts related to nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant;

o Project impacts related to as yet unrecorded subsurface prehistoric and historic-era
archaeological resources would be mitigated to less than significant;

o Cumulative impacts to archaeological resources would be mitigated to less than
significant;

o Project impacts related to increases in ambient noise levels during construction would be
mitigated to less than significant;

o0 Project impacts related as-yet unidentified buried archaeological resources, which may
also be potentially eligible as tribal cultural resources under CEQA, would be mitigated to
less than significant;

o Cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources would be mitigated to less than significant.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
ES-2



Environmental Impact Report DRA FT Former City Hall Project

Summary of Project Alternatives

The alternatives discussion of this EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15126(d) of the CEQA
Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing significant adverse
effects associated with the Project while feasibly attaining most of the basic objectives. The following
discussion summarizes the alternatives evaluated in this EIR. See Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” for
additional detail.

No Project Alternative: CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that an EIR analyze a “No
Project” alternative. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow
decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not
approving the project. The No Project Alternative reflects the conditions that would reasonably be
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)). Under the No Project Alternative, the demolition of the former San José City
Hall would not occur and no grading or hydroseeding would be completed on the Project site.
This alternative assumes that the former San José City Hall would undergo one-time stabilization
activities (“mothballing treatment”) in order to protect the building from further damage and
deterioration. The former San José City Hall would remain unoccupied and the site would remain
vacant and unused, as per existing conditions.

Alternative 1 — Office Re-Use: Under this alternative, the former San José City Hall would
remain in its current location. The County would reuse and rehabilitate the existing structure to
accommodate approximately 113,430 square feet of Class B office space. The existing 97 parking
spaces on the Project site would be retained. Landscaping and hardscaping around the building
would also be retained, with minimal repair or replacement to meet ADA requirements. All
upgrades would be undertaken in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) Standards
for Rehabilitation (36 CFR Part 67) and would be overseen by an SOI-qualified Architectural
Historian/Historic Architect.

Alternative 2 — Residential Re-Use: Under this alternative, the former San José City Hall would
remain in its current location. It is assumed that the County would lease the site to a developer
who would rehabilitate and reuse the existing structure to accommodate affordable and/or
supportive housing and related services. All repairs, rehabilitation, and upgrades would be
undertaken in accordance with the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation, under the oversight of an
SOl-qualified Architectural Historian/Historic Architect. Conceptual designs for this alternative
indicate that the Former City Hall building could be adapted to provide approximately 57 larger
dwelling units (one- to three-bedroom units) or up to 108 smaller dwelling units (studio and one-
bedroom units), along with approximately 23,000 square feet of associated supportive services.
The existing 97 parking spaces on the Project site would be retained.

Alternative 3 — Office Re-Use with New Residential Structure on Project Site: Under this
alternative, the former City Hall would remain in its original location. Similar to Alternative 1, the
County would rehabilitate and reuse the existing structure, in accordance with the SOI Standards
for Rehabilitation and under the oversight of an SOI-qualified Architectural Historian/Historic
Architect, to accommodate Class B office space. Alternative 3 would also include construction of
a new building to accommodate up to 100 affordable or supportive housing units with on-site
parking. The new residential structure would be constructed in the area between the former City
Hall building and Mission Street, within the semi-circular landscaped area and portions of the
existing driveway. The new structure would have a footprint of approximately 34,000 square feet
and would be up to five stories in height.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA requires that, among the alternatives, an “environmentally superior” alternative be selected and
that the reasons for such selection be disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the
alternative that would generate the fewest or least severe adverse impacts. For the purposes of this EIR,

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, because it would have reduced impacts compared
to the Project with regard to the greatest number of environmental impact areas and would avoid the
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact to historical resources.

When the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, CEQA requires that an
additional alternative be identified. In this case, the next environmentally superior alternative would be
Alternative 1 — Office Reuse. Although all three alternatives would avoid the Project’s significant and
unavoidable impact to historical resources, Alternative 1 would retain more character-defining features of
the former City Hall. Alternative 1 would also have fewer potentially significant impacts that can be
mitigated to a less than significant level than the Project (see Table 4.4-1 in Section 4).

Areas of Controversy

Section 15213 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead agency identify areas of controversy and
issues to be resolved, including issues raised by other agencies and the public. The Notice of Preparation
and comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation are included in Appendix A and are
discussed in Section 1.2.1, “Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting” of this Draft EIR.

The following issues were raised through scoping and comments on the Notice of Preparation that could
be considered controversial:

e Arequest to include mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds in the vicinity of
the Project site.

e Concern that the proposed demolition would constitute an irreversible, substantial adverse change to
the historical resource.

e Concern regarding cumulative effects related to the previous loss of, and current/future threats to,
mid-century buildings in San José, many of which have not been inventoried or protected.

e Concern for the lost embodied energy and the adverse impact to the waste stream that demolition
would cause.

e Request for consultation under AB52 and SB18 with California Native American Tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the Project.

o Recommendations on the content and method of cultural resource assessments to adequately
assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources.

e Concern regarding the scope of the alternatives analysis; in particular, consideration of an alternative
that would retain the former City Hall and incorporate new development on the project site was
requested.

e Request to consider other alternative re-uses of the former City Hall aside from office, such as a hotel
or community/arts center.

Issues to be Resolved

The State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR present issues to be resolved by the lead agency. These
issues include the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate potentially significant
impacts. The major issues to be resolved by the County regarding the Project are whether:

¢ recommended mitigation measures should be adopted or modified;
e additional mitigation measures need to be applied to the proposed Project; and

e the proposed Project should or should not be approved or an alternative approved.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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Table ES-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impacts

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After Mitigation

Air Quality (AIR)

Impact AIR-1: Conflict with Applicable Air Quality Plan LTS No mitigation required. LTS
The Project would implement BAAQMD'’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures as identified in Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-2. If any
hazardous materials are found, construction worker health and safety regulations and hazardous materials removal and disposal
protocols would be implemented in accordance with BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2. Project demolition activities would be consistent
with 2017 Clean Air Plan Measure WA4, Recycling and Waste Reduction. This construction-related impact would be less than significant.
Impact AIR-2: Net Increase in Criteria Pollutants PS MM-AIR-2: Fugitive Dust Reduction Measures LTS
The BAAQMD does not have quantitative mass emissions thresholds for fugitive PM1o and PMzs dust. Instead, the BAAQMD The construction contractor shall comply with the following BAAQMD BMPs for reducing construction
_recom_mends tha_lt all projects_, regardless_ of the level of_ average daily emissions, i_mpl_ement ap_p_licable best_ management pr_actices, emissions of uncontrolled fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5):
mclgdmg those listed as Basg: Construction Measures |,n the BAAQMQ QEQA Guidelines. Fugltlve dust.emlssmns are con5|dereq to be a) All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, stockpiles, graded areas, and
significant unless the project implements the BAAQMD'’s BMPs for fugitive dust control during construction. Construction-related impacts . . . .
from the Project would therefore be potentially significant. unpaved access roads) shall be watered twice daily, or as often as needed, treated with non-toxic
soil stabilizers, or covered to control dust emissions. Watering should be sufficient to prevent
airborne dust from the leaving the site.
b) All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site shall be covered.
c) Allvisible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads and paved access roads shall be
removed using wet power (with reclaimed water, if possible) vacuum street sweepers at least once
per day, or as often as needed. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
d) All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.
e) 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.
f) Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or by reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by California airborne toxics control measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of the California Code of Regulations). Clear signage shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.
g) 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.
h) A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact regarding
dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. BAAQMD’s
phone number also shall be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.
The County of Santa Clara project manager or his/her designee shall verify compliance that these
measures have been implemented during normal construction site inspections.
Impact AIR-3: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Pollutants LTS No mitigation required. LTS
Considering the intermittent nature of the emissions, the short duration of the exposure period, and the distance of sensitive receptors
from the demolition footprint and staging areas, the Project is not anticipated to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations of toxic air contaminants. Thus, the construction-related impact would be less than significant.
Impact AIR-4: Other Emissions Including Those Leading to Odors LTS No mitigation required. LTS
During Project-related construction activities, construction equipment exhaust and hazardous materials abatement activities may
temporarily generate odors. Odors would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction equipment. Furthermore, nuisance
odors are regulated under the BAAQMD’s Regulation 7, Odorous Substances, which places general limitations on odorous substances
and specific emission limitations on certain odorous compounds and requires abatement of any nuisance generating an odor complaint.
Therefore, the Project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people and impacts during construction would be less than significant.
Impact C-AIR-1: Conflict with Air Quality Plan or Net Increases in Criteria Pollutants PS Implement MM-AIR-2 LTS

The SFBAAB is in nonattainment of ozone, PM1o, and PM2.s with respect to the CAAQS. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants
is a result of past and present development in the SFBAAB, and this regional impact is cumulative rather than attributable to any one
source and is potentially significant. Construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants from the Project would not exceed the thresholds

AECOM
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Impacts

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After Mitigation

of significance recommended by the BAAQMD. The BAAQMD does not have quantitative mass emissions thresholds for fugitive PM1o
and PMzs dust. Instead, the BAAQMD recommends that all projects, regardless of the level of average daily emissions, implement
applicable best management practices, including those listed as Basic Construction Measures in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.
Fugitive dust emissions are considered to be significant unless the project implements the BAAQMD’s BMPs for fugitive dust control
during construction. Cumulative impacts from the Project would therefore be potentially significant.

Existing trees would be protected from damage during demolition, except for 10 ornamental trees immediately adjacent to the
westernmost portion of the building, which would be removed to allow access for demolition equipment. None of the trees planned for

Impact C-AIR-2: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Pollutants or Other Emissions LTS No mitigation required. LTS
None of the cumulative projects would involve construction within one-half mile of the Project site during the Project’s 10- to 12-month
construction period; therefore, there is no potential for criteria pollutant, toxic air contaminants, or odorous emissions from the Project to
combine with other nearby construction emissions to adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, the potential for the
cumulative projects, including the proposed Project, to result in a cumulative impact with regard to C-AIR-2 would be less than significant.
Biological Resources (BIO)
Impact BIO-1: Impacts to Candidate, Sensitive, or Special Status Species NI No mitigation required. NI
The project site is developed, and the entirety of the site is either paved or landscaped. There is no potential for special-status plant
species to occur in the sod present on site. The Project site does not provide suitable habitat for any of the special-status animal species.
Because there is no suitable habitat for special-status species, the Project would have no impact on special status wildlife species.
Impact BIO-2: Impacts to Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Communities NI No mitigation required. NI
No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities are located on the project site. No impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural communities would occur.
Impact BIO-3: Impacts to State or Federally Protected Wetlands NI No mitigation required. NI
No state or federally protected wetlands are located on the project site. The Project would therefore have no impact on state or federally
protected wetlands.
Impact BIO-4: Impacts to Fish or Wildlife Movement, Migration or Nursery Sites PS MM-BI0-4: Nesting Bird Avoidance Measures LTS
The various ornamental shrubs, ornamental trees, sycamore trees, coast redwood trees, and pine trees on the project site may provide To the extent practicable, demolition activities and any tree trimming/removal shall be performed from
suitable hgbitat for common n_esting b_irds, such as house finch, mourning dove, common raven, and other birds that ty_pical_ly occupy September 16 through January 14 to avoid the general nesting period for birds. If demolition or
urban environments. Thc_es_g birds, th?'r nests, and €ggs are prote_cted un(_jer the Mlgratory_Blrd Treaty Act. Noise a_md V|_brat|on f_rom construction cannot be performed during this period, nesting bird surveys and active nest buffers (as
proposed demolition activities associated with the Project could disturb birds that are nesting on and near the Project site. The impact to i )
nesting birds would be potentially significant. necessary) will be implemented as follows:
¢ Nesting Bird Surveys: If Project-related work is scheduled during the nesting season (typically

February 15 to August 30 for small bird species such as passerines; January 15 to September 15 for

owls; and February 15 to September 15 for other raptors), a qualified biologist will conduct two

surveys for active nests of such birds within 14 days prior to the beginning of project construction, with

the final survey conducted within 48 hours prior to construction. Appropriate minimum survey radii

surrounding the work area are typically the following: i) 50 feet for passerines; ii) 300 feet for raptors.

Surveys should be conducted at the appropriate times of day and during appropriate nesting times.

e Active Nest Buffers: If the qualified biologist documents active nests within the project area or in

nearby surrounding areas, an appropriate buffer between the nest and active construction should be

established. The buffer should be clearly marked and maintained until the young have fledged and are

foraging independently. Prior to construction, the qualified biologist should conduct baseline

monitoring of the nest to characterize “normal” bird behavior and establish a buffer distance which

allows the birds to exhibit normal behavior. The qualified biologist should monitor the nesting birds

daily during construction activities and increase the buffer if the birds show signs of unusual or

distressed behavior (e.g. defensive flights and vocalizations, standing up from a brooding position,

and/or flying away from the nest). If buffer establishment is not possible, the qualified biologist or

construction foreman should have the authority to cease all construction work in the area until the

young have fledged and the nest is no longer active.
Impact BIO-5: Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources NI No mitigation required. NI

AECOM
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Impacts

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After Mitigation

removal are oak trees or would be defined as heritage trees. None of these trees are within County easements or road rights-of-way, but
are on property owned by the County. Therefore, the County’s Tree Ordinance would require issuance of an administrative permit prior to
removing any tree that measures over 37.7 inches in circumference (12 inches or more in diameter), measured 4.5 feet above the
ground, or that exceeds 20 feet in height. The administrative permit application would include a replanting plan for all trees to be
removed, which must include a detailed description of replacement trees. Because the Project would not conflict with any applicable local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, there would be no impact.

Impact BIO-6: Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans

The Project site is within the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan permit area. However, because the project site is already developed and is
within an urban area, the Project would not be a “covered project” under the Habitat Plan. As such, the project is not expected to conflict
with the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. There would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact C-BIO-1: Impacts to Fish or Wildlife Movement, Migration or Nursery Sites

The cumulative projects that may result in potential impacts to common resident and nesting birds would be subject to applicable federal,
state, regional, and local regulations and would also be required to implement typical nesting bird avoidance measures, similar to those
described for the project in MM-BIO-4. Because these standard avoidance measures would reduce the impacts of all cumulative projects,
the overall cumulative impact to common resident and nesting birds in the City of San José would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Cultural Resources (CUL)

Impact CUL-1: Adverse Change to Historical Resources

One historical resource, former City Hall, is located in the CEQA Study Area. The Project would demolish the entire building, and
therefore would destroy those physical characteristics of former City Hall that convey its historical significance and justify its eligibility for
inclusion in the CRHR. Therefore, the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. This impact would be potentially significant.

PS

MM-CUL-1a: Historical Resource Mitigation Plan

Prior to issuance of any grading, demolition, or building permits or any other approval that would allow
disturbance of the Project site, an SOI-qualified Architectural Historian/Historic Architect shall prepare a
Historical Resource Mitigation Schedule (Mitigation Schedule) demonstrating that the requirements listed
in mitigation measures MM-CUL-1b, MM-CUL-1c, MM-CUL-1d, and MM-CUL-1e have been satisfied in
accordance with the Mitigation Schedule. The Mitigation Schedule shall include a plan and schedule for
the implementation of mitigation measures and describe the roles and responsibilities of the County,
qualified consultants, and third parties. The Mitigation Schedule shall be supplemented with an
addendum that documents the implementation of the following mitigation measures, once completed.

MM-CUL-1b: Archival Documentation (HABS)

Former City Hall and its associated features on the Project site shall be documented in accordance with
the guidelines established for a Level Il Historic American Building Survey (HABS) consistent with the
SOl Standards for Architectural and Engineering Documentation and shall consist of the following
components:

e Drawings — Sketch floor plans.

¢ Photographs — Digital photographs of the interior, exterior, and setting of the building in compliance
with the National Register Photo Policy Fact Sheet (National Park Service 2013).

o Written Data — HABS written documentation.

An SOl-qualified Architectural Historian/Historic Architect shall oversee the preparation of the sketch
plans, photographs, research and written data. The Level Ill HABS-equivalent

documentation shall cover the former City Hall building along with associated features, spaces, and
landscaping.

The draft documentation shall be submitted to the County Department of Planning and Development for
review and approval. After approval, full archival-quality copies of the final Level Il HABS-equivalent
documentation shall be filed with the County and the San José Library’s California Room. Additional print
copies shall be made available to other local research institutions including History San

José, the Preservation Action Council of San José, and the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma
State University. Documentation of the implementation of MM-CUL-1b shall be included in the addendum
to the Mitigation Schedule.

MM-CUL-1c: Offer for Third Party Relocation

Prior to issuance of any demolition permits, the County shall advertise the availability of the building for
relocation by an interested third party for a period of no less than 60 days. The advertisements must
include notification in a newspaper of general circulation, on a website, and notice placed on the Project

SuU
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Impacts

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After Mitigation

site. The County shall provide evidence (i.e., receipts, date and time stamped photographs, etc.) that this
condition has been met prior to the issuance of demolition permits. If a third party agrees to relocate the
building, the following measures must be followed:
e The County must determine that the receiver site is feasible for the building.
¢ Prior to relocation, the third party shall hire a historic preservation architect and a structural engineer
to undertake an existing condition study that establishes the baseline condition of the building prior to
relocation. The documentation shall take the form of written descriptions and visual illustrations,
including those character-defining physical features of the resource that convey its historic
significance and must be protected and preserved. The documentation shall be reviewed and
approved by the County prior to the structure being moved.
¢ To protect the building during relocation, the third party shall engage a building mover who has
experience moving similar historic structures. A structural engineer shall also be engaged to determine
how the building needs to be reinforced/stabilized before the move.
¢ Once moved, the building shall be repaired and rehabilitated, as needed, by the third party in
conformance with the SOI Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. In particular, the
character-defining features shall be retained in a manner that preserves the integrity of the building for
the long-term preservation and reuse.

Upon completion of the repairs, an SOI-qualified Architectural Historian/Historic Architect shall document
and confirm that work to the structure(s) was completed in conformance with the SOI Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties and that character-defining features were preserved. Documentation of
the implementation of MM-CUL-1c shall be included in the addendum to the Mitigation Schedule.

MM-CUL-1d: Architectural Salvage
If no third party agrees to relocate the building in compliance with MM-CUL-1c, the building shall be made
available for salvage to salvage companies facilitating the reuse of historic building materials. The time
frame available for salvage shall be established by the County in accordance with
the Mitigation Schedule. The County shall verify that this condition has been met prior to
demolition. Documentation of the implementation of MM-CUL-1d, if necessary, shall be included in the
addendum to the Mitigation Schedule.
MM-CUL-1e: Commemoration and Interpretive Program
Former City Hall and its associated features on the Project site shall be commemorated and curated in an
interpretive program that may include:

¢ Physical remnants from the site

¢ Oral histories

¢ Additional research

e Historic photographs

e Historic maps

¢ Historical displays

e Historical marker
Details of the commemoration and interpretive program shall be determined in consultation with the
County Historical Heritage Commission. Documentation of the implementation of MM-CUL-1e shall be
included in the addendum to the Mitigation Schedule.

Impact CUL-2: Adverse Change to Archaeological Resources

Although the Project site is largely disturbed and ground-disturbing activities would be limited to removing the existing building
foundations and associated utility connections, implementation of the Project could uncover as yet unrecorded subsurface prehistoric and
historic-era archaeological resources on the Project site. Such impacts could be potentially significant.

PS

MM-CUL-2: Inadvertent Discoveries
In the event that prehistoric or historic resources are encountered during demolition, excavation and/or
grading of the site, all activity within a 50-foot radius of the find shall be stopped, the County Project
Manager or designee shall be notified, and a qualified archaeologist shall examine the find. The
archaeologist shall:
1) evaluate the find(s) to determine if they meet the definition of a historical or archaeological resource;
and
2) make appropriate recommendations regarding the disposition of such finds prior to issuance of
building permits.

LTS
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Impacts

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After Mitigation

If the finds do not meet the definition of a historical or archaeological resource, no further study or
protection is necessary prior to resuming project implementation. If the find(s) does meet the definition of
a historical or archaeological resource, then it should be avoided by project activities. If avoidance is not
feasible, adverse effects to such resources should be mitigated in accordance with the recommendations
of the archaeologist. Recommendations could include collection, recordation, and analysis of any
significant cultural materials. A report of findings documenting any data recovery would be submitted to
the Director of Planning. If the find(s) are human remains or grave goods, the procedures outlined in
County Ordinance Code B6-18 through BC-20 shall be followed.

Project personnel should not collect or move any cultural material. Fill soils that may be used for
construction purposes should not contain archaeological materials.

Impact CUL-3: Disturbance of Human Remains

The Project site has a moderate to high sensitivity for buried Native American archaeological deposits and cultural materials, which could
include human remains, based on its proximity to the Guadalupe River and documented archaeological sites. If human remains were
uncovered during demolition activities, the procedures in County Ordinance Code Sections B6-18 through B6-20 would be followed,
which would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact C-CUL-1: Impacts to Historical Resources

In the case of the former City Hall, demolition would be a total loss of the historical resource, which is listed in the County Heritage
Resource Inventory and is individually eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, and as a City and County Landmark. It is not located in
a contiguous or discontiguous historic district, which could be cumulatively impacted if contributors were removed or materially altered
incrementally. However, because the demolition would result in the irreversible loss of an important example of the International Style and
the Modern movement in San José, the Project would have a cumulatively significant contribution to cumulative impact C-CUL-1.

Implement MM-CUL-1a to MM-CUL-1e

CcC

Impact C-CUL-2: Impacts to Archaeological Resources or Human Remains

Past, present, and future developments within the City could impact known or unknown archaeological resources and/or human remains,
depending on the proximity to known resources, sensitivity of the project area, and the extent of the proposed ground-disturbing
activities. Such impacts would be potentially significant; however, each of the cumulative projects would be subject to its own
environmental review under CEQA, either at a project-level or as part of a programmatic CEQA analysis, and therefore appropriate
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts would be required, similar to the Project. Furthermore, existing laws relating to
the treatment of human remains would apply to all projects. With implementation of such mitigation measures, the cumulative effects on
archaeological resources or human remains would be less than significant. Therefore, the overall cumulative impact due to the Project
and probable future development would be less than significant with mitigation.

PS

Implement MM-CUL-2: Inadvertent Discoveries

LTS

Energy (ENE)

Impact ENE-1: Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources

Based on the anticipated phasing of the Project demolition activities, the anticipated equipment and construction work staff, the
temporary nature of construction, and the project type, the Project would not include unusual characteristics that would necessitate the
use of construction equipment that is less energy-efficient than the equipment used at comparable construction sites. In addition,
construction contractors are required, in accordance with MM-AIR-2 and the CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Diesel-Fueled
Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling. Because the Project would only involve the demolition of the former City Hall building, there would be
no ongoing energy use at the site. In addition, one of the objectives of the Project is to reduce the County’s costs related to the former
City Hall facility which currently includes costs for maintenance, security, and utilities. With implementation of the Project and demolition
of the Former City Hall building, the associated energy consumption related to maintenance and security activities, and energy usage
associated with utilities, would no longer occur. Therefore, the Project would have a net operational benefit with respect to energy use.
Thus, the impact would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact ENE-2: Conflict with or Obstruct a Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plan

Since the Project involves demolition of a building that was constructed in 1956 through 1958, the Project would also reduce the County’s
energy consumption for maintenance, security, and utilities associated with the Former City Hall building. Therefore, construction of the
Project would not obstruct any state or local plans for renewable energy and or energy efficiency. This impact would be less than
significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact C-ENE-1: Wasteful, Inefficient or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy or Conflict with Energy Plan

Past, present and probable future projects throughout the state would result in the irreversible use of diesel and gasoline resources
during construction, as well as from operational traffic associated with those projects. However, the use of such resources would be
subject to the same regulatory framework relating to energy and fuel efficiency as the Project and would be anticipated to become more
energy efficient over time as regulatory requirements change and technological advancements are made. Therefore, the overall

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS
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cumulative impact relating to the use of gasoline and diesel energy resources and consistency with energy plans would be less than
significant.

Geology and Soils (GEO)

Impact GEO-1: Substantial Adverse Effects from Seismic Hazards

The Project site is in a seismically active area. However, because the project would only involve the demolition of the former City Hall
building and basement, removal of associated underground utilities, and subsequent site grading (to ensure a uniformly flat surface) and
landscaping, there would be no impact related to seismic ground shaking or liquefaction. In addition, the Project site is located on a flat
alluvial plain with nearly level topography, and there are no off-site areas with steep slopes adjacent to the Project site that could result in
on-site landslide hazards. Thus, there would be no impact related to landslides.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact GEO-2: Substantial Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsaoil

Because the County would prepare and implement a SWPPP and implement BMPs designed to control construction-related stormwater
runoff and reduce erosion, this construction impact on soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact GEO-3: Unstable or Expansive Soils

Soils at the Project site are likely the same as those encountered in soil borings obtained by Cornerstone for other parcels in the Santa
Clara Civic Center Master Plan area. Cornerstone determined that the sandy soil layers are subject to liquefaction, and the clay soil
layers are subject to expansion. However, since the Project only involves the demolition of the former City Hall building, removal of
associated underground utilities, and subsequent site grading and landscaping, there would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact GEO-4: Soil Suitability for Septic Systems

The Project involves only the demolition of the former City Hall Building, and no septic system or other type of alternative wastewater
system would be required. Portable restrooms would be provided for construction workers. Thus, there would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact GEO-5: Damage or Destruction of Unique Paleontological Resources

The Project site is located within Holocene-age rock formations. Holocene deposits contain only the remains of extant, modern taxa (if
any resources are present), which are not considered “unique” paleontological resources. There are no other unique geologic features
within or adjacent to the Project site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact C-GEO-2: Substantial Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil

All of the cumulative projects that disturb 1 acre or more are required by law to prepare a SWPPP and implement site-specific BMPs that
are specifically designed to prevent construction-related erosion. Cumulative projects would also be required to obtain a County or City
(as applicable) grading permit, which requires submittal of an erosion control plan for County or City review and approval. Permit
conditions would be imposed to reduce potential erosion impacts. Therefore, the overall cumulative impact related to substantial
construction-related soil erosion would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG)

Impact GHG-1: Generation of GHG Emissions

Construction of the Project would not exceed the annual SMAQMD threshold of 1,100 MT CO:e adopted for the construction phase of
projects. Therefore, Project construction impacts related to the generation of GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment would be less than cumulatively considerable.

LTCC

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact GHG-2: Conflict with an Applicable GHG Plan, Policy, or Regulation

The Project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment. Thus, the Project would not
conflict with the AB 32 and SB 32 Scoping Plans or any other relevant plans, policies, or regulations for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. As a result, the Project’'s GHG impact would be less than cumulatively considerable.

LTCC

No mitigation required.

LTCC

Impact C-GHG-1: Generation of GHG Emissions or Conflicts with GHG Plan, Policy, or Regulation

The GHG emissions impact analysis above constitutes a cumulative analysis, in that it considers global, statewide, and regional
projections of GHG emissions, as well as the contribution of the Project, to GHG emission impacts. Therefore, the significance
conclusions reached above for project-level impacts GHG-1 and GHG-2 also constitute this EIR’s significance conclusions with respect to
cumulative GHG emissions impacts and the Project’s incremental contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively
considerable.

LTCC

No mitigation required.

LTCC
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HAZ)

Impact HAZ-1: Hazards from Routine Use, Transport, Disposal, or Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials

Implementation of the SWPPP and associated BMPs; adherence to regulations related to the handling and disposal of hazardous
building materials, including BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2; and adherence to the Airborne Toxics Control Measure and worker safety
regulations, all of which were enacted to protect humans and the environment from accidental release or other hazards associated with
the use, transportation and disposal of hazardous materials, would limit potential impacts from Project construction to less than
significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact HAZ-2: Result in Hazardous Emissions within One-Quarter Mile of a School

The Muwekma Ohlone Middle School is approximately 500 feet east of the Project site. Adherence to applicable regulations and
implementation of measures to protect construction workers and the general public from hazardous emissions during project
construction, including BMPs for spill and leak prevention and dust control, would also serve to protect sensitive receptors at the nearby
school. Therefore, the impact of hazardous material emissions or handling of hazardous materials or wastes on schools within 0.25 mile
would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact HAZ-3: Result in Hazards from Construction in a Cortese-Listed Site

Based on a review of hazardous materials site databases maintained by SWRCB, DTSC, and USEPA, the Project site is not located on a
known hazardous materials site that is on the Cortese List. Thus, there would be no potential for significant hazards to the public or the
environment from disturbance of soils or groundwater at the site, and there would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact HAZ-4: Airport-related Safety or Noise Hazards

The Project site is located approximately 0.5 mile southeast of the San José International Airport, and is within the airport influence area,
but is not within the identified aircraft noise contours or safety zones of the airport's Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Furthermore,
demolition activities would not occur at night and therefore nighttime construction lighting that could be mistaken for airport lighting would
not be used, and tall cranes (i.e., over 100 feet) would not be used during the demolition process. Thus, the Project would not result in
any airport-related hazards, and there would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact HAZ-5: Interfere with an Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan

Adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan do not identify specific evacuation routes, but rather define
responsibilities among the multitude of interested and affected agencies and organizations and identify general response strategies. All
demolition activities and construction staging would occur on the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not impede access for
emergency vehicles and personnel, and would not impede emergency evacuation routes or emergency plans created by local or regional
agencies. Thus, Project construction would have no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact HAZ-6: Exposure to Wildland Fires

The Project site is not within or near a CAL FIRE State Responsibility Area. The Santa Clara Valley, including the Project site, is
designated as a Local Responsibility Area, and not in or near high or very high fire severity zones (CAL FIRE 2020). The Project site is in
a developed, urban area in the City of San José. Thus, the Project would not expose people or structures to hazards from wildland fires,
and there would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact C-HAZ-1: Hazards from Routine Use, Transport, Disposal, or Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials

All cumulative projects, including the Former City Hall Project, are required to comply with local, state, and federal regulations for
transport, use, disposal, and accidental release of hazardous materials, which would address impacts associated with both construction-
and operation-related handling of hazardous materials. Therefore, these projects would not result in hazardous emissions that would
affect residents near the Project site, and the overall cumulative impact from routine use of hazardous materials and accidental releases
would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Hydrology and Water Quality (HYD)

Impact HYD-1: Violate Water Quality Standards

Project construction activities would require vegetation removal, excavation, grading, material stockpiling, and staging within the project
footprint that temporarily would disturb surface soils. These activities would expose soil to the erosive forces of wind and water. The soil
ultimately could be transported via the storm drainage system or overland sheet flow to the Guadalupe River and the San Francisco Bay,
increasing turbidity and degrading water quality. Because the County would comply with the provisions of the NPDES Construction
General Permit to prepare and implement a SWPPP with associated BMPs, as well as comply with the San Francisco Basin Plan, the
project’s construction impact on surface water and groundwater quality would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact HYD-2: Substantially Decrease Groundwater Supplies or Interfere with Groundwater Recharge

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS
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Construction dewatering activities, in the event that groundwater is encountered, would be handled through WDRs issued through the
SCVURPPP NPDES permit by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, and would be minor in volume and of short duration. The building
footprint would be revegetated, with the majority of adjacent landscaping and surface hardscaping left in place. The project would
improve groundwater recharge at the site because the increased pervious surface area would allow a greater amount of rainfall and
landscape irrigation water to percolate through to the groundwater aquifer. Thus, the Project’s effect on groundwater supplies or
groundwater recharge and on implementation of the Alternative Groundwater Sustainability Plan would be less than significant.

Impact HYD-3: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns Resulting in Erosion and Sedimentation, Flooding, Pollution, or Impedance
of Flood Flows

The County would continue to implement the requirements of the MS4 Permit issued by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, which requires
the SCVURPPP and its member agencies (including Santa Clara County and the City of San José) to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges to the maximum extent practicable and to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges. The minor alterations to drainage
patterns at the project site would also not redirect or impede flood flows due to the flat topography of the site. Therefore, the project’s
operational impact on the drainage patter and runoff would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact HYD-4: Release of Pollutants in Flood, Tsunami, or Seiche Hazard Zones

The Project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard zone, but is within Zone X (shaded), which could be subject to moderate flood
hazards, such as a 0.2% annual exceedance probability flood hazard or a 1% annual exceedance probability flood with average depths
of less than 1 foot. Thus, inundation of the Project site is possible, but is unlikely to occur often or to substantial depths. Furthermore,
standard measures taken by contractors to reduce the release of pollutants to stormwater during construction (e.g., proper storage of
hazardous chemicals) would also serve to reduce the likelihood of release of pollutants in the unlikely event of flooding at the site during
construction. For these reasons, construction-related impacts on water quality from transport of pollutants during inundation of the site
would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact HYD-5: Obstruct Implementation of a Water Quality Control Plan or Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan

The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan or the Santa Clara Valley Water
District’s Alternative Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Santa Clara Valley Water District 2016). Thus, the impacts of the Project on these
plans would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact C-HYD-1: Impacts to Water Quality and Hydrology

Because the cumulative projects are required by law to implement a SWPPP and BMPs (or a stormwater drainage plan with BMPs that
meets County or City requirements), and to comply with the SCVURPPP’s MS4 Permit, the overall cumulative impact on water quality
would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Noise (NOI)

Impact NOI-1: Increase In Ambient Noise Levels

Construction noise received at the nearest receptors would vary considerably throughout the construction period, as well as throughout
each work day, depending on the types of equipment being operated at any one time, and the actual distance between the equipment
and the receptor. Although construction-generated noise would be temporary and short-term, it could exceed applicable thresholds
established in the County Noise Ordinance, the impact would be potentially significant.

PS

MM-NOI-1: Minimize Construction Noise
The County shall include the following measures in contractor specifications for the Project, and such
measures shall be implemented during all construction phases:

e In accordance with Chapter 20.100.450 of the City of San José Municipal Code, the hours of

construction, including the loading and unloading of materials and truck movements, shall be limited

to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday through Friday. No constructions activities shall be permitted on
weekends or holidays.

e | ocate staging areas and stationary noise-generating equipment, such as compressors, as far away

from noise-sensitive uses as feasible, and/or provide temporary noise barriers if necessary.

e Minimize idling times of equipment by either shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the

maximum idling time to 5 minutes.
e Select “quiet” models of construction equipment, particularly air compressors, generators, pumps

and other stationary noise sources, whenever possible; fit motorized equipment with proper mufflers

in good working order.
e Maintain and operate construction equipment in a manner to reduce or avoid high levels of noise

emissions (e.g., to the extent practical, lower—rather than drop—Iloads into trucks or onto platforms

to reduce noise-generating impacts of contacting surfaces).

e Designate a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this person’'s number around the project

site and in construction notifications. The disturbance coordinator shall receive complaints about

LTS
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construction disturbances and, in coordination with the County, shall determine the cause of the
complaint and implementation of feasible measures to alleviate the problem.

Impact NOI-2: Exposure of People to Groundborne Noise and Vibration Levels LTS No mitigation required. LTS
Vibration generated by heavy-duty construction equipment at the Project site or along haul routes would not exceed the FTA standard for

potential human annoyance or damage to buildings at the nearest sensitive receptors. It is not expected that sleep disturbance would

occur because no nighttime construction or heavy truck hauling activities would occur. Although there would be individuals who may

notice the construction vibration, the vibration levels are such that they would not result in a high percentage of complaints. Therefore,

this impact would be less than significant.

Impact NOI-3: Exposure of People within the Project Area to Excessive Noise Levels in the Vicinity of an Airport NI No mitigation required. NI
The Project site is outside the identified 65 dBA aircraft noise contour, and therefore would not expose workers or residences to

excessive noise levels from the airport and Project construction. In addition, construction workers would be required to take adequate

precautions to protect their hearing from construction-generated noise at the Project site, in accordance with occupational safety and

health regulations, which would also serve to reduce their exposure to other existing noise sources. Therefore, the Project would have no

impact on people living or working near the airport.

Impact C-NOI-1: Generation of Noise and Vibration LTS No mitigation required. LTS
None of the cumulative projects would involve construction within half a mile of the Project site and overlap with the Project’s 10- to 12-

month construction period. Therefore, there is no potential for noise or vibration emissions from the Project to combine with other nearby

construction emissions to cause a significant cumulative impact on nearby sensitive receptors. The overall cumulative impact for noise

and vibration would be less than significant.

Population and Housing (POP)

Impact POP-1: Inducement of Unplanned Population Growth NI No mitigation required. NI
Project construction activities would generate temporary and short-term employment. Due to its proximity to large urban centers, the

Project would be expected to draw from the existing local workforce. In addition, if some nonlocal construction workers were employed

for the Project, because of the temporary and short-term nature of the work, these workers would not reasonably be expected to relocate

to the City while working at the Project site. Furthermore, because the Project would only involve the demolition of the former City Hall

building, there would be no substantial direct or indirect population growth in the City of San José. No impact would occur.

Impact POP-2: Displacement of People or Housing LTS No mitigation required. LTS
The Project site is occupied by the former City Hall building, which has been vacant since the City of San José moved its City Hall

operations from the site in 2005. The County intends to create a Temporary Housing Shelter within the driveway of the Project site prior

to commencement of the Former City Hall Project. Due to the proximity of the proposed temporary shelters to the Former City Hall

building, the County would cease operations of the shelter during demolition activities and the temporary residents of the shelter would

be temporarily relocated. The relocation of these temporary residents to different temporary or permanent abodes, would not represent a

permanent displacement of people or housing that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, as the

Temporary Housing Shelter project was never intended to provide permanent housing for residents. Therefore, there the impact of the

Project would be less than significant.

Impact C-POP-3: Inducement of Unplanned Population Growth LTS No mitigation required. LTS
The less-than-significant effects on population and housing described for the Project would not combine with the impacts of other past,

present, or foreseeable future projects to directly or indirectly induce growth, remove any existing constraints to future unplanned growth

or displace people or housing necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to

cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Recreation (REC)

Impact REC-1: Increased Use of Recreational Facilities NI No mitigation required. LTS
Because the Project would not result in any increased use of existing recreational facilities, there would be no impact to recreational

resources.

Impact REC-2: Construction or Expansion of New Recreational Facilities NI No mitigation required. LTS
Because the Project would not include new recreational facilities or require construction or expansion of existing facilities, there would be

no impact to recreational resources.

Impact C-REC-1: Increased Use or the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities LTS No mitigation required. LTS
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If the site was ultimately redeveloped in the future, such a proposal would be evaluated as a separate project under CEQA at that time. If
the future use would generate an increase in the demand for recreational facilities that would cause or accelerate physical deterioration
of the facilities, appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures would be required by the project proponent, such as provision of
recreational space or payment of applicable park impact fees. Because past, present, and future projects would also be required to meet
the City’s parkland standards through provision of recreational space or payment of fees in lieu thereof, the overall cumulative impact to
recreational resources would be less than significant.

Transportation (TRA)

Impact TRA-1: Conflict with Transportation Plan, Program, Ordinance or Policy

Because the Project would not generate construction-related traffic in excess of industry-standard screening thresholds for construction
traffic and would implement a traffic control plan to limit potential conflicts with roadway, pedestrians, bicyclist, and transit traffic during
construction, there would be no conflict with applicable transportation-related programs, plans, ordinances, or policies and the impact
would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact TRA-2: Consistency with CEQA Guidelines relating to Vehicle Miles Traveled

Because the Project would only involve the demolition of the former City Hall building, there would be no operational traffic generated
from the site once demolition activities are complete. The few existing traffic trips associated with the Former City Hall building, such as
security or maintenance trips, would cease once the building is demolished. As such, there would be a small net decrease in VMT over
existing conditions and the Project would have a less-than-significant impact.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact TRA-3: Potential for Creation of Substantial Traffic-Related Hazards

The Project would involve demolition of the Former City Hall building, and all demolition and staging activities would be contained within
the Project site, with no encroachment onto or alteration of public rights-of way. As such, the Project would not create any hazardous
geometric design features or incompatible uses that would substantially increase traffic-related hazards. There would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact TRA-4: Project-Related Interference with Emergency Access

All demolition activities and construction staging would occur on the Project site, and construction activities would not fundamentally alter
emergency access to the Project site or other properties in the vicinity. the Project would not impede access for emergency vehicles and
personnel, and would not impede emergency evacuation routes or emergency plans created by local or regional agencies. Thus, Project
construction would have no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact C-TRA-1: Conflict with Transportation Plan, Program, Ordinance or Policy

None of the cumulative projects would involve construction within half a mile of the Project site and overlap with the Project’s 10- to 12-
month construction period. Therefore, there is no potential for construction-related traffic from the Project site to combine with traffic from
nearby construction sites to cause a significant cumulative impact on local roadways in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the overall
cumulative impact for transportation would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR)

Impact TCR-1: Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources

Although no tribal cultural resources were identified as part of the background research for this Project, records maintained by the
Northwest Information Center and the NAHC are not exhaustive and negative results do not preclude the presence of tribal cultural
resources at the project site. Given that the Project consists of the demolition of an existing building in a highly developed urban setting, it
is highly unlikely that as-yet unidentified tribal cultural resources could be impacted by the Project. However, there is the potential for the
project to impact as-yet unidentified buried archaeological resources, which may also be potentially eligible as tribal cultural resources
under CEQA. Disturbance of such resources, if present, during Project demolition and regrading activities would be a potentially
significant impact.

PS

MM TCR-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources

In the event that potential tribal cultural resources are identified during the implementation of the
requirements under Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-2, the qualified expert performing the cultural resources
study, along with the County, will contact California Native American tribe(s) that have expressed interest
and begin or continue consultation procedures with that tribe(s). If, as a result of the consultation, the
County determines that the resource is a tribal cultural resource and the Project will have a potentially
significant impact, additional mitigation measures as discussed with the tribe to avoid or reduce impacts
to the resource shall be required and implemented. If the find(s) are human remains or grave goods, the
procedures outlined in County Ordinance Code B6-18 through BC-20 shall be followed.

LTS

Impact C-TCR-1: Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources

Past, present, and future development, in conjunction with the Project, would have the potential to cumulatively impact tribal cultural
resources. Such impacts would be potentially significant; however, each of the cumulative projects would be subject to its own
environmental review under CEQA, either at a project-level or as part of a programmatic CEQA analysis, and therefore appropriate
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources such as MM-TCR-1 would be required, similar to the
Project. With implementation of such mitigation measures, the cumulative effects on tribal cultural resources would be less than
significant. Therefore, the overall cumulative impact due to the Project and probable future development would be less than significant
with mitigation.

PS

Implement MM-TCR-1: Inadvertent Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources

LTS
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Utilities and Service Systems (UTI)

Impact UTI-1: New or Expanded Utility Services

The Project would involve demolition of the Former City Hall building. As such, the Project would not require connecting to, or the
construction of, new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, storm drainage, electric, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities.
During construction, power would be provided by portable generators, and existing utility services to the building would be safely
disconnected prior to demolition. There would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact UTI-2: Water Supply Availability

During demolition of the Former City Hall, minimal water would be needed for activities such as soil compaction and dust control. This
water would be obtained from the City’s existing water supply and the quantity would be negligible compared with the available water
guantities. After demolition and site restoration is completed, there would be a small amount of water used to establish and maintain the
new landscaping within the demolition footprint. However, this additional water use would not substantially increase the existing irrigation
volumes for the Project site, and would be negligible compared to available water quantities. There would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact UTI-3: Wastewater Treatment Capacity

During construction, portable restrooms would be provided for construction workers over the 10- to 12-month construction period.
Wastewater from portable restrooms would be disposed of at an appropriately licensed local facility with adequate capacity to
accommodate project needs. No wastewater would be generated after the Project is completed. Thus, there would be no impact.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact UTI-4: Solid Waste Capacity

The Project would generate approximately 37,500 cubic yards of demolition debris. The total approximate remaining capacity of the
landfills in San José is approximately 49,446,600 cubic yards; therefore, the Project would be unlikely to generate solid waste that would
exceed the capacity of any receiving landfill or in excess of State or local standards. As a result, the impact would be less than
significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Impact UTI-5: Solid Waste Statues and Regulations

The Project would comply with all statutes and regulations related to solid waste, including the 2019 California Green Building Standards
Code and the City’s Construction & Demolition Diversion Program. In addition, prior to commencement of demolition activities, the
Project contractor would submit a Demolition Plan, a Debris Recovery Plan, a Waste Management and Recycling Plan, and a Debris
Recovery Report that comply with all local, state and federal laws, regulations, and ordinances related to solid waste. No solid waste
would be generated after Project completion. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

NI

No mitigation required.

NI

Impact C-UTI-1: Impacts to Solid Waste Capacity

All of the cumulative projects would be evaluated at a project-level to determine increase in demand for solid waste services and to
ensure compliance with relevant solid waste statutes and regulations. Such regulations and statutes have been adopted in order to
protect the environment, and projects that would exceed available landfill capacity would not be approved without appropriate mitigation
or plans to address disposal of solid waste. Therefore, the overall cumulative impact related to solid waste would be less than significant.

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Mandatory Findings of Significance (MFS)

Impact MFS-1: Effects to Wildlife or Plant Species or Important Examples of California History or Prehistory

Construction of the Project could disturb common birds that are nesting on or near the project site (see Impact BIO-1), and this impact
would be potentially significant. All other construction-related biological resources impacts would be less than significant.

The Project would have potentially significant impacts related to a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
(see Impact CUL-1) or unrecorded subsurface prehistoric and historic-era archeological resources (see Impact CUL-2).

The Project site has a moderate to high sensitivity for buried Native American archaeological deposits and cultural materials based on its
proximity to the Guadalupe River and documented nearby archaeological sites, as well as historic-era archaeological resources
associated with the original Pueblo de San José del Guadalupe. This impact is potentially significant.

PS (Biological
Resources)

PS (Historical
Resource)

PS (Cultural
Resources)

Implement MM-BIO-1

Implement MM-CUL-1a to MM-CUL-1e

Implement MM-CUL-2
Implement MM-TCR-1

LTS (Biological
Resources)

SU (Historical
Resource)

LTS (Cultural and
Tribal Resources)

Impact MFS-2: Individually Limited Cumulative Considerable Impacts

The Project in combination with other past, current, and probable future projects would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts,
except for the loss of historical resources.

The cumulative impact for built historical resources (Impact C-CUL-1) would be significant and unavoidable, and the Project’s contribution
to the cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable.

SU (historical
resources)
NI or LTS (All
other resource
topics)

Implement MM-CUL-1a to MM-CUL-1e (historical resources)

No mitigation required. (All other resource topics)

CC (Historical
resources)
LTS (All other
resource topics)
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Impacts

Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After Mitigation

Impact MFS-3: Direct or Indirect Adverse Effects on Human Beings

materials, noise, water quality, or disturbance to local circulation would be less than significant.

All construction-related environmental impacts that might cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, such as dust, hazardous

LTS

No mitigation required.

LTS

Acronyms:

NI = No Impact

LTS = Less Than Significant

LTSM = Less Than Significant with Mitigation
PS = Potentially Significant

SU = Significant and Unavoidable

CC = Cumulatively Considerable

LTCC = Less than Cumulatively Considerable
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1 Introduction

This environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed former San José City Hall Project (the Project)
has been prepared in accordance with, and complies with, all criteria, standards, and procedures of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section
21000 et seq.) and State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section
15000 et seq.). Per Section 21067 of CEQA and Sections 15367 and 15050 through 15053 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the County of Santa Clara (County) is the lead agency under whose authority this
document has been prepared. As an informational document, this EIR is intended for use by the County
decision makers and members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of
the Project.

1.1 Purpose of the EIR and CEQA Process

An EIR is an informational document used by a lead agency (in this case, the County of Santa Clara)
when considering approval of a project. The purpose of an EIR is to provide public agencies and
members of the general public with detailed information concerning the environmental effects associated
with the implementation of a project, prior to taking action on a project.

An EIR should analyze the environmental consequences of a project, identify ways to reduce or avoid
potential environmental effects resulting from the project, and identify alternatives to the project that are
capable of avoiding or reducing impacts. CEQA requires that all State and local government agencies
consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority. This
EIR provides information to be used in the planning and decision-making process. It is not the purpose of
an EIR to recommend approval or denial of a project.

Prior to approval of the Project, the County, as lead agency and the decision-making entity, is required to
certify that the EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the information in this EIR has
been considered, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the County. CEQA requires
decision makers to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental
consequences. If environmental impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable, the lead agency
may still approve the project if it finds that social, economic, legal, technological or other benefits
outweigh the unavoidable impacts. The lead agency would then be required to state in writing the specific
reasons for approving a project, based on information in the EIR and other information sources in the
administrative record. This reasoning is called a “statement of overriding considerations” (PRC Section
21081 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).

In addition, the County as lead agency must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
describing the measures that were made a condition of project approval in order to avoid or mitigate
significant effects on the environment (PRC Section 21081.6; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097).
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is adopted at the time of project approval and is
designed to ensure compliance with the project description and mitigation measures of the EIR during
and after project implementation. If the County decides to approve the Project, it would be responsible for
verifying that implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for this Project occurs.

The EIR will be used by the County during its consideration and potential approval of the Project.
1.2 Environmental Review Process
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15080 to 15097, the CEQA process has multiple phases,

many of which require notification to, and opportunity for comments from, the public. The main steps in
this process are described below.
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1.2.1 Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good-faith effort has been made during the preparation of
the EIR to contact all responsible and trustee agencies; organizations; persons who may have an interest
in the Project; and all government agencies, including the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse. This includes the circulation of a Notice of Preparation on June 22, 2020, which
began a 30-day comment period that ended on July 22, 2020. Four comment letters were received on the
Notice of Preparation during this time. The Notice of Preparation and the comment letters are included in
this document as Appendix A.

A public scoping meeting was held by the County on July 7, 2020, starting at 6:30 p.m., to inform the
public about the Project and receive comments. Due to the restrictions on public gatherings that were in
effect in Santa Clara County at that time (due to the Covid-19 global pandemic), the meeting was held
virtually with options for joining by phone or computer. At least six individuals attended the scoping
meeting and two provided verbal comments on the content of the Draft EIR. A summary of the comments
received is provided at the beginning of each environmental topic discussion within Chapter 3.0,
“Environmental Setting and Impacts Assessment.”

1.2.2 Draft EIR Public Review

The County filed a Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse on Friday September 25, 2020,
indicating that this Draft EIR has been completed and is available for review. A Notice of Availability of the
EIR has been published concurrently with distribution of this document. This Draft EIR is being circulated
for a 45-day public review and comment period, commencing on Friday September 25, 2020 and
concluding at 5:00 p.m. on Monday November 9, 2020.

During this period, comments from the general public, organizations, and agencies regarding
environmental issues identified in the EIR and the EIR’s accuracy and completeness may be submitted to
the lead agency at the following address:

County of Santa Clara Facilities and Fleet Department
Attention; Emily Chen

2310 North First Street, Suite 200

San José, CA 95131

E-mail: Emily.F.Chen@faf.sccgov.org

The Draft EIR, related technical appendices, and all documents incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR are available for review online at: https://www.sccgov.org/fch. An electronic copy of the Draft EIR has
been emailed to parties that have previously expressed an interest in the Project and is available to
others upon request by contacting Melissa Sifuentes at melissa.sifuentes@faf.sccgov.org or 408-993-
4813.

A hard copy of the Draft EIR is also available for public review during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.) at:

County of Santa Clara, Office of the County Clerk-Recorder lobby
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing, 1st Floor,
San José, CA 95110

During the public review period for the Draft EIR, the County of Santa Clara will conduct a public meeting
at the following time and location:

6:30 p.m. on Wednesday October 14, 2020
Virtual meeting via Zoom, details available at https://www.sccgov.org/fch.

Comments on the Draft EIR must be received before the end of the comment period (5:00 p.m. on
Monday November 9, 2020) in order for those comments to be responded to in the Final EIR. The Final
EIR may not include responses to comments received after this date and time. Oral comments made at
the October 14, 2020 public meeting will be responded to in the Final EIR.
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1.2.3 Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR

Upon completion of the public review and comment period for the Draft EIR, the County will prepare a
Response to Comments document that addresses all substantive written and oral comments received on
the Draft EIR, and identify text revisions to the Draft EIR as a result of those responses or other changes
initiated by the County. This Response to Comments document, together with the Draft EIR, will constitute
the Final EIR. The County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors will consider the adequacy of the Final
EIR in accordance with the requirements of CEQA when it considers the proposed Project during a public
meeting.

The County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors must certify the Final EIR before making a decision to
approve the Project. Prior to approval of a project that would have a significant environmental effect,
CEQA requires the adoption of certain findings (PRC Section 21081; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091
through 15093). If the Final EIR identifies significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-
than-significant levels, the findings must include a Statement of Overriding Considerations for those
impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b)).

1.2.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Throughout this EIR, mitigation measures have been recommended in a format that will facilitate
preparation of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. As required under CEQA (see CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15097), a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be prepared and
presented to the County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors at the time of certification of the Final EIR
for the Project and will identify the specific timing and roles and responsibilities for implementation of
adopted mitigation measures if the Project is approved.

1.3 Project Background

The former City of San José City Hall building (former City Hall) was constructed in 1956 through 1958. It
was used by the City as its City Hall until 2005, when the City moved to its current location on East Santa
Clara Street, leaving the former City Hall building vacant.

The County acquired the vacant former San José City Hall in 2011 as payment for a portion of the City’'s
past-due redevelopment obligations owed to the County. Due to the deteriorated state of the facility when
acquired, the County has never occupied the structure. As of November 2019, the County has spent
approximately $204,000 on utilities for the facility and approximately $604,000 on maintenance costs and
custodial operations. The facility costs an estimated $100,000 per year in its current state to maintain and
secure, is not in usable condition, generates no revenue, and provides no public benefit (County of Santa
Clara 2019).

The former City Hall is within the boundaries of the County’s Civic Center campus that was the subject of
a Civic Center Campus Master Plan prepared in 2018 (Master Plan). The Master Plan did not identify the
former City Hall as usable space and did not propose reuse of the building or its redevelopment. In
September 2018, the County approved the Santa Clara County Civic Center Master Plan and certified the
associated EIR (SCH#2017032024).1

In November 2019, the Board of Supervisors directed the County Administration to assess the feasibility
of reusing the former City Hall. The Feasibility Study was provided to the Board of Supervisors on May 5
2020,2 and is included in Appendix B of this DEIR. The Board directed staff to prepare an environmental
analysis for the removal of the former City Hall for the Board’s future consideration.

! Santa Clara County Civic Center Master Plan and EIR: https://www.sccgov.org/sites/faf/capital-projects/cc/pages/ccmp.aspx
2 Feasibility Study included in May 5, 2020 Agenda Packet, Item 19:
http://sccgov.igm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=11472&Inline=True
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1.4 Document Organization

This EIR is divided into the following sections and appendices:

Section 1, “Introduction,” provides introductory information, including the history of the Project, the
purpose of this document, and the lead agency for the Project.

Section 2, “Project Description,” presents a detailed discussion of the location, setting, and
characteristics of the Project site, the Project objectives, the Project features, and environmental
review requirements.

Section 3, “Environmental Setting and Impact Assessment,” describes the approach to the
environmental impact assessment, including the cumulative impact assessment, and contains
individual sections that reflect the CEQA Appendix G recommended environmental resource
areas and describe existing conditions, detail the regulatory framework, and assess the potential
environmental impacts of the Project. When the analysis identifies potentially significant effects,
mitigation measures are presented to lessen the impacts. Implementing these measures would
reduce potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant levels whenever feasible.

Section 4, “Alternatives,” describes a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, evaluates
the extent to which those alternatives could substantially lessen the Project’s significant impacts
while attaining most of the Project objectives, and compares the effects of the alternatives to
those of the Project. This section also identifies the environmentally superior alternative, as
required by CEQA.

Section 5, “Other CEQA Considerations,” describes the significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts of the Project, as well as the significant irreversible environmental
changes that would result from Project implementation.

Section 6, “References,” lists the documents and other sources of information cited within the
EIR.

Section 7, “List of Preparers,” identifies County staff and consultants who helped prepare this
document.

Appendices provide additional information regarding multiple issues discussed throughout this document.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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2 Project Description

2.1 Project Summary

The Project involves the demolition of the former San José City Hall, a five-story, 113,430-square-foot
office building. The building is currently vacant and is not in a usable condition, with ongoing
maintenance, utilities, and security costs borne by the County. Demolition activities would include the
following:

e Abatement of hazardous building materials;

e Site control and preparation for demolition;

e Demolition of the building and disposal of demolition debris; and
e Regrading and hydroseeding the site.

No future use has been identified for the site following demolition of the building. Additional details
regarding the Project are provided in Section 2.4.1 below.

2.2 Project Location and Setting

The former San José City Hall is at 801 North First Street, approximately 1.5 miles north of downtown
San José, on the northwest corner of North First and West Mission Streets (Figure 2.2-1). The former City
Hall building is in the southeastern portion of an approximately 9.8-acre parcel, just south of the existing
County Government Center, and within “Site D" of the County’s Civic Center Master Plan. The Project site
is limited to that portion of the parcel that would be required to enable demolition of the former City Hall
building (Figure 2.2-2), including the curved driveway and associated surface parking area to the south of
the building and the surface parking area formerly occupied by the City Hall Annex building (demolished
in 2019) to the north of the building. The curved driveway and associated surface parking areas would not
be removed, but may be used as staging areas for the Project. The western portion of the parcel, outside
of the Project site, contains the County’s Reentry Resource Center and a surface parking lot, while the
northeastern portion contains a lawn area with mature trees.

The Project site is on County-owned property but within the limits of the City of San José. Generally, cities
and counties are exempt from each other’s land use and building permit regulations for public projects.
Therefore, the County is generally not subject to City of San José regulations. The City of San José
zoning and general plan designations apply to the surrounding non-County-owned land uses.

2.3 Project Objectives

The objectives of the Project are to:

1) Reduce the County's costs related to the former San José City Hall facility (e.g., maintenance,
security, utilities).

2) Conduct demolition in a safe, cost-effective, environmentally responsible manner.
3) Leave the site in a clean and safe condition.

The Project site is within the boundaries of the Civic Center Master Plan, which is summarized in Section
3.1.2.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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Figure 2.2-1  Site Location
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Figure 2.2-2  Project Site
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2.4 Proposed Project Characteristics

2.4.1 Construction Phase Activities

Hazardous Materials Abatement

The Project would include the abatement of hazardous materials including asbestos-containing materials,
lead-based paint, electrical equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyls, and fluorescent tubes
containing mercury vapors and lights. Construction worker health and safety regulations and hazardous
materials removal and disposal protocols would be implemented in accordance with applicable federal
and state standards, including the California Division of Occupational Safety and Health and the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) regulations. The Project contractor would comply with all
local, state, and federal requirements regarding hazardous materials. Hazardous materials would be
disposed of in an approved facility.

Site Control and Preparation for Demolition

The Project contractor would install site fencing, traffic controls, tree protection (e.g., fencing off trees that
are to be retained on the Project site to avoid accidental damage during construction) and other site
controls in preparation for demolition. The Project contractor would also remove exposed piping, valves,
meters, equipment, supports, and foundations of disconnected and abandoned utilities, and would
prepare for building demolition by disconnecting and capping utilities. The existing driveway and parking
lot and associated landscaping and hardscaping would be left in place to the extent practicable.

Before construction begins, the County and/or its construction contractor would prepare and implement a
traffic control plan as part of the Project, in consultation with the City of San José. It is not expected that
construction activities would require closure of any publicly accessible roadway in the Project vicinity. The
traffic control plan (TCP) would include the following:

e Development and implementation of a process for communicating with affected residents
and landowners about the Project before the start of construction. The public notice shall
include the posting of notices and the installation of appropriate signage regarding
construction activities. The written notification shall include the construction schedule, the
exact location and duration of activities on each roadway, alternative routes that may be
available to avoid delays, and contact information for questions and complaints.

¢ Identification of work hours and haul routes, work areas, staging areas, worker parking
areas, and determination of any traffic control methods to reduce conflicts, if needed.

e Posting of appropriate warning signs in advance of construction activities, alerting bicyclists
and pedestrians to any closures of nonmotorized facilities.

¢ Notification of administrators of any affected police and fire stations, ambulance service
providers, transit providers, and recreational facility managers regarding the timing, location,
and duration of construction activities and the locations of detours and lane closures, where
applicable. Access for emergency vehicles in and/or adjacent to roadways affected by
construction activities would be maintained at all times.

e The repair and restoration of any damaged or deteriorated roadway rights-of-way to their
pre-construction condition after construction is completed.

e Scheduling equipment/deliveries during off-peak vehicular commuter hours and use of
flaggers for large equipment.

Demolition and Disposal

Demolition would be performed in a manner that maximizes salvage and recycling of materials. A
minimum of 50 percent, by weight, of the solid waste generated would be diverted from landfill disposal
through re-use and recycling as required by the most current version of the California Green Building

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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Standards Code. Materials to be recycled or re-used would be stored onsite in non-combustible
containers. All demolition materials, waste, and debris that are not designated to be salvaged would
become the Project contractor’s property and would be removed and disposed of in compliance with all
local, state, and federal regulations. It is estimated that approximately 37,500 cubic yards of demolition
debris would be hauled from the Project site, requiring approximately 2,500 truck loads (i.e., 5,000 truck
trips) (AECOM 2020).

Demolition would be of the building and its foundations only — the existing driveway and associated
parking area would be retained. Existing trees would be protected from damage during demolition, except
for 10 trees immediately adjacent to the 2-story “Council Chambers” portion of the building, which would
be removed to allow access for demolition equipment.

Site Regrading

Following removal of all demolition and debris, the building footprint would be backfilled with clean fill,
graded level, and hydroseeded with grass. An estimated 2,500 cubic yards of clean fill would be imported
to the Project site, requiring approximately 160 truck loads (i.e., 320 truck trips). No redevelopment of the
site is proposed.

Construction Phasing, Equipment, Personnel

Based on the size of the building, the following estimates for demolition phasing, equipment, and
personnel needs have been established, as shown in Table 2.4-1. Construction phases may overlap, with
the construction anticipated to begin in 2021 and the construction period expected to last approximately
12 to 15 months in total.

Table 2.4-1 Estimated Demolition Phasing, Equipment and Personnel

Construction Phase Estimated Duration Equipment Type Construction Personnel
Hazardous Materials 6 to 9 months Telehandler Forklift 20 per day, on average
Abatement Aerial Lifts/Scissor Lifts 30 per day, maximum

Skidsteer Loader

Dump Truck(s)
Site Control and 2 to 3 months Aerial Lifts/Scissor Lifts 30 per day, on average
Preparation Loader 40 per day, maximum

Bobcat

Backhoe

Water Truck(s)

Dump Truck(s)
Demolition and Debris 3 to 4 months Crane 20 per day, on average
Removal Aerial Lifts/Scissor Lifts 30 per day, maximum

Excavator — demo shears
Excavator — demo hammer
Excavator — demo thumb
Loader(s)
Concrete Crusher Plant
Bobcat
Backhoe
Water Truck(s)
Dump Truck(s)
Street Sweeper
Site Rehabilitation 2 to 4 weeks Grader 12 per day, on average
Dozer 20 per day, maximum
Compactor
Backhoe
Water Truck(s)
Dump Truck(s)
Street Sweeper
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Construction Staging and Haul Routes

The former City Hall driveway and parking lot to the south of the building, and/or the surface parking lot to
the north of the building (the site of the former Annex building, which was demolished in 2018) would be
used for demolition staging. Construction access to the former City Hall driveway would be obtained from
West Mission Street, while construction access to the former Annex site would be obtained via North San
Pedro Street or the existing temporary driveway on North First Street that was constructed for the Annex
demolition project. Construction traffic and haul routes would likely take North San Pedro or North First to
West Taylor Street, to State Route 87 (Guadalupe Freeway); or West Mission, to North First, to Interstate-
880.

2.4.2 Project Operation

The Project involves the demolition of the former City Hall building. Following completion of demolition
and site rehabilitation, the former building footprint would be a flat, vegetated area surrounded by the
same trees and landscaping that are currently present at the site (with the exception of those trees to be
removed as part of the Project, as described in Section 2.4.1) and the site would be left unfenced.

While some form of redevelopment or future use of the Project site following demolition could occur at
some point in the future, the County has no current plans for the site and no funding is available for such
a future use. Therefore, there is insufficient information regarding the potential uses and structures that
might be constructed at the site. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145; Laurel Heights Improvement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376.) For these reasons, future
redevelopment of the site is not considered to be part of this Project. If and when any such future use is
proposed, further environmental review under CEQA would be required. Nevertheless, the potential for
redevelopment of the Project site is discussed with respect to potential cumulative impacts (Section 3.1.2)
and potential growth-inducing impacts (Section 5.3).

2.5 Required Permits and Approvals

Implementation of the Project would require review and approval from the County of Santa Clara Board of
Supervisors. Other permits and/or approvals may also be required by the following agencies:

e County of Santa Clara building permit, demolition permit, tree removal permit, and Landmark
Alteration Permit;

e City of San José encroachment permit;
e Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) asbestos dust mitigation plan;

e Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit); and

e Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) oversight permit.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM
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3 Environmental Setting and Impact Assessment

3.1 Methodology

3.1.1 Impact Assessment Methodology

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a sample initial study checklist that identifies a number of
factual inquiries related to various environmental topics. CEQA grants lead agencies discretion to develop
their own thresholds of significance. Although lead agencies are not required to use the Appendix G
inquiries as thresholds of significance, it is a common practice for lead agencies to do so and the County
has done so for this Project.

3.1.2 Cumulative Impact Assessment Methodology

CEQA requires that an EIR include an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be associated
with Project implementation. This assessment involves examining Project-related effects in connection
with the environmental effects of past, current, and probable future projects. An EIR must discuss the
cumulative impacts of a Project when its incremental effect would be cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact (CEQA Section 21083(b)(2)).

Although Project-related impacts may be individually minor, in combination with other past, present and
probable future producing related impacts, effects that could be cumulatively significant under CEQA must
be addressed (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) indicates that the
level of detail for the cumulative impact analysis need not be as great as for the Project impact analyses,
but that it should reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and that it should be
focused, practical, and reasonable.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) identifies two approaches to analyzing cumulative impacts. The
first is the list approach, through which a defined set of past, present, and probable future projects
producing related or cumulative impacts is considered for analysis. The second is the summary approach
(also known as the “plan” approach), wherein the relevant projections, as contained in an adopted
general plan or related planning document that evaluates regional or area wide conditions, are
summarized. This EIR’s cumulative impact analysis is based on a combination of these approaches, as
described below, depending on the resource area being analyzed. Please also see the individual
resources sections of this EIR (Sections 3.2 through 3.17) for additional information.

The geographic study area and method for conducting the cumulative analysis also varies by resource
area. For example, air quality impacts are evaluated against conditions in the air basin. Other cumulative
analyses, such as cultural resources, consider the potential loss of resources in a broader, more regional
context. Cumulative impacts for each resource area are discussed within the specific resource sections.
The cumulative projects and growth discussed in the subsequent sections is considered conservative as
many of these projects will not be completed or fully constructed within the 2022 horizon year of this
Project.

List of Cumulative Projects

The effects of past and present projects on the environment are reflected by the existing conditions in the
Project area. A list of probable future projects is provided below in Table 2.6-1. The table is not intended to
be an all-inclusive list of projects in Santa Clara County or the City of San José, but rather probable future
projects in the project vicinity that have the possibility of combining with the Project to generate a
cumulative impact (based on proximity and construction schedule) and either:

e are partially occupied or under construction at the time of the Notice of Preparation,

e have received final discretionary approvals at the time of the Notice of Preparation, or
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e have applications accepted as complete by local agencies and are currently undergoing review at
the time of the Notice of Preparation.

Table 3.1-1 identifies probable future projects that were considered in the development and analysis of
the Project’s potential cumulative impacts.

Table 3.1-1

List of Cumulative Projects

Project Name

Adobe

Japantown Corp Yard
Residences

Miro Towers

Silvery Towers

SJSC Towers Mixed-
Use Project

27 West

Almaden Corner Hotel
Aviato

Civic Center Temporary

Housing

Davidson Building

Garden Gate Tower
Greyhound

North San Pedro Tower
3

Parkview Towers

Post and San Pedro
Towers

San José Tribute Hotel

The Kelsey
961 Meridian

Avenues School

Cambrian Plaza

Status

Under
Construction

Under
Construction

Under
Construction

Under
Construction

Under
Construction

Approved
Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Under
Review

Under
Review

Under
Review

Project Location

33 West San Fernando
Street

653 North 7th Street

39 North 5th Street

188 West Saint James
Street

39 North 5th Street

27 South 1st Street

8 North Almaden
Avenue

199 Bassett Street

In the parking lot
adjacent to the former
City Hall

255 West Julian Street
600 South First Street
70 South Almaden
Avenue

323 Terraine Street
252 North 1st Street
171 Post Street

211 South 1st Street

447 North 1st Street

961 Meridian Avenue

529 Race Street

14200 Union Avenue

Details

18-story tower; 1,329,231 SF office

5,540 SF/gallery space/8,913 SF music practice
and performance space/65 units

Two 28-story towers; 630 units/ 15,000 SF
retail/10,000 SF office

Two towers (20- and 22-stories); 643
units/30,228 SF retail

Two towers (each 28 stories); 630 residential
units/15,000 SF retail/10,000 SF office space.

New 22-story tower; 374 units/35,712 SF retalil

New 19-story hotel with 272 guest rooms

New 8-story towers with 803 units/3,800 SF retail

New 100 SF shelters for up to 25 unhoused
families

Demolition of an existing 56,400 SF office;
construction of 14-story tower with 23,402 SF
commercial

New 27-story tower with 285 units or co-living
with 793 rooms, and 4,840 SF commercial

New Two towers (23- and 24-stories); 708
units/13,974 SF retail

New 18-story building; 313 units/1,400 SF retail

New Two towers (18- and 12-stories); 220
units/18,537 SF retail

New 21-story tower; 228 units/10,863 SF retalil

24-story, 279 room hotel integrated into a historic
building

New 115 units

Proposed 6-story building with 230 units

Proposed 354,332 SF in seven buildings for a
school

Proposed mixed use with up to 238 hotel rooms,
up to 150,000 SF office, up to 115,000 SF retail,
up to 280 residential units, 84 townhomes, and
up to 130,000 SF of convalescent hospital.
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Project Name Status Project Location Details
Cityview Plaza Under 150 Almaden Boulevard  Proposed 3.4 million SF office
Review Includes demolition of 1970s “Brutalist” building,
known as “The Sphinx Building”.
Communications Hill Under 0 Curtner Proposed Phases 3 and 4 of the
Review Communications Hill project to construct 815
residences
Invicta Towers Under 529 S 2nd St Proposed three towers (26-, 25-, and 24-stories);
Review 667 units
Museum Place Under 180 Park Avenue Proposed 19-story building with 988,203 SF
Review office, retail and museum addition
Sd Under 3161,3162 and 3164 Proposed 1 million SF office and retail
Review Olsen Dr., 449 S.
Winchester Bldg
Stockton Avenue Hotel  Under 292 Stockton 9-story hotel and 19 units
and Condominiums Review
Sunset Mixed-Use Under 2101 Alum Rock Ave Proposed 5-story building with 792 units and
Complex Review 33,841 SF retail
Winchester Ranch Under 555 South Winchester | Proposed Planned Development Rezoning for up
Review to 687 units
Woz Way Under South Corner of South | Proposed two towers (each 20-stories); 1.8
Review Almaden Boulevard and ' million SF office
Woz Way
St. James Park Capital = Unknown North Second St Renovate and revitalize St. James Park
Vision and Performing
Arts Pavilion

Sources: City of San José 2020a, County of Santa Clara 2020; data compiled by AECOM in 2020.
Acronyms: SF = square feet

Projected Cumulative Growth

The following discussion is based on an understanding of anticipated growth within the region that would
affect the severity of Project impacts identified in this EIR, based on the North 1st Street Local Transit
Village Plan, the adopted Civic Center Master Plan (Master Plan), and potential future redevelopment of
the former City Hall site itself. Further discussion is also provided in relation to the cumulative context and
impact analysis for each resource topic in Sections 3.2.4 through 3.15.4 of this EIR.

North 1st Street Local Transit Village Plan

The City of San José North 1st Street Local Transit Village Plan is currently being prepared and is
anticipated to be adopted by the City Council in late-2020. The Project site is within the boundaries of the
City of San José’s North 1st Street Local Transit Village Plan area, which extends along North 1st Street
from roughly West Julian Street to Interstate 880. The North 1st Street Local Transit Village Plan covers
approximately 132 acres, and will establish goals, policies, standards, and guidelines to guide the plan
area's future private development, streetscape, and public areas. The North 1st Street Local Transit
Village is envisioned to promote local businesses and amenities, provide affordable housing
opportunities, integrate community gathering and open spaces, preserve existing historic assets, and
offer a well-connected and safe transportation system (City of San José 2020b).

The urban village plan is a long-range policy document with no planned construction schedule. As private
developments are proposed and built, the City of San José anticipates that the North 1st Street Local
Transit Village Plan area would accommodate 1,678 housing units and approximately 756,000 square
feet of development that would generate 2,520 jobs (City of San José 2020b).
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Civic Center Master Plan

The former City Hall facility is within the boundaries of the Civic Center Master Plan area. The Master
Plan provides for near-term and long-term redevelopment of the Civic Center Complex (County of Santa
Clara 2018a). The Master Plan is intended to provide the County with a conceptual roadmap for
maximizing the potential of the Civic Center through replacement of many outdated government facilities
with new buildings designed to consolidate services to the community.

The Civic Center Master Plan EIR considered redevelopment of approximately 40 acres of the 55-acre
Civic Center Complex (County of Santa Clara 2018b). The Civic Center Complex was divided into four
areas: Sites A, B, C and D. The former City Hall facility was located within Site D.

The Master Plan EIR considered full buildout of the Master Plan, which would include up to 3.13 million
square feet of new office development in four phases over what was anticipated to be an approximately
20-year period (see Figure 3.1-1). The Master Plan EIR analyzed Phase 1 of the Master Plan at a project
level and subsequent implementation phases at a programmatic level. Phase 1 included demolition of the
former City Hall Annex (completed 2019) and the development of a new Public Safety Justice Center on
the site of the former Private George L. Richey Armory. Phases 2, 3 and 4 included the future demolition
of existing buildings and development of new office space dependent on the County’s needs.
Development of Site D, which included the former City Hall, was expected to be implemented during the
last phase (Phase 4). The Master Plan EIR did not propose any changes to the former City Hall.

The Master Plan was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in September 2018 during a period of
unprecedented growth in the County. However, recent developments, including the Covid-19 pandemic,
the economic downturn, and the potential for long-term employee remote working, have significantly
affected the County’s financial resources and facility needs. Therefore, whether the Master Plan
components are still feasible or desirable and whether and when the Master Plan may be implemented is
uncertain. Nevertheless, the cumulative analysis in this EIR assumes implementation of the Master Plan.

Figure 3.1-1  Civic Center Master Plan Overview
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Former City Hall Project Site

The proposed demolition of the former City Hall would create a vacant site, and some form of
redevelopment could occur in the future. Potential future uses of the Project site could include
redevelopment of the site for office or residential uses, but the County has no current plans or funding for
such a future use.

In May 2020, the County Board of Supervisors received a report regarding the feasibility of potentially
reusing of the former City Hall (Gensler 2020, see Appendix B), which included conceptual “maximized
housing” and “maximized office” scenarios for the Project site. Those maximum redevelopment scenarios
indicated that the former City Hall Project site could support up to 410 dwelling units or up to 762,000 SF
of office space.

This future development potential for the Project site has been included as part of the cumulative analysis
in this EIR, which is incorporated into the impact analysis for each environmental topic in this section of
the EIR.

BAAQMD 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan

As described in more detail in Section 3.2.3 below, the Bay Area Clean Air Plan developed by the
BAAQMD is the 2017 control strategy to reduce emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOXx) to fulfill
state and federal ozone planning requirements and set a strategy for reaching attainment of the
standards (BAAQMD 2017a). Emissions of ozone precursors have been greatly reduced in recent
decades. As a result, Bay Area ozone levels and population exposure to harmful levels of smog have
decreased substantially. Despite this progress, the Bay Area does not yet fully attain state and national
ozone standards. This is primarily due to the progressively tightened national ozone standard, but also to
the amount of population and economic growth occurring within the Bay Area. The Air Quality analysis in
Section 3.2.3 utilizes the recommended BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of significance (BAAQMD 2017a),
which were developed considering the emission levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be
cumulatively considerable, considering the region’s existing air quality conditions and strategies from the
Bay Area Clean Air Plan which was designed to continue the BAAQMD's progress toward attaining all
state and federal air quality standards.
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3.2 Air Quality

This section describes the regulatory framework and existing conditions of the Project area related to air
quality and evaluates whether the Project would result in adverse effects on air quality. This analysis is
based on the methodology recommended by BAAQMD for project-level review, using information
available. Mitigation measures are recommended, as necessary, to reduce potentially significant adverse
air quality impacts. No comments relating to air quality were received during the public scoping period in
response to the Notice of Preparation.

3.2.1 Environmental Setting

Topography, Meteorology, and Climate
Regional

The Project is located in the City of San José, within Santa Clara County. The City of San José is in the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which consists of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa,
San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties; the western portion of Solano County; and the
southern portion of Sonoma County. Air quality is determined by natural factors such as topography,
meteorology, and climate, in addition to the presence of existing air pollution sources and ambient conditions.
These factors along with applicable regulations are discussed below.

The SFBAAB is characterized by complex terrain consisting of coastal mountain ranges, inland valleys,
and bays, which distort normal wind flow patterns. The Coast Range is not continuous, resulting in a
western coast gap, Golden Gate, and an eastern coast gap, Carquinez Strait, which allow air to flow in
and out of the SFBAAB and the Central Valley. The climate is dominated by the strength and location of a
semi-permanent, subtropical high pressure cell. During the summer, the Pacific high pressure cell is
centered over the northeastern Pacific Ocean resulting in stable meteorological conditions and a steady
northwesterly wind flow. Upwelling of cold ocean water from below to the surface because of the
northwesterly flow produces a band of cold water off the California coast. The cool and moisture-laden air
approaching the coast from the Pacific Ocean is further cooled by the presence of the cold water band
resulting in condensation and the presence of fog and stratus clouds along the Northern California coast.
In the winter, the Pacific high-pressure cell weakens and shifts southward resulting in wind flow offshore,
the absence of upwelling, and the occurrence of storms. Weak inversions coupled with moderate winds
result in a low air pollution potential (BAAQMD 2017a).

Local

The Santa Clara Valley is bounded by the San Francisco Bay to the north and by mountains to the east,
south and west. During the summer, mostly clear skies result in warm daytime temperatures and cool
nights. Winter temperatures are mild, except for very cool but generally frost-less mornings. Further inland
where the moderating effect of the bay is not as strong, temperature extremes are greater. Wind patterns
are influenced by local terrain, with a northwesterly sea breeze typically developing during the daytime.
Winds are usually stronger in the spring and summer. Annual rainfall amounts are modest, ranging from
13 inches in the lowlands to 20 inches in the hills (BAAQMD 2019a).

Air Pollutants of Concern
Criteria Air Pollutants

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) have identified six air pollutants that can cause harm to human health and the environment:
ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO3), sulfur dioxide (SO3), particulate matter less than
10 microns in diameter (PM1o) and less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PMzs), and lead. Because the
ambient air quality standards for these air pollutants are regulated using human health and
environmentally based criteria, they are commonly referred to as “criteria air pollutants.” Reactive organic
gases (ROGs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are criteria pollutant precursors that form ozone through
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chemical and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. In general, the State of California’s standards,
particularly those for ozone and PM (PMio and PMzs), are more stringent than the federal standards.

This section provides a brief description of criteria air pollutants and health effects of exposure:

Ozone (Oz3) is a colorless gas that is odorless at ambient levels. Ozone is the primary component of
urban smog. It is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed through a series of reactions involving
ROGs and NOx in the presence of sunlight. ROG and NOx are referred to as “o0zone precursors.”
Because ozone is not directly emitted, air quality regulations focus on reducing the ozone precursors
of ROG and NOx. Meteorology and terrain play a major role in ozone formation. Generally, low wind
speeds or stagnant air coupled with warm temperatures and clear skies provide the optimum
conditions for formation. As a result, summer is generally the peak ozone season. Because of the
reaction time involved, peak ozone concentrations often occur far downwind of the precursor
emissions. Therefore, ozone is a regional pollutant that often affects large areas. Individuals
exercising outdoors, children, and people with lung disease, such as asthma and chronic pulmonary
lung disease, are considered to be the most susceptible subgroups for ozone effects. Short-term
ozone exposure (lasting for a few hours) can result in changes in breathing patterns, reductions in
breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of lung tissue, and some
immunological changes. Chronic exposure to high ozone levels can permanently damage lung tissue
(BAAQMD 2017a).

Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a colorless and odorless gas that, in the urban environment, is produced
primarily by the incomplete burning of carbon in fuels; primarily, from mobile (transportation) sources.
Relatively high concentrations are typically found near crowded intersections and along heavily used
roadways carrying slow-moving traffic. Even under the most severe meteorological and traffic
conditions, high concentrations of CO are limited to locations within a relatively short distance (300 to
600 feet) of heavily traveled roadways. Vehicular traffic emissions can cause localized CO impacts,
and severe vehicle congestion at major signalized intersections can generate elevated CO levels,
called “hot spots,” which can be hazardous to human receptors adjacent to the intersections. CO
enters the bloodstream through the lungs by combining with hemoglobin, which normally supplies
oxygen to the cells. However, CO combines with hemoglobin much more readily than oxygen does,
drastically reducing the amount of oxygen available to the cells. Adverse health effects from exposure
to high CO concentrations, which typically can occur only indoors or within similarly enclosed spaces,
include dizziness, headaches, and fatigue. CO exposure is especially harmful to individuals who
suffer from cardiovascular and respiratory diseases (USEPA 2019a).

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO) is one of a group of highly reactive gases known as oxides of nitrogen, or
NOx. NOz2 is formed when ozone reacts with nitric oxide (i.e., NO) in the atmosphere, and is listed as
a criteria pollutant because NOz is more toxic than nitric oxide. The major human-made sources of
NO:2 are combustion devices, such as boilers, gas turbines, and mobile and stationary reciprocating
internal combustion engines. Inhalation is the most common route of exposure to NO2. Breathing air
with a high concentration of NOz can lead to respiratory illness. Short-term exposure can aggravate
respiratory diseases, particularly asthma, resulting in respiratory symptoms (such as coughing,
wheezing, or difficulty breathing), hospital admissions, and visits to emergency rooms. Longer
exposures to elevated concentrations of NO2 may contribute to the development of asthma, and
potentially increase susceptibility to respiratory infections (USEPA 2019b).

Sulfur Dioxide (SOz) is one component of the larger group of gaseous oxides of sulfur (SOx). SOz is
used as the indicator for the larger group of SOx because it is the component of greatest concern and
found in the atmosphere at much higher concentrations than other gaseous SOx. SO: is typically
produced by such stationary sources as coal and oil combustion facilities, steel mills, refineries, and
pulp and paper mills. The major adverse health effects associated with SOz exposure pertain to the
upper respiratory tract. On contact with the moist mucous membranes, SO produces sulfurous acid,
a direct irritant. Concentration rather than duration of exposure is an important determinant of
respiratory effects. Children, the elderly, and those who suffer from asthma are particularly sensitive
to effects of SO2 (USEPA 2019c).

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM1o and PMzs) is a complex mixture of extremely small particles
and liquid droplets made up of a number of components, including acids (such as nitrates and
sulfates), organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles. Natural sources of particulates include
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windblown dust and ocean spray. The major areawide sources of PM2s and PM1o are fugitive dust,
especially from roadways, agricultural operations, and construction and demolition. Other sources of
PM1o include crushing or grinding operations. PMzs sources also include all types of combustion,
including motor vehicles, power plants, residential wood burning, forest fires, agricultural burning, and
some industrial processes. Exhaust emissions from mobile sources contribute only a very small
portion of directly emitted PMz.s and PM1o emissions; however, they are a major source of ROGs and
NOx, which undergo reactions in the atmosphere to form PM, known as secondary particles. These
secondary particles make up the majority of PM pollution. Effects from short- and long-term exposure
to elevated concentrations of PM1o include respiratory symptoms, aggravation of respiratory and
cardiovascular diseases, and cancer (World Health Organization 2018). PM2.5 poses an increased
health risk because these very small particles can be inhaled deep in the lungs and may contain
substances that are particularly harmful to human health.

e Lead is a highly toxic metal that may cause a range of human health effects. Lead is found naturally
in the environment and is used in manufactured products. Previously, the lead used in gasoline anti-
knock additives represented a major source of lead emissions to the atmosphere. Metal processing is
currently the primary source of lead emissions. The highest levels of lead in air are generally found
near lead smelters. Other stationary sources are waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid battery
manufacturers. Although the ambient lead standards are no longer violated, lead emissions from
stationary sources still pose “hot spot” problems in some areas. Fetuses, infants, and children are
more sensitive than others to the adverse effects of lead exposure. Exposure to low levels of lead can
adversely affect the development and function of the central nervous system, leading to learning
disorders, distractibility, inability to follow simple commands, and lower intelligence quotients. In
adults, increased lead levels are associated with increased blood pressure. Lead poisoning can
cause anemia, lethargy, seizures, and death, although it appears that lead does not directly affect the
respiratory system.

e Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs)/Volatile Organic Compounds are compounds composed
primarily of hydrogen and carbon atoms. Internal combustion associated with motor vehicle usage is
the major source of ROGs. Other sources of ROGs include evaporative emissions from paints and
solvents, the application of asphalt paving, and the use of household consumer products such as
aerosols. Adverse effects on human health are not caused directly by ROGs, but rather by reactions
of ROGs to form secondary pollutants such as Os. There are no AAQS established for ROGs.
However, because they contribute to the formation of Os, the BAAQMD has established a significance
threshold for this pollutant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to criteria air pollutants, concentrations of toxic air contaminants are also used as indicators of
air quality conditions that can harm human health. Air pollutant human exposure standards are identified
for many toxic air contaminants including the following common toxic air contaminants relevant to
development projects: particulate matter, fugitive dust, lead, and asbestos. These air pollutants are
termed toxic air contaminants, because they are air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase
in mortality or in serious illness or that may pose a hazard to human health. Toxic air contaminants are
usually present in minute quantities in the ambient air; however, their high toxicity or health impact may
pose a threat to public health even at low concentrations. Toxic air contaminants can cause long-term
health effects (such as cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, asthma, bronchitis, or genetic
damage) or short-term acute affects (such as eye watering, respiratory irritation, runny nose, throat pain,
or headaches).

Toxic air contaminants are separated into carcinogens and noncarcinogens based on the nature of the
physiological effects associated with exposure to a particular toxic air contaminant. Carcinogens are
assumed to have no safe threshold below which health impacts would not occur. Cancer risk is typically
expressed as excess cancer cases per million exposed individuals, typically over a lifetime exposure or
other prolonged duration. For noncarcinogenic substances, there is generally assumed to be a safe level
of exposure below which no negative health impact is believed to occur. These levels may vary
depending on the specific pollutant. Acute and chronic exposure to noncarcinogens is expressed as a
hazard index (HI), which is the ratio of expected exposure levels to acceptable reference exposure levels.
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Diesel Particulate Matter

The majority of the estimated health risks from toxic air contaminants can be attributed to relatively few
compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines. In 1998, CARB
identified diesel particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant based on evidence of a relationship between
diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer and other adverse health effects. Almost all diesel exhaust
particles are 10 microns or less in diameter. Because of their extremely small size, these particles can be
inhaled, and eventually trapped in the bronchial and alveolar regions of the lungs.

Air Quality
Regional — San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

The determination of whether a region’s air quality is healthful or unhealthful is made by comparing
contaminant levels in ambient air samples to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and
the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).

Ambient air concentrations are monitored throughout the SFBAAB to designate the Basin’s attainment
status with respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS for criteria air pollutants. The purpose of these
designations is to identify areas with air quality problems and thereby initiate planning efforts for
improvement. The three basic designation categories are “nonattainment,” “attainment,” and “unclassified”
(the latter is used in an area that cannot be classified on the basis of available information as meeting or
not meeting the standards). Table 3.2-1 lists the CAAQS and NAAQS values for each pollutant, and Table
3.2-2 presents the recent attainment designations for the SFBAAB. With respect to the NAAQS, the
SFBAAB is designated as a nonattainment area for ozone and PMz5, and as an attainment or
unclassified area for all other pollutants. With respect to the CAAQS, the SFBAAB is designated as a
nonattainment area for ozone, PM1o, and PM2s, and as an attainment area for all other pollutants.
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Table 3.2-1 National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAAQS2?
Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS? Primary Secondary
co 1-Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m°) 35 ppm (40 mg/m°®) NA
8-Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?®) NA
NO, 1-hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m®) 100 ppb (188 pg/m?) NA
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (57 pg/m?®) 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?3) Same as Primary
Ozone 1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m°) NAS NA
8-hour 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m3)® 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m3)?* Same as Primary
PMio 24-hour 50 pg/m?® 150 pg/m?® Same as Primary
Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 pg/m?3* NA NA
PM;s 24-hour NA 35 pg/m® Same as Primary
Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 ug/m3s 12 ug/msd 10 15.0 pg/m®
SO, 1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?®) 0.075 ppm (196 pg/m?®) NA
24-hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?®) 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m?®) NA
Annual Arithmetic Mean NA 0.030 ppm (80 pg/m°) NA
Sulfates 24-hour 25 ug/m?® NA NA
H,S 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 ug/md) NA NA
Lead 30-day Average 1.5 pug/m?® NA NA
Calendar quarter NA 1.5 pg/m?® Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month Average NA 0.15 pug/m?®®
Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 0.01 ppm (26 ug/mq) NA NA
Visibility- 8-hour See Note 7 NA NA
Reducing
Particles

Source: BAAQMD 2017c

Key: ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter; mg/m? = milligrams per cubic meter; CO = carbon monoxide; NO. = nitrogen dioxide; Os = ozone; PM1o =
particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; PM2s = particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less; ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per
billion; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; H-S = hydrogen sulfide

! California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate
matter - PM10, and visibility reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. The standards for sulfates, Lake Tahoe carbon monoxide,
lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride are not to be equaled or exceeded. If the standard is for a 1-hour, 8-hour or 24-hour average (i.e., all
standards except for lead and the PM10 annual standard), then some measurements may be excluded. In particular, measurements are excluded
that CARB determines would occur less than once per year on the average. The Lake Tahoe CO standard is 6.0 ppm, a level one-half the national
standard and two-thirds the state standard.

2 National standards shown are the "primary standards" designed to protect public health. National standards other than for ozone, particulates and
those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent
three-year period, the average number of days per year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. The 8-
hour ozone standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 4th highest daily concentrations is 0.070 ppm (70 ppb) or less. The 24-hour PM1o
standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of monitored concentrations is less than 150 pg/m®. The 24-hour PM. s standard
is attained when the 3-year average of 98th percentiles is less than 35 pg/m®. Except for the national particulate standards, annual standards are met
if the annual average falls below the standard at every site. The national annual particulate standard for PM1o is met if the 3-year average falls below
the standard at every site. The annual PM2s standard is met if the 3-year average of annual averages spatially-averaged across officially designed
clusters of sites falls below the standard.

3 National air quality standards are set by the USEPA at levels determined to be protective of public health with an adequate margin of safety.

40n October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm. An area will meet the
standard if the fourth-highest maximum daily 8-hour ozone concentration per year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than 0.070 ppm.
USEPA will make recommendations on attainment designations by October 1, 2016, and issue final designations October 1, 2017. Nonattainment
areas will have until 2020 to late 2037 to meet the health standard, with attainment dates varying based on the ozone level in the area.

5 The national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by the USEPA on June 15, 2005.

51n June 2002, CARB established new annual standards for PM2.5 and PM10.

7 Statewide VRP Standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when
the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze
and is equivalent to a 10-mile nominal visual range.

8 The 8-hour CA ozone standard was approved by the Air Resources Board on April 28, 2005 and became effective on May 17, 2006.

 National lead standard, rolling 3-month average: final rule signed October 15, 2008. Final designations effective December 31, 2011.

19 |n December 2012, USEPA strengthened the annual PM 2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) from 15.0 to 12.0 micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m3). In December 2014, USEPA issued final area designations for the 2012 primary annual PM 2.5 NAAQS. Areas designated
“unclassifiable/attainment” must continue to take steps to prevent their air quality from deteriorating to unhealthy levels. The effective date of this
standard is April 15, 2015.
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Table 3.2-2 San Francisco Bay Area Basin Attainment Status
Pollutant State Attainment Status Federal Attainment Status
CO (2-hour and 8-hour) Attainment Attainment
Ozone (1-hour) Nonattainment -
Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment
NO:2 (1-hour) Attainment --
NO2z (Annual) -- Attainment
PMz1o (24-hour) Nonattainment Unclassified
PMz1o (Annual) Nonattainment -
PMz2s (24-hour) -- Nonattainment *
PMzs (Annual) Nonattainment Unclassified/Attainment
SOz (1-hour and 24-hour) Attainment Unclassified/Attainment 2
Lead (30-Day) Attainment Attainment
Lead (Quarter) -- Attainment
Lead (3-month) -- --
H2S (1-hour) Unclassified -
Vinyl Chloride No information available -
Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified --

Source: BAAQMD 2017c

1 OnJanuary 9, 2013, USEPA issued a final rule to determine that the Bay Area attains the 24-hour PM, s national standard.
Despite this action, the Bay Area will continue to be designated as “non-attainment” for the national 24-hour PM, s standard
until such time as the BAAQMD submits a “redesignation request” and a “maintenance plan” to USEPA, and USEPA
approves the proposed redesignation.

2 0On June 2, 2010, the USEPA established a new 1-hour SO, standard, effective August 23, 2010, which is based on the
3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations. The existing 0.030 ppm annual and
0.14 ppm 24-hour SO, NAAQS, however, must continue to be used until 1 year following USEPA initial designations of the
new 1-hour SO, NAAQS.

Local - Project Vicinity

The BAAQMD maintains multiple air quality monitoring stations that continually measure the ambient
concentrations of major air pollutants throughout the SFBAAB. Table 3.2-3 summarizes published
monitoring data for 2016 through 2018. The nearest monitoring station to the Project site is the San
José—Jackson Street monitoring station, approximately 0.5 mile to the southeast. Due to its proximity, the
ambient air quality measurements from this station are considered representative of the air quality in the
Project vicinity. As shown in Table 3.2-3, the ozone standard was exceeded in 2017 and the PM1o and
PMz2s standards were exceeded in 2017 and 2018.

Local - Project Site

As described in Section 2, “Project Description,” the Project site is limited to that portion of the parcel that
would be required to enable demolition of the former City Hall building. The building is currently vacant
and is not in a usable condition; therefore, existing emissions are limited to occasional vehicle trips from
County security and maintenance staff and equipment usage associated with the ongoing maintenance
activities.
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Table 3.2-3 Local Air Quality Monitoring Summary San José—Jackson Street Monitoring
Station, 2016 - 2018

Averaging
Air Pollutant Time Item 2016 2017 2018
Ozone 1 Hour Max 1 Hour (ppm) 0.087 0.121 0.078
Days > State Standard (0.09 ppm) 0 3 0
8 Hour Max 8 Hour (ppm) 0.067 0.099 0.061
Days > State Standard (0.070 ppm) 0 4 0
Days > National Standard (0.070 ppm) 0 4 0
NO2 Annual Annual Average (ppm) 11 - 12
1 Hour Max 1 Hour (ppm) 0.051 0.068 0.086
Days > State Standard (0.18 ppm) 0 0 0
PMio Annual Annual Average (ug/m?3) 18.3 21.3 23.1
24 hour 41.0 69.8 155.8
Max 24 Hour (ug/m?)
Days > State Standard (50 ug/m?3) 0 19.2 12.2
Days > National Standard (150 pg/m3) 0 0 3.1
PMz.s Annual Annual Average (ug/m?3) 8.4 - 12.9
24 hour Max 24 Hour (ug/m?) 22.7 49.7 133.9
Days > National Standard (35 ug/m?®) 0 6 15
Source: CARB 2020
Notes: ppm = parts per million; ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter; - = insufficient data

3.2.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal
Clean Air Act

The USEPA's air quality mandates are drawn primarily from the federal Clean Air Act, which was enacted
in 1970 and amended in 1977 and 1990 (Clean Air Act Amendments). The Clean Air Act requires the
USEPA to establish the NAAQS, as shown in Table 3.2-1 above. NAAQS have been established for the
six major air pollutants described in Section 3.2.1: ozone, CO, NO2, SOz, lead, PM1o and PMzs. The
Clean Air Act identifies two types of NAAQS. Primary standards provide public health protection, including
protecting the health of "sensitive" populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary
standards provide public welfare protection, including protection against decreased visibility and damage
to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

The Clean Air Act requires each state with regions that have not attained the NAAQS to prepare a State
Implementation Plan, detailing how these standards are to be met in each local area. The State
Implementation Plan is a legal agreement between each state and the federal government to commit
resources to improving air quality. It serves as the template for conducting regional and project-level air
quality analyses. The State Implementation Plan is not a single document, but a compilation of new and
previously submitted attainment plans, emissions reduction programs, district rules, state regulations, and
federal controls.

Nonroad Sources and Emission Standards

Before 1994, there were no standards to limit the amount of emissions from off-road equipment. In 1994,
the USEPA established emission standards for hydrocarbons, NOx, CO, and PM to regulate new pieces
of off-road equipment. These emission standards came to be known as Tier 1. This rule was issued under
the USEPA's authority in Section 213 of the Clean Air Act. Since that time, increasingly more stringent Tier
2, Tier 3, and Tier 4 (interim and final) standards were adopted by the USEPA, as well as by CARB. Tier 1
emission standards became effective in 1996. The more stringent Tier 2 and Tier 3 emission standards
became effective between 2001 and 2008, with the effective date dependent on engine horsepower. Tier
4 interim standards became effective between 2008 and 2012, and Tier 4 final standards became
effective in 2014 and 2015. Each adopted emission standard was phased in over time. New engines built
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in and after 2015 across all horsepower sizes must meet Tier 4 final emission standards. In other words,
new manufactured engines cannot exceed the emissions established for Tier 4 final emissions standards
(USEPA 2018a).

Regulations for On-road Vehicles and Engines

The USEPA also has certain regulations for on-road vehicles and engines, including passenger vehicles,
commercial trucks and buses, and motorcycles (USEPA 2017a). In 2001, the USEPA issued a Final Rule
on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. This rule was issued under
the USEPA's authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act. Passenger cars and trucks are regulated by the
USEPA under "light-duty” vehicle programs. The USEPA regulates passenger vehicles to reduce the
amount of harmful emissions. There are regulations for multiple aspects of passenger vehicles, including:
standards for exhaust and evaporative emissions; control of hazardous air pollutants and air toxics;
National Low Emission Vehicle Program; Compliance Assurance Program 2000; onboard refueling vapor
recovery; and inspection and maintenance.

Safer Affordable Fuel Efficient Vehicle Rule

In September 2019, the National Highway Traffic Safety Agency (NHTSA) and the USEPA published the
Safer Affordable Fuel Efficient (SAFE) Vehicle Rule Part One: One National Program. The SAFE Part
One Rule revokes California’s authority and vehicle waiver to set its own emissions standards and set
zero emission vehicle mandates in California for passenger cars and light trucks and establish new
standards, covering model years 2021 through 2026. In April 2020, the USEPA and NHTSA issued the
second part of the proposed SAFE Vehicles Rule. This final rule was made effective on June 29, 2020.
During the period the federal action is in effect, CARB will administer the affected portions of its program
on a voluntary basis.

State

CARB is the lead agency responsible for developing the State Implementation Plan in California. Local air
districts and other agencies prepare air quality attainment plans or air quality management plans, and
submit them to CARB for review, approval, and incorporation into the applicable State Implementation
Plan.

California Clean Air Act

CARSB is also responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control programs
in California and for implementing the California Clean Air Act. The California Clean Air Act was adopted
in 1988 and requires CARB to establish CAAQS, as shown in Table 3.2-1 above. In most cases, CAAQS
are more stringent than NAAQS.

Other CARB responsibilities include, but are not limited to, overseeing local air district compliance with
state and federal laws; approving local air quality plans; submitting State Implementation Plans to the
USEPA; monitoring air quality; determining and updating area designations and maps; and setting
emission standards for new mobile sources, consumer products, small utility engines, off-road vehicles,
and fuels. CARB maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout the state in conjunction with local air
districts. Data collected at these stations are used by CARB to classify air basins as being in attainment
or nonattainment with respect to each pollutant and to monitor progress in attaining air quality standards.

California Health and Safety Code Section 40914

The California Clean Air Act requires that each area exceeding the CAAQS for ozone, CO, SOz, and NO2
develop a plan aimed at achieving those standards. California Health and Safety Code Section 40914
requires air districts to design a plan that achieves an annual reduction in district-wide emissions of 5
percent or more, averaged every consecutive 3-year period. To satisfy this requirement, the local air
districts have to develop and implement air pollution reduction measures, which are described in their air
quality attainment plans, and outline strategies for achieving the CAAQS for any criteria pollutants for
which the region is classified as nonattainment.
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In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation, On-Road Light-Duty Certification, and
California Reformulated Gasoline Program

CARB has established emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for various types of
equipment. California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies. During the
past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the production and
sale of gasoline in California. CARB has also adopted control measures for diesel PM and more stringent
emissions standards for various on-road mobile sources of emissions, including transit buses and off-road
diesel equipment (e.g., tractors, generators).

Tanner Air Toxics Act and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act

In addition to criteria pollutants, both federal and state air quality regulations also focus on toxic air
contaminants. Toxic air contaminants in California are regulated primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics
Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 1807, Chapter 1047, Statutes of 1983) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information
and Assessment Act (Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1987). AB 1807 sets forth a formal procedure for CARB
to designate substances as toxic air contaminants. Research, public participation, and scientific peer
review must occur before CARB can designate a substance as a toxic air contaminant. The Air Toxics Hot
Spots Information and Assessment Act requires that toxic air contaminant emissions from stationary
sources be quantified and compiled into an inventory according to criteria and guidelines developed by
CARB, and if directed to do so by the local air district, a health risk assessment must be prepared to
determine the potential health impacts of such emissions.

CARB has adopted a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, which recommends control measures to achieve a
diesel PM reduction of 85 percent by 2020 from year 2000 levels. Recent regulations and programs
include the low-sulfur diesel fuel requirement and more stringent emission standards for heavy-duty
diesel trucks and off-road in-use diesel equipment. As emissions are reduced, it is expected that the risks
associated with exposure to the emissions will also be reduced.

Air Quality and Land Use Guidance

CARB developed the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective to provide
guidance on land use compatibility with sources of toxic air contaminants (CARB 2005). These sources
include freeways and high-traffic roads, commercial distribution centers, rail yards, refineries, dry
cleaners, gasoline stations, and industrial facilities. The handbook is not a law or adopted policy, but
offers advisory recommendations for the siting of sensitive receptors near uses associated with toxic air
contaminants. The handbook acknowledges that land use agencies must balance health risks with other
considerations, including housing and transportation needs, economic development priorities, and quality
of life issues. The recommendations include avoidance of siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of
a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles per day.

In response to new research demonstrating benefits of compact, infill development along transportation
corridors, CARB released a technical supplement, Technical Advisory: Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution
Exposure Near High-Volume Roadways (Technical Advisory; CARB 2017a), to the 2005 Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook. This Technical Advisory was developed to identify strategies that can be
implemented to reduce exposure at specific developments or as recommendations for policy and
planning documents. It is important to note that the Technical Advisory is not intended as guidance for a
specific project and does not discuss the feasibility of mitigation measures for the purposes of compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Some of the strategies identified in the Technical
Advisory include implementation of speed reduction mechanisms, including roundabouts, traffic signal
management, and speed limit reductions; design that promotes air flow and pollutant dispersion along
street corridors, such as solid barriers and vegetation for pollutant dispersion; and indoor high efficiency
filtration (CARB 2017a).
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Local

In the County of Santa Clara, BAAQMD is the agency responsible for protecting public health and welfare
through the administration of federal and state air quality laws and policies. Included in BAAQMD's tasks
are monitoring of air pollution, preparation of air quality plans, and promulgation of rules and regulations.

BAAQMD 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan

BAAQMD adopted the Bay Area Clean Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate (Bay Area Clean Air Plan)
on April 19, 2017, to provide a regional strategy to improve Bay Area air quality and meet public health
goals (BAAQMD 2017b). The control strategy described in the Bay Area Clean Air Plan includes a wide
range of control measures designed to reduce emissions and decrease ambient concentrations of
harmful pollutants in the region, safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose
the greatest health risk, and reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to protect the climate. To protect
public health, the Bay Area Clean Air Plan describes how BAAQMD will continue progress toward
attaining all state and federal air quality standards in the region and eliminating health risk disparities from
exposure to air pollution among Bay Area communities.

The Bay Area Clean Air Plan addresses four categories of pollutants: (1) ground-level ozone and its key
precursors, ROGs and NOx; (2) PM, primarily PMzs, and precursors to secondary PMzs; (3) air toxics;
and (4) GHGs. The control measures are categorized based upon the economic sector framework
including stationary sources, transportation, energy, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands,
waste management, and water measures (BAAQMD 2017b).

BAAQMD Particulate Matter Plan

To fulfill federal air quality planning requirements, BAAQMD adopted a PM2s emissions inventory for year
2010 at a public hearing on November 7, 2012. The Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan also included several
measures for reducing PM emissions from stationary sources and wood burning. On January 9, 2013, the
USEPA issued a final rule determining that the San Francisco Bay Area has attained the 24-hour PM2s
NAAQS, suspending federal State Implementation Plan planning requirements for the SFBAAB. Despite
this USEPA action, the SFBAAB will continue to be designated as nonattainment for the national 24-hour
PMz2s standard until such time as BAAQMD submits a redesignation request and a maintenance plan to
the USEPA, and the USEPA approves the proposed redesignation.

BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2

BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2 (adopted December 15, 1976) regulates hazardous pollutants from
asbestos demolition, renovation, and manufacturing activities. The purpose of the rule is to control
emissions of asbestos to the atmosphere during demolition, renovation, milling and manufacturing and
establish appropriate waste disposal procedures.

3.2.3 Project Impacts and Mitigation

This section addresses the following potential impacts relating to air quality:

e Impact AIR-1: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air
quality plan?
e Impact AIR-2: Would the Project result in a cumulative considerable net increase of any criteria

pollutant for which the Project region is nhon-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

e Impact AIR-3: Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e Impact AIR-4: Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)

adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
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Impact AIR-1: Conflict with Applicable Air Quality Plan

Impact AIR-1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Standard of Significance

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project may have a significant impact if it would result
in a conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

The applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2017 Clean Air Plan developed by BAAQMD. The
Project would not result in a conflict with the 2017 Clean Air Plan if it supports the goals of the Clean Air
Plan, includes applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan, and would not disrupt or hinder
implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan.

Impact Analysis

The primary goals of the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan are to protect public health and protect the climate
by reducing emissions, decreasing concentrations of harmful pollutants, and reducing exposure to air
pollutants that pose the greatest health risk. To meet the primary goals, the 2017 Clean Air Plan includes
individual control measures that describe specific actions to reduce emissions of air and climate
pollutants categorized into various categories including but not limited to mobile and stationary sources,
and land use and local impacts.

Consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan also is determined through evaluation of project-related air
guality impacts and demonstration that project-related emissions would not increase the frequency or
severity of existing violations, or contribute to a new violation of the NAAQS or CAAQS. The BAAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines include thresholds of significance that are applied to evaluate regional
impacts of project-specific emissions of air pollutants and their impact on BAAQMD'’s ability to reach
attainment (BAAQMD 2017a). Emissions that are above these thresholds have not been accommodated
in the air quality plans and would not be consistent with the air quality plans.

The Project demolition activities would involve the temporary use of off-road equipment, haul trucks, and
worker commute trips. As discussed for Impact AIR-2 below, construction-related emissions of the Project
would not exceed the thresholds of significance recommended by the BAAQMD. In addition, consistent
with Stationary Source Control Measures SS36 (PM from Trackout) and SS38 (Fugitive Dust) of the 2017
Clean Air Plan, the Project would implement BAAQMD'’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures as
identified in Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-2, which would reduce fugitive dust emissions during
construction.

In addition, prior to demolition, the County or its contractors would retain appropriately-qualified personnel
to perform a comprehensive building materials survey for hazardous materials including but not limited to
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint. If any hazardous materials are found, construction
worker health and safety regulations and hazardous materials removal and disposal protocols would be
implemented in accordance with BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2. This would be consistent with one of
the primary goals the 2017 Clean Air Plan of protecting public health. Further, Project demolition activities
would be consistent with 2017 Clean Air Plan Measure WA4, Recycling and Waste Reduction, which calls
for the recycling of construction and demolition materials in commercial and public construction projects.
As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, a minimum of 50 percent, by weight, of the solid waste
generated would be diverted from landfill disposal through re-use and recycling. Therefore, construction
of the Project would not conflict with the BAAQMD 2017 Clean Air Plan. This construction-related impact
would be less than significant.
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Impact AIR-2: Net Increase in Criteria Pollutants

Impact AIR-2 would be potentially significant. However, with implementation of mitigation measure
MM-AIR-2 the impact would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.

Standards of Significance

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project may have a significant impact if it would result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.

The BAAQMD has prepared CEQA Air Quality Guidelines to assist in the evaluation of air quality impacts
of projects and plans proposed in the SFBAAB. The guidelines provide recommended procedures for
evaluating potential air impacts during the environmental review process, consistent with CEQA
requirements; and include recommended thresholds of significance, mitigation measures, and
background air quality information. They also include recommended assessment methodologies for air
toxics, odors, and GHG emissions. In June 2010, the BAAQMD’s Board of Directors adopted CEQA
thresholds of significance and an update of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds are
designed to establish the level at which the BAAQMD believed air pollution emissions would cause
significant environmental impacts under CEQA.

In May 2011, the updated BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines were amended to include a risk and
hazards threshold for new receptors and modified procedures for assessing impacts related to risk and
hazard impacts; however, this later amendment regarding risk and hazards was the subject of the
December 17, 2015 California Supreme Court decision California Building Industry Association v
BAAQMD, which clarified that CEQA does not require an evaluation of impacts of the environment on a
project. The Supreme Court also found that CEQA requires the analysis of exposing people to
environmental hazards in specific circumstances, including the location of development near airports,
schools near sources of toxic contamination, and certain exemptions for infill and workforce housing. The
Supreme Court also held that public agencies remain free to conduct this analysis regardless of whether
it is required by CEQA. To account for these updates, the BAAQMD published a newer version of its
CEQA Guidelines dated May 2017, which includes revisions made to address the Supreme Court’s
opinion. The BAAQMD is also currently in the process of updating its CEQA Guidelines.

The following sections describe the BAAQMD thresholds of significance to analyze the Project’'s impact
with respect to air quality per the BAAQMD May 2017 CEQA Guidelines. BAAQMD has stated that its
CEQA Guidelines are for informational purposes only and should be followed by local governments at
their own discretion (BAAQMD 2017a). The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines may inform environmental
review for development projects in the Bay Area, but do not commit local governments or the BAAQMD to
any specific course of action. The thresholds for criteria pollutants were developed through a quantitative
examination of the efficacy of fugitive dust mitigation measures and a quantitative examination of
statewide nonattainment emissions and are used for the analysis of project-generated emissions.

Table 3.2-4 presents the BAAQMD-recommended thresholds of significance for construction-related and
operations-related criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions. These thresholds represent the levels at
which a project’s individual emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the SFBAAB’s existing air quality conditions. If daily average or annual
emissions of construction-related or operational criteria air pollutants or precursors would exceed any
applicable threshold listed in Table 3.2-4, the Project would result in a cumulatively significant impact.

Prepared for: County of Santa Clara AECOM



Environmental Impact Report DRA FT Former City Hall Project

Table 3.2-4 Average Daily and Annual Criteria Pollutant Emissions Thresholds

Construction Phase Operational Phase
Average Daily Maximum Annual

Average Daily Emissions Emissions Emissions

Pollutant (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (tonslyear)
ROG1 54 54 10
NOx1 54 54 10
PMzo 82 (exhaust)? 82 15
PMzs 54 (exhaust)? 54 10

Source: BAAQMD 2017a

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOy = nitrogen oxides; PM;, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter; PM,s=
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter.; Ib/day = pounds per day

1ROG and NOx are not criteria air pollutants; however, they are criteria pollutant precursors that form ozone through chemical
and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Since ozone is not directly emitted, thresholds of significance have been
established for these ozone precursors.

2 The BAAQMD does not have quantitative mass emissions thresholds for fugitive PMy, and PM, s dust. Instead, the BAAQMD
recommends that all projects, regardless of the level of average daily emissions, implement applicable best management
practices, including those listed as Basic Construction Measures in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017a).

Impact Analysis

By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional
pollutants is a result of past and present development within the SFBAAB, and this regional impact is
cumulative rather than being attributable to any one source. A project’s emissions may be individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable when taken in combination with past, present, and future
development projects.

Construction emissions are described as “short-term” or temporary; however, they have the potential to
represent a significant impact with respect to regional and localized air quality. Project demolition would
temporarily generate emissions of ROGs, NOx, PM1o, and PM2s. ROGs and NOx emissions are
associated primarily with mobile equipment exhaust, including off-road construction equipment and on-
road motor vehicles. Fugitive PM dust emissions are associated primarily with site preparation and
materials handling and vary as a function of parameters such as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind
speed, acreage of disturbance area, and the miles traveled by construction vehicles on- and off-site.
Earthmoving and material-handling operations would be the primary sources of fugitive PM dust
emissions from project construction activities.

As described in more detail in Section 2, “Project Description,” demolition is expected to begin in 2021
and last approximately 12 to 15 months. Emissions associated with typical construction activities were
modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod
allows the user to enter project-specific construction information, such as types, number, and horsepower
of construction equipment, and number and length of off-site motor vehicle trips. Based on the anticipated
demolition activities, it is estimated that approximately 37,500 cubic yards of demolition debris would be
hauled from the Project site, requiring approximately 2500 trucks and generating 5,000 truck trips.
Following removal of all demolition and debris, the building footprint would be backfilled with clean fill,
graded level, and hydroseeded with grass. An estimated 2,500 cubic yards of clean fill would be imported
to the Project site, requiring approximately 160 trucks and generating 320 truck trips. It is estimated that
demolition activities would require between 20 and 40 construction personnel per day. Additional
modeling assumptions and details are provided in Appendix C.

As shown in Table 3.2-5, construction-related emissions associated with the Project would not exceed the
average daily thresholds of significance. Because construction-related exhaust emissions would not
exceed the significance thresholds, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
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increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

Table 3.2-5 Construction-Related Total and Average Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

Construction Year ROG NOx PMio (Exhaust) PM2s (Exhaust)
Total Emissions (tons) 0.87 3.05 0.10 0.09
Average Daily Emissions (Ib/day)?* 6.93 24.22 0.80 0.75
Thresholds of Significance 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Notes: Estimated by AECOM in 2020. See Appendix C for detailed modelling assumptions, outputs, and results.

1 Average daily emission estimates are based on approximately 252 construction workdays (12 months of construction, 21
working days per month). As a conservative approach, the maximum construction period (15 months) was used to calculate
total emissions, and the minimum construction period was used to calculate average daily emissions.

Ib/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM,, = particulate matter less than 10

microns in diameter; PM, s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter.

As described above, the BAAQMD does not have quantitative mass emissions thresholds for fugitive
PMi1o and PMzs dust. Instead, the BAAQMD recommends that all projects, regardless of the level of
average daily emissions, implement applicable best management practices (BMPs), including those listed
as Basic Construction Measures in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017a). Fugitive dust
emissions are considered to be significant unless the project implements the BAAQMD’s BMPs for
fugitive dust control during construction. Construction-related impacts from the Project would therefore be
potentially significant. Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-2 is recommended to address this potentially
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce impacts to criteria pollutants:
MM-AIR-2: Fugitive Dust Reduction Measures

The construction contractor shall comply with the following BAAQMD BMPs for reducing
construction emissions of uncontrolled fugitive dust (PM1o and PMzs):

a) All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, stockpiles, graded
areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered twice daily, or as often as needed,
treated with non-toxic solil stabilizers, or covered to control dust emissions. Watering
should be sufficient to prevent airborne dust from the leaving the site.

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

c) Allvisible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads and paved access roads shall
be removed using wet power (with reclaimed water, if possible) vacuum street sweepers
at least once per day, or as often as needed. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.

d) All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

e) 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.

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

h) A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48
hours. BAAQMD'’s phone number also shall be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

The County of Santa Clara project manager or his/her designee shall verify compliance that these
measures have been implemented during normal construction site inspections.

As explained previously, fugitive dust emissions are considered to be significant unless the Project
implements the BAAQMD’s BMPs for fugitive dust control during construction. MM-AIR-2 would require
implementation of the BAAQMD’s BMPs to minimize fugitive dust emissions from Project-related
construction activities; therefore, Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard. Implementation of MM-AIR-2 would therefore reduce Project impacts from
fugitive dust emissions to less than significant with mitigation.

Impact AIR-3: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Pollutants

Impact AIR-3 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Standards of Significance

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project may have a significant impact if it would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Some members of the population are especially sensitive to air pollutant emissions and should be given
special consideration when evaluating air quality impacts from projects. Sensitive receptors are facilities
that house or attract children, the elderly, people with ilinesses, or others who are especially sensitive to
the effects of air pollutants, such as schools and residences. The nearest sensitive receptors would be

residences?® located approximately 150 feet east across North 15t Street. Other sensitive receptors in the
area include the Muwekma Ohlone Middle School, approximately 500 feet to the west of the Project site.

Impact Analysis

Construction-related Project activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air
contaminants.

As shown in Table 3.2-5, construction-related activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants,
but at levels that would not exceed the BAAQMD regional thresholds of significance. The regional
thresholds of significance were designed to identify those projects that would result in significant levels of
air pollution and to assist the region in attaining the applicable state and federal ambient air quality
standards. The ambient air quality standards were established using health-based criteria to protect the
public with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.

The Project is estimated to generate 3 tons of NOx in 2021. As discussed above, NOx is an ozone
precursor. Individuals exercising outdoors, children, and people with lung disease, such as asthma and
chronic pulmonary lung disease, are considered to be the most susceptible subgroups for ozone effects.
Short-term ozone exposure (lasting for a few hours) can result in changes in breathing patterns,
reductions in breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of lung tissue, and
some immunological changes. Chronic exposure to high ozone levels can permanently damage lung
tissue (BAAQMD 2017a). Because of the reaction time and other factors involved in ozone formation,

3 Although the County intends to create a Temporary Housing Shelter within the driveway of the Project site (i.e., within 50 feet of
construction operations) prior to commencement of the Former City Hall Project, the County would cease operations at the shelter
during Project construction and the temporary residents of the shelter would be relocated (Barry, 2020).
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ozone is considered a regional pollutant that is not linearly related to emissions (i.e., 0zone impacts vary
depending on the location of the emissions, the location of other precursor emissions, meteorology, and
seasonal impacts). Peak ozone concentrations often occur far downwind of the precursor emissions.
Thus, ozone is considered a regional pollutant that often affects large areas. There currently is no way to
accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts from NOx emissions from small projects. These
limitations are due to photochemistry and regional model limitations; it takes a large amount of additional
precursor emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient ozone levels. However, because the
BAAQMD regional thresholds of significance for NOx and other ozone precursors were established with
these factors in mind, the Project’s compliance with the BAAQMD thresholds indicates that the Project’s
NOx emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of ozone.

As discussed previously, construction activities associated with the Project would also result in toxic air
contaminant emissions. The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant emissions would be related to
diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) emissions associated with heavy-duty construction equipment
operations. The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment developed a Guidance Manual for
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 2015).
According to the guidance manual’'s methodology, health impacts from carcinogenic toxic air
contaminants are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk, which is based on a 30-year lifetime
exposure to toxic air contaminants. Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately 10 to 12
months (less than 4 percent of the total exposure period used for typical health risk calculations [i.e., 30
years]) and would cease following completion of demolition and site rehabilitation activities. Further,
construction activities would occur intermittently throughout the day and would not serve as a constant
source of emissions from the Project site. As discussed previously, construction activities would occur at a
minimum of 150 feet from the nearest residences and approximately 500 feet from Muwekma Ohlone
Middle School. Emissions associated with construction activities would vary day to day and would also
occur at varying distances from the nearest sensitive receptors, depending of the location of machinery
and equipment within the Project site. For example, the center of the proposed staging area within the
former footprint of the demolished Annex building is approximately 500 feet from the nearest residence
and more than 800 feet from the middle school property. Concentrations of mobile source diesel PM
emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet from freeways,
which are continuous emission sources (CARB 2005), unlike the Project construction activities. Studies
also indicate that diesel PM emissions and the relative health risk can decrease substantially within 300
feet (CARB 2005; Zhu et al. 2002). Thus, considering the intermittent nature of the emissions, the short
duration of the exposure period, and the distance of sensitive receptors from the demolition footprint and
staging areas, the Project is not anticipated to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations of toxic air contaminants. Thus, the construction-related impact would be less than
significant.

Impact AIR-4: Other Emissions Including Those Leading to Odors

Impact AIR-4 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Standards of Significance

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project may have a significant impact if it would result
in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people.

Impact Analysis

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency,
and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of the receptors. Although offensive
odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress among
the public, and causing citizens to submit complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies. Typical
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facilities that generate odors include wastewater treatment facilities, sanitary landfills, composting facilities,
petroleum refineries, chemical manufacturing plants, and food processing facilities.

During Project-related construction activities, construction equipment exhaust and hazardous materials
abatement activities may temporarily generate odors. The Project would use typical construction
techniques, and the odors would be typical of most construction sites and temporary in nature.
Additionally, odors would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction equipment.
Furthermore, nuisance odors are regulated under the BAAQMD's Regulation 7, Odorous Substances,
which requires abatement of any nuisance generating an odor complaint. Regulation 7 places general
limitations on odorous substances, and specific emission limitations on certain odorous compounds.
Therefore, the Project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people and impacts during construction would be less than significant.

3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation
This section addresses the following potential cumulative impacts* relating to Air Quality:

e Impact C-AIR-1:  Contribution to cumulative effects related to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of an applicable air quality plan or net increases of any criteria pollutant for which the
Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.

e Impact C-AIR-2:  Contribution to cumulative effects related to exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations or other emissions (such as those leading to odors).

Cumulative Impact C-AIR-1: Conflict with Air Quality Plan or Net Increases in Criteria
Pollutants

The overall cumulative impact for C-AIR-1 would be potentially significant. However, with
implementation of MM-AIR-2, the Project’s contribution would be less than significant with mitigation.

Cumulative Context

This section describes the potential cumulative air quality impacts resulting from the Project in conjunction
with past, present, and future projects. The geographic scope for the cumulative analysis of air quality
impacts C-AIR-1 is considered to be the SFBAAB. It is appropriate to consider the entire air basin
because air emissions can travel substantial distances and are not confined by jurisdictional boundaries;
rather, they are influenced by large-scale climatic and topographical features. Although some air quality
emissions can be localized, such as a CO hot spot or odor, the overall consideration of cumulative air
quality is typically more regional. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

As described above, the SFBAAB is in nonattainment of ozone, PMio, and PMzs with respect to the
CAAQS. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a result of past and present development in
the SFBAAB, and this regional impact is cumulative rather than attributable to any one source and is
potentially significant.

Cumulative projects throughout the air basin would generate construction and operational air emissions
that could contribute to regional air quality impacts. Generally, projects that are consistent with the
applicable planning documents used to formulate the Clean Air Plan and State Implementation Plan
would not produce emissions beyond what is forecast and would not hinder the ability to meet air quality
standards.

A project’s emissions may be individually limited, but cumulatively considerable when taken in
combination with past, present, and future development projects. As discussed in relation to project-level

4 Note that project-level impacts have been combined for the purposes of cumulative analysis. Cumulative impact C-AIR-1
addresses the same issues as project-level impacts AIR-1 and AIR-2, while cumulative impact C-AIR-2 addresses the same issues
as project-level impacts AIR-3 and AIR-4.
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impacts AIR-1 and AIR-2, the thresholds of significance are relevant to whether a project’s individual
emissions would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the existing cumulative
air quality conditions. If a project’'s emissions would be less than those threshold levels, the project would
not be expected to result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the significant
cumulative impact (BAAQMD 2017a).

Constr