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1 Summary

This environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the California Energy
Commission (CEC) to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the Martin Backup
Generating Facility (22-SPPE-03), in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, the Warren-Alquist Act, and California Code of
Regulations, Title 20, Division 2, Article 5—- Small Power Plant Exemptions. The Martin
Backup Generating Facility (MBGF) includes diesel-fired generators to provide emergency
backup power to the Martin Data Center (MDC). The MBGF, the MDC, and related utility
infrastructure, together constitute the “project” under the CEQA.

The CEC has the exclusive authority to certify all thermal power plants (50 megawatts
[MW] and greater) and related facilities proposed for construction in California. The Small
Power Plant Exemption (SPPE) process allows applicants with facilities not exceeding 100
MW to obtain an exemption from the CEC's jurisdiction and proceed with local permitting
rather than requiring the CEC’s certification. The CEC can grant an exemption if it finds
that the proposed facility would not create a substantial adverse impact on the
environment or energy resources. Public Resources Code section 25519(c) designates the
CEC as the lead agency, in accordance with CEQA, for all facilities seeking an SPPE.

1.1 Project Summary

Martin Avenue Properties, LLC (Martin Properties or applicant) filed an application with
the CEC seeking an exemption from the CEC’s jurisdiction for the MBGF. The proposed
project would be located at 651 Martin Avenue in Santa Clara, California. The project site
is approximately 7.17 acres, and the property (Assessor’s Parcel Number 224-04-071) is
zoned MH-Heavy Industrial.

The project would include a four-story, data center building (approximately 468,175
square-feet), a 96-MW emergency backup generating facility, a new electrical switching
station, a new electrical substation, switchgear and distribution cabling to interconnect
the generators to their respective portion of the building, surface parking, landscaping,
and utility pipeline connections.

To provide reliable operation of the data center, the project includes 44 2.75-MW Tier 4
compliant renewable diesel-fired emergency backup generators to provide electrical
power to support the data center in case of a loss of utility power, and, additionally, to
support redundant critical cooling equipment and other general building and life safety
services. The project also includes a new onsite switching station constructed to Silicon
Valley Power (SVP) specifications and an onsite 100 (mega volt-ampere) MVA substation.
The substation is to provide 60 kilovolt (kV) service to the site and be part of the SVP60
kV loop system. The proposed switching station will be located along Martin Ave and cut
into the existing 60 kV line passing nearby. The station will be configured as a loop with
two radial taps to the MDC substation. Reliability is maintained such that, if there is a
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fault along any section of the loop, electric service is still supplied from the receiving
station at the other of the 60 kV loop.

There may be up to three new transmission poles anticipated to be utilized as tie-in. All
three would be located on the project site.

Utility interconnections for domestic water, recycled water, fire water, irrigation water,
storm drain, sanitary sewer, and fiber connections would be made to existing City of
Santa Clara (City) infrastructure along Martin Avenue. A 12-inch diameter domestic
potable water line operated by the City in Martin Avenue that is located along the frontage
of the property would serve as the primary source for potable and fire supply to the
project. The project would require an offsite linear for a 100-foot offsite recycled water
pipeline extension.

1.2 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

In accordance with section 25519(c) of the Public Resources Code and CEQA, CEC serves
as the lead agency to review an SPPE application and perform any required environmental
analyses. Upon granting of an exemption, the local permitting authorities— in this case
the City of Santa Clara and Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)—would
perform any follow-up CEQA analysis and impose mitigation, as necessary, for granting
approval of the project.

The mitigation measures would be enforced by the appropriate responsible agency under
CEQA.

Below is an overview of the analysis included in Section 4 Environmental Setting,
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation. Impacts are categorized by the type of
impact as follows:

1. No Impact. The scenario in which no adverse physical changes to (or impacts on) the
environment would be expected.

2. Less Than Significant Impact. An impact that would not exceed the defined
significance criteria or would be eliminated or reduced to a less than significant level
through implementation of the applicant’s project measures or compliance with
existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

3. Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that would be reduced
to a less than significant level through implementation of the identified mitigation
measure(s).

4. Significant and Unavoidable Impact. An adverse effect that meets the significance
criteria, but there appears to be no feasible mitigation available that would reduce the
impact to a less than significant level. In some cases, mitigation may be available to
lessen a given impact, but the residual effects of that impact would continue to be
significant even after implementation of the mitigation measure(s).
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Staff concludes that with the implementation of the mitigation measures presented below,
the potentially significant impacts identified in this EIR would be avoided or reduced to
less than significant levels. Staff concluded that impacts in the areas of Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils
(paleontology), Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and
Transportation would be potentially significant, but with mitigation measures would be
reduced to less than significant. Aesthetics, Energy and Energy Resources, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Land Use, Noise, Population and Housing, Recreation, and Utilities and
Service Systems would have less than significant impacts from the project. Agriculture
and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, Public Services, and Wildfire would have no
impact from the project. If exempted, the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would
be enforced by the City of Santa Clara. The following summarizes the potential impacts
and mitigation as required.

Air Quality

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Staff’s overall conclusion is that, with
the implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 the project would not have a significant
impact on air quality. To reach this conclusion, this section assesses the impacts of two
primary types of air emissions: (1) criteria pollutants, which have health-based ambient
air quality standards (AAQS); and (2) toxic air contaminants (TACs), which are identified
as potentially harmful even at low levels and have no established safe levels or health-
based AAQS.

These two primary types of emissions can potentially result from multiple phases of the
project, and through a variety of activities. To summarize, project demolition, grading,
excavation, and construction would occur across two phases. The first phase (Phase I)
would include demolition of the four existing buildings and infrastructure that cannot be
reused; grading of the entire site; installation of utility services including interim power
and construction of the on-site utility substation; and construction of the shell of the
building and some of the interior rooms, as necessary for tenants (DayZenLLC 2022a, pg.
2-17). The Phase II activities would primarily involve fitting out the remainder of the
interior rooms with no potential for notable emissions (DayZenLLC 2023a; Response to
Data Request 4). The existing four buildings at 651 Martin Avenue would be demolished
to allow for construction of the new MDC building. Demolition and construction activities
are estimated to last approximately 14 months to the initial occupancy of the building.
Construction activities are estimated to last an additional 11 months indoors to bring the
building to full occupancy (DayZenLLC 20223, pg. 2-17).

The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan. The project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. The project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Air quality impacts during
project construction would be reduced with implementation of mitigation measure AQ-
1. This measure requires incorporation of the BAAQMD's best management practices to
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control fugitive dust. This measure also incorporates exhaust control measures to reduce
emissions from construction equipment. During readiness testing and maintenance
operation of the engines, the oxides of nitrogen (NOx [as an ozone precursor]) emissions
of the standby generators would be fully offset through the permitting process with the
BAAQMD, if required. With implementation of these measures during construction and
NOx offsets for operations through BAAQMD's permitting requirements, the project would
not cause a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant, and impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Biological Resources

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Staff concluded that the proposed
project would have less than significant impacts on biological resources with mitigation
incorporated. To reach this determination, staff reviewed the information provided by the
applicant in addition to conducting a standard 9 Quad search of the California Natural
Diversity Database maintained by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
and inquiring with experts from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
CDFW, and the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency. Staff also considered the potential of
nitrogen deposition impacts from the project and through applying a qualitative
assessment using CEC staff nitrogen deposition modeling performed for other similar
backup generator projects. Staff found that there would be no significant impacts from
nitrogen deposition on any sensitive habitats or special-status species. Following this
analysis, staff has identified the following mitigation measures as necessary to reduce
impacts to biological resources to less than significant.

e BIO-1 requires development and use of a worker environmental awareness program
(WEAP) to actively train on-site personnel in identifying and avoiding special-status
species, specifically burrowing owls as well as nesting migratory birds.

e BIO-2 includes measures to prevent and reduce impacts on burrowing owls to less-
than-significant levels, including pre-construction surveys, establishing buffer zones
during the breeding and non-breeding season, monitoring, discouraging re-
colonization, and passive relocation.

e BIO-3 includes requirements to conduct tree removal outside the migratory bird
nesting period if possible, to conduct nesting bird surveys prior to the initiation of any
construction activities during the nesting period, to establish buffers to avoid the
disturbance of nesting birds if active nests are detected, and to conduct monitoring
of active bird nests.

e BIO-4 creates a detailed reporting structure for bird surveys, avian protection
measures by compiling these reports and measures within an Avian Protection Plan.

e BIO-5 requires bat clearance surveys be conducted prior to removal of existing
buildings or trees, development of a Bat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Plan), and
outlines other protection measures as needed. With all of these mitigation measures
incorporated the project would not have any significant impacts on biological
resources or adversely affect any species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-
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status species in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or
USFWS.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would not impact any
known resources that could meet CEQA's criteria for historical resources, unique
archaeological resources, or tribal cultural resources. However, previous -cultural
resources studies in the project area indicate that buried archaeological or ethnographic
resources could be encountered during ground disturbing activities at the project site.
Staff recommends a series of mitigation measures, CUL-1 through CUL-9, to address
the inadvertent discovery of previously unknown buried cultural resources, including
human remains.

CUL-1 requires that a qualified archaeologist prepare a Cultural Resources
Identification, Monitoring and Treatment Plan in consultation with the Tamien Nation
and a qualified Native American monitor, to ensure that potential impacts to any as-
yet unidentified cultural resources are reduced to a less-than-significant level.

CUL-2 requires qualified specialists and Native American monitors to prepare a
workforce environmental awareness program, or WEAP, to instruct construction
workers on the obligation to protect and preserve buried archaeological and Native
American resources that could be encountered during construction. It includes
instructions regarding the need to halt work in the vicinity of potential archaeological
and Native American resources that could be encountered. Mitigation measure

CUL-3 requires that a preliminary field investigation be conducted by a qualified
archaeologist and Native American monitor to determine if cultural deposits are
present once pavement is removed and soils are accessible for inspection.

CUL-4 requires that all ground disturbing activities be completed under the
observation of a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor and provides for
the cultural resources monitors to have the authority to temporarily halt construction
activities within a 50-foot radius of finds.

CUL-5 specifies the procedures for documenting and evaluating cultural resources
finds made during the preliminary field investigation, grading, or other construction
activities. Further, CUL-5 requires that a qualified archaeologist make
recommendations to the Santa Clara Director of Community Development regarding
data recovery, curation, or other appropriate mitigation.

CUL-6 specifies procedures for the event that human remains are discovered.

CUL-7 affords for the installation of security fencing onsite, to avoid destruction or
theft of cultural resources, at the discretion of the City of Santa Clara’s Director of
Community Development and requires the qualified archaeologist and Native
American monitor to advise the Director of Community Development on security
measures to be taken to ensure the safety of any cultural resources.
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e CUL-8 requires that the project owner or its representative prepare a closing cultural
resources report summarizing the results of the field investigations, data recovery
activities and results, and compliance with the Cultural Resources Identification,
Monitoring, and Treatment Plan once all analyses and studies required have been
completed.

e CUL-9 requires that all archaeological cultural resources recovered and not identified
as tribal cultural resources be transferred to a long-term curation facility, and all Native
American/tribal cultural resources and artifacts be reburied onsite, if feasible and if
requested by the Native American representative. With implementation of these
mitigation measures, potential impacts on cultural and tribal cultural resources would
be reduced to a less than significant level.

Geology and Soils (paleontology)

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Staff concluded that the proposed
project would not have any significant impacts on geological and soil resources. However,
staff also concluded that mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce impacts to
paleontological resources to a less than significant level. To reach these determinations,
staff reviewed the information provided by the applicant in addition to publicly available
literature, maps, air photos, and documents related to geological, soil, and paleontological
resources. The geologic map review of the project area included maps published by the
U.S. Geological Survey. A paleontological record search of the University of California
Museum of Paleontology, Berkeley online paleontological database was conducted by the
applicant for the project area, including a 10-mile buffer zone surrounding the project.

Staff concluded that ground-disturbing activities including earthwork and trenching to
depths greater than ten feet below the ground surface have the potential to impact
undiscovered paleontological resources. According to the applicant, the project would
require excavation trenching of depths of up to 15 feet below the existing grade for the
construction of the recycled water line along Martin Avenue. Building foundations would
incorporate augured piles, anticipated to depths of 30 feet below the existing grade.
Following this analysis, staff has identified mitigation measure GEO-1 to reduce impacts
to paleontological resources to a less than significant level. Staff proposes GEO-1, to
train construction personnel and guide recovery and processing of any significant
paleontological finds. Impacts related to geological and soil resources would either have
no impact or have a less than significant impact.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. With the incorporation of the project
features and mitigation measures GHG-1 and GHG-2, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
related to the project would be consistent with the applicable plans and policies adopted
to reduce GHG emissions and would comply with all regulations or requirements adopted
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG
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emissions. The potential for the project to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation for GHG emissions reductions would be less than significant.

With the use of renewable diesel for 100 percent of total energy use by the emergency
standby generators and ultra-low sulfur diesel as a secondary fuel in the event of supply
challenges or disruption in obtaining renewable diesel as required by GHG-2, the GHG
emissions from the facility’s stationary sources would not exceed the 10,000 metric tons
of carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/yr) BAAQMD bright-line threshold of
significance for GHG emissions from stationary sources.

The project would comply with the requirements of the City of Santa Clara’s 2022 Climate
Action Plan with the proposed design measures and implementation of GHG-1, which
would require the project owner to participate in Silicon Valley Power’s (SVP) Large
Customer Renewable Energy Program (LCRE) (i.e., 100 percent carbon-free electricity)
for electricity accounts associated with the project, or participate in other renewable
energy programs that achieves the same goals as SVP’s LCRE program of 100 percent
carbon-free electricity, or purchase renewable energy credits or similar instruments that
accomplish the same goals of 100 percent carbon-free electricity.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. During demolition activities, there is
the potential that lead-based paint could be present and released. Additionally, ground
disturbing activities associated with demolition and construction of the project would have
the potential to encounter remnant or unknown contaminated soil or groundwater. Staff
concludes that with implementation of HAZ-1, HAZ-2, and HAZ-3, impacts to the public
or the environment due to lead-based paint or contaminated soils or groundwater would
be reduced to a less than significant level.

e HAZ-1 requires the testing and removal of lead-based paint contaminated materials
prior to issuance of demolition permits.

o HAZ-2 requires a Site Management Plan to establish proper procedures to be taken
when contaminated soil or groundwater is found, and a Health and Safety Plan to
protect and educate workers in the event contaminated soil or groundwater is
encountered.

e HAZ-3 requires testing of soil and groundwater for contamination per plans and
protocols established in the Site Management Plan.

Transportation

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Project-generated vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) per employee would exceed the City’s industrial threshold of 14.37 VMT
per employee. Staff proposes TRANS-1, which would require the project owner to
implement multi-modal infrastructure improvements and Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) measures, to reduce the project VMT to a less than significant level.
Staff concludes that with implementation of TRANS-1 to lower project generated VMT
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to a level below the city’s industrial VMT threshold, impacts to VMT would be reduced to
a less than significant level.

1.3 Summary of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

CEQA requires that an EIR consider and discuss alternatives to the proposed project.
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that an EIR must describe and compare
the merits of a “reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives,” focusing on those
that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the project”.

A full analysis of project alternatives is provided in Section 5 Alternatives, along with
a description of alternatives initially considered and not evaluated further, primarily due
to feasibility and reliability issues. In addition to the No Project/No Build Alternative
(Alternative 1), staff carried forward the Natural Gas Internal Combustion Engine
Alternative (Alternative 2) for analysis and comparison to the proposed project.

1.3.1 Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative

Staff evaluated a No Project/No Build scenario in which no new development of the
project site would occur, and current conditions would continue at the site for an unknown
period. Although a different project could be proposed at the site in the future, no
development plan exists to allow a comparison with the proposed project, and it would
be speculative to assume the characteristics of such an alternative. The No Project/No
Build Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts
identified in this EIR (no impact compared to the proposed project). Therefore,
Alternative 1 is the environmentally superior alternative. However, if the project is not
constructed, the applicant’s project objectives would not be attained.

1.3.2 Alternative 2: Natural Gas Internal Combustion Engine (ICE)
Alternative

An alternative that would meet the project objectives is the use of natural gas internal
combustion engines (ICEs) for the emergency backup generators (gensets). (Under the
proposed project, the gensets would use renewable diesel as the primary fuel with ultra-
low sulfur, or conventional, diesel as the secondary fuel.)

Under Alternative 2, the footprint of the natural gas ICEs might not be the same as for
the proposed project’s diesel-fueled gensets. The number of engines and associated
equipment, height, fuel delivery, and onsite fuel storage would be different. However, it
is assumed that the massing and locations of the data center buildings would be
essentially the same as for the proposed project. Under this alternative, engine startup
times would be fast enough that a redesign of the proposed project’s uninterruptible
power supply (UPS) system would not be needed.

Fuel for the natural gas ICEs could be supplied by the Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E)
underground transmission system. The two closest locations for independent natural gas
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pipeline connections are approximately 0.15 mile north of the project site on Walsh
Avenue and approximately 0.2 mile west of the project site on Lafayette Street. Access
to both pipelines would most likely ensure the same level of reliability for ICEs as
renewable diesel-fired gensets.

Staff compared criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions of natural gas ICEs to
the proposed project’s diesel-fueled engines. Under Alternative 2, criteria air pollutant
emissions and air quality impacts would be much less than those identified under the
proposed project. Air toxics emissions would likely be less due to the reductions in volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) and particulate matter (PM); therefore, public health impacts
using natural gas ICEs would likely be less than under the proposed project. The
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts are likely to be similar to those of the proposed project,
but only if renewable natural gas is used for this alternative. Staff considers Alternative 2
to be environmentally superior to the proposed project due to its deep reductions in
criteria air pollutants.

1.4 Known Areas of Controversy

The CEC issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on February 17, 2023, seeking input from
responsible and trustee agencies and the public regarding the scope and context of
environmental areas in the EIR for a 30-day comment period that ended on March 17,
2023. In total, two comment letters were received?. Issues of concern reflected in these
letters include, but are not limited to, the following excerpts:

Water Resources:

Data centers can use significant amounts of water. Impacts related to water use and an
analysis of water supply, including recycled water, should be conducted as part of the
EIR.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Map 06085C0227H, effective May 18, 2009, a portion of the site is located in Zone AO, a
special flood hazard area with a flood depth of one foot, and the remainder of the site is
located in Zone X, an area with reduced flood risk due to levee.

According to the Inundation Map for the Hypothetical Fair Weather Failure of Both
Austrian Dam and Leniham Dam published by Valley Water in November 2019, the project
site is located within the Lexington (Lenihan) Reservoir dam failure inundation area.

Valley Water records indicate that 1 active well is located on the subject property. If the
well will continue to be used following permitted activity, it must be protected so that it
does not become lost or damaged during completion of permitted activity If the well will
not be used following permitted activity, it must be properly destroyed under permit from
Valley Water. While Valley Water has records for most wells located in the County, it is

1 Comment letters were received from the Native American Heritage Commission and the Santa Clara
Valley Water District.
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always possible that a well exists that is not in Valley Water’s records. If previously
unknown wells are found on the subject property during development, they must be
properly destroyed under permit from Valley Water or registered with Valley Water and
protected from damage.

Valley Water does not have any right of way or facilities within the project limits;
therefore, in accordance with Valley Water’'s Water Resources Protection Ordinance, a
Valley Water encroachment permit is not required for the proposed project.

Tribal Cultural Resources:

Ensure that the CEC complies with Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (includes tribal consultation requirements) in its review of the proposed project.
Additional comments and concerns include recommended actions to adequately assess
the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance,
preservation in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal
cultural resources.

Staff has reviewed and considered the comments received and addressed them as
appropriate in the applicable section.
1.5 Issues to be Resolved

Staff concluded that all potentially significant impacts can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. There are no remaining issues to be resolved.
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2 Introduction

Project Title
Martin Backup Generating Facility (22-SPPE-03)

SCH#: #2023020422

Lead Agency Name and Address

California Energy Commission
715 P Street
Sacramento, California 95814-6400

Lead Agency Contact Person and Phone Number

John Heiser, Project Manager

Siting, Transmission and Environmental Protection Division
California Energy Commission

(916) 628-5566

2.1 Energy Commission Jurisdiction and the Small Power Plant
Exemption Process

The California Energy Commission (CEC) is the state agency authorized by statute to
issue a license for r all thermal electric power plants, 50 megawatts (MW) and greater,
proposed for construction in California. Chapter 6 of Division 15 of the Public Resources
Code establishes the power plant site certification process through which the CEC
exercises this role. Within this authority, Public Resources Code Section 25541, permits
the CEC to exempt projects between 50 and 100 MW from its jurisdiction, which allows
such projects to proceed with local permitting rather than requiring a CEC license. CEC
can grant an exemption if it finds that the proposed project would not create a substantial
adverse impact on the environment or energy resources. The CEC has adopted the Small
Power Plant Exemption (SPPE) process to review applications for the exemption and
determine whether the statutory requirements have been met (California Code of
Regulations, title 20, section 1936 and sections 1940-1942).

2.2 CEQA Lead Agency

In accordance with Public Resources Code, section 25519(c) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), CEC serves as the lead agency to review an SPPE
application and perform any required environmental analyses. After CEC grants an
exemption, the local permitting authorities—in this case the City of Santa Clara and the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District—would perform any follow-up CEQA
analysis and impose mitigation, as necessary, for granting approval of the project. If the
CEC grants a small power plant exemption for the project, the city of Santa Clara’s Project
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Clearance Committee (PCC) would then be responsible for completing its review of a
Master Plan submitted by Martin Properties, and final approval or denial of the project.
In addition, the project would seek approval from the city Zoning Administrator for a
conditional use permit to allow the use under the MH zoning, and for a minor modification
for the exceedance of the maximum building height, to be within the allowable 25 percent
limit. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District would need to grant approval for an
Authority to Construct permit and a Permit to Operate.

2.3 Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report

The purpose of this environmental impact report (EIR) is to provide agency decision
makers and the public with objective information regarding the project’s significant effects
on the environment and energy resources, identify possible ways to minimize the
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. This information
will be used by the CEC Commissioners in considering the applicant’s request to exempt
the project from CEC'’s power plant licensing jurisdiction, and by the local jurisdictions in
deciding whether to issue permits and approve the project.

Unlike most development project approval processes, the discretionary decision being
considered by the CEC is not approval of the applicant’s project, but whether the statutory
requirements for exemption from CEC's jurisdiction have been met. While the CEC’s
environmental analysis assesses the applicant’s project to support the CEC’s jurisdictional
decision and uses the term “project” to reference the data center and backup generators,
it is important to remember that the CEC's discretionary decision is limited to determining
the appropriate permitting authority and not approval of the project. Upon exempting the
project, the CEC would have no permitting authority over the project and would not be
responsible for any mitigation or permit conditions imposed by the City of Santa Clara or
other local agencies.

2.4 Environmental Review Process

2.4.1 Tribal Consultation

Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21080.3.1, the CEC's ’s Tribal Liaison mailed
letters (dated January 17, 2023) to representatives of the Tamien Nation and the
Wuksachi Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band inviting consultation, as both tribes are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area the project is located in,
and have previously requested formal notification of any projects within this area (CEC
2023). Consistent with the CEC’s tribal consultation policy (CEC 2021), CEC staff also
mailed letters inviting consultation with eight additional tribes identified by the Native
American Heritage Commission that might be interested in the proposed project (CEC
2023, Campagne 2022b). The Tamien Nation was the only tribe to respond requesting
consultation for the project. Consultation meetings were held between the CEC and the
Tamien Nation on February 1, 2023 and June 22, 2023, where information was exchanged
and the Tribe made specific requests regarding the proposed mitigation measures relating
to cultural and tribal cultural resources. CEC staff has incorporated the requests from the
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Tamien Nation into the staff-proposed Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-9
contained in this EIR. See Section 4.5 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources for
full details on consultation efforts.

2.4.2 Notice of Preparation of an EIR

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR was
circulated to the public and public agencies, including responsible and trustee agencies,
for a 30-day comment period from February 17, 2023, to March 16, 2023 (State
Clearinghouse #2023020422). The NOP was issued via the project’s docket, to the
GovDelivery system for those signed up for the project’s subscription list, the State
Clearinghouse, and via email with delivery notification. The issuance of the NOP satisfied
the agency notification requirement specified in section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3). Staff reviewed and considered the
comments received during the NOP comment period. Staff has addressed the comments
as appropriate in the applicable technical section. The mailing list used to engage with
stakeholder agencies can be found in Appendix C.

2.4.3 Draft EIR

The environmental analysis of this SPPE application takes the form of an EIR, which is
prepared to conform to the requirements of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines (California Code
of Regulations, Title 14, section 15000 et. seq.), and the CEC's regulations and policies.
The EIR is based on information from the applicant’s SPPE application and associated
submittals, site visits, data requests and responses, and additional staff research,
including consultation with other agencies, such as responsible and trustee agencies, and
relevant information received during any public meetings.

The process for public notification of the Draft EIR is set forth in section 15087 of the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3) and requires at
least one of the following procedures:

(1) Publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected
by the proposed project.

(2) Posting of notice by the lead agency on and off site in the area where the project is
to be located.

(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel or
parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified as
shown on the latest equalized assessment roll.

Staff mailed notification of the Draft EIR to all owners and occupants contiguous
(adjacent) to the project site and linears. In addition, staff mailed notification of the Draft
EIR to local public libraries and to interested persons who requested notification. Staff
posted the Draft EIR to the project’s CEC docket, which resulted in an automated email
notification of the Draft EIR via the GovDelivery system to those signed up to the project’s
subscription list.
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For public agency notice, the Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for
circulation to state agencies and mailed directly by the CEC to federal, state, regional,
and local agencies. See Appendix C for the mailing list.

2.4.4 Final EIR and Decision on the Small Power Plant Exemption

Substantive comments received on the Draft EIR will be formally addressed in the Final
EIR. The Final EIR will be sent to responsible agencies and commentors on the Draft EIR
and posted to the project’s docket and subscription list.

Following publication of the Final EIR, the CEC's executive director (or designee) will file
a recommendation with the CEC whether the application meets the requirements of Public
Resources Code section 25541 for an SPPE (that is, the proposed project would not create
a substantial adverse impact on the environment or energy resources). As part of its
decision on the SPPE, the CEC must certify that it has reviewed and considered the
information in the Final EIR and that the EIR has been completed in conformity with the
requirements of CEQA.

2.5 Organization of this EIR
This EIR is organized into five sections, as described below:

» Section 1 Summary. This section provides a concise overview of the proposed project
and the necessary approvals; the environmental impacts that would result from the
proposed project; mitigation measures identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts;
project alternatives; nature of comments received on the NOP; and areas of known
controversy and issues to be resolved.

» Section 2 Introduction. This section describes the type, purpose, and function of the
EIR; the environmental review process; and the organization of the EIR.

« Section 3 Project Description. This section summarizes the proposed project, including
the location of the site and project boundaries, characteristics of the proposed project,
and objectives sought by the proposed project.

« Section 4 Environmental Setting, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation. This section
includes the environmental setting; regulatory background; approach to analysis;
project-specific and cumulative impacts; and mitigation measures, when appropriate.
Staff evaluates the potential environmental impacts that might reasonably be
anticipated to result from construction and operation of the proposed project. Staff's
analysis is broken down into the following environmental resource topics derived from
CEQA Appendix G:

- Aesthetics - Land Use and Planning

- Agricultural and Forestry Resources - Mineral Resources

- Air Quality - Noise

- Biological Resources - Population and Housing
INTRODUCTION
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- Cultural and Tribal Resources - Public Services
- Energy - Recreation
- Geology and Soils - Transportation
- Greenhouse Gases - Utilities and Service Systems
- Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Wildfire
- Hydrology and Water Quality - Mandatory Findings of Significance

In addition, the document includes an analysis of how the project would potentially
impact an Environmental Justice?.

For each subject area, the analysis includes a description of the existing conditions
and setting related to the subject area, an analysis of the proposed project’s potential
environmental impacts, and a discussion of mitigation measures, if necessary, to
reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels.

o Section 5 Alternatives. This section includes a discussion of a reasonable range of
alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which could
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and an evaluation of
the comparative merits of the alternatives. This section also includes an evaluation of
the no project alternative.

1 An environmental justice population is based on race and ethnicity or low-income status. See Section
4.21 Environmental Justice for more information.
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3 Project Description

Martin Avenue Properties, LLC filed an application with the California Energy Commission
(CEC) seeking a small power plant exemption (SPPE) from the CEC’s licensing jurisdiction
for the proposed Martin Backup Generating Facility in the city of Santa Clara. The Martin
Backup Generating Facility (MBGF) would be used exclusively to provide up to 96
megawatts (MW) of backup power to the proposed Martin Data Center (MDC) in the event
of a disruption in electric service to the MDC. The proposed project (collectively the MBGF
and MDC) is subject to the CEC’s review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

3.1 Project Location

The proposed project would be located at 651 Martin Avenue in Santa Clara, California.
The project site is approximately 7.17 acres, and the property (Assessor’s Parcel Number
224-04-071) is zoned MH-Heavy Industrial. Figure 3-1 shows the regional location and
Figure 3-2 identifies the project location, including boundaries.

3.2 Project Objectives

The applicant’s goal is for the MDC to be a state-of-the-art data center that provides
greater than 99.999 percent reliability (five nines of reliability). The MDC's purpose is to
provide a wide variety of organizations with with space to house and support their
mission-critical servers, including space conditioning and a steady stream of high-quality
power supply.

The MDC's Project Objectives, as stated by the applicant, are as follows:

e Develop a state-of-the-art data center large enough to meeet projected growth;

e Develop the Data Center on land that has been zoned for data center use at a location
acceptable to the city of Santa Clara;

e Develop a Data Center that can be constructed in two phases which can be timed to
match projected growth;

e To incorporate the most reliable and flexible form of backup electric generating
technology into the MBGF considering the following evaluation criteria:

Reliability. The selected technology must be extremely reliable in the case of an
emergency loss of electricity from the utility.

o The MBGF must provide a higher reliability than 99.999 percent inorder for the
MDC to achieve an overall reliability of equal to or greater than 99.999 percent
reliability.

o The MBGF must provide reliability to the greatest extent feasible during natural
disasters including earthquakes.
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o The selected backup electric generation technology must have a proven built-in
resilience so if any of the backup units fails due to external or internal failure, the
system would have redundancy to continue to operate without interruption.

o The MDC must have on-site means to sustain power for 24-hours minimum in
failure mode, inclusive of utility outage.

Commercial Availability and Feasibility. The selected backup electric generation
technology must be extremely reliable in the case of an emergency loss of electricity
from the utility.

Technical Feasibility. The selected backup electric generation technology must utilize
systems that are compatible with one another. (DayZenLLC 2020a)

3.3 Project Overview

Four existing structures and a parking lot on the project site would be demolished to
construct a new data center building, electrical switching station (to be owned and
operated by Silicon Valley Power), substation (project owned), generator equipment yard,
surface parking and landscaping, and a recycled water pipeline. More specifically, the
project would consist of two main components: a four-level data center suite component
and the generator yard component. The four-story, 468,175 square foot MDC building
would consist of suites housing client servers, and corresponding
electrical/uninterruptible power supply (UPS) rooms consisting of the system and
batteries sized to handle up to five minutes of back-up power as well as the administrative
facilities, including support facilities such as the building lobby, restrooms, conference
rooms, landlord office space, customer office space, loading dock and storage.

3.3.1 Data Center

The proposed MDC building would be in the center of the site and would be set back at
a minimum of 149 feet from the front yard to the south (Martin Avenue), and a minimum
of 46 feet from the side yard to the west (adjacent to a non-residential zone). The building
would be a minimum of 141 feet from the side yard to the east (adjacent to railroad
tracks), and a minimum of 50 feet from the rear yard to the north (adjacent to a non-
residential zone). The building would be 87.5 feet tall. A sound attenuating screen topping
off at 102.25 feet fully encloses roof mounted equipment, with the ultimate height at the
top of the elevator parapet of 119.66 feet. An Architectural Site Plan is provided in Figure
3-3.

The MDC would be supplied electricity by Silicon Valley Power (SVP) through a new
distribution substation to be constructed on the site as part of the project. The 100 mega
volt-ampere (MVA) two-bay substation along the southern boundary of the site would be
owned and operated by SVP. The design allows for one of the two 100 MVA 60 kilovolt
(kV) 34.5 step-down transformers to be taken out of service, effectively providing 100
MVA of total power (a 2-to-make-1 design).
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3.3.2 Backup Generating Facility

Generator Configuration. The project’s generating facility would include 44 diesel-
fired standby backup generators (Caterpillar Model 3516E) to provide up to 96 MW of
emergency generating capacity (total load) to the data center in the event of a loss of
electric service from SVP. Of this, 64 MW would be for critical information technology (IT)
equipment load, mechanical equipment to cool the IT equipment, lighting, and data
center monitoring equipment. The maximum peak generating capacity of each generator
is 2.75 MW for standby applications (short-duration operations). The generators are
equipped with selective catalytic reduction equipment and diesel particulate filters to
comply with Tier 4 emission standards.

The emergency backup generators would be stacked vertically in twenty-two groups of
two. Forty generators would be used to serve the 16 data center suites, and four house
generators would serve the non-suite energy needs of the facility. Each emergency
generator is a fully independent package system with dedicated diesel fuel tank and urea
storage providing more than 24-hours of emergency generation at full output. The
gensets are arranged in a "5 to make 4" setup serving 16 data center suites, providing a
dedicated backup genset in case of a failure or maintenance, hence the "5 to make 4".

The generator enclosures would be approximately 10 feet wide, 30 feet long, and 29 feet
high. The generators would have a stack height between approximately 25 and 55 feet.
Each pair of generators would be spaced approximately five feet apart horizontally. The
west end of the generator yard would be partially enclosed with a 70-foot-high perforated
metal screen to obscure views of the gensets from Martin Avenue.

Fuel System. The gensets will use renewable diesel as the primary fuel when feasible
and ultra-low sulfur diesel as fuel (<15 parts per million sulfur by weight) when renewable
diesel is not readily available. Each of the 44 generators would have an approximately
5,400-gallon diesel fuel storage tank with high fuel level of approximately 5,100 gallons.
Approximately 4,700 gallons are required per generator for 24-hours of operation.

Cooling System. Each generator would be air cooled independently as part of its
integrated package and therefore there is no common cooling system for the MBGF.
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3.3.3 Onsite Substation and Switching Station

The proposed on-site substation would only be capable of delivering electricity to the
MDC from the proposed SVP on-site switching station. The proposed on-site switching
station would be along Martin Avenue and would be connected to an existing, adjacent
60 kV transmission line. The switching station would be configured as a loop with two
radial taps to the MDC substation. Reliability is maintained such that, if there is a fault
along any section of the loop, electric service is still supplied from the other end of the
60 kV loop. (DayZenLLC 2022a).

The new conductor that would interconnect the new substation to the bulk electric system
will be an ACCR Type, size 715 double bundle with a carrying capacity of 310 MVA. SVP’s
general practice is to use tubular steel transmission poles structures to loop in and out of
an SVP switching station. Tie in would occur by intercepting and routing the line through
the switching station. There may be up to three new on-site transmission poles to
accomplish the tie-in.

3.3.4 Water Supply and Water Use

For site grading and construction, the applicant estimates using 1.75 acre-feet of water
over the 24-month, project construction period. During operation, at full buildout, the
project is expected to use approximately 2.0-acre feet of water per year (AFY). In
addition, the project could be expected to use approximately 1.0 AFY for landscape
purposes and personal hygienic purposes.

The MDC could require water when outside air temperatures approach design limits to
augment its adiabatic cooling system. The MDC would be designed to use up to 0.8 AFY
of recycled water supply for cooling when it is available. For potable water, the project
site is within the jurisdiction and service territory of the city of Santa Clara Department
of Water and Sewer Utilities. Water is provided via the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and 26 groundwater wells operated
by the city’s Water and Sewer Utility (see additional discussion of both potable and
recycled water below).

3.3.5 Utility Connections

Other than the proposed electrical connections described above, the project would not
require new connections to utilities and service systems. The project would use the pre-
existing connections to the city’s stormwater, telecommunications, fiber, and waste
systems where possible.

Storm Drainage

The city of Santa Clara owns and maintains the municipal storm drainage system that
currently serves the developed site and would continue to serve the proposed project.
Existing stormwater runoff exits the site via an on-site catch basin or drains as sheet flow
towards the storm drainage system on Lafayette Street. The runoff eventually empties
into the Guadalupe River and ultimately into the San Francisco Bay. (DayZenLLC 2022a).
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Domestic (Potable) Water

Water services to the site are provided by the city of Santa Clara Department of Water
and Sewer Utilities. Approximately 70 percent of the city’s potable water is provided by
an extensive underground aquifer (accessed by the city’s wells). The remaining roughly
30 percent is provided by two wholesale water importers: the Santa Clara Valley Water
District (imported from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta) and the San Francisco Hetch
Hetchy Regional Water System (imported from the Sierra Nevada). The water system
consists of more than 335 miles of water mains, 27 active water wells, and seven storage
tanks with 28.8 million gallons of water storage capacity.

Recycled Water

Tertiary treated (or "recycled”) water comprises approximately 16 percent of the overall
water supplied by the city. Recycled water is supplied from South Bay Recycled Water
which provides advanced tertiary treated water from the San Jose-Santa Clara Regional
Wastewater Facility (RWF), formerly known as the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant. The city’s recycled water program delivers recycled water throughout the
city in addition to existing potable water supplies. Recycled water is used for landscaping,
parks, public services, and businesses. The project plans to use recycled water for
landscaping needs. An existing recycled water line is on the east side of the Union Pacific
Railroad tracks, approximately 100 feet east of the subject property. The project intends
to extend the recycled water line as a secondary source of water. A potable water
connection would be provided as a back-up source to the recycled water system in the
interim period. (DayZenLLC 2022a)

Fire Water

The project would use existing city infrastructure systems located along Martin Avenue,
including fire water service.

Wastewater (Sanitary Sewer)

Wastewater from the city of Santa Clara is treated at the RWF. Wastewater from the pre-
existing buildings on-site discharges to either a 12-inch or 15-inch sanitary sewer line,
and eventually to the RWF. Sanitary sewer lines that serve the project site are, and would
continue to be, maintained by the city of Santa Clara Water and Sewer Utilities.

The RWF is owned jointly by the two cities and operated by the city of San Jose’s
Department of Environmental Services. The facility is one of the largest advanced
wastewater treatment facilities in California and serves over 1,400,000 people in Santa
Clara and the surrounding region. The RWF provides primary, secondary, and tertiary
treatment of wastewater and has the capacity to treat 167 million gallons of wastewater
a day. Approximately 10 percent of the RWF’s effluent is recycled for non-potable uses
and the remainder flows into San Francisco Bay. The National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for RWF includes wastewater discharge requirements.
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3.3.6 Landscaping

Along with demolishing the existing structure and ancillary improvements, the project
would remove all 33 existing on-site trees and other miscellaneous vegetation that may
be presently associated with the existing commercial enterprise. Trees would be replaced
according to the city of Santa Clara landscape ordinance standards (a 2:1 replacement
with 24-inch box trees, or a 1:1 replacement with 36-inch trees). The project proposes
to mitigate for the loss of trees through a combination of 24-inch box size and 36-inch
box size replacements.

New landscaping consisting of trees, large and medium shrubs, and groundcovers would
be installed along the property boundaries, building perimeters, stormwater treatment
facilities, and landscape beds distributed throughout the parking facilities. Trees would
be planted five feet away from new or existing water mains or utility lines.

New landscape plantings would include drought tolerant native and non-native trees,
shrubs, and ground covers. The landscape design would meet state and city water
efficient landscape ordinance (WELO) requirements for water use. It is estimated that the
new planting would be approximately 40-45 percent under the landscape maximum water
use for the site as calculated with the WELO formulas. (DayZenLLC 2022a).

3.3.7 Stormwater Management

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has issued a
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP) to regulate stormwater discharges
from municipalities and local agencies. Under Provision C.3 of the MRP, new and
redevelopment projects that create or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious
surface area are required to implement site design, source control, and Low-Impact
Development (LID)-based stormwater treatment controls to treat post-construction
stormwater runoff.

3.3.8 Waste Management (Solid Waste)

The project would not create any waste material other than minor amounts of solid waste
created during construction and maintenance activities. Solid waste and recycling
collection in the city of Santa Clara is provided by Mission Trail Waste System through a
contract with the city. The city has an arrangement with the owners of Newby Island
Sanitary Landfill (NISL), located in San Jose to provide disposal capacity for the city of
Santa Clara through 2024. Recycling services are provided through Stevens Creek
Disposal and Recycling (DayzenLLC2022a).

3.3.9 Hazardous Materials Management

The project applicant would prepare a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan
(SPCC) to address the storage, use, and delivery of diesel fuel for the gensets. Regarding
storage, each genset and its integrated fuel tanks would be designed with double walls.
The interstitial space between the walls of each tank would be continuously monitored
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electronically for the existence of liquids. This monitoring system would be electronically
linked to an alarm system in the engineering office that alerts personnel if a leak is
detected. Additionally, the gensets would be housed within a self-sheltering enclosure
that prevents the intrusion of stormwater.

Regarding delivery, diesel fuel would be delivered on an as-needed basis in a
compartmentalized tanker truck with a maximum capacity of 8,500 gallons. The tanker
truck would park on the access road to the south of the generator yard and extend the
fuel fill hose through one of multiple hinged openings in the precast screen wall
surrounding the generator equipment yard. There would be no loading/unloading racks
or containment for re-fueling events; however, a spill catch basin would be located at
each fill port for the gensets. To prevent a release from entering the storm drain system,
drains would be blocked off by the truck driver and/or facility staff during fueling events.
Rubber pads or similar devices would be kept in the generation yard to allow for the quick
blockage of the storm sewer drains during fueling events. To further minimize the
potential for diesel fuel to come into contact with stormwater, to the extent feasible,
fueling operations would be scheduled at times when storm events are improbable.
Warning signs and/or wheel chocks would be used in the loading and/or unloading areas
to prevent vehicles from departing before the complete disconnection of flexible or fixed
transfer lines. An emergency pump shut-off would be used if a pump hose breaks while
fueling the tanks. Tanker truck loading and unloading procedures would be posted at the
loading and unloading areas.

Regarding usage, urea or diesel exhaust fluid would be used as part of the diesel engine
combustion process to meet the emissions requirements. Urea is stored in 2.55-gallon
drums within the generator enclosure. These drums can be filled in place from other
drums, totes, or bulk tanker truck at the tank top or swapped out for new using quick
connection fittings at the tank top.

3.3.10 Energy and Water Efficiency Measures

Due to the heat generated by the data center equipment, cooling is one of the main uses
of electricity in data center operations. To reduce GHG emissions and reduce the use of
energy related to building operations, the MDC proposes to implement the following
energy (and water) efficiency measures:

e LEED lighting fixtures and occupancy sensors

e Daylight penetration to offices

o Reflective roof surface

e Meet or exceed Title 24 requirements

e Electric vehicle (EV) parking

e Low flow plumbing fixtures

e Use a low GHG emission refrigerant in the project chillers
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e Landscaping would meet City of Santa Clara requirements for low water use

The data center industry uses a factor called the Power Utilization Efficiency Factor (PUE),
or in the case of Martin Properties, Power Usage Effectiveness, to estimate the efficiency
of its data centers. It is defined as the ratio of total facility energy draw, including the
facility’s mechanical and electrical loads to IT server electrical power draw (PUE = total
facility source energy [including the Critical IT source energy] critical IT source energy).
The PUE is calculated by dividing the total demand of the data center by the Critical IT
load. The theoretical peak PUE for the Worst Day Calculation would be 1.45 (Total 92.8
MW demand of Building on Worst Case Day divided by 64.0 MW Total Critical IT Load).
The annual PUE would be 1.26 (Total 80.7 MW demand of Building average conditions
divided by 64.0 MW Design Critical IT Load). These PUE estimates are based on design
assumptions and represent worst case (DayZen 2020a).

As described above, the expected PUE is much lower because the client leases are rarely
fully utilized. The actual PUE would be closer to 1.25. While the PUE is always greater
than 1, the closer it is to 1, the greater the portion of the power drawn by the facility that
goes to the critical IT server equipment. The PUE has been used as a guideline for
assessing and comparing energy and power efficiencies associated with data centers
since 2007. According to the Uptime Institute 2019 Annual Data Center Survey Results,
the current industry average PUE is 1.67. (DayZenLLC 2021e and DayZenLLC 2022a.)

3.4 Project Construction

Site preparation activities for the project would include the ground preparation and
grading of the entire site. The applicant estimates that up to 12,000 cubic yards of soil
will be imported to raise the site to acceptable elevation per Federal Emergency
Management Agency flood zone information (Zone AO). Grading of the site is not
expected to require the export of any soil or undocumented fill material. Construction
would include concrete slabs, fencing, installation of underground and above ground
conduit and electrical cabling to interconnect to the MDC building switchgear, and placing
and securing the gensets. The gensets themselves would be assembled offsite, delivered
to site by truck, and placed within the generation yard by crane. Construction of the
generation yard and placement of the gensets is expected to take six months and is
included in the overall Phase I construction schedule.

Project construction is anticipated to begin in 2024. Phase I, involving demolition,
grading, installation of utility services, including interim power and construction of the
on-site substation; and construction of the building shell and some tenant improvements,
is expected to last 14 months. Phase II construction would begin as soon as commercially
feasible and take approximately 11 months to complete for commercial operation of the
remaining interior rooms by the end of 2025.
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3.5 Workforce

The Phase I construction workforce will reach a peak number of approximately 190
workers and an average of approximately 100 per month. The Phase II construction
workforce is estimated to peak at approximately 100 workers per month, with an average
of approximately 60 per month. These estimates of construction workers include the
construction worker estimates of 10 to 15 for the MBGF, and one crane operator.

Daily operations personnel, including both tenants and project operations staff is
estimated to be 33-35 persons per typical workday. Operations staff typically includes
security guards, a janitor, and possibly visitors. (DayZenLLC 2022a)

3.6 References

DayZenLLC 2022a — DayZenLLC (DayZenLLC). (TN 247325). MBGF SPPE Application —
Part I — Main App and Appendix A, dated November 7, 2022. Available online
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DayZenLLC2021e — DayZenLLC (DayZenLLC). (TN 237423). VDC CA3BGF SPPE
Application Part II, dated April 12, 2021. Available online at:
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?dockethnumber=21-SPPE-01
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4.1 Aesthetics

This section describes the environmental setting and regulatory background and
discusses impacts pertaining to aesthetics associated with the construction and operation
of the project in the existing landscape.!

AESTHETICS Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Significant| Mitigation |Significant| No
section 210992, would the project: Impact |Incorporated] Impact |[Impact
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

vista? L] L] = L]
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including,

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and ] ] X ]

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

existing visual character or quality of public views

of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are

those that are experienced from publicly

accessible vantage point). If the project is in an L] L] 2 L]

urbanized area, would the project conflict with

applicable zoning and other regulations governing

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

which would adversely affect day or nighttime L] L] X L]

views in the area?

Environmental checklist established by CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.

4.1.1 Environmental Setting

The proposed project would be constructed on relatively flat land in a highly developed
urban area in the eastern portion of the city of Santa Clara, California. United States
Highway 101 (U.S. 101) is a little more than a 2-mile to the north, Norman Y. Mineta
San José International Airport a little more than a-mile to the east.

1 Landscape is defined as, “The outdoor environment, natural or built, which can be directly perceived by
a person visiting and using that environment. A scene is the subset of a landscape which is viewed from
one location (vantage point) looking in one direction.” (Hull and Revell 1989) “The term landscape clearly
focuses upon the visual properties or characteristics of the environment, these include natural and man-
made elements and physical and biological resources which could be identified visually; thus non-visual
biological functions, cultural/historical values, wildlife and endangered species, wilderness value,
opportunities for recreation activities and a large array of tastes, smells and feelings are not included.”
(Daniel and Vining 1983; Amir and Gidalizon 1990)

2 Public Resources Code section 21099 asks is the proposed project an “employment center project” on an
“infill site” within a “transit priority area” as defined in this section. Public Resources Code section
21099(d)(1) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment
center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on
the environment.”

AESTHETICS
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Land uses in the vicinity of the project site are primarily intensive commercial and heavy
industrial.

The project site is a little more than seven acres. It has four existing one-story buildings
(approximately 3,500 square feet [sqg. ft.], 27,200 sq. ft., 5,000 sq. ft., 41,300 sq. ft.)
and improvements, trees and landscaping that are to be removed from the site.

The project’s major publicly visible building and structures would include a four-story data
center (approximately 467,200 square feet) and improvements, 44 diesel-fired backup
generators (gensets), and a substation. Three new transmission poles are anticipated to
be on the project site. Refer to Section 3 Project Description for details regarding the
project.

Regulatory Background

Federal
No federal regulations related to aesthetics apply to the project.

State

California Scenic Highway Program. The California Scenic Highway Program was
established by the Legislature as Article 2.5 (commencing with section 260) of the Streets
and Highways Code. Its purpose is to protect and enhance the natural scenic beauty of
California highways and adjacent corridors, through special conservation treatment.

"

Section 263 of the Streets and Highways Code, the “State Scenic Highway System List
provides a list of highways that have been either officially designated or are eligible for
designation as a state scenic highway. Review of the list shows the project site is not
along a designated state scenic highway.

Local

City of Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan. The City of Santa Clara 2010-2035
General Plan (General Plan) identifies the General Plan designations, and land use goals
and policies of real property within the city of Santa Clara. The General Plan shows the
project site land use designation is Heavy Industrial.

“This classification allows primary manufacturing, refining and similar activities. It also
accommodates warehousing and distribution, as well as data centers. Supporting ancillary
office space, excluding medical facilities, or retail associated with the primary use, may
be up to a maximum of ten percent of the building area. No stand-alone retail uses are
allowed. Because uses in the designation may be noxious or include hazardous materials,
places of assembly, such as religious institutions and schools, and uses catering
predominately to sensitive receptors, such as children and the elderly, as well as
entertainment uses such as clubs, theaters and sports venues south of U.S. Highway 101,
are also prohibited. The maximum FAR is 0.45.” (Santa Clara 2010, Chapter 5, section
5.2.2)
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Santa Clara City Code. The City of Santa Clara zoning map shows the project site within
the Heavy Industrial (MH) zoning district.

“This district is intended to encourage sound heavy industrial development in the city by
providing and protecting an environment exclusively for such development, subject to
regulations necessary to ensure the purity of the air and the waters in the bay area, and
the protection of nearby uses of the land from hazards, noise, or other radiated
disturbances.” (Santa Clara 2023a, section 18.50.010)

CEC staff (staff) reviewed the following zoning requirements that have some relation to
aesthetics specific to governing scenic quality in accordance with Public Resources Code
section 21071 applicable to the project. Public Resources section 21071, zoning and other
regulations are discussed under subsection “4.1.2 Environmental Impacts.”

e The MH zoning maximum permitted building height is 70 feet. (Santa Clara 20223,
section 18.50.050)

e Open landscaped area. The following yards and areas shall be developed into and
permanently maintained as open landscaped areas containing ground cover, trees,
and shrubs. (Santa Clara 2023a, section 18.50.120)

(@) A minimum of ten feet of the required front and street side yards, exclusive of
City-permitted driveway cuts, shall be developed into and permanently maintained
as open landscaped areas subject to the approval of the Director of Planning and
Inspection.

(b) A minimum area equal to at least 10 percent of the required parking area to be
evenly distributed throughout the parking area and adjacent to buildings.

(c) An alternative proposal, equal to or exceeding the open landscaped area provisions
provided herein, may be used subject to approval by the Director of Community
Development in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 18.76 Santa Clara City
Code.

e Additional development standards. (Santa Clara 2023a, section 18.50.140)

(a) Outdoor storage areas shall be screened from the street by a minimum six-foot-
high solid fence located behind required frontage landscaping.

(c) Lighting. Lighting shall be directed away from residential areas and public streets.

(d) Trash Disposal. Each property shall provide adequate and accessible trash disposal
areas. Said disposal area shall be screened from public view by a masonry
enclosure, with solid wood gates, at least six feet in height.

(f) Outdoor Storage and Exposed Mechanical Equipment. Subject to the applicable
development standards, outdoor storage and exposed mechanical equipment shall
not exceed six feet in height within the first six feet immediately adjacent to the
front or street side yard setback line, or any interior side or rear lot line. Beyond
this point, storage may extend an additional one foot in height for each one foot
of setback but shall not exceed the maximum building height of ten (10) feet.
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Height of mechanical equipment and any accompanying screening shall be subject
to Director of Community Development approval.

4.1.2 Environmental Impacts

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines provide a clear-cut definition of what constitutes
a scenic vista. Lead agencies may look to local planning thresholds for guidance when
defining the visual impact standard for the purposes of CEQA.3 A general plan, specific
plan, zoning, or other planning document may provide guidance.

Construction and Operation

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the project would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

The General Plan does not identify a distinct scenic vista or a specific related policy.

The California Energy Commission has used the following definition of “scenic vista” in a
number of its decisions concerning thermal power plant projects: “a distant view of high
pictorial quality perceived through and along a corridor or opening.”# Staff reviewed aerial
and street view imagery (Google Earth, Google Maps), site photographs, and concluded
the project would be located on a relatively unenclosed plain, the Santa Clara Valley floor,
and not within a scenic vista as defined.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines provide a clear-cut definition of what constitutes
a scenic resource. A scenic resource as presented in the above question may be explained
as a widely recognized natural or man-made feature tangible in the landscape (e.g., a
scenic resource designated in an adopted federal, state, or local government document,
plan, or regulation, a landmark, or a cultural resource [historic values however differ from

3 Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal. App. 4th 477.

4 California Energy Commission Final Decision for GWF Tracy Combined Cycle Power Plant Project Docket
Number 08-AFC-7, Visual Resources, pg. 321; California Energy Commission Decision for Mariposa Energy
Project Docket Number 09-AFC-3, Visual Resources, pg. 5; California Energy Commission Decision for Blythe
Solar Power Project Docket Number 09-AFC-6, Visual Resources, pg. 514; California Energy Commission
Decision for Genesis Solar Energy Project Docket Number 09-AFC-8, Visual Resources, pg. 7-8; California
Energy Commission Decision for Pio Pico Energy Center Docket Number 11-AFC-01, Visual Resources, pg.
8.5-4.
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aesthetic or scenic values]). Staff evaluated if the project would substantially damage—
eliminate or obstruct—the public view> of a scenic resource.

Construction and Operation

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the project would not
substantially damage a scenic resource.

Review of the General Plan, and aerial and street view imagery concluded there is no
recognized scenic resource on the site or in the vicinity that would have a public view of
the project. A three-mile® distance zone surrounding the project was used in the
identification and evaluation of scenic resources. In this urban area there are existing
aboveground buildings, structures, earthworks, equipment, trees, and vegetation that
would block or limit the public view of the project.

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

Public Resources Code section 21071 defines an “urbanized area.”” The city of Santa
Clara is an incorporated city with a population greater than 100,000 which constitutes an
urbanized area. Information from the U.S. Census Bureau shows the city of Santa Clara-
population 127,151 (Census 2020). As a result, the project was reviewed for conformance
with zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.

Staff review of Public Resource Code section 21099 concluded the proposed project is
not an employment center project located within a transit priority area.
Construction and Operation

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the project would not
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.

5 A public view can be defined as the visible area from a location where the public has a legal and physical
right of access to real property (e.g., city sidewalk, public park, town square, state highway). CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist Form, I. Aesthetics, c. states “Public views are those that
are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point.”

6 "Based on the curve of the Earth: Standing on a flat surface with your eyes about 5 feet off the ground,
the farthest edge that you can see is about 3 miles away.” (Health Line 2019)

7 An “urbanized area” includes “(a) An incorporated city that meets either of the following criteria: (1) Has
a population of at least 100,000 persons. (2) Has a population of less than 100,000 persons if the population
of that city and not more than two contiguous incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000
persons.” (Public Resources Code section 21071)
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The project site is in the MH zoning district. “This district is intended to encourage sound
heavy industrial development in the city ...” (Santa Clara 2023a, section 18.50.020)

e The MH zoning has a maximum building height of 70 feet. (Santa Clara 2023a,
section 18.50.070)

The data center building would be approximately 87.5 feet in height to the top of parapet.
If the City approves the applicant’'s minor modification to the building height, the
proposed data center height of 87.5 feet would be permitted on the site. (DayZenLLC
2022a, p. 4-118) A mechanical equipment screen on the roof the data center building
would extend to a height of 102.25 feet.

In accordance with the city code “the height limitations ... do not apply to spires, belfries,
cupolas, antennas, water tanks, ventilators, chimneys, or other mechanical
appurtenances usually required to be placed above the roof level and not intended for
human occupancy or to be used for any commercial or advertising purposes.” (Santa
Clara 2022a, section 18.64.010)

A few purposes of a height limit include to preserve a scenic vista, protect the public
view of a scenic resource (e.g., architectural structure, a landmark, natural feature),
and to maintain the character of a site and surrounding area (e.g., residential or
commercial area). As previously discussed, review of aerial and street imagery shows
the project’s buildings and structures are not within a scenic vista, would not block the
public view of a scenic resource, and elevations submitted show the project’s building
and structure heights would be similar to the heights of buildings and structures on
adjacent properties and in the surrounding area.

e Open landscaped area shall be developed into and permanently maintained as open
landscaped areas containing ground cover, trees, and shrubs. (Santa Clara 2023a,
section 18.30.130)

New landscaping consisting of trees, large and medium shrubs, and groundcovers would
be installed along the property boundaries, building perimeters, stormwater treatment
facilities, and landscape beds distributed throughout the parking facilities. Trees would
be planted five feet away from new or existing water mains or utility lines. The new
landscape would include drought tolerant native and non-native trees, shrubs, and
ground covers. New planting would also be tolerant of recycled water. The landscape
design would meet State and City Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO)
requirements for water use. (DayZenLLC 2022a, p. 4-36).

e Lighting. Lighting shall be directed away from residential areas and public streets.
(Santa Clara 2022a, section 18.50.140)

“[O]utdoor lighting would be angled downward and would include light visors and light
hoods.” (DayZenLLC 2022a, p. 4-8) The closest residential area is approximately 1,500
feet to the southwest.
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e Trash Disposal. Each property shall provide adequate and accessible trash disposal
areas. The trash disposal is to be screened from public view by a masonry enclosure,
with solid wood gates, at least six (6) feet in height. (Santa Clara 2022a, section
18.50.140)

As shown on the project’s site plan (Figure C) and the full building exterior elevations
(Figure A3.0), a trash enclosure would be sited near the project site’s most northern
property line along the east side of a parking area (rear of the property) behind an 8-
foot-tall masonry wall. The trash enclosure would not be in the public view. (DayZenLLC
2022a, DayZenLLC 2022b)

e Outdoor Storage and Exposed Mechanical Equipment. Subject to the applicable
development standards, outdoor storage and exposed mechanical equipment shall not
exceed six (6) feet in height within the first six (6) feet immediately adjacent to the
front or street side yard setback line or any interior side or rear lot line. Beyond this
point, storage may extend to a maximum height of ten (10) feet. Height of mechanical
equipment and any accompanying screening shall be subject to Director of Community
Development approval. (Santa Clara 2023a, section 18.50.140)

The applicant’s architectural site plan (Figure A0.0) and site plan (Figure C2) show the
44 diesel-fired backup gensets would be in an enclosed generator yard on the east side
of the project site. The generator yard would not be within the first six feet immediately
adjacent to the front or street side yard setback line or any interior side or rear lot line.
(DayZenLLC 2022a, DayZenLLC 2022b)

Staff concludes that the project would be consistent with policies in the General Plan and
conform with zoning listed in the Regulatory Background subsection.

The project would have 44 Caterpillar diesel gensets to provide backup generation in case
of an interruption in electrical supply from Silicon Valley Power. Manufacturer and
performance data shows the generator exhaust stack flow temperature at 100 percent
load standby would be 897 degrees Fahrenheit for a Caterpillar Model 3516E. This
extremely high temperature (greater than 212 degrees Fahrenheit heating steam) would
eliminate the necessary saturated moisture (vapor) rising from the generator exhaust
stack that could condense in the atmosphere forming a publicly visible water vapor plume
(visible plume). The operation of the gensets would not result in visible plumes because
there is no water content in the generator’s exhaust stack flow (dry air mass flow).

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Light pollution is the “inappropriate or excessive use of artificial light....” (IDA 2021) Light
pollution “occurs when outdoor lighting is misdirected, misplaced, unshielded, excessive
or unnecessary. As a result, light spills unnecessarily upward and outward, causing glare,
light trespass, and a nighttime urban ‘sky glow’ overhead, indicating wasted energy and
obscuring the stars overhead.” (DSS 2017)
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The International Dark-Sky Association (IDA) is the authority on light pollution. IDA
recognizes to minimize the harmful effects of light pollution, lighting should: only be on
when needed; only light the area that needs it; be no brighter than necessary; minimize
blue light emissions; and be fully shielded.

Reflectance is the proportion of perpendicularly incident light reflected from the surface
or body of a material.? All surfaces reflect light. Materials and coatings that diffuse
illumination or collection, reflectance and scattering are of utmost importance. Material
with a non-shiny, textured or matt/powder finish are preferable to flossy or shiny finishes.
A few examples of materials and surfaces that should be avoided if possible: any material
with a reflectance greater than 35 percent; any shiny, highly reflective materials even for
small surfaces; large smooth surfaces; and large expanses of glass. “An ideal coating is
non-specular (to decrease geometrical effects) durable, high in reflectance and spectrally
flat over a wide wavelength range to give a flat spectral response in input or output.”
(Labsphere 2020)

Construction and Operation

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the project would not
create a new source of substantial light, glare, or reflectance adversely affecting day or
nighttime views in the area.

e Lighting shall be directed away from residential areas and public streets. (Santa Clara
2022a, section 18.50.140c¢)

The nearest residential area is approximately 1,500 feet south of the project site with no
adjacency.

The project includes outdoor lighting for driveways, entrances, walkways, parking areas,
and security purposes. LED lighting fixtures would be installed throughout the project
site. Outdoor lighting would be angled downward onsite and include light visors, light
hoods, and utilize lighting controls to reduce energy usage.

Exterior surfaces of the project would consist primarily of colored precast concrete panels,
glass curtain walls, pre-manufactured colored EIFS (Exterior Insulation and Finish
System) layers, and metal panels that would significantly reduce reflectance offsite.

The construction laydown and staging areas may have nighttime lighting for security
purposes. Outdoor construction-related lighting would be directed onsite and away from
surrounding properties.

8 Studies show exposure to blue light can cause eye strain, fatigue, headaches, and sleeplessness.
9 Electrical4U, “What is Reflectance?” October 11, 2020. Accessed on: December 19, 2022. Available online
at: https://www.electrical4u.com/-what-is-reflectance/
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4.1.3 Mitigation Measures
None required.
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4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

This section describes the environmental setting and regulatory background and
discusses impacts associated with the construction and operation of the project with
respect to agriculture and forestry resources.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and

Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Less Than

Assessment Project; and forest carbon Significant

measurement methodology provided in Forest Potentially with Less Than

Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources |Significant| Mitigation | Significant No
Board. Impact |Incorporated| Impact | Impact

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program [ [ [ 24
of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract? [ [ [ 2

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section [] [] [] X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(q))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? [ [ [ I

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

Environmental checklist established by CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.
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4.2.1 Environmental Setting

Historical information shows that the project site was in agricultural uses from at least
1939 through the mid-1950s (TRC 2021). The first industrial and manufacturing uses
were developed on the site between approximately 1950 and 1956. Similar uses were
developed in the surrounding area during the same period. Structures currently on the
site include industrial buildings and paved surface parking.

Regulatory Background

Federal
No federal regulations relating to agriculture and forestry resources apply to the project.

State

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The California Department of
Conservation (CDOC) established the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP)
in 1982 to assess the location, quantity, and quality of agricultural lands and conversion
of those lands to other uses. The FMMP identifies and maps agricultural lands as Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local
Importance, and Grazing Land. The project site does not include agricultural land.

The Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map shows that the project site and
surrounding area is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land (CDOC 2021). This is one of
two categories used for reporting changes in land use as required for the FMMP biennial
farmland conversion report (CDOC 2019). The Urban and Built-up Land category indicates
land “occupied by structures with a building density of at least one unit to 1.5 acres, or
approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel.”

Williamson Act. The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, or Williamson Act, is the
principal method for encouraging the preservation of agricultural lands in California (Gov.
Code, § 51200 et seq.). It enables local governments to enter in contracts with private
landowners who agree to maintain specified parcels of land in agricultural or related open
space use in exchange for tax benefits.

Local

City of Santa Clara General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The project site is in an
area of contiguous properties designated Heavy Industrial, as shown on the Land Use
Diagram in the Gity of Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan. This classification “allows
primary manufacturing, refining and similar activities. It also accommodates warehousing
and distribution, as well as data centers” (Santa Clara 2010). The project site is in the
MH, Heavy Industrial zoning district; permitted uses include “manufacturing, processing,
assembling, research, wholesale, or storage uses...” (Santa Clara 2022, § 18.50.030,
subd. (b)).
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4.2.2 Environmental Impacts

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

Construction and Operation

No Impact. The project site is within a large, intensively urbanized region of the county.
As shown on the Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map, the predominant
classification in the region is Urban and Built-up Land (CDOC 2021). There is no Farmland
located in the project area or the region surrounding the site. Therefore, the project
would not convert Farmland to a non-agricultural use. Project construction and operation
would cause no impact on Farmland.

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract?

Construction and Operation

No Impact. The project site is zoned MH, Heavy Industrial, which is a non-agricultural
zoning district. The Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map shows that the site and
surrounding urbanized region is classified as Urban and Built-up Land (CDOC 2021). No
properties with this classification are in agricultural uses, and none would be subject to
Williamson Act contracts. Therefore, project construction and operation would not conflict
with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no impact would
occur.

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

Construction and Operation

No Impact. The project site is in the MH, Heavy Industrial zoning district. Development
in the project area primarily includes industrial uses. No land in the area is zoned for
forest land, timberland, or timberland production. Therefore, project construction and
operation would cause no impact on such lands or uses.
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d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

Construction and Operation

No Impact. The project site does not contain forest land and is not in a region where
forest land is present. Therefore, project construction and operation would cause no loss
of forest land, and no impact would occur.

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

Construction and Operation

No Impact. Starting in the 1950s, the project site and other properties in the area have
been developed with manufacturing and other industrial uses. The proposed project
would be consistent with these and other similar uses in the project area. Construction
and operation activities would cause no changes in the existing environment that could
cause conversion of Farmland to a non-agricultural use or forest land to a non-forest use.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

4.2.3 Mitigation Measures
None required.

4.2.4 References

CDOC 2019 - California Department of Conservation. Division of Land Resource
Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Important Farmland
Categories. Accessed on: February 6, 2023. Available online at:
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/fmmp/Pages/Important-Farmland-
Categories.aspx

CDOC 2021 - California Department of Conservation. Division of Land Resource
Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Santa Clara County
Important Farmland 2018. Map published June 2021. Accessed on: February 6,
2023. Available online at:
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/fmmp/Pages/SantaClara.aspx

Santa Clara 2010 - City of Santa Clara. Community Development Department, Planning
Division. City of Santa Clara 2010-2035 General Plan. Chapter 5 Goals and
Policies. Section 5.2.2 Land Use Classifications and Diagram. Land Use Diagram
Phase III, revised April 23, 2021. Accessed on: February 6, 2023. Available
online at: https://www.santaclaraca.gov/our-city/departments-a-f/community-
development/planning-division/general-plan
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TRC 2021 — TRC Solutions, Inc. (TN 247328). Phase I Environmental Site Assessment,
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Martin Backup Generating Facility Small Power Plant Exemption Application.
Submitted to the CEC in November 2022 by Martin Avenue Properties LLC.
Section 4.1 Historic Use Information, and aerial photograph package. Available
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4.3 Air Quality

This section describes the environmental setting and regulatory background and
discusses impacts specific to air quality associated with the demolition/construction,
routine operation, and the potential for emergency operation of the Martin Data Center
(MDC) and the associated Martin Backup Generating Facility (MBGF), known together as
the “project”.

Under the proposed project, the emergency backup generators, or gensets, would use
renewable diesel as the primary fuel with ultra-low sulfur (conventional) diesel as the
secondary backup fuel if renewable diesel is unavailable, as required by mitigation
measure GHG-2 (DayZenLLC 2022a). However, the applicant estimated the emissions
and air quality impacts based on the emission factors of conventional diesel (DayZenLLC
2022b). According to the currently available data (CARB 2021), the air quality and public
health impacts using renewable diesel during project operations would likely be similar to
those that would occur with the use of conventional diesel. Therefore, for the proposed
project, staff expects that the impacts during project operations from the use of
renewable diesel would be similar to those estimated based on the use of conventional
diesel. Other emission-relevant facts arising out of this project are typical of those in
commercial construction in developed urban areas, and operation of data centers, as
described.

The analysis follows the recommended determinations as set forth in the environmental
checklist established by the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G:

AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established Less Than
by the applicable air quality management district or Significant
air pollution control district may be relied upon to | potentially with Less Than
make the following determinations. Significant| Mitigation |Significant| No
Would the project: Impact |Incorporated| Impact | Impact
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? [ [ X [

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an [] X [] []
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? [ 2 [ [

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial [] [] X []
number of people?

Environmental checklist established by CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.
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4.3.1 Summary

CEC staff's (staff) overall conclusion is that, with the implementation of mitigation
measure AQ-1 the project would not have a significant impact on air quality. To reach
this conclusion, this section assesses the impacts of two primary types of air emissions:
(1) criteria pollutants, which have health-based ambient air quality standards (AAQS);
and (2) toxic air contaminants (TACs), which are identified as potentially harmful even at
low levels and have no established safe levels or health-based AAQS.

These two primary types of emissions can potentially result from multiple phases of the
project, and through a variety of activities. To summarize the pertinent portions of the
project description, project demolition, grading, excavation, and construction would occur
across two phases. The first phase (Phase I) would include demolition of the four existing
buildings and infrastructure that cannot be reused; grading of the entire site; installation
of utility services including interim power and construction of the on-site utility substation;
and construction of the shell of the building and some of the interior rooms, as necessary
for tenants (DayZenLLC 2022a, pg. 2-17). The Phase II activities would primarily involve
fitting out the remainder of the interior rooms with no potential for notable emissions
(DayZenLLC 2023a; Response to Data Request 4). The existing four buildings at 651
Martin Avenue would be demolished to allow for construction of the new MDC building.
Demolition and construction activities are estimated to last approximately 14 months to
the initial occupancy of the building. Construction activities are estimated to last an
additional 11 months indoors to bring the building to full occupancy (DayZenLLC 20223,
pg. 2-17).

4.3.1.1 Significance Criteria

This air quality evaluation analyzes the degree to which the project would potentially
cause a significant impact according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
guidelines. Various standards and thresholds apply to various phases of the project. By
way of background, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the local
air district responsible for the attainment and maintenance of the federal and state AAQS
and associated program requirements at the project location. In April of 2023, BAAQMD
made new guidelines available (BAAQMD 2023b). To determine the significance of the
potential air quality emissions and impacts, this analysis applies the air quality project-
level thresholds of significance that were adopted by the BAAQMD's Board of Directors
on June 2, 2010, as recommended by the updated guidelines released by BAAQMD in
April 2023 (BAAQMD 2023b). This analysis includes qualitative determinations and the
quantification of whether project construction or operation would exceed numeric
emissions and health risk thresholds as set forth by BAAQMD and other applicable
significance thresholds.

As will be described in greater detail below, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines project-level
thresholds of significance ("BAAQMD significance thresholds”) for criteria pollutants and
precursor pollutants and the health risks of TACs that apply during construction and
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operation are shown in Table 4.3-1. If a project exceeds the identified significance
thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant
adverse air quality impacts to the Bay Area region’s existing air quality conditions. Staff
evaluates project emissions against the BAAQMD significance thresholds under
environmental checklist criterion “b.”

TABLE 4.3-1 BAAQMD THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Construction Operation
Pollutant Aver&?ge_ Daily Average Daily Emissions | Maximum Annual Emissions
Emissions (Ibs/day) (tpy)
(Ibs/day)
ROG 54 54 10
NOx 54 54 10
PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15
PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10
PM10/ Best
PM2.5
o Management None
(fugitive ;
Practices
dust)
Local CO None 9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour average)
Risk and Compliance with Qualified nglmunlty Risk Reduction Plan
Hazards for Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in one million
New Same as .
. Increased non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index
Sources and Operation (Chronic or Acute)
Receptors Threshold Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 pg/m? annual average
(Individual ) ) '
Project)
Risk and Compliance with Qualified Cgrgmunlty Risk Reduction Plan
Hazards for Cancer: > 100 in one million (from all local sources)
New Same as .
; Non-cancer: > 10.0 Hazard Index (from all local sources)
Sources and Operation (Chronic)
Receptors Threshold PM2.5: > 0.8 pg/m?3 annual average (from all local sources)
(Cumulative e )
Threshold)

Source: BAAQMD 2023b.
Note: The air quality project-level thresholds of significance were adopted by the Air District’s Board
of Directors on June 2, 2010.

Next, for fugitive dust emissions during construction periods, the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines do not have a significance threshold. Rather, BAAQMD recommends using a
current Best Management Practices (BMPs) approach, which has been a pragmatic and
effective approach to the control of fugitive dust emissions.

Also, the project's potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations are evaluated following environmental checklist criterion “c.” Staff
addresses both the ambient air quality impacts of criteria pollutants, which have health-
based standards, and the impacts of TACs, which are identified as potentially harmful
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even at low levels and have no established safe levels or health-based ambient air quality
standards.

To provide thorough assessment of all such impacts from the project, this section includes
ambient air quality impact modeling for the demolition/construction and operation
phases, which also includes readiness testing and maintenance of the proposed
renewable diesel-fueled gensets to estimate the air quality impacts caused by the
emissions. The State and federal AAQS, shown in Table 4.3-2, are health protective
values, so staff uses these health-based regulatory standards to help define what is
considered a substantial pollutant concentration for criteria pollutants.! Staff’s analysis
determines whether the project would be likely to exceed any AAQS or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. If necessary, the analysis
proposes mitigation to reduce or eliminate these pollutant exceedances or substantial
contributions.

For this analysis, staff also uses the U.S. EPA Significant Impact Levels (SILs) as well as
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines significance threshold to determine project impact
significance of particulate matter concentrations. Regulatory agencies have traditionally
applied SILs as a de minimis value, which represents the off-site concentration predicted
to result from a source’s emissions that does not warrant additional analysis or mitigation.
If a source’s modeled impacts at any off-site location do not exceed relevant SILs, the
source owner would typically not need to assess multi-source or cumulative air quality
modeling to Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality
Standard (CAAQS).

In the project area, data in Table 4.3-4 shows that the background levels of particulate
matter of 10 micrometers or less in diameter (PM10) and particulate matter of 2.5
micrometers and smaller in diameter (PM2.5) exceed the most-stringent standards in the
baseline conditions. Staff compares the project’s contribution to local criteria pollutant
concentrations to SILs to determine whether the project’s emissions would contribute
significantly to those exceedances.

To determine if the project could contribute substantially to the existing PM10
exceedances, this analysis relies on the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA) PM10 SILs established in federal regulations for non-attainment areas (40 CFR
51.165(b)(2)) for 24-hour impacts (5 pg/m3) and for annual impacts (1 pg/m3). The same
federal regulation (40 CFR 51.165(b)(2)) also established the U.S. EPA PM2.5 SILs
concentrations for 24-hour impacts (1.2 pg/m3) and for annual impacts (0.3 pg/m3).
BAAQMD does not have applicable alternative criteria.

1 This approach provides a complete analysis that describes the foreseeable effects of the project in relation
to all potential air quality related health impacts, including impacts of criteria pollutants to sensitive
receptors; and therefore, addresses the California Supreme Court December 2018 Sierra Club v. County
of Fresno opinion (https://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/archive/S219783A.PDF).
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The BAAQMD has a significance threshold for a project-level increase in annual PM2.5
concentrations which is also 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?3), as shown in Table
4.3-1. However, in April 2018, the U.S. EPA issued Guidance on Significant Impact Levels
for Ozone and Fine Particles in the Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permitting
Program (U.S. EPA 2018a), which recommends PM2.5 SILs levels for 24-hour impacts to
be 1.2 pg/m3(asin [40 CFR 51.165(b)(2)]) and for annual impacts to be 0.2 ug/m3 (lower
than 0.3 pg/m3). Note that the U.S. EPA SILs values are all based on the forms of the
applicable NAAQS. For example, the 24-hour PM2.5 SILs of 1.2 yg/m?3 is based on the
98t percentile 24-hour concentrations averaged over three years. The annual PM2.5 SILs
of 0.2 pg/m?3 is based on a three-year average of annual average concentrations.

For TACs, the standards used to measure the significance of an impact are based on the
levels of a TAC that cause harm to human health. There are two kinds of thresholds for
TACs: cancer risk and non-cancer risk. Cancer risk is expressed as excess cancer cases
per one million exposed individuals, typically over a lifetime of exposure. Acute and
chronic exposure to non-carcinogens is expressed as a hazard index (HI), which is the
ratio of expected exposure levels to acceptable reference exposure levels (REL) for each
of the TACs with acute and chronic health effects. The significance thresholds for TACs
and PM2.5 are listed in Table 4.3-1.

In addition to the TAC impacts created by project emissions, the analysis must also
evaluate whether the TAC emissions of a project would have a cumulative significant
impact, combined with past, present, and foreseeable future TAC sources (BAAQMD
2023b).

CEQA requires staff to consider: “whether the cumulative impact is significant and
whether the effects of the project are cumulatively considerable,”and CEQA allows that
"The mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone
shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects
are cumulatively considerable.” [CEQA Guidelines § 15064(h)(1) and (4).] The following
paragraphs show the two sets of thresholds used by staff in the assessment of: (1)
whether the effects of the project are cumulatively considerable; and (2) the significance
of the cumulative impact for public health.

The BAAQMD project-level threshold addresses the potential for an individual project to
significantly elevate existing risks or hazards. A project would have a cumulatively
considerable impact if it resulted in (BAAQMD 2023b):

e An excess lifetime cancer risk level of more than 10.0 in one million.
e A non-cancer chronic HI greater than 1.0.
e A non-cancer acute HI greater than 1.0.

e An incremental increase in the annual average PM2.5 concentration of greater than
0.3 pg/m3.
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The BAAQMD significance thresholds for cumulative impacts are also summarized below
for local community risks and hazards (BAAQMD 2023b). The cumulative threshold
addresses the potential that a project would have a cumulative significant impact if the
aggregate total of all past, present, and foreseeable future sources within a 1,000-foot
radius (or greater where appropriate) results in (BAAQMD 2023b, Chapter 5):

e An excess lifetime cancer risk level of more than 100 in one million.
e A non-cancer chronic HI greater than 10.0.
e An annual average PM2.5 concentration of greater than 0.8 pg/m3.

Finally, the CEQA environmental checklist criterion “a” (page 4.3-1) requires this air
quality analysis address the consistency of the project with BAAQMD’s Bay Area 2017
Clean Air Plan. Under that Plan, if a project would not exceed the BAAQMD significance
thresholds discussed above, then a project would also be consistent with and not have
any impact on BAAQMD's Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan. This plan provides a regional
strategy to protect public health and the climate, and it defines an integrated,
multipollutant control strategy to reduce emissions of particulate matter, TACs, ozone
and key ozone precursors, and greenhouse gases (GHG).

4.3.1.2 Criteria Pollutants (including Fugitive Dust)

Construction

To complete the analysis described in CEQA environmental checklist criterion “b,” staff
evaluates construction-phase emissions that are a result of construction equipment,
material movement, paving activities, and on-site and off-site vehicle trips, such as
material haul trucks, worker commutes, and delivery vehicles and determines whether
these emissions are cumulatively considerable.

As shown in Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-30, the project’s average daily criteria pollutant
emissions during construction would be lower than the relevant numeric BAAQMD
significance thresholds. There is no numerical threshold for fugitive dust generated during
construction. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommend the control of fugitive dust
through BMPs which will render impacts from fugitive dust emissions less than significant
(BAAQMD 2023b). Staff recommends mitigation measure AQ-1, which incorporates the
project applicant’'s proposed measures that would include BAAQMD’s recommended
construction BMPs and exhaust emissions controls. With the implementation of mitigation
measure AQ-1, the fugitive dust impacts from construction would be less than significant.

To evaluate whether the project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations under the CEQA environmental checklist criterion “c”, regarding the
localized impacts of construction criteria pollutant emissions, staff compares them to the
AAQS. Construction is considered short-term, and construction impacts would be further
reduced with the implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1, which includes BAAQMD’s
recommended construction BMPs and exhaust emissions mitigation measures.
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With the implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1, criteria pollutant and fugitive dust
emissions from project construction would not exceed any BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
significance threshold, cause a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant, conflict with or obstruct any applicable regional or local air quality plan, or
expose sensitive receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations. The air quality
impacts of construction would thus be less than significant.

Operation

Staff evaluates criteria pollutant emissions from operation and maintenance in two
sections: (A) “routine operation” emissions including, among other things, emissions from
readiness testing and maintenance of the 44 gensets; and (B) “emergency operation”
emissions from using the gensets to support the electricity demand of the project.

(A)Routine Operation

Under CEQA environmental checklist criterion “b,” staff concludes that cumulatively
considerable criteria pollutant emissions from the project’s routine operation would be
less than significant. Routine operation of the project would generate criteria pollutant
emissions from readiness testing and maintenance of the 44 gensets, off-site vehicle trips
for worker commutes and material deliveries, and facility upkeep, such as architectural
coatings, consumer product use, landscaping, water use, waste generation, natural gas
use for comfort heating, and electricity use.

As shown in Table 4.3-6, staff finds that the project’s total net annual and average daily
emissions would not exceed any of the BAAQMD significance thresholds.

The project would also emit ammonia from the urea used in the selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) system for the gensets. There is no BAAQMD threshold for ammonia,
which is not a criteria pollutant but instead a precursor to particulate matter. Because the
project’s primary emissions of particulate matter are well below the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines significance thresholds, secondary particulate matter impacts from the
project’s ammonia emissions of 0.29 tons per year (tpy) would be less than significant
and not require additional mitigation or offsets.

Under environmental checklist criterion “c,” staff also analyzes the localized impacts of
the project’s criteria pollutant emissions during readiness testing and maintenance of the
gensets. Staff finds that the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
criteria pollutant concentrations.

Staff concludes that criteria pollutant emissions from routine operation of the project
would not exceed any BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines significance threshold, cause a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant, or conflict with or obstruct
any applicable regional or local air quality plan. Additionally, the project would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial criteria pollutant concentrations. The air quality impacts
of routine operation would thus be less than significant.
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(B) Emergency Operation

The emergency use of the gensets could occur in the event of a power outage or other
disruption, upset, or instability that triggers a need for the project to use emergency
backup power. Such emergency operations would be infrequent and for unplanned
circumstances, which are beyond the control of the project owner. Emergency operations
and the impacts of air pollutants during emergencies are generally exempt from air district
offsetting and modeling requirements. Emissions from emergency operations are not
regular, expected, or easily quantifiable such that they cannot be modeled or predicted
with certainty.

(1) Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Emergency Operation

As discussed under CEQA environmental checklist criterion “b,” the BAAQMD 2019 policy,
Calculating Potential to Emit for Emergency Backup Power Generators, requires a facility’s
potential to emit (PTE) to be calculated based on emissions proportional to emergency
operation for 100 hours per year per genset, in addition to the permitted limits for
readiness testing and maintenance (BAAQMD 2019). However, after comparing the PTE
calculated to determine the account eligibility threshold, the applicant would only be
required to offset permitted emissions from readiness testing and maintenance and not
the emissions from emergency operation. BAAQMD requires the use of offsets to
counterbalance increases in regular and predictable emissions, not increases in emissions
occurring infrequently when emergency conditions arise.

Emissions during routine operation are conservatively estimated with the assumption of
35 hours of readiness testing and maintenance per year per engine. This level of routine
operation is likely conservatively high because other data center project applicants
previously have stated that routine testing and maintenance would rarely exceed 12 hours
per year.

(2) Criteria Pollutant Impacts from Emergency Operation

As discussed in detail under the subsection, “Emergency Operations Impacts for Criteria
Pollutants” under CEQA environmental checklist criterion “c,” the air quality impacts of
genset operation during emergencies are not quantified below because the impacts of
emergency operations are typically not evaluated during facility permitting and local air
districts do not normally conduct an air quality impact assessment of such impacts. Staff
assessed the likelihood of emergency events but finds that assessing the air quality
impacts of emergency operations would require a host of unvalidated, unverifiable, and
speculative assumptions about when and under what circumstances such a hypothetical
emergency would occur. Such a speculative analysis is not required under CEQA (CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15064(d)(3) and 15145), and, most importantly, would not provide
meaningful information by which to determine project impacts. If emergency operation
becomes a more frequent occurrence and more data is gathered regarding when and
how these facilities operate during emergency situations, this conclusion might change.
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The use of diesel engines for “non-testing/non-maintenance” purposes may onl