PLN201400045

Parc 55
City of Fremont Initial Study
1. Project title : Parc 55PLN2014-00045
2. Lead Agency name and address (including-mail address/fax no. as appropriate):
City of Fremont Community DevelopmeriDepartment
39550 Liberty Street,*1Floor
Fremont, CA 94538
3. Lead Agency contact person
Stephen Kowalski, Associate Planner
Phone: (510) 494532
E-mail: skowalski@fremont.gov
4. Project location: 4700347320 Mission Falls Court and 47323339 Warm Springs Boulevard
Fremon, CA 94539 (APNs: 519-1691-004-00, 5191691-005-00, 5191691-006-00, 5191691007-00
and 5191691-00800) (refer to Project Vicinity Map)
5. ProjectSponsor 6s name and address:
East Warren Park LLGJohn S. Wong, Presidgnt
40480 Encyclopedia Circle
Fremont,CA 94538
Phone: 51854-0888
E-mail: John@missionpeakco.com
6. Current General Plan Land Use [@signation: Tech Industrial
Proposed General Plan Land Use Designatiomedium DensityResidentia(14.6-29.9dwelling units
pernetacre), Urban Residential (3@0 units per net acreand Public Facility
7. Current Zoning: I-R Restricted Industrial
Proposed Zoning:Preliminary Ranned District 201445
8. Description of Project:

The applicants requeshg approvalof a Development Agreement,@eneral Plan Amendment to change
the land use designation for a 2&é&e siteconsisting of five separate parcélem Tech Industrial to
Urban Residential30-70 units per net acréedium Density Residentiall4.629.9 units pe net acre,
and Public Facility, and a Rezoning of the samefive parcelsfrom |-R Restricted Industriato a
Preliminary Planned District (P01445) to allow development oén agerestricted master planned
communityfor seniors which wouldontainup to 497 residentialunits and an approximately 15,000
squarefoot senior community centawith approximately 66 parking spactsat would be open to the
public. Of the 23.5total acres, approximatel§.75 acres would be rdesignated as Urban Residential,
15.25acreswould bere-designatedhs Medium Density Residentiabnd approximately %.acres would

be designated Publi€acility. The proposed community would feature five villages, each contaiaing
different type of housingroduct includingstacked and gdenstyle apartmentthat would beoffered as
rental units, andondominiumstownhomes and singfamily cottageghat would beoffered for sale at
market rate

The proposeddevelopment Agreementould establish certain development rightscluding apgicable

fees, policies and zoning requirements. The Development Agreement would grant the applicant vested
rights to develop the property in accordance with the project approvals and exempt the project from
changes in zoning, fees or other local regulat@guirements for the duration of the Development
Agreement.lt would also provide for certain public benefitacluding the construction o& senior
community centeppen to the publica new traffic signal and nepublic sidewalks along the projdcts

Templatel (/12 Pagel of 49


mailto:skowalski@fremont.gov
mailto:John@missionpeakco.com

PLN201400045
Parc 55

frontages on Mission Falls Court, Mission Falls Lane and Warm Springs Boulevard, as well as along the
frontages of adjacent properties along Warm Springs Boulevard that are not currently improved with
public sidewalks

As required fora Preliminary PlanneBistrict, plans for the project have been provided at a conceptual
level. More detailed plans would be requirsdbsequentlf or e ac h o fvilagebwhenghe oj e ¢ |
applicant and/or subsequent developehsve finalized their plans.In addition to the mposed
Development AgreementGeneral Plan Amendment and Preliminary Planned District Rezoriag, t
projed would requireapproval offuture Tentative Tract Mafs), Private Street entitlemgs) andPrecise

Planned DistricRezoningfor eachof the fivevillages.

While the project plans are still conceptual at this time, the anticipated housing unit mix is as follows:

f Ninety stacked apartments containing @rel two bedroomeach,of which 89 would be offered
for rent toextremelylow income andrery low income senior households earningpgdcentand
50 percentof the areamedianincome, respectively. Severiyur of the units would contain one
bedroom and 15 would contain two bedroo@ee twabedroom unit would be reserved for an
on-site property manager

f One hundred sixty ningardenstyle apartments containirame to threddedrooms and ranging in
size from 5001,200 square fegEachwould be offered for rent at market rate.

f  Ninetytownhomes containingyvo to fourbedrooms and ranging in size from 1,265@50 square
feet each would be offered for ownership at market rate.

I Eighty detached singlamily cottages containinghree to fourbedrooms and ranging in size
from 1,7002,200 square feegEachwould be offered for ownership at market rate.

f Sixty eight condominiums containingvo to threebedrooms and ranging in size from 80300
square feettachwould be offered for ownership at market rate.

9. Existing Setting andSurrounding Land Uses:

The project site consists fif’fe contiguousparcels totaling23.5 acreslocatedat 4700347320 Mission
Falls Court and 473287339 Warm Springs Bouleviifsee table below)The parcel at 2008 Mission
Falls Court contains an existing 62,45quarefoot light industrialbuilding that wasonstructed in 1984.
The parcelat 47201 Mission Falls Court is currently vacant except for a gronmthted solar tracker
facility. The parcel at 472847317 Mission Falls Court contains a 108 20@8arefoot light industrial
building built in 1984, while the parcel located at 4732839 Mission Falls Court contains two separate
light industrialbuildings totaling a combined8,962square feet, both of which were constructed in 1985.
The fifth and final parcel located at 47242214 Mission Falls Court contains an existing 42;ddéae-

foot light industrial building built in 1985All of these existing buildings would be demolished to
accommaodate the proposed residential community.

" Total Floor Area of Existing
Parcel Addresges) Assessor 6s P Buildings
47003 Mission Fall€t. 5191691-008-00 62,477 square feet
47201 Mission Falls Ct. 5191691-007-00 vacant
4728947317 Mission Falls Ct. 5191691-006-00 108,208 square feet
4732047339 Mission Falls Ct. 5191691-005-00 78,962square feet
4721247214 Mission Falls Ct. 5191691-004-00 42,416 square feet
Total Square Footage: 292,063 square feet

The site is bounded byarren Avenueandcommercial andight industral uses eross the stredb the
north, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)/Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) abdion Pacific
railroad tracksto the west with industrial useson the opposite side dhose tracks light industial,
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educationabndinstitutional usesto thesouth andsinglefamily residentialusesas well as a fire station
and Warm Springs ElemenyaschoolacrossVarm Springs Bol@vardto theeas.

Warren Avenue and Warm Springs Boulevard are loddissified as arterial streetsn the Mobility

Element of theGeneral Planwith Warren Avenueclassified as a Minor Arterial witkhreevehicular

lanes and a bicycle lan# eachdirectionfronting the project siteand Warm Springs Boulevaniassified

as a Primary Arterighaving two vehicular lanes and a bicycle lane in each direcsowell asa center

left-turn lane Mission Falls Court and Missidralls Lane are botblassified as.ocal strees, andcontain
oneextrawide lane(designed for heavy truck traffi) each direction. The intersection Mfssion Falls

Court and Warren Avenue controlled byaonewa y i St ocopfigurason with thraugh traffic in

both directions along Warren Avenue and the stop sign locatddission Falls CourtThe intersection

of Mission Falls Lane/Hackamore Lane and Warm Springs Boulevard is controlled bynagtwo fi St o p 0
sign configuration, with through traffio both directions along Warm Springs Boulevard and stop signs

on Mission Falls Lane and Hackamore Lafid&e intersection of Mission Falls Lane and Mission Falls
Court is controlled by a fAStanpiésiosRaltshan&e onf i gur at. i

10. Congestion Management Program Land Use Analysis:The project analysismustbe submitted to the
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency for reifiées to any of the following:

YES I NO
. | YES NO
. | YES NO

11. Other Public Agencies Requiring Approval: Alameda County Flood Control District (ACFCD),
Alameda County Water District (ACWD), atthion Sanitary Distric(USD)

This project includes a request for a General Plan Amend If yes, senc
appropriate forms to Alameda County Congestion Management Agenc
A Notice of Preparation is being prepared for this project.

An Environmental Impact Report is being prepared.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The following list indicates the environmental factors that would be potengitidgted by this project. Those

factors that are indicated as a "Potentially Signif
those factors that are indicated as a fAPoetde mitM al |y
Aesthetics Agriculture & Forest Resource Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology / Soils

Hazards & Hazardous
Material

Hydrology / Water Quality

Land Use / Planning

Greenhouse Gas Emissiol Mineral Resurces Noise

Population / Housing Public Services Recreation

Transportation / Traffic Utilities / Service Systems M.""”F’?“OW Findings of
Significance

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSE S:None

DETERMINATION BY THE CITY OF FREMONT:

On thebasis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEG

DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on\hergnent, there will not be
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by tk

proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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Project Vicinity Map
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l. AESTHETICS - Would the project:

Pptenf(ially
Pptenf(ially Sla_gllg(;zm Less Than .
ISSUES: Sipae | incorporated | gt | mpact | "Sourees
a. | Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X 1,8, 11
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
b | limited to, trees, rock outcroppingsand historic buildings X 1,8, 11
within a state scenic highway?
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or qu
C. : . . X 11,8,11
of the site and its surroundings?
Create a new source of substantial light or glare which w
d. S : : X 1,8,11
advesely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Environmental Setting

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a443203Mission

Falls Court and 473287339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of thecptr is currently vacant, while the

other four parcels are developed withe and twaostory light industrial buildings totaling a combined
292,063 square feet, as well as paved parking and circulation areas. All of the existing buildings were
constructedn the mid1980s

Regqulatory Framework

Local regulations that pertain to the proposed project related to aesthetics include:
I City of Fremont General Plan Community Chara&iement
f City of Fremont Municipal Code, Title 18, Planning and Zoning

DiscussiofConclusion/Mitigation

a-b)  Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Would the project
substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenitighway?

The General Plan does not identify any scenic resources in the vicinity of the project site and
there are no scenichighwaysin the area.There area total of 32 existing treeson and
immediately adjacent tthe projectsite, the majority of with would be removeds part of the
project but none of thérees are considered to be scenic resources or of historical significance,
and the applicantvould be required to replaceachtree being removeth accordance with the

1:1 replacement requirentea f t he Ci tyds Tr e dothe satsfaetionwhthei o n
City Landscape ArchitecAs such impactsfrom the construction of the projech a scenic vista

or scenic resourcesould be less than significaahd no mitigation is required

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpact
Mitigation: None Required

c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

Most of the project site is currentlgeveloped with oneor two-story industial buildings with
associated parking facilities asde landscapingOne of the parcels is currently vacant exdept

a groundmounted solar tracker facility-.he area surrounding the project site is developed with a
mix of one and twaestory light industrial,commercial educationabndinstitutional uses, as well
as singlefamily homeslocatedacross Warm Springs Boulevatd the east As designedthe
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proposeddevelopmentvould feature buildings ranging in height from one to three sdpvigth

the tallest buildings (threstory townhomes and apartments) located along Mission Falls Court
away from the singkbamily properties located across Warm Springs Boulevasdsuch, the
project would notbe out of character with the existing deyefent in the area a@ignificantly
degrade the visual character of the site or its surroundimgsipact the privacy of neighboring

residentiaproperties No impacts would resuétnd no mitigation is required.

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely

affect day or nighttime views in the area?

The project site is currentldeveloped withlight industrial buildings and associated parking
facilities, and is surrounded kguhurban developmendn three sides (as well as a railroad on the
fourth side) Although theproposedproject would result in new sources of lighty adding
residential units to areas of the site that do not currently contain ddings or exterior lighting

it would besimilar in nature and intensitio the existing conditions thevicinity. T h e

Cityo:

Zoning Ordinance requires that all exterior light sounsthin new development projectse
designed so as not to create digant glare on adjacent properties through the use of concealed
source and/or downcast light fixtures. Compliance with the exterior lighting requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance would ensure that the proyeatild not creat@new source of substantiaghit

and glareand impacts would be less than signific##.such, o mitigation is required

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpact
Mitigation: None Required

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to agricultural
repurces are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on udtgiie 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

| and,

statebs inventory of forest

Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology

adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Wouddpioject:

ncl

udi

ng the

provided in the Forest Protocols

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
ISSUES: Smpact | ncomoraed | impact | Noimpact | ' Sowses.
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmlan
Statewide Importance (Farmlandds shown on the may
. . 1! 8!
a. | prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitq X
N 20
Program of the California Resources Agency, to -
agricultural use?
b Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or X 1,8,
" | Williamson Act contract? 20
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, for
c. | land (as defined in Public Resources CABRC) Sectior X N/A
12220(q)) or timberland (as defined in PR€tion 4526)7?
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Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of$vtand to
d. X N/A
nonforest use?

Involve other changes in the existing environment which,
to their location or nature, could result in conversion
Farmland, to nomagricultural user conversion of forest lan
to nonforest us@

X N/A

Environmental Setting

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a#443203Viission

Falls Court and 473287339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the parcels is currently vacant, while the
other four parcels are devekapb with light industrial buildings totaling a combined 292,063 square feet,
as well as paved parking and circulation areas. All of the existing buildings were constructed inthe mid
1980s Prior to the mid1980s, the subject parcels were used for agri@llfpurposes dating back as far

as the 1930s (and possibly earlier), but agricultural activities ceased in the 1980s when all of the lots
except the vacant parcel at 47201 Mission Falls Caverte developed with light industrial buildings

Regulatory Famework
State anddcal regulations that pertain to the proposed project related to agriculture and forest resources
include:
f City of Fremont General Plan ConservatiElement
f California Department of Conservatiodlameda County FarmlandlapAccess via RL:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2010/alal0.pdf

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a) Would the proposed 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?

According to the California Depart mandMamf Co
the site is not Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance.
Therefore, no impadb such landsvould resultfrom the project

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

b-e) Would the proposed project cofflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? Would the proposed project conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)) or
timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code section 4526)? Would the proposed
project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to neforest use? Would
the proposed project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location o nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to noragricultural use or
conversion of forest land to norforest use?

The project sitavas historicallyused for agricultural purposesior to themid-1980s however jt
has not been used for sualrposesfor at least30 years From themid-1980s througtthe present
time, all of the subject parcels haveeenusedfor light industial purposes except the parcel at
47201 Mission Falls Court, which has been occupied by a solar tracker facility.
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Asshownea t he Cal i fornia Department of Conservat
the siteisclassifiedagsiur ban -amd| & o d indre there mare hoeagriculturaizoned

lands or existing Williamson Act contractstime project area. In additiorthe project would not

result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land tdonest useTherefore, no
agricultural resource or forest resource impacts would resulttiiehevelopment of the project

and no mitigation is required

Patential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

M. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than

ISSUES: Simpset | ionorama | moset | Nompact | Sources.
Conflict with or obstruct implementation @y applicable 1,21,
a. | = : X
air quality plan? 22, H
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantiall 1,21,
b. . : ) L X
an existing or projected air quality violation? 22, H

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutant for which the project reg is non

c. | attainment under an applicable federal or state ambier X ;221H
quality standard (including releasing emissions which ex ’
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d Expose sensitive receptors to substantial polly X 61’2

" | corcentrations? 2’2’ H

e Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial numbe X 136

people?

Environmental Setting

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a443203Mission

Falls Court and 473237339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the parcels is currently vacant, while the
other four parcels are developed with light industrial buildings totaling a combined 292,063 square feet,
as well as paved parking and circulation areasofthe existing buildings were constructed in the-mid
1980s All of the parcels are accessed via individual driveways @mtatff either Mission Fals Court,
Mission Falls Lane, or Warm Spring®ulevard

Regulatory Framework
Federal, state and local régtions that pertain to the proposed project related to air quality include:

f City of Fremont General Plan ConservatiBlement(Air Quality)

f Clean Air Plan: The City of Fremont uses the guidance established by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management Distric(BAAQMD) to assess air quality impacts associated with project construction
and operation based on criteria pollutants contained in the adGfgad Air Plan The Clean Air
Plan focuses on improvement of air quality throughout the basin. A network of BABQ
monitoring stations continually measures the ambient concentrations of these polluteepefong
purposes. The closestich monitoring station icatedat 935 Piedmont Road in San Jos¥&one
precursors and particulate matter are the primarpdliutants of concern for development projects.
These include reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrous oxides (NOx), and particulate maggem@PM
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PM,s). Thresholds are whether a project would exceed the emissions of 10 tons per ygaouwnds4
per dayfor ozone precursors

I Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a)

b)

Templatel(/12

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of any applicable air quality
plan?

In formulating itscompliance strategies, BAAQMD relies on planned land uses established by
local general plans. When a project is proposed in a jurisdiction with a general plan that has been
deemed compl i an tCleaniAlr Rlan&8nA k& rbjéctsconforms to the geal

plan, then it would also be considered consistent withCllean Air Plan In the case of the
proposedproject a General Plan Amendmentould be requed to change the land use
designation 0f23.5 acrs from Tech Industrial to Urban Residentia0-70 units per net acre,
Medium Density Residential4.629.9 units per net acre, and Public Facil®f the 2.5 total

acres, approximately.8 acres would be réesignated Urban Residential, 14.3 acres would-be re
designated Medium Density Residentiahd the remaining one acre would bedesignated

Public Facility

A Transportation Impact Analysis was conducted for the project by Fehr & Peers in May 2015.
At the time this analysis was conducted, the applicant was considering the development of up to
560 total units. However, he has since elected to reduce the total number of units to 497, or 63
less than the number that was analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analyssdevelopment of 560

new agerestricted residential units for seniors 55 years and oWdetd be expected to generate

112 AM peak hour trips, 140 PM peak hour trips, and 1,926 total daily trips (refetemzeUse

Code #252, Senior Adult Housing, from ITE Trip Generation Manu‘&IEGition), while a
15,000squarefoot senior community ceet would generate 31 AM peak hour trips, 41 PM peak
hour trips, and 507 total daily trips (reference: Land Use Code #495, Recre&amaiunity
Center, from ITE Trip Generation Manual Edition). Thus, the combination of these two uses
would be expecteto generate 143 total AM peak hour trips, 181 total PM peak hour trips, and
2,433 total daily tripsIf built out under thecurrent Tech IndustrialGeneral Planland use
designatiorand fully occupied, the project site could have a total of 372,000eretr of light
industrialoffice floor area. Such an amount of floor area would be expected to generate 580 AM
peak hour trips, 554 PM peak hour trips, and 4,103 total daily trips (reference: Land Use Code
#710, General Office Building, from ITE Trip Geation Manual, 3] Edition). Therefore, the

trips generated by the project based on the proposed change in land uses would result in a net
change of 437 (or 75 percent) fewer AM peak hour trips, 373 (or 67 percent) fewer PM peak hour
trips, and 1,670 (orMpercent) fewer total daily tripBecausehe projectwould generatdewer
vehicletrips, the primary source of operational air pollutatitign the existin@llowedland use,

the associated emissions would be less than those assumed im#ral ®an.Therefore,the
proposed projectvould not conflict with theClean Air Planand impacts would be less than
significant

Potential Impact: Less than Significant Impact
Mitigation: None Required

Would the project violate any air quality standard or cortribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

To evaluate potential air quality impacts,Ain Quality & Greenhouse Gas Technical Report was
prepared for the project by Ramboll Environ US Corporation in August.20h repor
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analyzed ambient air qualitpassociated with construction and operation of the project in
accordance witlBAAQMD guidelines and methodologies.

Construction
For constructiofrelated emissionsfrom development project®f this nature BAAQMDOG s
screeningcriteriaare as follows:

f  Average daily ROG, PMsand NOx emissions greater than 54 Ibs/day
f  Average daily PN, emissions greater than 82 |bs/day

According to the report, the proposed project of 560 dwelling units and a i&g0@6foot
senior communitgenter would be expected to generate the following emissions volumes:

I Average daily ROG emissions of 17 Ibs/day, RMf 1.3 Ibs/day and NQOof 29 Ibs/day
I Average daily PN, emissions at 1.4 Ibs/day

As this datashows, the estimated constructi@iatel emissions would be ssiantially below

B A A Q MDsiireening criteriaand, as suchwould not generate significant amounts of air
pollutants that would temporarily increase local pollutant lev&lhough emissions would not
exceed established thresholdBBAAQMD requires implementation of Basic Construction
Mitigation Measures Implementation of Mitigation Measu®R-1, below,would ensure that
impactsassociated witlsonstructiorof the proposed projegtould be less than significant.

Operatiors
Accordng to the report,te screening criteria established by BAAQMD for operational emissions
from development projects such@eposedare as follows:

Average daily ROG, PMsand NOx emissions greater thanggunds per dayt{s/day
Average daily PM, emissions greater than 82 Ibs/day

Maximum annual ROG, Pptand NOx emissions greater than 10 tpas\ear(tpy)
Maximum annual PN} emissions greater than fiy

= —. —a _a

According to the report, the proposed project of 560 dwelling units and a i&j0ae6foot
senior community center would be expected to generate the following emissions volumes:

Average daily ROG emissions of 36 Ibs/day, R 4.8 Ibs/day and N{Of 26 Ibs/day
Average daily PM, emissions at 13 Ibs/day

Maximum annual ROG emissions at 6.6 B, s at 0.87 tpy, and NOx at 4.8 tpy
Maximum annual PN} emissions at 2.3 tpy

= —a —a _a

As this data shows, the estimated operational emissions of the project would be substantially less
than the screening criteria and, therefore, would not result in significagterm air quality
impacts.

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpactwith Mitigation Incorporated

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Prior to issuance of a grading and/or building permit, whichever
occurs first, the following best management practice§ brancluded in a dust control plan to

limit particulate matter (fugitive dust emissions) and noted on construction plans with the contact
information for a designated crewmember who will oversesienimplementation of the plan:
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1. All exposed surfaceg.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved
access roads) shall be watered twice per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose materiaitéfshall be covered.

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

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

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

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

7. All construction equipmenshall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturerés specifications. Al l equi pme
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

8. A publicly visible sign with the telephoneumber and person to contact at the City of
Fremont regarding dust complaints shall be posfdids person shall respond and take
corrective action within 48 hours. The Air
ensure compliance with applicalsbgulations.

c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions/hich exceedquantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

According to BAAQMD, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single project

is sufficient in size to independently create regional nonattainment of ambient air quality
standard. Rather a project 6és individual emi ssions <co
adverse air quality impacts. Therefore, if daily average or annual emissions of construction
operationakelated criteria air pollutants exceed any applicaliieeshold established by
BAAQMD, the project would result in a cumulatively significamipact® As identified in ILb.,

above, the proposed projegould not exceed daily or annual emissions thresholds established by
BAAQMD. Therefore, the project wouldohresult in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
regional airguality impacts, and the cumtilke impact would be less than significant.

Potential Impact: Less than Significant Impact
Mitigation: None Required

d) Would the project expose sendite receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Technical Report prepared foprgosedproject by

Ramboll Environincluded a Health Risk AssessmdhtRA) to evaluate the estimated excess
lifetime cancer risk, oncancer and acute hazard indices (Hlahd PMjs concentrations
associated with construction and operation of the project on begiteoand offsite receptors.

The cumulative analysis estimdteoncentrations that are attributable to-sife mobile ad
stationary sources within the fAzone of influ
the project on offite receptors. The HRA also evaluates the cancer rigk, did PMs
concentrations from offite and stationary sources on proposeekite residentsSensitive

! BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2010
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V.

receptors include children, adults and seniors occupying or residing in residential dwellings,
schools, daycare centers, parks, hospitals, and senior care facilities.

As documented in the HRA, the significance threshold estadali by BAAQMD for health risks
and hazards are:

1 An excess lifetime cancer risk of more than 10 in one million

A noncancer (chronic or acute) HI greater than 1.0

f  An incremental increase in the annual average PM2.5 of greater than 0.3 micrograms per
cubicmeter.

The analysis in the HRA concluded that during construction the project would have potentially
significant health impacts. However, implementation of Mitigation MeaRlR-2, below,
restricting idling of all diesel powered construction equipmena tmaximum oftwo minutes
would achieve BAAQMD thresholds and reduce the impact to less than significant.

Potential Impact: Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Mitigation Measure AIR -2: Plans submitted for grading and building pemsihallstipulate that
the maximum idling time of all diesplowered construction equipment of two minutes. The
applicant shall include this restriction in all construction contracts for the project.

Would the project create objectionable odors affcting a substantial number of people?

The proposed project would generate localized emissions of diesel exhaust during grading and
construction activities due to equipment and truck operations. These emissions may be noticeable
from time to time by neagbreceptors. However, they would loé a temporarydurationand

would not affect a substantial number of people. In addition, there are no existing uses in the
project vicinity that produce objectionable odors nor are any uses proposed that would produce
objectionable odors. Therefore, impacts would be less than signifecahtno mitigation is
required

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificant Impact
Mitigation: None Required

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

| S S U E S . Significant Mitigation Significant Information

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than

Impad Incorporated Impact No Impact Sources

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or thrg
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candi
sensitive or special status species in local or regional pl X 1,8
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of |
andWildlif e orU.S. FishandWildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habit
other sensive natural community identified in local ¢
regional plans, policies, regulatigner by the Californig X 1,8
Department of Fish anwildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Templatel(/12
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Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protg
wetlands aglefined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
C. | (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coas X 1,8
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrologic
interruption, or other means?

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

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protect
e. | biological resources, such as a tree preservation polic X
ordinance?

1,3,

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

Environmental Setting

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a443203Mission

Falls Court and 473237339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the parcels is currently vacant, while the
other four parcelsre developed with light industrial buildings totaling a combined 292,063 square feet,
as well as paved parking and circulation areas. All of the existing buildings were constructed in the mid
1980s Thereare a total of 38 existingtrees on the projectite or immediately adjacent to it within the
Mission Falls Court, Mission Falls Lane and Warm Springs Boulevard publicaigisys the majority

of which would be removed to accommodate the project and replaced in accordance with the
requirementsofth€i t yés Tree Preservation Ordinance

Regulatory Framework
Federal, state, and local regulations that pertain to the proposed project related biological resources
include:
f City of Fremont General Plan, Conservatiélement
City of FremonfTree Preservatio®rdinance
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Code
U.S. Fish and WildlifeServicelaws and requirements

= —a —a _—_a

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a-c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly rothrough habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? Waild the project have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

The majority of theprojectsiteis developed with largéght industial buildings with associated
paved parking and circulation aremsd landscapingOne of the parcels (the property located at
47201 Mission Falls Court) is mibg vacant except for a solar tracker facilityut as it is
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surrounded by fulbdeveloped properties and adjacent to the Union Pacific railroadraguing
BART extension construction project, it is unlikely poovide suitable habitat for candidate,
sendive or specialstatugerrestrialspecies

There are a total of 2%xisting trees within or immediately adjacenthe project sitemany of
which are expected to be proposed for removal when more detailed plans for the project are
submitted for Cityreview and approvalThese trees could provide suitallestinghabitat for
migratory birds and/or raptorgctive bird nests are protected by the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and the California Department of Fish and WildKfenitigation measure iproposed

in subsection (d), below, which would ensure ti@imigratory birds and/or raptoese using any

of these trees for nesting purpoge®r to thetheir removal or to the commencement aify
constructiorrelated activities Furthermore, theproject site does not support riparian habitat
given thatthe majority ofit has been developed witlight industral buildings, pavement
ornamental landscapirand other improvementince the miedl980s,and there are no federally
protected wetlands oor adpcent to thesite. Thus, no impacts would result and no mitigation is
required.

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation : None Required.

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

As noted abovehereare 392existing trees located within or immediately adjacerth&oproject

site Given that the projecapplications under consideration at this time include a Development
Agreement, General Plan Amendment and Preliminary Planned District Rezamihg,
conceptual plans have been providedhe Cityand thus,it is not clear exactly how many of
these tres would be removed to accommodate the proposed prbi@sever, it is anticipated
that the majority of the treegould eventually be proposed feemoval when more detailed plans
for eachcomponent of the project mibmittedto the Cityfor review and pproval. Most of the
existingtrees are large enoughpoovide suitable nesting habitat fesiriousspecies ofnigratory
birds and/or raptors Removal of trees containing active biat raptor nests, as well as
constructionrelatedactivities adjacent ttrees containingctive birdor raptornestscould result

in the abandonment of the nesting effartd thus pose apotentialy significant impactto
migratory birdsand/or raptorsActive bird nests are protect by the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Actand the CaliforniaDepartment ofFish and Wildlife. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, below, would reduce impacts t@ny nesting migratory birds or raptors
occupying any of the trees wi ttomlegsthamsignificanf ac e n
level

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpactwith Mitigation Incorporated

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If any tree removals or othprojectrelated activities are scheduled

to occur during the nesting season (February 1 through Audlidol3 protected raptors and
migratory birds), a focused survey of the work area for active nests of such birds shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist within 15 days prior to the beginnirgucfiactivities. If a

lapse inprojectrelated work of 15 ays or longer occurs during theesting season, another
surveyshall be required before project work can beim@iated. If an active nest is found, the
applicant or developer shall establish a buffer area that surrounds the nest location. The width of
the buffer shall be determined by the survey biologist and shall be dependent on the location of
the nest and the affected species. No prageted work or activities shall be permitted within
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the buffer area until théiologist has determined the nestris longer active The fnal
determination shall be made by the City of Fremont Planning Manager upon receipt of the
bi ol ogistds recommendati on.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such asa tree preservation policy or ordinance? Would the project conflict with
the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

There are 392xisting trees located within or immediately adjacent to the project thite
majority of whichwould likely be proposed for removalvhen more detailed plans for each
component of the project are submitted for City review and apprblaltrees were survegdy
HortScience, Inc., in August 2015. The survey determined that 42 percent of the trees (or 166
trees) were in good condition, 39 percent (or 153 trees) were in fair condition, and 19 percent (or
73 trees) were in poor conditiolblost of the trees ar@tated within private propergn the five

parcels comprising the project siteut several are also located within the public rigfhtvays of
Mission Falls Court, Mission Falls Lane and Warm Springs Boulevasdpublic tres, these
treeswould besubje¢ topr ot ect i on uStreess,rSidéwhlles an@ iPablic 6Psoperty
Ordinance(Title 12 of the Municipal Code)Private treedocated on the five parcetse subject

to protection under t he @liteegbe rdowdhetRertteyer v a
be public or private, require replacement either in accordance with the street tree planting
requirements of the Streets, Sidewalks and Public Property Ordinance for publicotrées
accordance with the Tree Preservation Ordinantech reauires private, protected trees to be
replaced at a 1:1 ratio subject to the satisfactiorhefCity Landscape ArchiteciAny existing

trees that are able to be preserved and incorporated into the final plans for each project
componentwould be required tde saved by City staff at the time those plans are submitted for
review and approval. Preservation of those existing trees, combined with compliance with the tree
replacement requirements of the Tree Preservation Ordinance and the Streets, Sidewalks and
Public Property Ordinance would result aidn no
impacts would be less than significant.

Devdopment of the project site as proposeduld not conflict with ap adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natur@lommunity Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan, as none exist that affect the area.

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpact
Mitigation : None Required

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
ISSUES: st | icoporaed | mpact | Nompact | " Sources
a Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance X 1,28,
" | historical resource as defined in 81534, 29, F
b Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance X 1,28,
" | archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 29 F
c Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontologis X 1,28,
" | resource or site or unique geologic feature? 29, F
Disturb any human remains, including those interred oul 1,28,
d. . X

of formal cemeteries? 29, F
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Environmental Setting

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a#443203Viission

Falls Court and 473237339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the parcels is currently vacant, while the
other four parcels are developed with light industrial buildings totaling a combined 292,063 square feet,
as well as paved parking and circulation arédisof the existing buildings were constructed in the -mid
1980s.Prior to themid-1980s, the subject parcelwere used for agricultural purposes dating back as far

as the 1930s (and possibly earlier), but agricultural activities célagbe 180s whenall of the lots

except the vacant parcel at 47201 Mission Falls Geeire¢ developed withght industral buildings

Regulatory Framework
State and local regulations that pertain to the proposed project related to cultural resources include:
f City of Fremont Germal Plan Land Us&lement(Historic Resources)
f Fremont Municipal Code, Title 18, Planning and Zoning (Reformatted October, Z2d&)jon
18.175 Historic Resources

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in thggnificance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.577?

Four of the five parcels comprising theoject siteweredeveloped witHight industrialbuildings
in the mid-198Gs and arethus not old enough to beonsidered potentiallizistorical reources.
As suchthe proposed demolition of these existing buildings anadnetruction of the proposed
project would not cause a substantial adverse change to any historical resndreesimpact
would result

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation : None Required.

b-d) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to 815064.5? Would the project directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologieature? Would the
project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

The project site is not known to contain any archaeological or paleontological resmunoesan
remains However, there is a possibility thatrecorded resourcesist on the site whicbould be
uneartled during grading activities oother site disturbanceactivities Implementation of
Mitigation MeasureCULT-1, below, would reduce any potential impactsth resources @

lessthansignificant level:

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpactwith Mitigation Incorporated

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: If any archaeological or paleontological resources or human
remains are encountered hgy grading or site disturbance thdhveork shall cease within a 200

foot radius of the discovery until it can be evaluated by a qualified archaeoéogisbr
paleontologistWork shall not ontinue until the archaeologist/paleontologishducts sufficient
research and data collection to make a deterioimais to the significance of the resource. If the
resource is determined to be significant and mitigation is required, the first priority shall be
avoidance amh preservation of the resource. &voidance is not feasible, an alternative
archaeologic@paleontologicalmanagement plan shall be prepared that may include excavation.
| f human remains are discovered, the Al amed
required by state law. All excavation and monitoring activities shall be conducted ilamo®r
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VI.

with the prevailing professional standards, as outlined in the CEQA Guidelines and by the
California Office of Historic Preservation

GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than

I SS U ES . Significant Mitigation Significant Information
. Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Sources

Expose people or structures to potential substantial ad
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fauls, delineated of
the most recent Alquid®riolo Earthquake Fault Zonin
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or b X
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refg
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 41

a.

or
(@RS

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X é 5C
i) Seismicrelated ground failure, including liquefaction? X ésc
. . 1,5
’) L L
iv) Landslides” X 6.C
b. | Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X 617 5’C

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
would become unstable as a result of the project, 1,5,
potentially result in on or off-site landslids, lateral 6,C
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Be locatedon expansive soil, as defined in Califiarr 1,5,
Building Code creating substantial risks to life or property] 6,C

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the us
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal sys
where sewersra not available for the disposal of way
water?

X N/A

Environmental Setting:

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a443203Mission
Falls Court and 473287339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the plarcecurrently vacant, while the
other four parcels are developed with light industrial buildings totaicgmbined292,063 square feet
as well as paved parking and circulation ar@disfive parcels comprising the project siee generally
level, bu the portion fronting Warm Springs Boulevard is approximagehfeet below street level

The City of Fremont is subject to fault rupture and related seismic shaking from several faults in the area.
According to the 2004 State of Geologic and SeismizarthZones map, the project sitenist located

within any geologic hazard zonddowever, a with any land in the San Francisco Bay Area, the project
site could be subject to strong shaking during a major seismic al@g one of the faults located in
Northern California

Regulatory Framework

State and local regulations that pertain to the proposed project relgealdagy and soiliclude:
f City of Fremont General Plan Safdilement(Seismic and Geologic Hazards)
f City of Fremont Municipal Code (Buling Safety)
f 2010California Building Code
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a-e) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving a major seismic event? Would the
project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Would the project be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on-site or off-site landslides, lateal spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse? Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in the
California Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?

According to aPreliminary Geotechnicalnvestigatiorconducte by Cornerstone Earth Groum
Decemberl8, 2014, the project site is characterized byelatively stable soils having lowto
moderatezxpansion potentiahnd low potential for lateral spreading and seismic settlement. The
investigation determined thatelsite does have the potential for liquefaciiotuced settlement
during an earthquake, but concluded that the likely buildegigrs that would beutilized for the
anticipated types of housing would t&pable of being supported on shallow foundatiaich s
conventional footings or rigid mat foundatioii$ie report contains recommendatidoisthefinal
design and construction dfuilding foundations, pavement, utility trenches, drainage facilities
and wallswhich would minimizethe exposureisk of these improvement® damagecaused by
postconstruction soil expansion and liquefactiaduced settlementfrom seismic shaking
Furthermore al propose structureswould be required tabe designed in conformance with
geotechnical and soil stability stamds as required bihe 20B California Building Code (CBC).
Conformance to theéecommendations of th€reliminary Gotechnicallnvestigationand all
applicable2013CBC standards would reduce safety impacts tathellingsandtheir occupants

to a lesghansignificant level Additionally, an erosion control plan would be required with plans
submitted for gading and/or building permits tensure that the project would not result in
substantial soil erosioduring grading and construction activitiess sich, impacts associated
with geology andoilswould be lesshansignificantand no mitigation is required

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpact
Mitigation: None Required

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS- Would the project:

Potentially
Potentially Si82i|ﬁecszm Less Than
ISSUES: et | ncomeraed | impact | Nompact | " Sowese.
Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directl| H,1,3
a. | indirectly, that may have a significant impact on | X 8,21,
environment? 22,23
Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of aj H, 1,3
b. | agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission X 8,21,
greenhouse gases? 22,23

Environmental Setting

With the passage of the Global WangiSolutions Act of 2006 (Assembly B{IAB] 32), the State of
California acknowledged the role of greenhouse gases (GHG) in global warming and took action to reduce
GHG emission levels. AB2 set a statewide goal of reducing GHG emissiori98® levels B the year

2020.In doing so, it contemplated economic expansion and growth of populatdh million people by
2020.1't al so called for the Stateds Air Resources
all major sectors of GHG emissionsforc hi evi ng reductions consistent
Plan, adopted in December 2008, creates an overarching framework for meeting the GHG reduction goal
of returning to 1990 emissions levels by 2020.
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GHG analysis uses carbon dioxide equiveEdCQe), measured in metric tons, to adjust for the different
warming potential of a wide range of greenhouse gases, not just excluS®elyhe State 2005 GHG
emission inventory was 479 million metrics tonsQid,e. CARB projected that under businessusual
conditions (no reduction effort) GHG emissions would grow to 596.4 million metric to8©af by the

year 2020. According to the Scoping Plan, reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels requires cutting
approximately 30 percent from the busirassisual emission levels projected for 2020, or about 15
percent from 2010 levels. The target amount for the 2020 goal is an emission level of no more than 427
million metric tons ofCO.e (the 1990 levels). On a per capita basis, this means reducing curreat ann
emissions of 14 tons @O,e for every person in California down to about 10 tons per person by 2020. The
City of Fremont GHG emission inventory estimate for 2010 was 1.99 million metric tons with a service
population of jobs and residents of 304,489

Regulatory Framework

State and local regulations that pertain to the proposed project rel&et@missioninclude:
I City of Fremont General PlgBustainability and Conservatidgiemens
I State Assembly Bil{AB) 32
f California Green Building Code (Maatbry)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a-b)  Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment? Would the project conflict with any
applicable plan, policy or regulaion of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

The BAAQMD CEQA Air Qualiy Guidelines contain methodologiemnd thresholds of
significance for evaluating the potential impacts of GHG emissions from land use sroject
BAAQMD thresholds were developed specifically for the Bay Area after considering the latest
GHG inventory and the effects of AB 3oping Plan measures that would reduce regional
emissions. BAAQMD intends to achieve GHG reductions from new land ugetsrto close the

gap between projected regional emissions with ABB&#ingPlan measures and AB 32 targets.
BAAQMD does not have sasignificance threshold for construction GHG emissions but
recommends reporting the emissions. For operational impast&QBID has establishec
thresholdof 4.6 MT of CO.e perservice population per yedProjects withGHG emissions above

this threshold would be considered to have an impact, which cumulatively, would be significant.

The Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Techkal Report prepared for the project by Ramboll
Environ in August 2015estimated thalGHG emissions associated wigitoject construction
would be 1,812 MT ofCO,e. However,as noted above, there are no significance thresholds for
construction emissions. Omional GHG emissions would result from projgenerated traffic,
energyand water useandwaste, and were estimateddad MT CO.e per service populatioper

year, which would be below the BAAQMD significance threshold of £6.e per service
population per year Therefore, the project would not generate GHG emissitrievels that
would have a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict with any applicable
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emisgisrssich, inpacts
would be less than significaahd no mitigation is required

Potential Impact: LessthanSignificantimpact
Mitigation: None Required
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VIII.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

Potentidly
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than

I SS U ES . Significant Mitigation Significant Information
. Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact Sources

Create a significant hazard to the public or environn
a. | through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazar X
materials?

1,67,
D,F

Create a significant hazard to the public or environn 167
b. | through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conc X DE
involving the release of hazardous materials? ’

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or ag
c. | hazardos materials, substances, or waste within-queerter X
mile of an existing or proposed school?

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazar(
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government ( 1,18,
Section 65962.5 and, asesult, would it create a significal D,F
hazard to the public or the environment?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, w
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
e. | public airport or public use airpomjould the project result il X N/A
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the prc
area?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, wol
f. | the project result in a safety hazard for people residin X N/A
working in the projecarea?

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
g. | adopted emergency response plan or emergency evaci X 1,6,7
plan?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of ||
injury or death involving wildland firesincluding where|
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where resid|
are intermixed with wildlands?

X N/A

Environmental Setting:

The project site consists of five contiguous parcels totaling 23.5 acres located a443203Mission

Falls Caurt and 4732317339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the parcels is currently vacant, while the
other four parcels are developed with light industrial buildings totaicgmbined 292,063 square feet

All of the existing buildings were constructed in thedstB80s. Prior to the mid980s, the subject
parcels were used for agricultural purposes dating back as far as the 1930s (and possibly earlier), but
agricultural activities ceased in the 1980s when all of the lots except the vacant parcel at 47201 Mission
Falls Court were developed with light industrial buildingke project site is bordered to the west by the
Union Pacific railroad and future BART tracks. A Chevi@arporationpetroleum pipeline is located
undergroundvithin the railroad righbf-way.

The closest residetial units and school (Warm Springs Elementattythe project sitare locatedlirectly
acrossVarm Springs Boulevard from the project $adheeast

Regulatory Framework
State and local regulations that pertain to the proposed prejated tchazards and hazardous materials
include:

I City of Fremont General Plan Land Use and Saidg¢ynens
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f City of Fremont Fire Code
Department of Toxic and Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List

Discussion/Conclusion/Nlpation

a,C)

b)

Templatel(/12

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Would the project emit
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardousaterials, substances, or
waste within onequarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

The proposed project would not involve the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials beyond those commonly uged household cleaning and landscape itesiancenor

would it emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials given the residential nature of
the proposalTherefore, no impets in this regard would result

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

The project site is located in proximity @ number ofindustrial busiesgslocated across the
railroad tracks to the west, as well as on adjacent properties to thel@mitd along Fourier
Avenue and Westinghouse DrivEhe Union Pacific railroad righif-way bordering the sitéo

the westalso contains an undergroundtmleum pipeline owned and maintained by Chevron
Corporation A Screening Level Vicinity Hazardous Materials Risk Appraisal was conducted for

the project by Cornerstone Earth Group on May 29, 2t analyze the risk of exposure of the

pr oj ect 6sdgo tledazargoasnmaterials being usegroximity to the project siteThe
appraisal identifiedwo specificuses that could have the potential to imghetealth and safety

of t he projectbs future occupant s: ondutice Sea
design/manufacturing facility located at 47050 Kato Road, and the underg@uedon
petroleum pipeline. A third us¢he TruckRail Handling facility which maintains a lease from

Union Pacific to operate within the railroad rigiftway, operaésimmediately adjacent to the

project site anchistorically involved the daily handlingand transportof various hazardous
materials, but which has since ceasedhoperations due to the extension of the BART system
through the area’he hazardous matari s porti on of Truck Rail Ha
been relocated northwest to its other lease area adjacent to Old Warm SprindseRoddhe

Tesla Motors automotive factary

The Seagate Technology Building A at 47050 Kato Road is located aipptely 650 feet from

the project si tTadhazardoasniaerialof conceunrthatasruged in this facility

is chlorine gaswhich is located in a ventilated cabinklowever, the appraisal determined that

the potential significance ohaaccidental release would be reduced because exposure would be
short in duration (approximately 10 minutesjd the presence of intervening structures between
the facility and the sitevould act as obstacles. In addition, the chlorine is used in small amounts
inside the facility according to the available Hazardous Materials Business Plan and, thus, a more
likely scenario would be an interior release that would be passively mitigated by the building.
should also be noted that Seagate intends to relocatpatfticular operation from Building A to

its new MRC2 facility located at 47488 Kato Road within the next year (by mid to late 2016). As
such, this operation would no | onger pose a
time.
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The undergrand Chevron petroleum pipeline is located approximately 10 feet from the project
siteds western boundary. Cflvafeetbelonsthegmoundsuriheept h
along the southernmost 650 linear feet ofghgiecb s we st e r n abhdoapprodimately | i n
80 feet bel ow the ground surface along the
approximately 1,800 total linear feet. The appraisal indicated that while an accidental release or
explosion along this pipeline could haveatentally significant impact on thbealth and safety
ofthepr oj ectds occupant s, the very low risk of
impact to a lesshansignificant level, ande considered to be within the acceptable range of
risks (at one chae in a million each year) which has been determined based on federal
regulatory practice for the siting of industrial facilities with hazardous materials near sensitive
populations throughout the United States.
Based on the above analysis, the projegtilel not result in a significant hazard to the public
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving hazardous materials and
impacts would be less than significant.
Potential Impact: LessthanSignificant Impact
Mitigation: None Reuired

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?
The project site ishotlised on t he Department of Toxic Sul
and Substnces Site List (Cortese Lisfjherefore, no impact would result
Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? For a project within
the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan nor are there any public or private
airportslocated near the sitdlo impact would result.

Patential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

f-g)  Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? Would the project expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

The proposed project would not interfere with emergency response or evacuationnglans a

would be designed to meet all applicable federal, state and local fire safety codes. Emergency
vehicle access would be provided througheath future component tiie project via private
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streets designed in compliance with City Fire Department andicPMidbrks Department
standardsas well as Emergency Vehicle Access Easements (EVAES) reserved across each parcel
for the benefit of .Rufthermo@i theyptoject if mot lecated en@marea me r
susceptible to wildland fires. For these mas no significant impact to life safety would result

from the project and no mitigation is required

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

Potentally
Significant
. g?tﬁirf];i?\lln}/t Ml';iglaelis(?n IS_?gsnslflga? Information
I SS U ES . I?npact Incorporated Impact No Impact Sources
a Violate any water quality standards or waste dischi X 81’164;1’
requirements? 15 16
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies ioterfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that tl
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 1, 6,
b. | local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of X 8, 14,
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 15,16
supprt existing land uses or planned uses for which per,
have been granted)?
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the si
. : : 1,6,
area, including through the alteration of the course ¢
C. . . . . . X 8,14,
stream or river, in a mann&hich would result in substantii 15 16
erosion or siltation oror off-site? '
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the si
area, including through the alteration of the course ¢ 1, 6,
d. | stream or river, or substantiaincrease the rate or amount X 8, 14,
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 15,16
or off-site?
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 1, 6,
e. | capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage sys X 8, 14,
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runof 15, 16
1, 6,
f. | Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X 8, 14,
15, 16
Place housing within a 168@ear flood hazard area as mapy
g. | on a federal Flood Hazard Badary or Flood Insurance Ra X N/A
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
h Place within a 10§ear flood hazard area structures wh X 1,6,
" | would impede or redirect flood flows? 17
Expose people or structures to a significant risk &fs)|
: - . , : . ) : 1,6,
i. | injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as X
. 8,17
result of the failure of a levee or dam?
j- | Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X 81’5’

Environmental Setting:
The project site consists of five contiguquesrcels totaling 23.5 acres located at 4780320 Mission
Falls Court and 473287339 Warm Springs Boulevard. One of the parcels is currently vacant, while the
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other four parcels are developed with light industrial buildings totaling a combined 292,@68 &ept,
as well as paved parking and circulation areas. All five parcels comprising the projece siEnerally
level, but the portion fronting Warm Springs Boulevard is approximétélfeet below street level

Requlatory Framework

Federal, tate and local regulations that pertain to the proposed project relategdtology and water
guality include:

l
l

l

City of Fremont General PlabonservatiorElement(Water Quality)

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Alameda
Countywide NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit, Order-ZRR30021, National Pollution
DischargeElimination SystemPermit No. CAS0022983MNPDES C.3)

Federal Clean Water Act 1987

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation

a-c, f)

Templatel(/12

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)®ould the project substantially alter the
existing drainage patern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on
or off-site? Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

The propose development would notiolate any water quality standardigpletegroundvater
supplies substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of theaiteybstantially degrade water
guality because thenajority of thesite is currently developed witlight industrial buildings,
pavement and other improvemenighile the undeveloped pardehs beemraded to conform to
the grades of the adjacent developed paarsdisconnected to the public storm drain lines serving
the arealn addition, the project wodlbe required to comply with existing state, regional and
local regulations that protect water qualifyhe projectwould connect to the existing public
sanitary seweline in Mission Falls Courand thestormdrain lines in Mission Falls Courand
WarrenAvenue

Because the project woutdpla® in excess of 10,000 square feeewistingimpervious surface
areawith new impervious surfaceit would be subject to the NPDES C.3 requirements of the
Municipal Regional Stormwater Permwhich regulate the treatment of stormwater runoff on

the site. Theconceptual plans for thproposedprojectdo not contain exaaneasurements for
how much existingmpervious surface aregould be removed and replaced, but 18.2 of the 23.5
acres comprising the site are antly developed with buildings and parking and circulation
areas, so the final figurevould likely be at leastl5 acres As such,the applicantwould be
required to incorporate low impact development (LID) techniques to treat stormwater runoff from
all onsite impervious surfaces in bietention planters before it is discharged into the public
storm drain system. Compliance with the applicable C.3 requirements would ensure that impacts
to water quality wouldbe less than significamihdno mitigation is rquired

Potential Impact: Less than Significampact
Mitigation: None Required
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X.

d-e)

g

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substatmally increase

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding onor off-

site? Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or prode substantial additional

sources of polluted runoff?

The proposed project would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns or result in the
alteration of the course of any water bdmcause no streams or rivers are located on or near the
site. Drainage from the project would be directed into landstesed treatment areas located
throughout the development (see response to questionsd>Xagnd f, above)where its flow
volumes would be meterezthd ultimately dischargkinto theexistingpublic storm drain system

via a new piped system that would be construttedughoutthe projectsite Because much of

the site is currently developed with buildings and pavement, the proposed project would not
create or contribute runoff that would exceed thpacity of the existing storm drain system.
Thus, no impact would result and no mitigation is required.

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Required

Place housing within a 100year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? Place
within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involvinflooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? Inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?

The project site is located within Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM), Panel No. 06001C@2G, effectiveAugust 3, 2009According to this FIRM, the
project site is located within an Unshaded X zone and is, therefore, outside of 4eat ®@od

zone. The project site is also not situated within a Special Flood Hazard Area or an area that
would be subjecto inundation as a result of failure of a dam, levee, or reservoir. Finally, the
project site is not located in proximity to San Francisco Bay and would not be subject to
inundation by seiche or tsunami. As such, no impact would result

Potential Impact: No Impact
Mitigation: None Requird

LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than

ISSUES: st | icoporaed | mpact | Nompact | " Sources
a. | Physically dividean established community? X é %’
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the proj 19
b. | (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific pl X 38
local coastal program, or zonirgydinance) adopted for th ’
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect]
c Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan X 1,2,
" | natural community conservation plan? 3,8
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