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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

This Initial Study of environmental impacts is being prepared to conform to the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations §15000 et seq.), and the regulations and policies of the City of San José. 

This Initial Study evaluates the potential environmental impacts that might reasonably be anticipated 
to result from the proposed rezoning of a 3.16-acre site in north San José from IP Industrial Park 
Zoning District to A (PD) Planned Development Zoning District to allow development of up to 182 
multi-family attached residences. 

1.1 -  Tiering of the Environmental Review 
CEQA Section 21093(b) states that environmental impact reports shall be tiered whenever feasible, as 
determined by the lead agency.  “Tiering” refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in 
a broader Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (such as one prepared for a general plan or policy 
statement) in subsequent EIRs or Initial Studies/Negative Declarations on narrower projects; and 
concentrating the later environmental review on the issues specific to the later project (CEQA 
Guidelines 15152[a]). 

Tiering is appropriate when it helps a public agency to focus on issues at each level of environmental 
review and to avoid or eliminate duplicative analysis of environmental effects examined in previous 
environmental impact reports (CEQA Section 21093[a]). 

North San José is also a Redevelopment Project area.  Section 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines states 
all public and private activities pursuant to a redevelopment plan are considered a single project.  An 
EIR on a redevelopment plan is to be treated as a program EIR and no subsequent EIR is required for 
individual components of the redevelopment plan unless otherwise required by Section 15162 or 
15163. 

In accordance with CEQA Sections 21093(a) and 21093(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(a), 
this Initial Study tiers off the City of San José Final Program EIR for the North San José 
Development Policies Update (State Clearinghouse No. 2004102067) certified by the City Council in 
June 2005 (hereinafter referenced as the NSS FPEIR). 

 





 Project Information 
 

 
City of San José 3 Final Tiered Initial Study 
163 Baypointe Parkway Project  September 2007 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

SECTION 2: PROJECT INFORMATION 

2.1 -  Project Title 
163 Baypointe Parkway (Rezoning application PDC06-061 and Planned Development Permit 
application PD07-036) 

2.2 -  Project Location 
The approximate 3.16-acre site is located on the west side of Baypointe Parkway, 370 feet north of 
Tasman Drive in San José, California.  The project site lies between the Guadalupe River and Coyote 
Creek.  The Guadalupe River is located approximately 0.75 mile west of the project site, and Coyote 
Creek is located approximately 1.0 mile to the east.  The project site is bounded by industrial park 
buildings to the east, south, and west, and single family residential and a mobile home park to the 
north.  Vicinity and regional maps of the project site are depicted on Exhibit 2-1 and Exhibit 2-2.  An 
aerial photograph with surrounding land use is shown on Exhibit 2-3. 

2.3 -  Property Owner/Proponent 
First Real Estate, LLC 
163 Baypointe Parkway, San José, CA 95134 
408.228.1601 

2.4 -  Lead Agency Contact 
City of San José  
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
Rodrigo Orduña, Project Manager 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
San José, CA 95113 
408.535.3555 

2.5 -  Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) 
097-07-031 

2.6 -  General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning Designation 

General Plan Land Use Designation: Industrial Park with a Transit/Employment Residential 
District Overlay (55-plus dwelling units per acre 
[du/ac]). 

Zoning Designation: IP - Industrial Park  
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SECTION 3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 -  Overview of the Proposed Project 
Currently, the 3.16-gross-acre (2.94-net-acre) site is zoned as IP, Industrial Park and is designated 
under the North San José Area Development Policy (NSJADP) dated June 21, 2005 (Exhibit 3-1).  
The project proposes to rezone the site to A PD-Planned Development Zoning District to allow up to 
182 multi-family attached residences.  The overall density of the proposed residential development 
would be up to 57 dwelling units per gross acre (du/ac), or up to 62 dwelling units per net acre.  The 
individual units would range from one to two bedroom units with the square footage varying between 
788 square feet and 1,267 square feet.   

As illustrated in Exhibit 3-2, the proposed project is divided into 182 residential units with two 
interior courtyards, garden, pool, and a community/recreation facility on the first floor.  Parking for 
the proposed project would consist of upper and lower level podium parking as well as limited on-
grade parking.  The buildings would be four stories in height (up to 60 +/- ft) with 1.5 stories of 
parking.  Table 3-1 provides a summary of the proposed project’s uses.  

Table 3-1: Onsite Land Use  

Proposed Use Square Footage 

Parking 

Off-street parking on grade 810 

Off-street parking in garage/ Upper level 89,133 

Off-street parking in garage/Lower level 36,745 

Total Parking Area/Gross Garage Floor Area 126,688 

Building Footprint 

Garage footprint 90,988 

Residential footprint 68,710 

Landscaping Footprint 59,247 

Open Space 

Private open space 16,950 

Common open space 59,247 

Total open space  76,197 

Floor Area 

Gross Garage Floor Area 126,688 

Gross Residential Floor Area 193,396 

Total Gross Floor Area 320,084 

Source: Borm Engineering, July 6, 2007. 
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3.2 -  Project Components 
3.2.1 -  Residential Development 
The project proposes to develop 182 multi-family residential units.  The overall density would be a 
minimum of 55 du/ac.  The individual units would range from 788 square foot one-bedroom units to 
1,267 square foot two-bedroom units.  The configuration of the development is roughly rectangular in 
shape with interior facilities consisting of a garden courtyard, a pool courtyard, and a pool with a 
community/recreation facility adjacent to the pool on the first floor (Exhibit 3-3).  

3.2.2 -  Open Space/Landscaping 
As listed on Table 3-1, an approximate total of 59,247 square feet of common open space and 
landscaping would be provided mainly within the interior regions of the building structure.  The 
common open space would include grass and hardscape areas including the pool deck area, granite 
seatpads along stone walkways, and rock outcrop water features.  In addition, there will be benches in 
seating areas for informal conversations.  The landscaping would include ground cover, shrubs, vines, 
and trees (Exhibit 3-3). 

3.2.3 -  Site Access 
The site plan proposes two vehicle-access driveways.  The two project driveways would be located at 
the existing driveway locations, although the driveways would be reconfigured.  The northern portion 
of the project site would be served by one existing full-access driveway located on Baypointe 
Parkway, on the border with the adjacent property parking lot, to be designed to public street 
standards for the project half of the driveway, and would accommodate up to seven on-street parking 
spaces and lead to a parking garage.  The southern portion of the project site would be served by one 
full-access driveway located on Baypointe Parkway and leading to a five space surface parking lot, to 
a parking garage, and to adjacent properties to the south.  

3.2.4 -  Parking 
Parking for the proposed project would consist of upper level and lower level garages.  The upper 
level garage would span all four building elevations, whereas the smaller lower level garage would 
extend across the northeast elevation and a portion of the northwest and southeast elevations.  Based 
on the City’s requirements, the proposed project would require 274 parking spaces for the proposed 
residents.  The upper garage would provide 240 parking spaces, the lower level would provide 105 
spaces, and the on-grade number of parking spaces would be five, for a total of 350 spaces.  
Therefore, the proposed project would provide a quantity of residential parking in conformance with 
the City’s requirements.  The proposed project qualifies for a 10 percent reduction in parking 
requirements due to the site’s proximity to the Baypointe light rail station, which has been factored in 
to the 274 required parking spaces.   
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SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, CHECKLIST, AND DISCUSSION OF 
IMPACTS 

In accordance with CEQA Section 21093(b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(a), this Initial 
Study tiers off the City of San José North San José Development Policies Update Final Program ElR 
(2006 NSJ FPEIR) (approved December 2006).  The amount of residential development proposed 
was included and analyzed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, and the FPElR evaluated, at a program 
level, developing residential uses on the project site.  

This section, Section 4, Environmental Setting, Checklist, and Discussion of Impacts, describes the 
existing environmental conditions on and near the project area, as well as environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project.  The environmental checklist, as recommended in the CEQA 
Guidelines, was used to compare the environmental impacts of the proposed project with those of the 
approved project (i.e., development approved in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR) and to identify whether the 
proposed project would likely result in new significant environmental impacts.  The right-hand 
column in the checklist lists the source(s) for the responses to each question.  The sources cited are 
identified at the end of this section.   

In addition, each impact is numbered using an alphanumerical system that identifies the 
environmental issue.  For example, Impact HAZ-1 denotes the first impact in the hazards and 
hazardous materials section.  Mitigation measures and conclusions are also numbered to correspond 
to the impacts they address.  For example, MM NOI-2.3 refers to the third mitigation measure for the 
second impact in the noise section.  The letter codes used to identify environmental issues are as 
follows: 

Table 4-1: Letter Codes of Environmental Issues 

Code Environmental Issue 

AES Aesthetics 

AG Agricultural Resources 

AIR Air Quality 

BIO Biological Resources 

CUL Cultural Resources 

GEO Geology and Soils 

HAZ Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HYD Hydrology and Water Quality 

LU Land Use 

MIN Mineral Resources 

NOI Noise 
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Table 4-1 (Cont.): Letter Codes of Environmental Issues 

Code Environmental Issue 

POP Population and Housing 

PS Public Services 

REC Recreation 

TRAN Transportation 

UTIL Utilities and Service Systems 
 
4.1 -  Aesthetics 
4.1.1 -  Setting 
The proposed 3.16-gross-acre project is roughly rectangular in shape and is immediately adjacent to 
Baypointe Parkway.  The project site is developed with a building, roads, parking, and various types 
of landscape elements.  The current business located within the project boundaries is Twin Solutions, 
a compact disc manufacturing company.  The proposed project is bordered on the northeast, south, 
and east by light industrial sites and to the northwest by a mobile home park.   

Views of the project site are shown in Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2. 

4.1.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Aesthetics 
Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista? 

     1, 2, 3 

b) Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic 
building within a state scenic 
highway?   

     1, 2, 3 

c) Substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

     1, 2, 3, 4 

d) Create a new source of 
substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

     1, 2, 3 
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Scenic Vista 

The proposed project is not located within a scenic vista or along a scenic highway.  The proposed 
project will not result in any new or more significant impacts to scenic vistas than those described in 
the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  

Visual Character 

The project proposes to construct 182 multi-family residences as well as new private drive aisles, 
private road (with potential to become a public street), courtyards, and pathways.  Of the 86 trees 
located within the proposed project boundaries, 62 are to be removed and 24 are to be retained onsite.  

As illustrated in Exhibit 4-3, the proposed project is divided into 182 residential units with two 
interior courtyards, garden and pool, and a community/recreation facility on the first floor.  Parking 
for the proposed project would consist of upper and lower level podium parking as well as limited on-
grade parking.  The buildings would be four stories in height (up to 60 +/- ft) with 1.5 stories of 
parking. 

All of the buildings for the proposed project would be subject to architectural review as part of the 
Planned Development Permit process prior to development. 

As discussed in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR, the proposed project would increase mass and density as 
compared to the existing uses onsite.  The proposed project would increase the effective height of 
residential building to up to 60 ft. above existing grade.  The development would be subject to 
architectural review as part of the Planned Development Permit process prior to development, and 
would be required to comply with existing applicable design guidelines for residential, mixed-use, 
and North San José development.  Due to the developed character of the project site and vicinity, the 
proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site.  

Impact 
Impact AES-3 The proposed project would not result in any new or more significant visual or 

aesthetic impacts than were described in the certified 2005 NSJ FPEIR.  (Same 
Impact as Approved Project) 

Standard Measure 
The following standard mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2005 NSJ FPEIR to be 
required of future residential development in North San José and is proposed by the project: 

• Compliance with the City of San José Residential Design Guidelines, including the following: 
 

• Chapter 5 – Perimeter Setbacks:  Residential structures of three stories or more 
are to be set back a minimum of 15 feet from incompatible uses.  Residential 
structures of three stories or more are to be setback a minimum of 25 feet from 
public open space. 
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• Chapter 9 – Landscaped Areas:  Landscaping should be provided in all setback 
areas between project walls and/or fences and the rights-of-way of public streets 
and sidewalks.  The landscaping should be generous and should include trees 
and/or shrubs as well as groundcover.  Tall shrubs or vines should be planted to 
help screen walls and fences and provide protection from graffiti. 

 

• Chapter 11 – Building Design:  This chapter specifies minimum facade 
articulation, vertical and horizontal roof articulation, the quality of building 
materials and details, stylistic consistency, and the need for care and attention to 
detail in design of street facades. 

 

• Chapter 14 – Solar Access:  Within a project, buildings should not be located in 
positions that will result in substantial shading of the private open space of 
adjacent units in the project. 

 
Light or Glare 

The lighting components of the proposed project would increase the light in the project area and 
vicinity.  It was concluded in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR that significant light and glare impacts, 
including light spillover to adjacent properties, would be reduced or avoided by compliance with the 
City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy (4-3).   

Development of the proposed project would not result in any new or more significant light or glare 
impacts than those described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.   

To reduce or avoid light and glare impacts, the proposed project would implement the City’s Outdoor 
Lighting Policy (Policy 4-3) which includes the use of low-pressure sodium outdoor security lighting 
onsite, along walkways, entrance areas, common outdoor use areas, and parking areas. 

Shade and Shadow Impacts 

Impacts caused by shade and shadow occur when a building or structure reduces access to natural 
sunlight.  As discussed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, the City of San José typically identifies 
significant shade and shadow impacts as occurring when a building substantially reduces natural 
sunlight on private or public open spaces as measured at midday on the first day of winter (December 
21) and on the vernal and autumnal equinoxes (March 21 and September 21).   

In winter, when the shadows are the longest, the proposed project would be primarily casting shadows 
on the northeast private drive aisle and parking spaces and the north walkway.  During the vernal and 
autumnal equinoxes, the proposed project would result in shading the same areas but to a lesser 
degree.  As proposed, the shadows cast by project buildings would be within the project boundaries, 
would not impact buildings or structures located adjacent to the project, and would not result in new 
or more significant shade or shadow impacts than described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.1.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project would comply with the Planned Development Permit Process and would not 
result in any additional or new significant visual impacts than those analyzed in the certified 2006 
NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.2 -  Agricultural Resources 
4.2.1 -  Setting 
All of the land within the project area has been designated for urban uses for more than 30 years, and 
all of the land south of SR-237 and between the two waterways has been within a Redevelopment 
Project area for over 20 years.  There are no Williamson Act contracts remaining within the project 
area.  In 1998, a FEIR was prepared for the Moitozo Ranch Residential Project on a 94.7-acre parcel 
at the northeast corner of North First Street and River Oaks Parkway.  The project proposed to 
develop the northern 60 acres of the site immediately and the southern 34.7 acres at a later date.  The 
southern 34.7 acres remains undeveloped at this time and is the only Prime Farmland remaining in the 
North San José project area.  The project approved on that site was found to result in a significant and 
unavoidable land use impact due to the loss of agricultural land.  Findings adopted by the San José 
City Council identified overriding considerations that warranted approval of the project despite this 
impact.  Since the approval of the original rezoning for 94.7 acres, most of the Moitozo Ranch 
property has been developed.  

The project site is urban built-up and does not contain any active agricultural uses, and is zoned 
Industrial Park.  The project site is surrounded by urban development on all sides.  

4.2.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Agriculture 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.  
Would the project: 

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

     1, 2, 3 

b) Conflict with existing zoning 
for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 
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Convert Important Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use 

The project site contains urban built-up uses.  No active farmland or other agricultural uses are 
present onsite.  This condition precludes the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural 
uses.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to loss of 
Important Farmland that were described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Impact 
Impact AG-1 The proposed project would not result in the conversion of Important Farmland to 

non-agricultural uses.  (Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Conflict with Existing Agricultural Zoning or Williamson Act Contract 

The project site is zoned for IP-Industrial Park.  Because the project site does not contain agricultural 
uses, it is not eligible for a Williamson Act contract.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in any significant impacts related to conflicts with agricultural zoning or conflicts with Williamson 
Act contracts that were described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Impact 
Impact AG-2 There would not be any conflicts with existing zoning or a Williamson Act contract.  

(Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
None required.  

Other Changes Resulting in Farmland Conversion to Non-Agricultural Use 

Land uses surrounding the project site are industrial and residential.  This condition precludes the 
possibility of the proposed project creating pressures to convert surrounding agricultural properties to 
non-agricultural use.  

Impact 
Impact AG-3 The proposed project would not result in other changes that convert farmland to non-

agricultural use.  (Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
None required.  

4.2.3 -  Conclusion 
The project site and vicinity are developed for industrial uses.  These areas are zoned for IP- 
Industrial Park, and do not have any Williamson Act Contracts.  There are no agricultural properties 
in the project vicinity.  Therefore, the proposed project would have not have any new or more 
significant impacts than those analyzed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.3 -  Air Quality 
4.3.1 -  Background Information 
The regulatory requirements regarding air quality have remained essentially the same since the 
approval of the 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  The primary change is that the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) adopted the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy on January 4, 2006.  The Bay Area 
2005 Ozone Strategy updates assumptions in the 2000 Clean Air Plan (CAP) related to ozone 
reduction in the atmosphere and serves as the current CAP for the Bay Area.   

The Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy is based on projections 2002, prepared by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG).  Projections 2002 was also used in the City’s General Plan.  The City’s 
General Plan has recently been updated with the approval of the 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  The growth 
assumed in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR was not included in ABAG’s Projections 2002.  Although 
development of high-density residential land use close to job centers and transit lines is specifically 
consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the proposed project would add population that 
was not reflected in ABAG’s Projections 2002.  Therefore as discussed in the certified 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR, development of the proposed project would not be consistent with population assumptions in 
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. 

Sensitive Receptors 

The BAAQMD definition of sensitive receptors includes facilities where sensitive receptor population 
groups (e.g., the elderly, children, chronically ill) are likely to be located.  Typically, this includes 
residences, school playgrounds, child-care centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, 
and medical clinics.  Sensitive receptors near the proposed project include the residents of the mobile 
park located along the west side of the project site. 

4.3.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

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: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

     1, 2, 3 

b) Violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

     1, 2, 3 
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c) Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing 
emissions, which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

     1, 2, 3 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

     1, 2, 3 

e) Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number 
of people?  

     1, 2, 3 

 
Impacts to Regional and Local Air Quality 

Project development would contribute to the significant regional and local air quality impacts 
identified in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  The proposed project, however, would not result in any 
new or more significant regional or local air quality impacts than those described in the 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR.  

Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, indicates the demolition of the onsite building would 
not expose people to asbestos. 

Impact 
Impact AIR-1 The proposed project would result in impacts to regional and local air quality.  (Same 

Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM AIR-1.1 The project shall implement measures identified by BAAQMD and included in the 

certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR to reduce emissions that may include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 

• Providing bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and/or paths, connecting project residences 
to adjacent schools, parks, the nearest transit stop and nearby commercial 
areas. 

• Allowing only natural gas fireplaces, pellet stoves, or Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA)-certified wood-burning fireplaces or stoves in 
residences.  Conventional open-hearth fireplaces should not be permitted.  
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EPA-certified fireplaces and fireplace inserts are 75 percent effective in 
reducing emissions from the incomplete combustion of burning wood. 

• Providing secure and conveniently located bicycle parking and storage 
facilities at parks and other facilities. 

• Providing safe, direct pedestrian access from the project to transit stops and 
adjacent development. 

• Using reflective (or high albedo) and emissive roofs and light colored 
construction materials to increase the reflectivity of roads, driveways, and 
other paved surfaces, and include shade trees near buildings to directly shield 
them from the sun’s rays and reduce local air temperature and cooling energy 
demand. 

 
Air Quality Standards/Violations 
Construction-Related Impacts 
Construction activities would temporarily affect local air quality.  Construction activities such as 
demolition, earthmoving, construction vehicle traffic, and wind blowing over exposed earth would 
generate exhaust emissions and fugitive particulate emissions that affect local and regional air quality.  
Construction activities are also a source of organic gas emissions.  Solvents in adhesives, non-water 
based paints, thinners, some insulating materials, and caulking materials would evaporate into the 
atmosphere and would participate in the photochemical reaction that creates urban ozone.  Asphalt 
used in paving is also a source of organic gases for a short time after its application. 

Construction dust could affect local air quality at various times during construction of the project.  
The dry, windy climate of the area during the summer months creates a high potential for dust 
generation when, and if, underlying soils are exposed to the atmosphere.  The effects of construction 
activities would be increased dustfall and locally elevated levels of PM10 downwind of construction 
activity. 

The development of the proposed project would contribute to the significant construction-related, 
short-term air quality impacts identified in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  The proposed project, 
however, would not result in any new or more significant construction-related air quality impacts than 
those described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Impact 
Impact AIR-2 The proposed project would result in significant construction-related, short-term air 

quality impacts.  (Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM AIR-2.1 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 

proposed for the project.  All active construction areas should be watered at least 
twice daily. 
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MM AIR-2.2 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  All stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that 
can be blown by the wind will be watered or covered. 

MM AIR-2.3 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials will 
be covered or all trucks will maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

MM AIR-2.4 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  All paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites will be sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers). 

MM AIR-2-5 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  All streets will be swept daily (preferably with water 
sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 

MM AIR-2-6 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  Inactive construction sites will be hydroseeded or treated 
with non-toxic soil stabilizers. 

MM AIR-2-7 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  Exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) will be enclosed, 
covered, watered twice daily, or treated with non-toxic soil binders. 

MM AIR-2-8 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  Sandbags or other erosion control measures will be 
employed to prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 

MM AIR-2-9 This mitigation measure is identified as part of the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and 
proposed for the project.  Vegetation will be replanted in disturbed areas as quickly 
as possible. 

4.3.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project, with the implementation of the above-mentioned mitigation measures, would 
not result in any new or more significant regional or local air quality impacts than those addressed in 
the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.4 -  Biological Resources 
4.4.1 -  Setting 
The proposed project contains a commercial buildings set within a mixture of landscape plants, trees, 
shrubs, and flowerbeds.  There are 86 trees within the project site that include flowering pear (Pyrus 
calleryana), London plane tree (Platanus x acerifolia), Shamel ash (Faxinus uhdei), Canary Island 
pine (Pinus canariensis), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), coast redwood (Sequoia 
sempervirens) and red ironbark eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sideroxylon). 

The urban landscape habitats of the proposed project area would support various types of wildlife 
species typical of developed areas in Santa Clara County.  Most of the species found in this habitat 
are fairly common species due to heavy management (e.g., irrigation, mowing, trimming trees, etc.), 
presence of humans, and the abundance of non-native landscaped vegetation.  Typical of this type of 
habitat are several bird species including the European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrow 
(Passer domesticus), American robin (Turdus migratorius), northern mockingbird (Minus 
polyglottos), California towhee (Pipilocrissalis), and house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus).  
Typical mammals such as the Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), deer mouse (Peromyscus 
maniculatus), raccoon (Procyonlotor), and striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis) often forage in this 
type of habitat. 

An assessment of the 86 trees located within the proposed project site was conducted in June 2006 by 
Walter Levison (Appendix A, Tree Report).  As mentioned above, eight different tree species were 
found on the project site including flowering pear (Pyrus calleryana), London plane tree (Platanus x 
acerifolia), Shamel ash (Faxinus uhdei), Canary Island pine (Pinus canariensis), flooded gum 
(Eucalyptus rudis), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) and 
red ironbark eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sideroxylon).  The condition of the trees ranged from very poor 
to good.  

4.4.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 
The proposed project is a 3.16-acre developed site with landscape elements including 86 trees, shrubs, 
grass, and ornamental features.  The wildlife value of the proposed project site is considered low 
except for some of the birds and mammals listed above.  The proposed project is considered an urban 
landscape habitat and although the future mix of plant species used for the landscaping may vary 
from what currently exists, development will include landscaping elements similar to what is present 
now.  Urban landscaping is common within this region and the types of animals and plants that it 
supports are locally abundant.  Therefore, the loss of this type of habitat will result in a less than 
significant impact. 
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Biological Resources 
Would the project: 

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

     1, 2, 3, 4 

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

     1, 2, 3, 4 

c) 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? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

f) Conflict with the provisions of 
an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, 

     1, 2, 3 
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regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Effect on Species 

Because of both the lack of appropriate habitat and the highly disturbed condition of the proposed 
project site, no special-status plant species are expected to occur within the project boundaries.  
However, it is possible that the site has suitable habitat for tree, shrub, and ground-dwelling avian 
species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Codes.  
Development of the proposed project could result in removal of nesting habitat and therefore could 
potentially result in significant adverse impacts to birds nesting in trees.  Impacts to nesting bird 
habitat are addressed in the NSJ FPEIR.  The project would incorporate the following mitigation 
measure provided by the NSJ FPEIR. 

Impact 
Impact BIO-1 Project development could result in removal of nesting habitat and therefore could 

potentially result in significant impacts to burrowing owl and birds nesting in trees.  
(Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM BIO-1.1 In conformance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and with federal and state 

regulations regarding protection of raptors, appropriate surveys for Burrowing Owls 
following California Department of Fish and Game protocols will be completed prior 
to any development occurring on sites with foraging or nesting habitat for Burrowing 
Owls, or prior to redevelopment occurring on sites with substantial landscaped areas.  
Likewise, preconstruction surveys for nesting raptors will be conducted on proposed 
development or redevelopment sites with mature trees.  If surveys confirm that a site 
is occupied habitat, or that a nest exists that could be disturbed by proposed  
development, then additional Mitigation and Avoidance Measures to minimize or 
avoid impacts to the raptors, their burrows or nests, and foraging habitat and would 
be identified and implemented. 

Riparian Habitat 

There is no riparian habitat within or adjacent to the proposed project area; therefore, the project as 
proposed would not result in significant impacts to a riparian corridor. 

Federally Protected Wetlands 

Jurisdictional waters include creeks, rivers, and drainages with a defined bed and bank that may carry 
ephemeral flows, lakes, ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands.  These waters may be subject to the 
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regulatory authority of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Fish 
and Game, and California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).   

No water features occur within the project boundaries and therefore no jurisdictional waters or 
federally protected wetlands are located on the proposed project site.  

Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources 

The City of San José Tree Removal Controls (San José City Code, §13.31.010- 13.32.100) serve to 
protect all trees having a trunk that measures 56 inches or more in circumference (18 inches in 
diameter) at the height of 24 inches above the natural grade or slope.  The ordinance protects both 
native and non-native species.  A tree removal permit is required from the City of San José for the 
removal of ordinance-sized trees.  In addition, the City of San José requires, prior to the issuance of 
any approval or permit for construction of any improvement on any project site, that all trees on the 
project site be inventoried and categorized according to size, species, and location. 

In addition, the City of San José’s Urban Design Policy #24 states that new development projects 
should include preservation of ordinance-sized and other significant trees.  Any adverse affect on the 
health and longevity of such trees should be avoided through appropriate design measures and 
construction practices.  When tree preservation is not feasible, the project should include appropriate 
tree replacement. 

The 2006 Tree Assessment noted that there are 62 individual trees slated for removal and that 24 trees 
are to be retained onsite.  According to the 2006 Tree Report, eight (8) ordinance-size trees are 
located within the proposed project area, seven of which are slated for removal.  

Impact 
Impact BIO-2 According to the Tree Report (2006), of the 86 trees onsite, seven ordinance-size 

trees are slated for removal.  (Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM BIO-2.1 The following replacement ratios shall be adhered to for loss of Ordinance trees. 

• Nonnative trees greater than 18 inches in diameter, the replacement ratio is 
4:1. 

• Nonnative trees in between 12 and 18 inches in diameter, the replacement ratio 
is 2:1. 

• Nonnative trees less than 12 inches in diameter, the replacement ratio is 1:1.   
• Native trees greater than 19 inches in diameter, the replacement ratio is 5:1. 
• Native trees in between 12 and 18 inches in diameter, the replacement ratio is 

3:1. 
• Native trees less than 12 inches in diameter, the replacement ratio is 1:1.   

 
MM BIO-2.2  
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• Applicant shall retain a consulting arborist prior to ground disturbing activities 
to develop a tree protection plan that outlines specific procedures to ensure the 
retained trees are protected during construction. 

•  For retained trees in the immediate vicinity of construction or demolition 
areas, problems of soil compaction within the root zone resulting from 
construction shall be prevented.  Barrier fencing shall be installed around the 
dripline of the trees or at the edge of construction areas.  Any construction 
occurring within the tree dripline shall be done by hand or with light 
equipment.   

•  Any limb or root pruning conducted on retained trees shall be approved and 
supervised by the consulting arborist and shall follow BMPs developed by the 
International Society of Arboriculture.  

 
Conservation Plans 

The project site is not within the boundaries of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), or a Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP).  As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with 
provisions of an HCP or NCCP.  

Impact 
Impact BIO-3 The project is not within the boundaries of an HCP or NCCP.  (Same Impact As 

Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
None required.  

4.4.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project, with the implementation of the above-mentioned mitigation measures, would 
not result in any new or more significant biological impacts than those addressed in the certified 2006 
NSJ FPEIR. 



Environmental Setting, Checklist, and Discussion of Impacts 
 

Final Tiered Initial Study 40 City of San José 
September 2007  163 Baypointe Parkway Project 
 H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

4.5 -  Cultural Resources 
4.5.1 -  Setting 
The project site is located in the northern portion of San José where typically prehistoric 
archaeological resources are classified as midden sites formed through extensive human occupation, 
which modified the natural soil.  Midden deposits are characterized by shellfish remains, fire affected 
rock, charcoal, faunal remains, and ground stone artifacts.  Native American burials are often present 
in these deposits.  The certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR indicates that reburial locations may be present 
throughout North San José but are especially likely along North First Street within the Urban 
Industrial Core and in the vicinity of the Guadalupe River. 

Historic period resources in the North San José area include locations from the Hispanic Era, the 
Hispanic/American Transition Era, and the American Period.  The American Period sites typically 
include residences, ranches, farms, and schools.  In addition to structural remains, numerous parcels 
contain subsurface historic archaeological resources, such as privies and refuse deposits.  

4.5.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 
The project proposes to develop 182 multi-family residences within a currently developed industrial 
site.  Although it is unlikely that historic or archaeological resources are present within the proposed 
project area, there is always the possibility that these resources exist below the ground surface.  

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
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Same 
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Less 
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than 

Approved 
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Information 
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Cultural Resources 
Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

     1, 2, 3, 6 

b) Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

     1, 2, 3 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

     1, 2, 3 

d) Disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

     1, 2, 3 

 
Historical Resources 

The information gathered for the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR indicates that no historic resources have 
been recorded at the project site.  In addition, the Phase I Environmental Assessment (Appendix B) 
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conducted for the site indicated that prior to 1982, the site was used for agricultural purposes such as 
row crops and orchards.  The Assessment also states that the property was first developed with the 
existing building sometime between 1985 and 1987.  Thus, the building’s oldest age is 22 years, 
which is far below the minimum age requirement of 45 years for historic significance.  Typically, 
properties are not evaluated for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) until they are 45 years old, except in exceptional cases. 

The building located within the project boundaries does not meet the minimum age requirement for 
historic significance. 

Impact 
Impact CUL-1 The proposed project would not impact historic resources.  (Same impact as 

Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

Archaeological Resources 

The information gathered for the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR indicates that the proposed project area is 
not an area considered highly sensitive for archaeological resources.  In addition, the Phase I 
Environmental Assessment (Appendix B) conducted for the site indicated that prior to 1982, the site 
was used for agricultural purposes such as row crops and orchards.  Typically, cultivation for row 
crops and orchards disturbs the ground surface to the point intact archaeological resources are rare.  
However, there is always the possibility that previously unknown, subsurface archaeological 
resources exist. 

Although the project area is not one of the areas discussed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR as being 
highly sensitive for archaeological resources, there is still the possibility for subsurface resources to 
be discovered during project excavation activities. 

Impact 
Impact CUL-2 If previously unknown prehistoric resources are discovered during project 

development, excavation for the proposed project could impact buried archaeological 
resources.  (Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
Impact CUL-3  

• In the event any significant cultural materials are encountered, all construction 
within a radius of 50 feet of the find would be halted, the Director of Planning, 
Building, and Code Enforcement would be notified, and a professional 
archaeologist will examine the find and make appropriate recommendations 



Environmental Setting, Checklist, and Discussion of Impacts 
 

Final Tiered Initial Study 42 City of San José 
September 2007  163 Baypointe Parkway Project 
 H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

regarding the significance of the find and the appropriate mitigation.  
Recommendations could include collection, recordation, and analysis of any 
significant cultural materials.26 

• If human remains are discovered, the Santa Clara County Coroner will be 
notified.  The Coroner would determine whether or not the remains are Native 
American.  If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his 
authority, he would notify the Native American Heritage Commission, would 
attempt to identify “most likely” descendants of the deceased. 

• If the Director of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement finds that the 
archaeological find is not a significant resource, work would resume only after 
the submittal of a preliminary archaeological report and after provisions for 
reburial and ongoing monitoring are accepted.  

 
Human Remains 

Although it is highly unlikely that the proposed project would result in impacting previously 
unknown human remains, there is always the possibility that burials exist below the ground surface. 

Impact 
Impact CUL-4 During excavation for the proposed project there may be discovery of previously 

unknown human remains.  (Same Impact as Approved Project)  

Mitigation Measure 
MM CUL-4.1 In the event that human remains and/or cultural materials are found, all project-

related construction shall cease within a 100-foot radius of the find.  Pursuant to 
Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.94 of the Public 
Resources Code of the State of California: 

a) In the event of the discovery of human remains during construction, there 
shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains.  The Santa Clara County 
Coroner shall be notified and shall make a determination as to whether the 
remains are Native American.  If the Coroner determines that the remains are 
not subject to his authority, he shall notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission who shall attempt to identify descendants of the deceased 
Native American.  If no satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the 
disposition of the remains pursuant to this State law, then the landowner shall 
re-inter the human remains and items associated with Native American 
burials on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance. 
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4.5.3 -  Conclusion 
With the implementation of the above mitigation measures, the proposed project would not result in 
any new or more significant impacts to cultural resources than those addressed in the certified 2006 
NSJ FPEIR. 



Environmental Setting, Checklist, and Discussion of Impacts 
 

Final Tiered Initial Study 44 City of San José 
September 2007  163 Baypointe Parkway Project 
 H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

4.6 -  Geology and Soils 
The following discussion is based on a preliminary geotechnical investigation completed for the 
proposed project site by Construction Testing and Engineering, Inc., in March 2, 2006.  A copy of 
this report is included in Appendix C. 

4.6.1 -  Setting 
Geological Features 

The North San José area is located in the Santa Clara Valley, between the base of the western 
foothills of the Hamilton-Diablo Mountain Range and the northeasterly foothills of the Santa Cruz 
Mountains, in the Coast Range Geomorphic Province of Central California.  Bedrock underlying the 
area is part of the Franciscan Complex, a diverse group of igneous, sedimentary, and metamorphic 
rocks of the Upper Jurassic to Cretaceous age (70 to 140 million years old).  These rocks are part of a 
northwesterly-trending belt of material that lies along the east side of the San Andreas Fault system, 
which is located approximately 12 miles southwest of the area.  The Franciscan Complex is overlain 
by alluvium deposits of Holocene age (less than two million years old).  This alluvium is comprised 
of clay, silt, sand, gravel.  Below surface soils, older alluvial soils extend to depths greater than 950 
feet.   

Onsite Geologic Conditions 
Soils and Groundwater 
Soils onsite are comprised of broad, low-lying alluvial fan deposits of the Santa Clara Valley that 
slope gently toward the San Francisco Bay.  The soils consist of medium stiff to very stiff clay and 
sandy clay.  Groundwater is located approximately 9 feet below ground surface.  However, 
groundwater depth can vary with rainfall and other environmental factors.  Historic groundwater 
levels have been indicated at approximately 6 to 7 feet below ground surface in the vicinity of the 
project site.  Local groundwater flow is to the northwest.   

Seismicity 
Northern California is one of the most seismically active regions in the United States.  Many faults 
exist in the San Francisco Bay area.  Movement along one of these faults could affect the project site.  
Major faults in the region include the Hayward Fault, the Calaveras Fault, and the San Andreas Fault.  
The project area is approximately 6 miles southwest of the Hayward Fault, 8 miles southwest of the 
Calaveras Fault, and 12 miles northeast of the northern segment of the San Andreas Fault.  The site 
does not lie within a Santa Clara County Earthquake Fault Rupture Zone.  Hazards from fault rupture 
are not anticipated. 

Ground Shaking 
Strong ground shaking can be expected at the project site during a major seismic event on any of the 
regional faults in the area.  This is common to virtually all developments in the San Francisco Bay 
area.   
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Liquefaction  
The project site is located within a Santa Clara County Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction.  Soil 
liquefaction is a condition where saturated granular soils near the ground surface undergo a 
substantial loss of strength during seismic events.  Loose, water-saturated soils are transformed from 
a solid to a liquid state during ground shaking.  Liquefaction can result in significant deformations.  
Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are loose, uniformly graded, saturated, fine-grained sands that 
lie close to the ground surface.   

Lateral Spreading  
Lateral spreading is a type of ground failure often associated with liquefaction.  It consists of the 
horizontal displacement of flat-lying alluvial material toward an open area, such as the steep bank of a 
stream channel.  Historical accounts indicate that lateral spreading has occurred along Coyote Creek 
near SR-237 in the vicinity of the SR-237 bridge over Coyote Creek.  The ground failure zone from 
the 1906 earthquake was estimated to extend approximately 300 meters west of the creek.  The 
project site is located approximately 1,500 meters from Coyote Creek.   

4.6.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Geology/Soils 
Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury or death involving: 

      

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

     1, 2, 3, 7 

ii) Strong seismic ground 
shaking? 

     1, 2, 3, 7 

iii) Seismic-related ground 
failure, including 
liquefaction? 

     1, 2, 3, 7 

iv) Landslides?      1, 2, 3, 7 

b) Result in substantial soil 
erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

     1, 2, 3, 7 
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Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

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

     1, 2, 3, 7 

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

     1, 2, 3, 7 

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

     1, 2, 3, 7 

 

Earthquakes, Seismic Effects, and Landslides 

The project site is currently used for light industrial purposes.  One building occupies the site.  The 
proposed project would remove the existing building and construct 182 multi-family residences on 
the project site.   

Impact 
Impact GEO-1 The project site is subject to seismic and seismic-related hazards including ground 

shaking, liquefaction, and lateral spreading.  Implementation of the proposed project 
would expose more people and structures to seismic hazards than current uses.  This 
would require mitigation referenced in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  (Same Impact 
as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM GEO-1.1 The project shall be designed and constructed in conformance with the California 

Building Code Standards for Seismic Zone 4 to avoid or minimize potential damage 
from seismic shaking and seismic-related hazards. 

Soils and Groundwater 

Groundwater levels are at 9 feet below ground surface and the soils on the project site have a high 
percentage of clay indicating at least moderate expansive properties.  These conditions could expose 
people and structures to geological hazards related to unstable geologic units or soils.  The relatively 
flat topography of the site precludes the possibility of landslides. 
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Impact 
Impact GEO-2 Implementation of the proposed project would expose more people and structures to 

geologic impacts from ground water and other unstable soil conditions than current 
uses.  This would require project specific mitigation, outlined below.  (Same Impact 
as Approved Project)  

Mitigation Measure 
MM GEO-2.1 Design and construct buildings in accordance with the preliminary Geotechnical 

recommendations provided by Construction Testing and Engineering, Inc. (CTE).  
Recommendations address high ground water levels, expansive soils, and 
liquefaction potential on site and include but are not limited to dewatering 
techniques, sealing, pumping, and foundation recommendations, and the 
consideration of seasonal groundwater fluctuations when determining construction 
times.  Bottom excavations must be reviewed by CTE, at which time; additional 
recommendations would be provided as needed.  In addition, detailed plans that were 
not available at the time of the Geotechnical investigation would be reviewed by CTE 
to provide any necessary recommendations.   

4.6.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project, with the implementation of the above mitigation measures, would not result in 
any new or more significant geologic hazard related impacts relating to seismic and seismic-related 
hazards, ground water, or unstable soil conditions than those addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ  
FPEIR. 
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4.7 -  Hazards/Hazardous Materials 
The following discussion is based on the following reports, which are available in their entirety in 
Appendix B of this document:  

• Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment performed by Construction Testing and 
Engineering Inc. (CTE), March 2, 2006,which included:  

- the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment performed by Clayton Group Services in 
2003  

 

- the Phase I and modified Phase II Environmental Site Assessment prepared by 
Treadwell and Rollo Environmental and Geotechnical Consultants (T&R), dated 
February 23, 1996  

 
• Off-Site Hazardous Materials Facilities Survey for 179-199 Tasman Drive and 3801-3811 

Zanker Road Northpointe Business Park, San José, California prepared by PES Environmental, 
Inc. Engineering & Environmental Services, dated August 6, 2007 

 
4.7.1 -  Setting 
The proposed project is located in an area where hazardous materials are used by numerous 
businesses.  In addition, hazardous materials may be present in surface and subsurface soils and 
groundwater at sites within the project area as a result of current or former land uses.  Land uses 
associated with hazardous materials use in the project area include or have included agricultural 
activities; automobile and truck rental, service, and repair; electronics and other manufacturing 
operations; gasoline stations; and pest control services.  Hazardous materials that may have been 
associated with these land uses include pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, solvents, 
flammable liquids, and acids.  Vacant parcels could also be affected by hazardous materials if they 
have been used for illegal dumping. 

Historic and Present Uses  
Historic Use 
From at least 1939 to 1982 the project site was used for agricultural purposes such as row crops and 
orchards.  The property was developed with the existing building between 1985 and 1987.  The 
building was occupied from 1988 to 2002 by JDS Uniphase, who assembled air-cooled gas-argon 
lasers.  From 1988 to 1991, a portion of the building was occupied by JVC Magnetics.  From 1991 to 
1996, a portion of the building was occupied by Cyonics and Systems IN.   

Present Use 
The current tenant is Twin Solutions who manufactures compact discs.  

Project Site Conditions 

In January 2006, a visual inspection of the project site and adjacent developments was performed by 
CTE.  The purpose of the inspection was to identify potential environmental hazards or liabilities 
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related to past and present uses of the site and adjoining properties.  No evidence of contamination 
was observed on the project site.  The current business uses some hazardous materials in the 
manufacturing of compact discs; however, there was no indication of hazardous material 
contamination.   

The following observations were noted: 

• Distressed vegetation was not observed at the site 
 

• No indication of disposal of liquid or solid hazardous wastes was observed 
 

• No evidence of cisterns, cesspools or dry wells were observed 
 

• Potable water supply or groundwater monitoring wells were not observed at the project site 
 

• No abnormal odors were noted on or about the property 
 

• No evidence or commercial application of pesticides, herbicides, or agricultural chemicals was 
observed at the site 

 

• No evidence of potentially hazardous air emissions was observed at the site 
 

• No evidence of onsite dumping was observed 
 
Various hazardous material storage locations were observed during the visit.  These storage locations 
could be an environmental hazard or potential environmental liability.  It should be noted that no 
stressed vegetation, hydrocarbon sheen, stained soil, suspicious odors, unmarked drums, electrical 
transformers or capacitors, or other indication of the existence, storage, or release of chemical or 
petroleum product residue was noted at any location on the property or on immediately adjacent 
public roadways or adjoining properties. 

Surrounding Land Uses  
The site is in an area of land that is used predominantly as light industrial.  The properties to the 
north, south, and east are all business parks and a mobile home park is located the west.  No observed 
signs of contamination were associated with these sites.  Furthermore, no drums or similar canisters 
potentially containing hazardous wastes were observed during the reconnaissance of the area near the 
site. 

Database Searches 

Environmental Data Resources (EDR) was retained to review governmental agency environmental 
site and operating permits databases.  This review was undertaken to examine the possibility that 
publicly available information exists regarding environmental conditions at the site or nearby sites.  
There are no listings of any environmental liens against the project site.  EDR identified two sites 
with operating permits for and/or environmental problems with underground storage tanks within 0.5 
mile of the site.  The information was reviewed to determine the location of the site and potential 
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hazards to the project site.  According to CTE, these sites are too far away to affect the project site 
and contamination would have to be transported via groundwater without undergoing natural 
attenuation, which would be unlikely.  In addition, other listed sites recovered in the database search 
were determined not to have contributed any recognized environmental conditions at the project site.   

Soil and Water Conditions 
Previous Soil and Water Analysis  
According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared in 2006 by CTE, an environmental 
investigation was conducted at the subject property in 1988 to determine baseline groundwater data.  
Monitoring wells were installed at the southeast and northwest corner of the building at 163-165 
Baypointe Parkway.  Water samples indicated the presence of Trichloroethane (TCE) at a 
concentration of 0.9 parts per billion (ppb) in the down gradient well located at the northwest corner 
of the building.  It was concluded that the TCE concentrations likely represented background 
conditions.  It was also concluded that sulfate and nitrate ions detected in the groundwater samples 
were present at concentrations that represent background levels in the general vicinity of the property.  
Based on the low detection of TCE below the drinking water standard of 5 ppb, which is below 
regulatory action levels, and since this contamination does not appear to be a result of operations on 
the subject property, this finding is not a recognized environmental condition.  Exhibit 4-3 shows the 
approximate location of the groundwater sampling wells.  In addition, four sub-surface soil samples 
were collected during the Phase I and modified Phase II Environmental Site Assessment prepared by 
Treadwell and Rollo in 1996.  Three were taken from a depth of approximately 4 feet outside of the 
northwest and southeast corners of the building, and from beneath the former hazardous waste storage 
area located in the back of the building.  The fourth was taken from the vicinity of a raised and 
exposed drainpipe located inside the building.  The analysis performed on the soil samples was for the 
detection of volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  VOCs are emitted as gases from certain solids or 
liquids.  There are many common sources of VOCs including paint strippers, dry cleaning solvents, 
pesticides, and some constituents of petroleum fuels.  No VOCs were detected at or above the 
laboratory reporting limit in any of the samples submitted for analysis.  In addition, in April of 1996, 
Treadwell and Rollo documented the abandonment of the previously mentioned water monitoring 
wells.  The wells were drilled out to 20 feet below ground surface.  Soil samples from the drill 
cuttings were also analyzed for VOCs, which were not detected.   

Recent Soil Analysis 
In August of 2007, CTE performed soil testing and analysis for the project site.  Soils were tested and 
evaluated for residual pesticides, lead, mercury, and arsenic.  According to the analysis, no levels of 
concentrations of potentially harmful chemicals per EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals for residual 
pesticides, lead, or mercury were found.  However, there are result levels above concentration limits 
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of the EPA and California Environmental Protection Agency (CAL EPA) Preliminary Remediation 
Goals for arsenic.  Although some arsenic concentrations exceeded California and US EPA 
Preliminary Remediation Goals, the concentrations observed at the site fall within acceptable 
background soil limits for the Western US.  Arsenic results can be determined as background levels 
or typical content within the soils in the western United States, however, they exceed target levels 
determined by the State Water Resources Control Board.  Since arsenic levels are acceptable per 
background limits but exceed limits determined by other agencies, mitigation measures are proposed 
to reduce this impact.  

Other Environmental Considerations 

Hazardous air emissions were not documented to have occurred nor were observed to be occurring 
near the site.  Local collection of trash and garbage in the area is conducted by commercial services. 

Local municipal sewer, water, and utility providers serve the project area.  No information was 
gathered regarding the presence of septic systems or other onsite waste disposal systems at the site.  
In addition, no evidence of such systems was observed during the site reconnaissance.  

The building currently located on the project site will be demolished as part of the proposed project.  
Demolition can result in the release of asbestos containing materials and lead from lead-based paints 
if those materials are present in the building.  The building on the project site was constructed 
between 1985 and 1987.  Manufacture of asbestos-containing construction materials was prohibited in 
1981 and legislation limiting the amount of lead in paint was passed in 1978.  Since the building was 
constructed after these regulations were passed, demolition of the building would not expose people 
to asbestos and lead. 

4.7.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Hazards/Hazardous Materials 
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

     1, 2, 3  

b) Create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions 
involving the likely release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

     1, 2, 3, 10 
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Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

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

     1, 2, 3 

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? 

     1, 2, 3, 5, 
6  

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 the project 
area? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

g) Impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

 
Accidental Release 

The City of San José adopted the Toxic Gas Ordinance (TGO) (San José Municipal Code, Chapter 
17.78) in April 1990.  The purpose of the TGO was to protect the public from exposure to accidental 
releases of toxic gases and to supplement the Hazardous Materials Storage Ordinance (HMSO) (San 
José Municipal Code, Chapter 17.68) by identifying and requiring safety controls for toxic gases. 
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 Worst-case Scenario 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Risk Management Program (RMP) has defined the 
Worst Case Scenario as the release of the largest quantity of a regulated substance from a single 
vessel or process line failure that results in the greatest distance to an endpoint under conservative 
meteorological conditions.  Worst-case release scenarios represent the failure modes that would result 
in the worst possible off-site consequences, however unlikely. 

Project Site Conditions 
An Off-Site Hazardous Materials Survey (OHMS) dated August 6, 2007 was conducted for the 
Northpointe project located approximately 0.2 mile from the project site.  The OHMS was conducted 
to identify facilities that use hazardous materials in the vicinity of the project site and to evaluate the 
potential for catastrophic releases that could impact the Northpointe site.  The survey included a 
review of hazardous material users in the area, and evaluated hazard risk assessments performed by 
others for nearby recent Initial Studies for residential redevelopment projects that included analyses 
of hypothetical releases of hazardous materials.  It is appropriate to use this study in order to evaluate 
the potential for catastrophic release for the Baypointe site because of the close proximity of the two 
sites. 

The OHMS included the following: 

• Review of lists of hazardous material users within 0.5 mile of the project site that were 
obtained from an Environmental Data Resources (EDR) environmental database report 

 

• Review of the list of Santa Clara County Toxic Gas Ordinance (TGO) facilities obtained from 
the San José Fire Department  

 

• Review of the list of facilities subject to the California Accidental Release (CalARP) 
Prevention Program obtained from the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental 
Health, Hazardous Materials Compliance Division 

 

• Review of  the City of San José Fire Department (SJFD) database of listed hazardous material 
sites to obtain information regarding types and quantities of hazardous materials used at these 
facilities 

 

• A drive-by survey of the area surrounding the project site to a distance of approximately 0.5 
mile to note obvious users of significant quantities of hazardous materials 

 

• Review of hazardous material and risk analysis and related information from Initial Studies 
prepared for the Vista Montana Park project (File Number PDC06-013, July 2007) located 
approximately 0.8 mile west of the project site and the Sony Project (File Number 06-038 & 
PD07-006, May 2007) located approximately 0.4 mile south of the project site 

 
The results of the OHMS are presented in Table 4-2, which lists 35 sites that ranged between 0.1 to 
3.5 miles from the Northpointe site.  The locations of these facilities are presented on Exhibit 4-4.  In 



Environmental Setting, Checklist, and Discussion of Impacts 
 

Final Tiered Initial Study 56 City of San José 
September 2007  163 Baypointe Parkway Project 
 H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

addition, drive-by reconnaissance of the neighboring areas did not reveal the presence of additional 
facilities not already contained on the publicly available databases. 
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Table 4-2: Potential Hazardous Materials Sources Near the Project Site 

Map ID Offsite Facility Name Address 
Approximate 

Distance from 
Site (miles) 

Chemical Inventory Comments 

1 Network General 
Corporation 

178 East Tasman Drive 0.3 Diesel fuel (400 gal); sulfuric acid (40 gal)  

2 Cisco Systems 225 East Tasman Drive 0.4 60 batteries (0.57 gal per unit)  

3 Cisco Systems 260 East Tasman Drive 0.6 50-91% sulfuric acid (30 gal); small quantities of 
flammable chemicals 

 

4 Perkin Elmer 75 Nicholson Lane 0.3 Argon, acetylene, 4% hydrogen and argon, nitrous 
oxide, helium, nitrogen 

 

5 Agnew Development 
Center 

3500 Zanker Road 0.7 2,000 gal gasoline and diesel ASTs  

6 Sprint PCS 3730 North First Street 0.2  No HMMP on file at SJFD.  
Appears to be office bldg 

7 Cisco Systems 10 West Tasman Drive 0.7  No HMMP on file at SJFD.  
Appears to be office bldg. 

8 U.S. Telepacific 
Corporation 

55 Nicholson Lane 0.2 100-gallon diesel AST  

9 Maxxim Integrated 
Products 

3725 North First Street 0.4 Phosphine (259 cf); chlorine (90 lbs); arsine (2.9 
lbs); liquid hydrogen (900 gal) 

 

10 JDS Uniphase  80 Rose Orchard Way 0.3 Arsine (150 cf); phosphine (342 cf); ammonia 
(1,135 lbs); chlorine (81 cf), liquid hydrogen 
(1,500 gal) 

 

11 SDL, Inc. 90 Rose Orchard Way 0.3 Arsine (230 cf); ammonia (100 lbs); waste acid 
(600 gal) 

 

12 Cisco Systems 350 East Tasman Drive 0.4  No HMMP on file at SJFD.  
Appears to be office bldg. 

13 LTX Corporation 3930 North First Street 0.3  No HMMP on file at SJFD.  
Liquid nitrogen AST 
observed. 
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Table 4-2: (Cont.): Potential Hazardous Materials Sources Near the Project Site 

Map ID Offsite Facility Name Address 
Approximate 

Distance from 
Site (miles) 

Chemical Inventory Comments 

14 Wyse 3471 & 3475 North First 
Street 

0.6 Chlorine (100 lbs)  

15 OLS Energy Agnews 
(Calpine) 

3800 Cisco Way 0.8 Liquefied ammonia (58,000 lbs)  

16 Novellus Systems 3950 North First Street 0.5 Ammonia (1,125 cf); nitrogen trifluoride (239 cf); 
propane (80 gal) 

 

17 Novellus Systems 3960 North First Street 0.5 Methylene chloride (55 gal)  

18 Cypress Semiconductor  3901 North First Street 0.5 Phosphine (196 cf); chlorine (90 lbs); ammonia 
(272 cf);waste hydrochloric acid (525 gal); 
nitrogen 

 

19 Granada Computer 
Services 

3940 North First Street 0.4  No HMMP on file at SJFD. 

20 
Sony 3300 Zanker Road 0.9 Small quantities of combustible liquids, and 

solids; indicated in 2002 hazardous material 
inventory 

 

21 
Supertex 71 Vista Montana 0.8 Phosphine (131 cf); chlorine (1038 cf); assorted 

small quantities of liquid and gaseous hazardous 
materials 

 

22 Novellus Systems  4000 North First Street 0.6 Phosphine (64 cf); hydrofluoric acid (55 gal); 
nitrogen trifluoride (239 cf) 

 

23 

Lamplighter Pump 
Station  

3171 Lamplighter Way 0.8  No HMMP data - 
petroleum hydrocarbons 
and/or small quantities of 
other chemicals anticipated 

24 Thermo Electron 
Corporation 

355 River Oaks Parkway 1.0 Waste solvents (55-gal containers); small 
quantities nitrogen, helium, methane, and argon 
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Table 4-2: (Cont.): Potential Hazardous Materials Sources Near the Project Site 

Map ID Offsite Facility Name Address 
Approximate 

Distance from 
Site (miles) 

Chemical Inventory Comments 

25 Watkins Johnson 1504 and 1530 McCarthy 
Boulevard 

1.3  2% arsine (260 cf); liquid hydrogen (775 gal)  

26 Neophotonics 2911 Zanker Road 1.3  Phosphine (210 cf); ammonia (1,158 cf)  

27 Honeywell 677 and 679 River Oaks 1.7  Waste hydrofluoric acid solution (55 gal)  

28 Novellus Systems, Inc. 3011 North First Street 1.5  Nitrogen trifluoride (270 cf); 5% diborane (208 
cf) 

 

29 Sigen 51 Dagget Drive 1.5  Diborane (130 cf); germane (111 cf)  

30 San José Water 
Pollution Control Plant 

700 Los Esteros Road 1.4  Chlorine (180,000 lbs)  

31 Silicon Microstructures 1701 McCarthy Boulevard 1.7  Chlorine (540 cf)  

32 Standard Mems 851 Buckeye Court 1.6  Hydrogen chloride (60 lbs); 49% waste 
hydrofluoric acid (500 gal) 

 

33 
Nu-Metals Finishing 2262 Calle de Luna 1.3  Arsine (150 cf); phosphine (342 cf); ammonia 

(1,135 lbs); chlorine (81 cf), nitric acid, liquid 
hydrogen 

 

34 Univar USA, Inc 2256 Junction Avenue 2.2  Methyl bromide gas (875 lbs); vikane (1,250 lbs)  

35 McCabe’s Quality 
Foods  

1029 Montague 
Expressway 

3.4  Anhydrous ammonia (12,000 lbs)  

Notes: gal = gallons, lbs = pounds, cf = cubic feet, AST = aboveground storage tank, HMMP = Hazardous Materials Management Plan, 
Source: Off-Site Hazardous Materials Facilities Survey for Northpointe. 
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Based on further evaluation of the sites presented in Table 4-2 nine facilities were identified which 
had the potential to produce significant chemical concentrations at the project site in the event of a 
catastrophic release.  Facilities with potential to impact the project site were chosen based on 
chemical inventories listed with the SJFD and maximum, chemical-specific threat zones identified in 
the Sony Project Initial Study and the Vista Montana Initial Study.  According to the previous hazard 
risk assessments for the Sony and Vista Montana sites, maximum threat zones were derived using 
worst-case catastrophic hazardous material release assumptions.  The nine facilities that could 
potentially impact the project area are shown below in Table 4-3: 
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Table 4-3: Facilities with Potential to Impact the Site 

Map ID Facility Name Address Chemical of Concern 
Maximum 

Threat Zone 
(miles) 

Approximate 
Distance to  
Sony Site 

(miles) 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Vista Montana 
Site (miles) 

Approximate 
Distance to 

Baypointe Site 
(miles) 

9 Maxxim Integrated 
Products 

3725 North First Street chlorine (90 lbs) 0.78 0.8 0.4 0.4 

10 JDS Uniphase 80 Rose Orchard Way arsine (150 cf) 
phosphine (342 cf) 
ammonia (1,135 lbs) 

1.10 
1.80 
0.58 

1.0 0.2 0.3 

11 SDL, Inc. 90 Rose Orchard Way arsine (230 cf) ~1.20 1.0 0.2 0.3 

14 Wyse 3471 & 3475 North First Street chlorine (100 lbs) 0.83 0.5 0.9 0.6 

15 OLS Energy 
Agnews (Calpine) 

3800 Cisco Way Liquefied ammonia 
(58,000 lbs) 

4.2 0.5 1.6 0.8 

18 Cypress 
Semiconductor 

3901 North First Street phosphine (260 cf) 
chlorine (90 lbs) 

1.30 
0.78 

1.0 0.2 0.5 

21 Supertex 71 Vista Montana phosphine (131 cf) 
chlorine (1038 cf) 

not reported2 1.5s adjacent 0.8 

26 Neophotonics 2911 Zanker Road phosphine (210 cf) 1.40 0.3s 1.7s 1.3 

30 San José Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 

700 Los Esteros Road Chlorine (180,000 lbs) 3.40 1.8s 1.1 1.4 

Notes: 
gal = gallons, lbs = pounds, cf = cubic feet, AST = aboveground storage tank, HMMP = Hazardous Materials Management Plan, SJFD = San José Fire Dept 
1 Maximum Threat Zones provided in Initial Studies prepared for the Sony and Vista Montana sites. 
2 Vista Montana Initial Study indicates that the Supertex site is slated for redevelopment for residential uses. 
Source: Off-Site Hazardous Materials Facilities Survey 
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Relevance of Previous Studies 
For the Vista Montana and Sony projects Initial Studies, air dispersion modeling was performed to 
evaluate potential hazardous material impacts due to catastrophic releases of selected chemicals from 
off-site facilities.  As a result of the risk modeling for those facilities, detailed catastrophic release 
scenarios have been performed for all of the hazardous material facilities listed on Table 4-3 with the 
exception of Supertex, which was noted in the Vista Montana Initial Study as being slated for 
residential redevelopment.  Table 4.3 includes the facility name, address, chemicals of concern, and 
the maximum threat zone for the hypothetical catastrophic release that was derived by air dispersion 
modeling for each facility.   

The risk assessments for the Sony and Vista Montana projects concluded that the probability of 
worst-case catastrophic releases was low and that engineering and administrative controls at the 
hazardous material facilities further minimize risks to off-site locations.  As shown in Table 4-3, with 
one exception, distances from the project site to the selected hazardous material sites are equal to or 
greater than the comparative distances listed for either the Sony or Vista Montana sites.  The 
exception being that the project site is closer to the Neophotonics facility than the Vista Montana site; 
however, it is farther from the Neophotonics facility than from the Sony site.  The approximately 0.4-
mile difference would not be significant as this is a small variance.  In addition, the project site is 
farther from the Neophotonics facility than the Sony site and risks to the Sony site were found to be 
low.  Since the Sony and/or Vista Montana hazards analyses have already evaluated off-site 
catastrophic release analyses from these selected facilities, and the project site is no closer to these 
nine facilities than the Sony and/or Vista Montana sites, site specific hazard risk assessment for the 
Baypointe site would not be expected to produce significantly different impacts than were found at 
these other sites.   

 Santa Clara Valley Water Pollution Control Plant 
The San José Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) uses chlorine for wastewater disinfection and 
sulfur dioxide to remove residual chlorine remaining in the wastewater prior to its discharge into the 
San Francisco Bay.  Chlorine and sulfur dioxide are listed as acutely hazardous materials.  Both 
chlorine and sulfur dioxide are delivered in rail cars via a rail spur from the Union Pacific Main line, 
then transferred to the WPCP through double-contained pipelines.  For both chlorine and sulfur 
dioxide, the worst-case release scenario would have impacts that reach most of northern Santa Clara 
County including the project site which is located a little over 3 miles from the WPCP.  

Safety Measures 
According to the Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for the San José/Santa Clara 
WPCP, the chlorine and sulfur dioxide systems include a number of safety measures and are in full 
compliance with Santa Clara County’s Toxic Gas Ordinance.  These safety measures include: 

• Secondary containment of flexible hose, valve tree cabinet, and outdoor piping with 
containment space vented to a scrubber system. 
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• Indoor piping contained by the buildings themselves.  Doors automatically close upon 
detection of a leak and the room space is vented to the scrubber system. 

 

• Sulfur dioxide and chlorine leak detectors to detect leaks within the railcar dome, flexible hose 
secondary containment, valve tree cabinets, outdoor piping secondary containment, at the base 
of the railcars, and inside the rooms where chlorine or sulfur dioxide is processed.  The leak 
detectors are connected to a system that automatically starts the scrubber system and activates 
audible and visual alarms.  Automated dampers are used to direct air flow to the scrubber from 
the appropriate containment area. 

 

• Automatic shutoff valves are provided immediately downstream of the railcar connection and 
at the entry to each processing room.  These valves are activated upon detection of leaks or 
through manual initiation. 

 

• Manual pushbutton switches are provided at several locations to close the automatic shutoff 
valves and activate the scrubber system. 

 

• The entire area is enclosed by a fence with controlled access into the area. 
 

• System alarms are monitored at the computer control center, and the disinfection area itself is 
staffed with operators 24 hours per day.  In addition, the railcar area is video monitored by the 
computer control room. 

 

• An emergency generator is provided for backup power to the leak detection, alarm, and 
scrubber system in the event of a power failure. 

 

• The railcars include internal excess flow valves that are designed to close in the event of a 
catastrophic failure of the flexible hose or piping. 

 

• A seismic detection switch is provided that is designed to automatically close the automatic 
shutoff valves in the event of a major earthquake. 

 
Transport of Chlorine and Sulfur Dioxide 
Although the risk of occurrence is small, the greatest potential for casualties has, in the past, been 
assumed to occur during the transport of chlorine from producer to the user, including the potential 
for accidents that could cause tank car rupture.  Various safety measures, however, are now 
incorporated into the design of chlorine tank cars to prevent rupture in the event of an accident.  The 
revised RMPP prepared by the WPCP includes measures to minimize the potential for chlorine and 
sulfur dioxide releases to occur.  The safety measures incorporated into the chlorine and sulfur 
dioxide systems, and the prevailing wind direction make the likelihood of this scenario occurring, or 
having impacts to the project site, remote. 
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Impact 
Impact HAZ-1 Although the project site is not listed on any lists of Hazardous Materials Sites, 

Development on the project site could expose persons to unsafe levels of arsenic in 
the soil.  (Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
Soils should be tested for arsenic using Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration analysis.  This testing 
would produce results which could determine if the subject property passes standards of arsenic 
content in soils to satisfy City requirements.  If testing results in arsenic levels in excess of City 
standards, clean up requirements may be necessary at the time of development.  (New Potentially 
Significant Impact)  

Impact 
Impact HAZ-1 Development on the project site could expose persons to unsafe levels of airborne 

chlorine or sulfur dioxide in the unlikely event of a general catastrophic failure at the 
WPCP, combined with winds blowing from the chlorine and sulfur dioxide storage 
area towards the project area or in the event of an accident damaging a rail car on Los 
Esteros Road.  Existing safeguards make these impacts highly unlikely to occur.  
(Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
None required.  

4.7.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project would not generate or transport significant amounts of hazardous materials or 
waste and no indication of contamination was found onsite.  The likelihood of exposure of residents 
of the proposed project to hazardous materials because of accidental release of chlorine and sulfur 
dioxide is not likely.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to 
hazards and hazardous wastes greater than those addressed in the certified 2005 NSJ FPEIR.   
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4.8 -  Hydrology/Water Quality 
4.8.1 -  Setting 
The existing drainage and regulatory requirements regarding hydrology and water quality are 
generally unchanged from the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  The primary changes are the update of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FEMA FIRM) that covers the 
project site, the City’s update of its Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management (Policy 6-29), the 
City’s adoption of the Post-Construction Hydromodification Management (Policy 8-14), and the 
Guadalupe River Flood Control Project.   

4.8.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Hydrology/Water Quality 
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

c) Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of 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? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

 

     1, 2, 3 
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Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

e) Create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

     1, 2, 3 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality? 

     1, 2, 3 

g) Place housing within a 100-year 
flood hazard area as mapped on 
a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance 
Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

     1, 2, 3 

h) Place within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structures, which 
would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
or mudflow? 

     1, 2, 3 

 
Water Quality Standards and Requirements 
Flooding 
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the project site is in Zone A.  
Zone A is defined as areas having a one percent or greater change of being flooded in any given year.  
The project site has a base elevation of 17 feet.   

City of San José Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management (Policy 6-29) 
The City of San José’s Policy No. 6-29 requires all new and redevelopment projects to implement 
Post-Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Treatment Control Measures (TCMs) to 
the extent practicable.  This Policy also establishes specific design standards for Post-Construction 
TCMs for projects that create, add, or replace 10,000 square feet of more of impervious surfaces.  

City of San José Post-Construction Hydromodification Management (Policy 8-14) 
In 2005, the City of San José adopted the Post Construction Hydromodification Management (Policy 
8-14) to manage development-related increases in peak runoff flow, volume and duration, where such 
hydromodification is likely to increase erosion, generate silt pollution, or have other impacts to local, 
rivers, streams, and creeks.  
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Policy 8-14 requires stormwater discharges from and new and redevelopment projects that create or 
replace one acre or more of impervious surfaces to be designed and built to control project-related 
hydromodification.  The Policy establishes specified performance criteria for Post-Construction 
Hydromodification control measures and identified project exempt from HCM requirements.   

Drainage Pattern: Flooding 
The project site is located within a 100-year flood hazard zone, with a base flood election of 17 feet.  
According to the City’s Special Flood hazard Area Regulations (Municipal Code Chapter 17.08), the 
finished floor of buildings (the finished floor of the residential buildings, not the podium parking 
garage) within Zone A should be elevated to or above the base flood elevation, which is 17 feet on the 
project site to avoid flooding impacts.  

The project proposes to elevate the finished floors of the buildings above the base flood elevation of 
17 feet.  In addition, the subterranean garage would be designed to be watertight so that flooding 
impacts would not occur.  For this reason, the proposed project would not result in significant 
flooding impacts or any new or more flooding impacts than were described in the certified 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR.  

Impact 
Impact HYD-1 The project site is located in a 100-year floodplain.  (Same Impact as Approved 

Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM HYD -1.1 Elevate the finished floors of residential buildings above the base flood elevation of 

17 feet. 

MM HYD -1.2 Obtain an Elevation Certificate (FEMA Form 81-31) for each proposed structure, 
base on construction drawings, prior to issuance of building permits and occupancy 
permits. 

Water Quality 
The NSJ FPEIR discusses water quality impacts for construction and post-construction activities.  

Groundwater Supplies and Recharge 

The proposed project would involve building demolition, pavement removal, site grading, and 
earthmoving.  These activities could expose disturbed soils to the erosive forces of wind and rain, 
resulting in off-site deposition of sediments that could clog storm drains or adversely affect the 
Guadalupe River and Coyote Creek downstream.  In addition, hazardous materials such as fuel, oil, 
paint, and solvents are routinely used during construction, and the accidental spill or release of these 
substances could adversely affect water quality.  While construction activities would be temporary in 
nature, the potential impacts to water quality could last beyond the duration of construction, 
depending on the extent of degradation.  Development of the project site could increase some 
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contaminants in stormwater runoff during construction, which could adversely affect the water quality 
of the Guadalupe River and Coyote Creek.  However, the proposed project would not result in any 
more or new construction-related water quality impacts than those described in the certified 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR.  

Impact 
Impact HYD-2 The proposed project would result in construction-related impacts to water quality.  

(Same Impact as Approved Project)  

The following mitigation measures from the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR would be implemented.  

Mitigation Measure 
MM HYD-2.1 Compliance with the NPDES General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit 

administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Prior to future 
construction or grading for the project with land disturbance of one acre or more, the 
applicant shall prepare a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the General Permit 
and prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes measures 
to minimize and control construction and post-construction runoff.  The following 
measures typically included in a SWPPP: 

• Prevent non-stormwater discharges to the stormwater drainage system,  
• Incorporate effective, site-specific BMPs for erosion and sediment control 

during the construction and post-construction periods,  
• Cover soil, equipment, and supplies that could contribute to non-visible 

pollution prior to rainfall,  
• Monitor discharges to the stormwater drainage system. 

 
MM HYD-2.2 Comply with the City’s Grading Ordinance.  

Post-Construction-Related Impacts 

Stormwater from urban uses contains metals, pesticides, herbicides, and other contaminants such as 
oil, grease, lead, and animal waste.  Runoff from the proposed project may contain increased oil and 
grease from parked vehicles, and sediment and chemicals from landscaped areas.  The project site is 
in a developed condition that contains impervious surfaces and is consistent with the certified NSJ 
FPEIR.  The square-footage of existing impervious surfaces is unknown; however, inspection of 
aerial photographs indicates that virtually the entire project site is covered with impervious surfaces.  
Although the uses on the project site would change, the amount of impervious surfaces would not be 
significantly greater.  The proposed project would result in approximately 128,937 square-feet of 
impervious surfaces.  All stormwater runoff would be treated: approximately 65 percent would be 
treated by bioswales, and the remaining 35 percent would be treated by a media filtration system.  
The treatment methods described above comply with City’s BMPs listed below.  The proposed 
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project would not contribute any more or new significant post-construction water quality impacts than 
those described in the certified NSJ FPEIR.  

The following mitigation measure is identified from the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Impact 
Impact HYD-2 The proposed project would result in post construction-related impacts to water quality.  (Same 

Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM HYD-2.1 The project shall incorporate landscape and mechanical stormwater treatment 

measures that conform to City of San José Policies 6-29 and 8-14, and details of 
conformance shall be determined to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works 
and the Director of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement, at the Planned 
Development Permit stage of project review.  Compliance will be achieved by 
incorporating BMPs to control non-point pollution, which may include the following: 

• Direct roof drains to discharge and drain away from building foundations to 
unpaved areas to the extent possible. 

• As necessary to comply with requirements of the NPDES Municipal Permit, 
install continuous deflective separation (CDS) units to treat stormwater flows.  
The cleaning and monitoring of the CDS units shall be performed by project 
contractors during construction and by the appropriate Homeowner’s 
Association or property management entities thereafter. 

• Filtration through landscape swales.   
 
4.8.3 -  Conclusion 
With implementation of the above mentioned mitigation measures, there would not be any new of 
more significant impact to hydrology and water quality than those evaluated in the certified 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR.  
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4.9 -  Land Use/Planning 
4.9.1 -  Setting 
The approximate 3.16-acre project site consists of one parcel (APN 097-07-031) and is located west 
of Baypointe Parkway, east of North First Street, north of Tasman Boulevard and south of Highway 
237 in North San José.  The surrounding land uses are Industrial Park buildings to the east, south, and 
west, and single-family residential and a mobile home park to the north. 

Currently the project site consists of a single-story, 50 percent occupied light industrial building with 
loading docks, perimeter paved parking, landscape elements, and underground utilities. 

4.9.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Land Use/Planning 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

     1, 2, 3 

b) Conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to 
the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental 
effect?   

     1, 2, 3 

c) Conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or 
natural communities 
conservation plan? 

     1, 2, 3 

 
Divide Established Community 

The certification of the NSJ FPEIR in 2006 modified the City’s General Plan.  One of the results of 
this modification was that the proposed project’s existing land use designation (Industrial Park) was 
modified to include a Transit/Employment Residential District (55+ du/ac) overlay which changes 
land use but not zoning designations.  This modification does not change the underlying zoning; 
however, it does allow development of residential uses as an alternative use at the minimum average 
density of 55 du/ac.  Additionally, land within this overlay designation can be converted for 
construction of new schools and parks as needed to support residential development.  The proposed 
project would add new residences to an area that is primarily composed of light industrial complexes.  
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However, there is a mobile home park approximately 1,000 ft north of the project and therefore the 
project would not divide an established community.  

Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies, or Regulations 

The proposed project residential development density would be set at a minimum 55 du/ac, which 
would be consistent with the current residential density requirement.  Since the project requires 
rezoning from IP Industrial Park to A (PD) - Planned Development, it is not consistent with the 
existing zoning for the site.  However, the zoning is consistent with the goals of the 2006 certified 
NSJ FPEIR.   

The placement of new residential projects within established industrial neighborhoods may create a 
potential for conflicts between the two land uses.  Residents frequently object to nighttime noise and 
more likely to object to very bright outdoor lighting, odors, and outdoor storage.  The City of San 
José has adopted Residential Design Guidelines, which would apply to the proposed project.  All new 
development in North San José will be subject to a design review process that would ensure 
compliance with the policies set forth in these guidelines.  The proposed project would comply with 
the Residential Design Guidelines to avoid or reduce land use conflicts between new high density and 
very high-density residential development and nearby land uses. 

Impact 
Impact LU-1 Placing new residential projects within an established industrial neighborhood creates 

the potential for conflicts between the two land uses.  (Same Impact as Approved 
Project) 

Mitigation Measure 

MM LU-1.1 The proposed project would implement the following measures: 

• Residential structures of three stories or more are to be setback a minimum of 15 
feet from incompatible uses.  Residential structures of three stories or more are to 
be set back a minimum of 25 feet from public open space. 

• Landscaping should be provided in all setback areas between project walls and/or 
fences and the rights-of-way of public streets and sidewalks.  The landscaping 
should be generous and should include trees and/or shrubs as well as groundcover.  
Tall shrubs or vines should be planted to help screen walls and fences and provide 
protection from graffiti.   

• This chapter specifies minimum façade articulation, vertical and horizontal roof 
articulation, the quality of building materials and details, stylistic consistency, and 
the need for care and attention to detail in design of street facades.   

• Within a project, buildings should not be located in positions that will result in 
substantial shading of the private open space of adjacent units in the project.  
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Conflict with Conservation Plans 

The City of San José, County of Santa Clara, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), 
and Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) are to preparing and planning to implement a 
countywide Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP).  The 
long-range plan will include specified areas of the county where land development and survival of 
endangered species are in conflict.  The goal of this plan is to provide the means for conservation of 
these species and at the same time allow compatible development to occur.  At this writing, the 
complete list of projects to be covered by the HCP/NCCP is not yet final.  Therefore, the proposed 
project will not conflict with any conservation plans. 

4.9.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project, with the implementation of the above mitigation measures, would not result in 
any new or more significant land use impacts than those addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ  FPEIR.  
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4.10 -  Mineral Resources 
4.10.1 -  Setting 
The project site is not located within any designated mineral deposit area of regional significance.  
Mineral exploration is not performed on the project site and the site does not contain any known or 
designated mineral resource. 

4.10.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Mineral Resources 
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability 
of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the 
state? 

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

 

As discussed above, the project is not located within a designated area containing mineral deposits of 
regional significance and, therefore, would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource, and no mineral excavation sites are present within the general area.  The proposed project 
would not result in impacts to mineral resources. 

The proposed project would not result in any new or more significant impact to mineral resources 
than were described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

4.10.3 -  Conclusion 
The project would not result in any new or more significant impacts to mineral resources in than those 
addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.11 -  Noise 
4.11.1 -  Setting 
The noise environment in the proposed project area primarily consists of vehicular traffic, light rail 
operations, and, to some extent, aircraft from the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport.  
The project site is not within the 65 dB CNEL Contour of the airport.  According to the NSJ FPEIR, 
the proposed project is within the boundaries of the North San José Redevelopment Area, as such, 
impacts from development in this area have been considered in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  As part of the 
NSJ FPEIR, existing noise levels were measured at various locations in the redevelopment area.  The 
closest measurement to the proposed project was taken at approximately 90 feet from the centerline of 
Tasman Drive, east of North First Street approximately 500 feet from the project site.  Similar to 
North First Street, the San José Light Rail runs down the center of this section of Tasman Drive.  The 
day-night average noise level (DNL) was 66 A-weighted decibels (dBA).  According to the North San 
José Development Policies Update Program EIR, residential land uses are considered “satisfactory” 
up to 60 dBA DNL as the short-range exterior noise quality level, and up to 55 dBA DNL as the long-
range exterior noise quality level.   

4.11.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 
The following impact discussions were analyzed with reference to the NSJ FPEIR.  The mitigation 
measures are those set forth in the same document. 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Noise 
Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

     1, 2, 3 

b) Exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

     1, 2, 3 

c) A substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the 
project? 

     1, 2, 3 

d) A substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

     1, 2, 3 
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Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

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

     1, 2, 3 

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

     1, 2, 3 

 
Noise Levels in Excess of Standards 

As mentioned above the average DNL noise levels in the project area were measured at 
approximately 66 dBA, while residential land uses are considered “satisfactory” up to 60 dBA DNL 
as the short-range exterior noise quality level, and 55 dBA DNL as the long-range exterior noise 
quality level. 

Impact 
Impact NOI-1 Implementation of the proposed project could expose residences to noise levels in 

excess of State and City standards.  (Same as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM NOI-1.1  

• Prior to the project-level design review process for new residential 
development, retain a qualified Acoustical Engineer to identify areas of the site 
that exceed the 60 DNL contour.  The project design should then incorporate 
into the plan measures for minimizing or avoiding noise impacts, which could 
include a combination of open space buffer areas, sound barriers, and 
building/site design to create common and private outdoor use areas with noise 
exposures of 60 DNL or less.  As an alternative, less sensitive land uses (such 
as parking, passive open space, commercial uses) should be located between 
more sensitive land uses and noise sources.  Such uses would act to shield the 
more sensitive uses allowing for a compatible residential noise environment.  
To be consistent with transit-oriented development standards, building masses 
may need to be placed closer to the street to shield active open space areas 
from street noise.   
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• During the entitlements process, prepare for City review and approval a design 
specific study that illustrates how the project will achieve consistency with 
General Plan guidelines and State law. 

• Prior to issuance of building permits, retain a qualified Acoustical Engineer to 
prepare for City review and approval a detailed acoustical analysis of exterior 
and interior noise reduction requirements and specifications for all project 
phases, in accordance with State and City standards.  Project-specific 
acoustical analyses are mandated by the State for new multi-family uses.  
Appropriate noise control treatments necessary to achieve a compatible interior 
noise environment (45 DNL) shall be incorporated into the proposed structures 
located within the 60 DNL contour.  Interior noise levels could be reduced to 
acceptable levels by including such measures as forced-air mechanical 
ventilation systems and/or sound-rated construction to allow occupants the 
option of controlling noise in interior spaces by keeping the windows closed. 

 
Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels 

According to the 2006 NSJ FPEIR, buildout of the plan would result in an increase in vehicular traffic 
and subsequent noise levels.  In addition, the 2006 NSJ FPEIR indicates that given the 
implementation timeframe of the project and the incremental contributions from individual 
developments, there is no nexus for requiring mitigation for traffic noise at affected receptors from 
individual developments.  Implementation of measures available to reduce the project noise level 
increases would not likely be reasonable or feasible and the impact would therefore be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact 
Impact NOI-2 Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to the increase in ambient 

noise levels anticipated by NSJ FPEIR as a result of build out of the project area.  
(Same Impact as Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measure 
MM NOI-2.1 No feasible mitigation measure is available to reduce this impact to less than 

significant. 

Temporary or Periodic Increase in Ambient Noise Levels  

Construction activities generate considerable amounts of noise, especially during the demolition 
phase and the construction of project infrastructure when heavy equipment is used.  The highest 
maximum noise levels generated by project construction would typically range from about 90 to 105 
dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source.  Typical hourly average construction generated 
noise levels are about 81 dBA to 89 dBA measured at a distance of 50 feet from the center of the site 
during busy construction periods (e.g., use of earth moving equipment, impact tools, etc.)  
Construction generated noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of distance 
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between the source and receptor.  Shielding by buildings or terrain often result in much lower 
construction noise levels at distant receptors.  The nearest noise-sensitive receptors are the residential 
uses located adjacent to the project site, with the closest residence approximately 60 feet away.   

Construction noises associated with projects of this type are disturbances that are necessary for the 
construction or repair of buildings and structures in urban areas.  Reasonable regulation of the hours 
of construction, as well as regulation of the arrival and operation of heavy equipment and the delivery 
of construction materials, are necessary to protect the health and safety of persons, promote the 
general welfare of the community, and maintain the quality of life.   

Impact 
Impact NOI-3 Short-term construction noise resulting from implementation of the proposed project 

would expose nearby residences to elevated noise levels.  (Same Impact as 
Approved Project) 

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures from the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR would be implemented.  

MM NOI-3.1 Limit all construction-related activities to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday 
through Friday for any on-site or off-site work within 500 ft of any residential unit.  
Construction outside these hours may be approved through a development permit 
based on a site-specific construction noise mitigation permit based on a site-specific 
construction noise mitigation plan and a finding by the Director of Planning, 
Building, and Code Enforcement that the construction noise mitigation plan is 
adequate to prevent noise disturbance of affected residential uses.   

MM NOI-3.2 All internal combustion engine driven equipment will be equipped with intake and 
exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

MM NOI-3.3 Stationary noise generating equipment will be located as far as possible from 
sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or are near a construction project 
area. 

MM NOI-3.4 “Quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise sources will be used where 
technology exists. 

MM NOI-3.5 Temporary noise control blanket barriers shall shroud pile drivers or be erected in a 
manner to shield the adjacent land uses.  Such noise control blanket barriers can be 
rented and quickly erected. 

MM NOI-3.6 The contractor shall prepare a detailed construction plan identifying the schedule for 
major noise-generating construction activities.  The construction plan shall identify a 



Environmental Setting, Checklist, and Discussion of Impacts 
 

Final Tiered Initial Study 80 City of San José 
September 2007  163 Baypointe Parkway Project 
 H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

procedure for coordination with the adjacent noise sensitive facilities so that 
construction activities can be scheduled to minimize noise disturbance. 

MM NOI-3.7 A “disturbance coordinator” will be responsible for responding to any local 
complaints about construction noise.  The disturbance coordinator will determine the 
cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and the NSJ 
FPEIR will require that reasonable measures be implemented to correct the problem. 

MM NOI-3.8 Conspicuously post a telephone number for the disturbance coordinator at the 
construction site and include the number in the notice sent to neighbors regarding the 
construction schedule. 

4.11.3 -  Conclusion 
With the above-mentioned mitigation measures proposed by the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, there 
would be no new or more significant noise impacts of the proposed project.  Impact NOI-2, 
Permanent Increase of Ambient Noise Level, is a significant unavoidable impact resulting from 
buildout of the NSJ FPEIR and the proposed project would contribute to this impact. 
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4.12 -  Population/Housing 
4.12.1 -  Setting 
The current and future population and housing estimates and assumptions have not changed since the 
certification of the 2006 NJS FPEIR.  Currently, there are no residential uses onsite. 

4.12.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Population/Housing 
Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population 
growth in an area, either 
directly (e.g., by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through 
extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

     1, 2, 3 

b) Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

     1, 2, 3 

c) Displace substantial numbers of 
people necessitating the 
construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

     1, 2, 3 

 

Population Growth 

The project site is designated for high-density residential development (55+ du/ac).  The project 
proposes to construct up to 182 dwelling units on approximately 3.16 acres.  Because the proposed 
development would be consistent with the existing land use designation on the site, the proposed 
project would not induce growth beyond what is anticipated in the General Plan.   

4.12.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project would not result in any or more significant population growth or housing 
impacts than those addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.13 -  Public Services 
4.13.1 -  Setting 
The fire, police, school, and park services, and facilities have not changed since certification of the 
2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

4.13.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Public Services 
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

a) Fire Protection?      1, 2, 3 

b) Police Protection?      1, 2, 3 

c) Schools?      1, 2, 3 

d) Parks?      1, 2, 3 

e) Other public facilities?      1, 2, 3 

 
Fire and Police Protection 

The project would be constructed in conformance with current codes, including features that would 
reduce potential fire hazards.  The project design would also be reviewed by the San José Police 
Department (SJPD) to ensure that it incorporates appropriate safety features to minimize criminal 
activity. 

As discussed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, the buildout of the development analyzed would 
incrementally increase the need for fire and police protection services, which may create the need for 
additional staffing or resources, fire station expansion, or a new fire station in the project area.  The 
increase in demand for fire and police services is not necessarily an environmental impact.  The 
environmental impact, if it does occur, would generally result from the impacts on the physical 
environment that result from the changes made in order to meet the demand.  Future development of 
new fire facilities in the project area would require supplemental environmental review which could 
consist of an Addendum or Supplemental EIR to the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  The certified EIR 
concluded that the construction of a new fire station in North San José would not have significant 
adverse environmental impacts. 

Given the infill location of the project site and the fact that the site is already served by the San José 
Fire Department and SJPD, it is not anticipated the development of the proposed project would result 
in significant impact to police and fire services nor would this project alone require the construction 
of additional fire or police facilities.  Furthermore, the proposed project would not result in any new 
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or more significant impacts to fire and police services than were described in the certified 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR. 

Schools 

The project site is located within the Santa Clara Unified School District (SCUSD), which is 
comprised of 16 elementary schools, three middle schools, two high schools, one kindergarten 
through eighth grade school, and one continuation high school.  Students in the project area likely 
attend Mayne Elementary School located at 5030 North First Street in Alviso, approximately 1.7 
miles northwest of the project site, Don Callejon Middle School located at 4176 Lick Mill Boulevard 
in Santa Clara, approximately 1 mile southwest of the project site, and Wilcox (Adrian) High School 
located at 3250 Monroe Street in Santa Clara, approximately 4.8 miles southwest of the project site. 

It was estimated that the buildout of the development assumed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR 
would result in an approximate total of 1,829 new students, including 1,112 elementary students, 349 
middle school students, and 368 high school students for the NSJ FPEIR-approved project.  The 
certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR concluded that the total number of students generated from the 
development assumed the construction of three new elementary schools to accommodate the growth 
in student population and that the SCUSD may be able to accommodate the middle and high school 
students without requiring the construction of new facilities.   

The certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR concluded that the construction of new schools in North San José 
would not necessarily result in significant adverse environmental impacts.  Future development of 
new school facilities in the project area, however, would require supplemental environmental review 
which would consist of an Addendum or Supplemental EIR to the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, 
depending on the location and size of the school.  There are also specific compliance requirements set 
by the state for the construction of a new school. 

The proposed project would generate less than one percent of the students anticipated from the 
buildout of the development assumed in the certified NSJ FPEIR, and therefore, would not result in 
any new or more significant school impacts than were described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.   

Standard Measure 
State law (Government Code Section 65996) specifies an acceptable method of offsetting a project’s 
effect under CEQA on the adequacy of school facilities as the payment of a school impact fee prior to 
the issuance of a building permit.  The affected school district(s) are responsible for implementing the 
specific methods for mitigating school effects under the Government Code, including setting the 
school impact fee amount consistent with State law.  The school impact fees and the school districts’ 
methods of implementing measures specified by the Government Code 65996 would partially offset 
project-related increases in student enrollment.   
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Parks 

The City of San José has adopted the Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) (Municipal Code 
Chapter 19.38) and Park Impact Ordinance (PIO) (Municipal Code Chapter 14.25) requiring 
residential developers to dedicate public parkland or pay in-lieu fees, or both, to offset the demand for 
neighborhood parkland created by their housing developments.  Each new residential project is 
required to conform to the PDO or PIO.  The acreage of parkland required is based upon the Acreage 
Dedication Formula outlined in the PDO.  Based upon this formula, the proposed project would be 
required to dedicate or provide 1.25 acres of raw parkland.  This amount of parkland is based on the 
number of residential units (182) for the proposed project multiplied by the average number of 
occupants (2.29) per residence, which equals 417 residents.  This figure is then multiplied by .003 and 
equals 1.25 acres.  The proposed project would dedicate 2.38 acres of parkland to the City to meet 
demand for parks. 

It is anticipated that the buildout of the development evaluated in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR 
would result in the incremental increase in the need for parks and recreational facilities, which are to 
be developed in the project area concurrently with the proposed residential development.  It was 
concluded in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR that the development of new parks and recreation 
facilities in the project area would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts different or 
greater than the impacts of all the development evaluated by the EIR.  Future development of new 
park and recreation facilities in the project area, however, would require supplemental environmental 
review which could consist of an Addendum or Supplemental EIR in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR.   

Since the proposed project would result in less than one percent of the residential development 
assumed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, the proposed project would not result in any new or more 
significant park impacts than were described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Standard Measure 
The project will conform to the City’s Park Impact Ordinance (PIO) and Parkland Dedication 
Ordinance (PDO) by dedication of parkland or payment of in-lieu fees (Municipal Code Chapters 
19.38 and 14.25). 

4.13.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project, with the implementation of the above standard measures, would not result in 
any new or more significant impact to public services or facilities than those addressed in the certified 
2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.14 -  Recreation 
4.14.1 -  Setting 
The park and recreational facilities have not changes since the certification of the 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

4.14.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Recreation 

a) Would the project increase the 
use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

     1, 2, 3 

b) Does the project include 
recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which 
might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

     1, 2, 3 

 
Increase Use of Parks 

As discussed in Section 4.13, Public Services, the City of San José has adopted the PDO and PIO 
requiring residential developers to dedicate public parkland or pay in-lieu fees, or both, to offset the 
demand for neighborhood parkland created by their housing developments.  Based on the Acreage 
Dedication Formula outlined in the PDO, the proposed project would be required to dedicate 1.25 
acres of parkland. 

As concluded in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR, the buildout of the development assumed would not 
result in significant, adverse environmental impacts to park and recreation resources.  Since the 
project proposes approximately one percent of the residential development assumed in the certified 
2006 NSJ FPEIR, the proposed project would not result in any new or more significant recreation 
impacts than were described in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Standard Measure  
The project will conform to the City’s Park Impact Ordinance (PIO) and Parkland Dedication 
Ordinance (PDO) by dedication of parkland or payment of in-lieu fees (Municipal Code Chapter 
19.38). 
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4.14.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project, with the implementation of the above standard measure, would not result in 
new or more significant impacts to recreational facilities than those addressed in the certified 2006 
NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.15 -  Transportation/Traffic 
4.15.1 -  Setting 
With the development of the project, the existing roadway system in the immediate vicinity of the site 
was assumed to remain unchanged from its existing configuration.  Zanker Road is a six-lane north-
south roadway, Tasman Drive is a four-lane east-west roadway with the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) Light Rail line running down the center, and Baypointe Parkway is a 
two-lane north-south loop roadway with a two-way center left-turn lane.   

Sidewalks are present along both sides of Baypointe Parkway, Zanker Road, and Tasman Drive.  
Pedestrian crosswalks are present at the three study intersections listed below. 

• Zanker Road and Baypointe Parkway 
• Zanker Road and Tasman Drive 
• Baypointe Parkway and Tasman Drive 

 
Each crosswalk has pedestrian pushbuttons, pedestrian signal heads, and wheelchair-accessible 
ramps.  The Baypointe Parkway and Tasman Drive intersection has pedestrian crosswalks on the 
north, south, and west legs of the intersection only.  There are no countdown indicators at this 
intersection.  

Bike routes are striped in the northbound and southbound directions of travel on Zanker Road north 
and south of Tasman Drive.  They are also present in the eastbound and westbound lanes on Tasman 
Drive east and west of Zanker Road.  There are no bike lanes on Baypointe Parkway. 

Existing transit service to the study area consists of light rail and bus transit provided by VTA.  
Transit services within close proximity to the project site are described below. 

The Baypointe light rail transit (LRT) station is located at the intersection of Baypointe Parkway and 
Tasman Drive.  It provides access to the Alum Rock-Santa Teresa Line (Route 901), which operates 
between 5:00 a.m. and 1:00 a.m. with 15-minute headways northbound and southbound during 
commute hours.  The Tasman Station is located approximately one-half mile from the site, at the First 
Street/Tasman Drive intersection.  It provides access to Route 901 and Route 902 (Mountain View-
Winchester).  The Mountain View-Winchester Line operates between 5:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. with 
15-minute headways northbound and southbound during commute hours.   

4.15.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 
The transportation system within the project area, which includes local roadways, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, as well as bus and light rail services, has not changed since the certification of 
the NSJ FPEIR in June 2005. 
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Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Transportation/Traffic 
Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic, 
which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system 
(i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

b) Exceed, either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the 
county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

c) Result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

d) Substantially increase hazards 
due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

e) Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

f) Result in inadequate parking 
capacity? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, 
plans or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g. 
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

     1, 2, 3, 8 

 
Operational Impacts 

The following discussion is based on the 163 Baypointe Parkway Residential Development Traffic 
Operational Analysis prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. on April 19, 2007.  The 
report is provided in its entirety in Appendix D.  The analysis considered impacts on intersection 
operations and queuing. 

Intersection Operations 
The magnitude of traffic generated by the proposed project was estimated by applying to the size of 
the development the applicable trip generation rates recommended by the City of San José Interim 
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Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis of Land Developments, June 1994.  Since the project site is 
located within 2,000 feet of a light rail station, the total number of trips generated by buildout of the 
project can be reduced by 9 percent to account for transit ridership, according to the Congestion 
Management Program TIA Guidelines.  Based on field observations, the existing industrial building 
currently appears to be operating at about 50 percent of its available capacity.  Applying the City of 
San José trip generation rates to the estimated occupied portion of the building results in an existing 
trip generation of 15 morning (AM) and 16 afternoon (PM) peak-hour trips.  For analysis purposes, 
the low City of San José warehouse trip generation rates were applied to the existing industrial use in 
order to present a conservative estimate of existing site traffic.  Thus, it is estimated that the project 
would generate a net 111 AM peak-hour trips (33 inbound trips and 78 outbound trips) and a net 110 
PM peak-hour trips (77 inbound trips and 33 outbound trips) at the project driveways.  The trip 
generation estimates are summarized in Table 4-4. 

Table 4-4: Project Trip Generation 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Land Use Size 
Daily Trip 

Generation 
Rate 

Daily 
Trips Peak 

Hour 
Factor

In Out Total
Peak 
Hour 

Factor 
In Out Total

Proposed Uses 

Condominiums/ 
Townhouse 

182 
units 

7.5 trips/ 
unit 1,380 0.10 48 90 138 0.10 90 48 138 

(Transit Reduction)   -124  -4 -8 -12  -8 -4 -12 

Total Trips   1,256  44 82 126  82 44 126 

Existing Uses 

Industrial/ 
Warehouse 

20,100 
sq ft 

5.0 trips/ 
1,000 sq ft 101 0.15 11 4 15 0.16 5 11 16 

Total Trips   1,155  33 78 111  77 33 110 

Net Trip 
Generation   101  11 4 15  5 11 16 

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2007. 

 
The previously certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR analyzed intersection operations from buildout of the North 
San José Area Development Policy.  Intersection operations impacts from vehicle trips generated by 
projects contemplated by the North San José Area Development Policy were considered.  This 
includes the proposed project.  The 2006 NSJ FPEIR requires that projects developed under the North 
San José Area Development Policy provide payments in accordance with the North San José Area 
Development Policy Traffic Impact Fee. 

Queuing 
Intersection left-turn movements to which a project would add traffic typically are evaluated to 
determine whether the existing left-turn pockets would be adequate to serve the estimated vehicle 
queue lengths.  In order to provide a more thorough estimate of the left-turn queuing conditions that 
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would occur under project conditions, this analysis incorporated trips generated by the proposed 
project, as well as the trips from the Northpointe project, which is an adjacent and concurrent project 
on the northwest corner of the Zanker Road and Tasman Drive intersection.   

The proposed project on the corner of Zanker Road and Tasman Drive would develop 704 residential 
units and 20,000 square-feet of retail space.  

The results of the intersection queuing analysis are shown in Table 4.5.  The results indicate that the 
left-turn vehicle storage would be adequate at every left-turn pocket to which the proposed project 
would add traffic.   
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Table 4-5: Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

Zanker/Tasman Baypointe/Tasman Baypointe/Zanker 

Northbound Left Southbound Left Eastbound Left Southbound Left Eastbound Left Westbound Left Eastbound Left Measurement 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Cycle Delay 125 141 125 141 125 141 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Volume (vphpl) 121 171 412 314 66 122 43 26 66 67 134 75 107 182 

Average Queue 
(vehicles) 4.2 6.7 14.3 12.3 2.3 4.8 1.2 0.7 1.8 1.9 3.7 2.1 3.0 5.1 

Average Queue 
(feet) 84 134 286 246 46 96 24 14 36.7 37 74 42 59 101 

95th Percentile 
Queue (vehicles) 8 11 21 18 5 9 3 2 4 4 7 5 6 9 

95th Percentile 
Queue (feet) 160 220 420 360 100 180 60 40 80 80 140 100 120 180 

Storage (feet) 240 520 240 120 180 180 140 

Adequate? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Note: vphpl = vehicles per hour per lane. 
Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2007. 
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Site Access 

The proposed project would provide two full-access private driveways: one located on the north end 
and one located on the south end of the project site.  The two project driveways would be located at 
existing driveway locations, although both driveways would be reconfigured to serve the project.  The 
northern portion of the project site would be served by one existing full-access driveway located on 
Baypointe Parkway on the border with the adjacent property parking lot.  The southern portion of the 
project site would be served by one full-access driveway leading to surface and garage parking and to 
adjacent properties to the south.  Emergency vehicle access would be provided via the north and south 
driveways and the emergency vehicle easement around the south and west of the project site.  Based 
on the truck turning template analysis, these driveways would be adequate to serve emergency 
vehicles. 

4.15.3 -  Roadway, Transit, and Pedestrian Facilities 
The project proposes to construct 182 multi-family dwellings within the 3.16-acre project site.  
Traffic impacts from development were analyzed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR and therefore 
would not result in additional traffic trips beyond what was assumed in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

Impact 
Impact TRAN-1 The proposed project would generate vehicle trips that may impact intersections 

previously analyzed in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  (Same Impact As Proposed Project) 

Standard Measure 
The proposed project would implement the following standard measure: 

• Comply with the City’s North San José Area Development Policy Traffic Impact Fee 
Ordinance. 

 
Parking Capacity 

The project proposes to provide resident parking in below grade parking garages under the buildings.  
The City’s Residential Design Guidelines and Zoning Ordinance specify the parking requirements for 
residential uses and apply a 10 percent reduction if the project is within 2,000 feet of a light rail 
station.  The proposed project would be within 2,000 feet of the Baypointe light rail station. 

Impact 
Impact TRAN-2 The proposed project would comply with the City’s parking requirements 

Standard Measure 
The project proposes to implement the following standard measure: 

• Comply with the City’s parking requirements shown in Table 3-2. 
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4.15.4 -  Conclusion 
With implementation of the above measures, the proposed project would not result in new or more 
significant impacts to the transportation system than those addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ 
FPEIR.  
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4.16 -  Utilities/Service Systems 
4.16.1 -  Setting 
The water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, solid waste, natural gas, and electricity services and 
facilities have not changed since the certification of the 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 

4.16.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Utilities/Service Systems 
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

     1, 2, 3 

b) Require or result in the 
construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

     1, 2, 3 

c) Require or result in the 
construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
effects? 

     1, 2, 3 

d) Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

     1, 2, 3 

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider, 
which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

     1, 2, 3 

f) Be served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs? 

     1, 2, 3 

g) Comply with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

     1, 2, 3 
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The project proposes to construct up to 182 dwelling units within approximately 3.16 acres of land.  
The certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR concludes that there is adequate water, sanitary sewer/wastewater 
treatment, storm drain, landfill, and electricity capacity to serve the proposed development.  The 
proposed project would connect to existing utility lines in nearby streets.  It is anticipated that the 
existing water, sanitary sewer, and storm drain lines in nearby streets are adequate to serve the 
proposed project. 

A water supply analysis was prepared in conformance with Water Code Section 10910 et seq., and 
included in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR.  It was concluded that full implementation of the development 
addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR would require the expansion of the existing recycled water 
system and continued implementation of the City’s water conservation programs.  The City 
recommends projects incorporate such programs including, but not limited to, the following where 
appropriate: 

• Dual plumbing for both interior and exterior recycled water use  
 

• Construction standards that require high-efficiency fixtures (e.g., high-efficiency 1.2 gallons 
per flush toilets) 

 

• Construction standards that require high-efficiency devices for outdoor water uses (e.g., self-
adjusting weather-based irrigation controllers) 

 

• The use of fully advanced treated recycled water for irrigation of large landscaped areas 
 

• Enforcement of the City’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (per AB325 1990) 
 

• Promotion and use of drought tolerant and native plantings in landscaping 
 
4.16.3 -  Conclusion 
The proposed project would not exceed the capacity of existing utility systems.  The proposed project 
would not result in new or more significant impacts to utilities and services systems than those 
addressed in the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR. 
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4.17 -  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
4.17.1 -  Setting 
The 2006 NSJ FPEIR analyzed development of 26.7 million square feet of new 
industrial/office/Research and Development building space and the addition of 32,000 new dwelling 
units in the North San José area.  The project proposes to develop 182 multi-family dwelling units. 

The proposed development is within the amount of development analyzed in the 2006 NSJ FPEIR 
and therefore, the project would not result in new or more significant impacts than those addressed in 
the certified 2006 NSJ FPEIR with implementation of standard mitigation measures described in the 
specific sections of this Initial Study. 

4.17.2 -  Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Environmental Issues 
New 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated

New Less 
Than 

Significant 
Impact 

Same 
Impact as 
Approved 

Project 

Less 
Impact 
than 

Approved 
Project 

Information 
Sources/ 

Discussion 
Location 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a) Does the project have the 
potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples 
of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

     1, 2, 9 

b) Does the project have impacts 
that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental 
effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future 
projects.) 

     1, 2, 9 

c) Does the project have 
environmental effects, which 
will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

     1, 2, 9 
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4.18 -  Checklist Sources 
1. Professional judgment and expertise of the environmental specialists preparing this 

assessment, based upon a review of the site and surrounding conditions, and a review of the 
project plans.  

 

2. City of San José.  Final Environmental Impact Report, North San José Development Policies 
Update, June 2005.  

 

3. City of San José.  Administrative Draft Initial Study for Hyundai Site, March 2007. 
 

4. Assessment of 86 Trees at 163 Baypointe Parkway San José, California.  Walter Levison, 
Consulting Arborist, June 2006.  

 

5. Phase I and Modified Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, Treadwell and Rollow 
Environmental and Geotechnical Consultants, February 1996.  

 

6. Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Construction Testing and Engineering, March 
2006. 

 

7. Geotechnical investigation completed for the Baypointe project site, Construction 
Engineering & Testing, Inc., March 2006. 

 

8. 163 Baypointe Parkway Residential Development Traffic Operational Analysis, Hexagon 
Transportation Consultants, April 13, 2007. 

 

9. This Initial Study, Sections 4.1 through 4.16.  
 

10. Off-Site Hazardous Materials Study. 
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Appendix A: Tree Report 
 

 





        
 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401              ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172 

Site Address: 163 Baypointe, San Jose, CA   Version 6/23/06 
Walter Levison © All Rights Reserved  Phone/Fax (650) 697-0990 

 
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture 

 
1 of 16 

 
 

 

  
Assessment of eighty-six (86) trees at 

   
163 Baypointe Parkway 

San Jose, California 
 

Prepared for: 
 

F.F. Development L.P. 
5510 Morehouse Drive, Suite 200 

San Diego, CA 92121 
 

Site Visits: 
 

Walter Levison 
 

6/15/06 & 6/18/06 
 

Report: 
 

Walter Levison 
 

6/23/06 
 
 
 



 



        
 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401              ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172 

Site Address: 163 Baypointe, San Jose, CA   Version 6/23/06 
Walter Levison © All Rights Reserved  Phone/Fax (650) 697-0990 

 
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture 

 
2 of 16 

 
 

 

 
Table of Contents 
 
Section           Page 
1.0 Assignment ________________________________________________ 3 

2.0 Tree Charts ________________________________________________ 3 

3.0 Observations and Discussion _________________________________ 4 

4.0 Photographs _______________________________________________ 6 

5.0 Tree Map (not to scale) _______________________________________ 9 

6.0 Recommendations _________________________________________ 10 

7.0 Consultant’s Qualifications __________________________________ 13 

8.0 Tree Vendors ______________________________________________ 14 

9.0 Assumptions and Limiting Conditions _________________________ 15 

10.0 Certification _______________________________________________ 16 
 



 



        
 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401              ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172 

Site Address: 163 Baypointe, San Jose, CA   Version 6/23/06 
Walter Levison © All Rights Reserved  Phone/Fax (650) 697-0990 

 
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture 

 
3 of 16 

 
 

 

 
 
1.0 Assignment  
 

I was requested by F.F. Development L.P. to tag and assess trees plotted on the 163 
Baypointe Parkway, San Jose, California demolition plan sheet provided by the Client (see 
tree map, section 5.0). This project is formally known as city project file #PDC06-061.  
 
I was given a full size demolition plan sheet with tree plot to use as the preliminary tree 
location markup. Trees proposed to be removed under the current site plan are noted with an 
“X” on the sheet.  
 
There were five trees (trees #26, 46, 57, 58, and #59) that were not originally plotted by the 
surveyor. The approximate locations of these trees were marked onto the sheet by the author 
(see underlined trees on the tree map, section 5.0). It appears that most or all of these trees 
are proposed to be removed based on their locations within the building area, except 
possibly tree #46 which is located out at the site perimeter and might be retained.  
 
Protection and maintenance recommendations for the site trees were not required as part of 
this arborist report submittal (personal communication, San Jose planning staff, June 2006), 
though these recommendations were encouraged when appropriate. Given that most of the 
trees will be removed, the author will lay out a series of protection recommendations (Best 
Management Practices) in section 6.0 that would be appropriate for implementation at the 
site.  
 
Note that these recommendations are only beneficial if they are implemented on the ground 
in a manner that conforms to all details noted in the recommendations section.  
 
Also, a “project arborist” would need to be retained by the project developer or the City of 
San Jose such that general contractor and subcontractor compliance with the tree protection 
recommendations over time could be periodically monitored.  
 
Photographs of some site trees are included in this report as a reference of pre-project 
existing conditions.  

 
2.0 Tree Charts 
 

There were 86 trees assessed for this assignment. Tree data is contained in an attached 18-
page Excel tree chart document dated 6/21/06.  
 
As of the date of writing, there are apparently no tree protection standards or tree review 
standards for site plan submittals (personal communication, San Jose planning staff, June 
2006) other than providing industry standard tree assessment parameters and each tree’s 
removal status. The “protected by ordinance” column of the tree charts is left blank in the 
assumption that none of the 86 assessed trees have formal municipal protection status in the 
City of San Jose.  
 



        
 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401              ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172 

Site Address: 163 Baypointe, San Jose, CA   Version 6/23/06 
Walter Levison © All Rights Reserved  Phone/Fax (650) 697-0990 

 
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture 

 
4 of 16 

 
 

 

 
3.0 Observations and Discussion 
 

a) Site Overview: The site contains only eight (8) tree species as per the following:  
 

o Flowering pear (cultivar): The flowering pears at this site exhibit health and 
structural attributes typical of the species such as bacterial fireblight infection 
and upright form. The main stems of these trees arise in a codominant form 
with narrow crotches (bad), sometimes exhibiting bark inclusions which 
further weaken the crotch attachments. These trees are fast growing.  

 
o London plane tree (cultivar): The London plane tree cultivar that was planted 

at this site is very susceptible to springtime anthracnose fungus which has 
infected the foliage, causing massive curling and burnback resulting in 
defoliation. Little or no signs of powdery mildew fungus infection were noted, 
though this tends to occur in summer and may be expressed soon if the 
cultivar is also susceptible to the fungus.  

 
The specimens at this site will probably tolerate the fungal infections, albeit 
in an unsightly manner. They are currently experiencing twig dieback and 
defoliation which means less photosynthetic capability and loss of vigor.  

 
The only cultivar of plane tree that is now reported to resist both anthracnose 
and powdery mildew in the Bay Area is ‘Columbia’: a cultivar that until 
recently was not often used in landscape plantings. New plantings of plane 
tree should all be ‘Columbia’. Note that disease pathogens can mutate and 
thereby infect previously ‘resistant’ tree cultivars over time.  

 
o Sweetgum: This tree is known for its spectacular fall color. The tree grows 

very quickly with a columnar form. The specimens at the site have been 
pruned back to clear the existing building. Problems with the tree include 
invasive roots, narrow crotches (upright scaffold structure) and weak wood 
prone to splitouts. 

 
o Evergreen (Shamel) ash: This is a high water use tree which exhibits an 

evergreen canopy in the Bay Area. Wood is weak and prone to splitouts. The 
species is somewhat susceptible to anthracnose fungus which was noted to 
be causing leaf burnback, leaf curl, and defoliation on most of the site 
specimens. Roots tend to be very invasive, as is evidenced by asphalt and 
curb damage caused by root extension and expansion from some of the 
trees on the west side (row of trees #50-#55). The specimens in this row 
exhibited sunburn damage on the south/west sides of the trunks. Note that 
ash bark is susceptible to sunburn, and that soil water deficit (inadequate 
water) can contribute to the damage (Matheny, Abiotic Disorders of 
Landscape Plants).  
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o Canary Island pine: This is one of the best pine species for Bay Area 

plantings. The species is drought tolerant and wind tolerant, and is used in 
CALTRANS plantings in the Highway 101 corridor. The tree has very few if 
any pests or diseases which affect it.  

 
o Flooded gum: This species is highly susceptible to red gum lerp psyllid 

insect infestation. Specimens at the site are infested, and are maintaining 
various degrees of live twig density and extension under the onslaught of the 
foliar sucking by the pests.  

 
o Coast redwood: Excellent tree for large expansive type landscape situations, 

though a very heavy water user which is reported to require about 20-gallons 
of supplemental water per inch of trunk diameter year-round (Coate). Very 
few pests or diseases. Strong wooded. Columnar form. Inappropriate for use 
in drought tolerant landscaping schemes or where water conservation is 
important.  

 
o Red Ironbark Eucalyptus: This eucalyptus is widely used in the Bay Area, 

and tends to do well in terms of survival in harsh conditions such as along 
the Bay. Stems tend to split out over time as the trees develop codominant, 
narrowly attached stems. Periodic pruning for structure is important to 
eliminate crowded or codominant stems or reduce endweight.  

 
b) Trees to be Removed:  
 

Trees to be removed at this site include sixty-two (62) individual trees #2, 3, (6-13), 
17, 19, (23-45), (47-55), (57-68), 76, 80, 82, 84, 85, 86.  

 
c) Trees to be Retained:  
 

Trees to be retained at this site include twenty-four (24) individual trees #1, 4, 5, 14, 
15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 46, 56, (69-75), 77, 78, 79, 81, 83.  

 
d) Landscape, Utility, Irrigation Line, and other Trenching Impacts:  

 
None of these impacts were assessed by the author at the time of writing. These 
impacts may or may not have a significant negative effect on the survivability of trees 
being retained. As noted above in the ‘assignment’ section, there is no requirement 
for inclusion of formal tree protection recommendations in an arborist report submittal 
to the City of San Jose planning department. Therefore, only general 
recommendations are listed at the end of the report.  

 
In general, the author recommends that a tree be removed if trenching or other 
subgrade impacts are required to be performed as part of a site plan within (0.50-ft) 
X trunk diameter inches. For example, if a sewer line is to be trenched in at 9-feet out 
from a 20-inch diameter coast redwood, then I would consider that impact severe 
enough to possibly warrant removal of the tree.  
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Sometimes, mitigation such as fencing, irrigation, wood chip mulching, fertilization, 
and other methods are adequate to allow for retention of the tree. This depends on 
pre-project overall condition ratings (see tree charts) and other factors.  

 
4.0 Photographs 
 

 
 
Right to Left: Plane trees #14 - #22 along 
the northwest perimeter.  
 
 
 

 
 
Left to Right: Pear trees #7 - #11 just north of the 
front entrance to Twin Solutions (site tenant).  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
Close-up of evergreen ash foliar and twig 
dieback at the site caused directly by 
anthracnose fungus infection. 

 
Left to Right: Sweetgum specimens #26 through 
#30. Tree #26 was not plotted on the site demolition 
plan sheet. 
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Left to Right: Canary Island pines #34 
through #37 along the west side of the site.  
 

 
 

 
 

Left to Right: Flooded gums #38 through #41 along 
the west side of the site.  

 
 
 
 

 
 
Red ironbark eucalyptus specimens #48 
and #49.  
 
 

 
 

Severe asphalt and curb damage in the south 
parking lot due to root extension and expansion 
from ash trees in the row of specimens #50-#55 
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Coast redwoods #65 through #70 in the 
south corner of the site.  
 

 
 

 
 

Background to Foreground: London plane trees #71 
through #75 in the south corner of the site. The 
redwood grove is just to the right of the photo.  
 

 

 
 
Very large flowering pear specimens #84 
through #86 along the sidewalk retaining 
wall on the east side of the site. Root 
elongation east of these trees is restricted 
due to presence of the retaining wall as a 
concrete barrier. 
 

 

 
 
Example of a trunk buffer consisting of orange 
plastic wrapped many times over the trunk bark, 
overlain by 2X4 wood boards lain vertically, side-by-
side, and secured using more plastic fencing. Duct 
tape also works very well to secure the wood 
boards over the plastic wrapping.  
 
The chain link fencing seen here was the TPZ 
beyond which construction activity of all types was 
strictly prohibited. 
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5.0 Tree Map (not to scale) 
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6.0 Recommendations  
 

The following are recommended best management practices (BMP) for trees being 
retained at this site.  It is the author’s understanding that these recommendations are not 
required as part of the site plan submittal package and/or planning department conditions 
of approval.  

 
1. Items to be completed before demolition and grading are initiated at this site:  

 
a) PROJECT ARBORIST: Owner shall retain an ASCA registered consulting 

arborist or an ISA certified arborist to act as the official “project arborist”, 
overseeing initial implementation of the tree protection and maintenance 
recommendations for the pre-demolition period, and providing on-going 
monitoring of irrigation, tree protection, and other items.  

 
b) TRUNK BUFFERS: Install a wrapping around the trunk of every tree being 

retained between zero and 8-12 feet above grade, consisting of 10-layers of 
orange plastic “snow fence” overlain by 2”X4”X8-foot long boards positioned 
side-by-side in a vertical fashion such that a solid wall of wood is created 
around the circumference of each tree (see example in photographs section 
of this report). Secure the boards with duct tape wrapped over the entire 
mass of plastic and wood.  

 
Do not use metal wires.  

 
c) FENCE: Install 6-foot high chain link fencing on 8-foot high 2” diameter iron 

tube posts driven 24-inches into the ground along routes as far out from tree 
trunk edges as possible. Posts must be mounted no farther than 6-feet on 
center. The areas inside these zones shall be known as Tree Protection 
Zones (TPZ).  

 
d) SILT FENCE: Install TENAX silt fencing as per package directions along the 

outsides of the chain link fencing TPZ. This material is a 100-foot long roll of 
silt fencing with built in wood stakes that is available at home improvement 
stores for about $30. Affix the upper edge of the silt fencing to the chain link 
using UV resistant zipties or wires.  

 
e) SIGNS: Affix signage to each 10-linear feet of TPZ chain link, to be 

comprised of a waterproof 8X11 sign stating “Tree Protection Fence: Do Not 
Move or Remove. Call City Arborist/Project Arborist at XXX-XXX-XXXX”.  

 
f) WOOD CHIPS: Lay a 4-inch thick layer of chipper truck type wood chips 

(available from any tree care company for free) inside the TPZ established 
as the areas inside the tree protection chain link fences. Pull chips out at 
least two linear feet from the edge of any tree trunk.  
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g) FERTILIZATION: Fertilize the areas inside the TPZ of all trees being 

retained via soil injection using a high quality slow release tree fertilizer such 
as “Doggett InjectoFeed 32-7-7 Tree Fertilizer” with >50% WIN, humates, 
and zeolites (or equivalent). Document with a receipt from a qualified tree 
care company (see vendor list below).  

 
h) PRUNING: Retain an ISA certified arborist to perform end-weight reduction 

pruning, deadwooding (crown cleaning) and/or other ANSI-A300 conforming 
pruning as applicable. All pruning must conform to the most recent version of 
ANSI “tree care operations-tree shrub and other woody plant maintenance- 
standard practices”.  

 
i) IRRIGATION PATCH: After initially severing the irrigation system for 

demolition purposes, immediately patch the existing system such that the 
original time, frequency, and duration of irrigation can be maintained around 
trees being retained throughout the construction project.  

 
Project Arborist should monitor soil moisture using a Lincoln probe or other 
device monthly to confirm that adequate supplemental water is being emitted 
by the system to trees.  

 
j) LANDSCAPE PLAN / IRRIGATION PLAN REVIEW: The Project Arborist 

should work with the landscape architect and other project team members to 
review draft irrigation and landscaping plans and assess whether these 
plans will have negative impacts on trees being retained. Revise plans 
accordingly after discussion with Project Arborist.  

 
 

2. Items to be completed during construction as per direction from the Project 
Arborist: 

 
a) If applicable, PROJECT ARBORIST shall monitor site construction on a 

monthly basis as to ensure that tree protection measures are being adhered 
to (scope of duties: to be determined).  

 
b) IRRIGATION: If the existing irrigation system cannot be patched before 

demolition, then initiate soaker hose, truck, or water tank irrigation around 
trees being retained if requested by the Project Arborist. Rates to be 
determined by Project Arborist using a Lincoln soil moisture meter to probe 
soil within the TPZs on a monthly basis.  

 
c) ROOT SEVERING: Any roots measuring >1-inch diameter encountered 

during work within 15-linear feet of a tree being retained on site must be 
severed at right angles to the root growth direction using sharp tools such as 
an A/C powered Sawzall, electrician’s cable cutter, professional pruning 
shears, chain saw, or professional lopper. Root bark must not be torn. Root 
tissue must not be shattered back into the area behind the root cut.  
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Immediately (same day) backfill around the roots using parent soil, or cover 
cut ends with multiple layers of wet, muddy burlap fabric if possible. Keep 
soil surface at grade mulched with wood chips and well irrigated or as 
directed from the Project Arborist.  
 
Project Arborist shall document all root severing incidences with digital 
photographs when provided with notice of root pruning from construction 
personnel.  

 
d) OSHA LAYBACK CUT: No OSHA 45-degree layback cuts shall be allowed 

within the TPZ of any tree being retained at this site.   
 

e) TRENCHING: All trenching for items such as, but not limited to sanitary 
sewer, CATV, electricity, landscape lighting, irrigation lines, drinking water 
supply, gas, fire prevention water, downspout drains, area drains, French 
drains, or other utilities shall be routed to at least 15-feet out from the trunk 
edge of any tree being retained at the site, unless authorized in writing by 
the Project Arborist.  

 
Most of the utilities should be bundled in a “joint trench”. The remainder 
should be “tightlined” against the proposed building foundation to maximize 
linear footage of root retention.  
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7.0 Consultant’s Qualifications 
 

 Millbrae Community Preservation Commission and Tree Board 
11/01-present 

 
 ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401 

 
 ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172 

 
 B.A. Environmental Studies/Soil and Water Resources 

UC Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz, California 1990 
 

 Peace Corps Soil and Water Conservation Extension Agent 
Chiangmai Province, Thailand 1991-1993 

 
 Associate Consulting Arborist 

Barrie D. Coate and Associates 
4/99-8/99 
 

 Contract City Arborist to the City of Belmont, California  
6/99-present 
 

 American Society of Consulting Arborists (ASCA) Consulting Academy Graduate Class of 
2000  
 

 Continued education through attendance of arboriculture lectures and forums sponsored by 
the International Society of Arboriculture (Western Chapter) and the American Society of 
Consulting Arborists 

 
(Full curriculum vitae available upon request) 
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8.0 Tree Vendors 
Tree Moving Services: 

Joe Ornaz Trees of California 
-trees moved by hand only 

P.O. Box 13189  
Coyote, CA 95013 (408) 264-3663 

Mr. John Service @ Valley Crest  8501 Calaveras Road 
Sunol, CA 94586 (925) 862-2485 

Tree Movers of Mountain View  
-can transplant, acquire, ship, and install trees 
-trees moved by mechanical spade only. -trees must normally be <12”DBH 

(650) 968-6117 

Sources of Replacement Trees: 

Hecker Pass Specimen Trees 
Mr. Bill Miller 

Hecker Pass Road 
Gilroy, CA 95020 

(408) 842-2121 
 

Pacific Nurseries-wholesale only 2099 Hillside Blvd. 
Colma, CA 94014 (650) 755-2330 

Valley Crest Tree Company 8501 Calaveras Road 
Sunol, CA 94586 (925) 862-2485 

East Bay Nursery  2332 San Pablo Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 94702 (510) 845-6490 

Boething Treeland Farms  (Wholesale to the Trade Only. 
Huge selection of common and hard to find tree species) 

2923 Alpine Road 
Portola Valley, CA 94028 (650) 851-4770 

Tree Movers of Mtn View  (650) 968-6117 

Peninsula Air Spade Contractors Who Perform Tree-Friendly Air Excavation 

Michael Young, Urban Tree Management (650) 321-0202 
Bill Patchett, Treescapes (Burlingame) (650) 574-5354 
Matthew Kidd (650) 298-8937 

Arborwell 
(888) 969-8733 or  
Neil Woolner cell (925) 260-
6655 

Ian Geddes Tree Care (see below)  
Tree Maintenance 
Advanced Tree Care- Rob Weatherill  (650) 566-9539 or 839-9539 

Arborwell Also contact Neil Woolner  
cell (925) 260-6655 

Main Office         1(888) 969-
8733 

Area Custom-- Ron Walker  (650) 969-7076 
Bill Plateman  650.595.5135 
Bob Yamane-- Noonan's Tree Care Redwood City 650.367.8818 
BiotaTech—Brendan Nelson  Cell (408) 639-2189 
Chris Hall-- West Coast Tree Care South Bay 408.379.1442 
Dan Hoskins  650.322.4400 
Doug Anderson South Bay 408.378.2261 
Gil Mitchell South Bay (408) 929-3040 
Henry Ardalan “City Arborist” Woodside Mobile (650) 222-1771 
Ian Geddes Tree Care Saratoga (408) 374-8233 
James Scott Los Gatos (408) 370-2089 
Kevin Raftery Palo Alto (650) 428-8733 
Lane Kilpatrick  650.941.0240 
Mark O’brien – no brush hauling Menlo Park (650) 327-0450 
Mayne Tree Expert Co. – Richard Huntington & Kevin 
Kielty San Carlos 650.593.4400 

McCarthy Tree Specialties Menlo Park (650) 367-7552 
Michael Young- Urban Tree Management Santa Clara (650) 321-0202 
Nature First - Jeremy Nama & Mimi Scoppettone South Bay (831) 562-8233 
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Randy Harris—Artistry in Trees    Mill Valley (Marin County) (415) 388-2931 
John Stepp Mountain View (650) 940-1452 

Treescapes, Inc.                          
Torrey Young & David Nelson East Bay 510.638.0781 

(The above sources have been known to provide high-quality arboriculture services in the past. They are not guaranteed or 
endorsed by the author.) 

9.0  Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 
 
Any legal description provided to the consultant/appraiser is assumed to be correct. Any titles and ownership to any 
property are assumed to be good and marketable. No responsibility is assumed for matters legal in character. Any and all 
property is appraised and evaluated as through free and clean, under responsible ownership and competent 
management. 
 
It is assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinance, statutes, or other government 
regulations. 
 
Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources.  All data has been verified insofar as possible; 
however, the consultant/appraiser can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by 
others.  
 
The consultant/appraiser shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of this report unless 
subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for such services as described in 
the fee schedule and contract of engagement. 
 
Unless required by law otherwise, the possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use 
for any other purpose by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior expressed written or verbal 
consent of the consultant/appraiser. 
 
Unless required by law otherwise, neither all nor any part of the contents of this report, nor copy thereof, shall be 
conveyed by anyone, including the client, to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media, 
without the prior expressed conclusions, identity of the consultant/appraiser, or any reference to any professional society 
or institute or to any initiated designation conferred upon the consultant/appraiser as stated in his qualifications. 
 
This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the consultant/appraiser, and the 
consultant’s/appraiser’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specified value, a stipulated result, the 
occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding to be reported. 
 
Sketches, drawings, and photographs in this report, being intended for visual aids, are not necessarily to scale and should 
not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or surveys unless expressed otherwise. The reproduction of any 
information generated by engineers, architects, or other consultants on any sketches, drawings, or photographs is for the 
express purpose of coordination and ease of reference only. Inclusion of said information on any drawings or other 
documents does not constitute a representation by Walter Levison to the sufficiency or accuracy of said information. 
 
Unless expressed otherwise: 
a. information contained in this report covers only those items that were examined and reflects the conditions of 

those items at the time of inspection; and  
b. the inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation, probing, or 

coring. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the plants or 
property in question may not arise in the future. 

 
Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.  
 
 
Arborist Disclosure Statement: 
 
Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training, and experience to examine trees, recommend 
measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees. Clients may 
choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist, or to seek additional advice.  
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Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree. Tree are living organisms 
that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often hidden within trees and below ground. Arborist cannot 
guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial 
treatments, like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.  
 
Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborist’s services such as 
property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between neighbors, and other issues. Arborists cannot take 
such considerations into account unless complete and accurate information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should 
then be expected to reasonably rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information provided.  
 
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree of risk. The only way to 
eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate the trees.  
 
10.0  Certification 
 
I hereby certify that all the statements of fact in this report are true, complete, and correct to the best of my knowledge and 
belief, and are made in good faith. 
 
Signature of Consultant 
 
 
 
 
 
6/23/06 
 

 
Attached: Excel Tree Charts, 18-pages  
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1  13.6 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 30 60 55 57 Fair

2 X 16.5 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 35 60 40 49 Poor

3 X 15.1 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 25 55 45 49 Poor

4  12.4 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 25 60 55 57 Fair

5 13.6 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 35 60 60 60 Fair

1 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor
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6 X 13.0 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 35 30 30 30 Poor

7 X 15.1 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 30 40 40 40 Poor

8 X 13.0 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 30 50 50 50 Fair

9 X 13.0 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 30 50 50 50 Fair

10 X 14.8 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 30 50 40 45 Poor

2 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor
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11 X 14.8 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 30 50 40 48 Poor

12 X 10.8 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 40 28 30 30 30 Poor

13 X 11.1 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 35 63 60 62 Fair

14 12.7 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 35 65 60 63 Fair

15 11.8 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 35 55 50 53 Fair

3 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor
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16 15.9 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 45 60 60 60 Fair

17 X 10.2 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 35 25 50 50 50 Fair

18 15.2 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 45 60 50 56 Fair

19 X 11.5 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 30 50 55 50 Fair

20  11.1 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 35 60 58 58 Fair

4 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor
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21  11.3 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 35 55 60 57 Fair

22 12.4 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 45 60 60 60 Fair

23 X 8.9 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 30 40 50 47 Poor

24 X 8.5 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 35 30 30 30 30 Poor

25 X 6.0 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 25 25 25 25 Very 
Poor
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26 X 8.1 sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 50 20 70 70 70 Good

27 X 6.3 sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 40 15 70 60 65 Fair

28 X 6.7 sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 40 20 70 60 60 Fair

29 X 6.9 sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 40 15 70 60 60 Fair

30 X 6.9 sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 40 15 70 60 60 Fair
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31 X 6.8 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 30 50 50 50 Fair

32 X 8.3 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 35 30 50 40 45 Poor

33 X 7.0 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 25 35 20 26 Poor

34 X 10.7 Canary Island pine Pinus canariensis 40 20 70 70 70 Good

35 X 11.8 Canary Island pine Pinus canariensis 45 15 68 65 67 Fair
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36 X 9.8 Canary Island pine Pinus canariensis 40 15 58 55 57 Fair

37 X 12.3 Canary Island pine Pinus canariensis 45 20 70 70 70 Good

38 X 14.4 flooded gum Eucalyptus rudis 50 30 40 30 35 Poor

39 X 13.6 flooded gum Eucalyptus rudis 50 30 20 20 20 Very 
Poor

40 X 21.5 flooded gum Eucalyptus rudis 60 30 60 60 60 Fair
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41 X 10.0 flooded gum Eucalyptus rudis 50 18 30 30 30 Poor

42 X 21.5 flooded gum Eucalyptus rudis 60 35 60 50 55 Fair

43 X 13.3 flooded gum Eucalyptus rudis 60 20 25 35 30 Poor

44 X 11.1 Canary Island pine Pinus canariensis 35 20 70 65 70 Good

45 X 14.8 Canary Island pine Pinus canariensis 45 25 65 65 65 Fair
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46 11.2 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 35 30 80 60 70 Good

47 X 10.7 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 40 55 60 57 Fair

48 X 24.4 red ironbark 
eucalyptus Eucalyptus sideroxylon 70 50 80 50 70 Good

49 X 16.5 red ironbark 
eucalyptus Eucalyptus sideroxylon 70 35 70 60 70 Good

50 X 8.8 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 25 50 50 50 Fair
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51 X 7.2 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 30 30 25 28 Poor

52 X 4.0 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 18 10 15 15 15 Very 
Poor

53 X 8.2 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 25 35 35 35 Poor

54 X 8.2 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 30 25 50 40 43 Poor

55 X 3.8 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 17 18 55 30 35 Poor
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56  8.5 @3-
ft AG evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 35 25 30 40 35 Poor

57 X 13.1 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 40 50 50 50 Fair

58 X 13.2 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 35 50 50 50 Fair

59 X 12.7 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 35 45 50 48 Poor

60 X 14.5 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 40 45 65 55 60 Fair
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61 X 11.6 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 45 30 60 50 57 Fair

62 X 16.4 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 55 45 60 50 53 Fair

63 X 20.1 evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 50 45 60 55 58 Fair

64 X 8.0 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 30 25 50 60 55 Fair

65 X 17.0 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55 18 65 65 65 Fair
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66 X 18.5 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55 20 80 80 80 Good

67 X 17.8 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55 20 80 80 80 Good

68 X 18.4 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55 20 75 75 75 Good

69 19.1 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55 20 75 75 75 Good

70 16.8 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55 20 70 65 69 Fair
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71 8.4 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 35 30 40 60 50 Fair

72 12.2 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 45 60 60 60 Fair

73 13.6 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 45 60 60 60 Fair

74 11.3 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 45 50 60 57 Fair

75 12.3 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 45 55 55 55 Fair
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76 X 10.7 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 35 50 60 55 Fair

77 9.8 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 35 50 55 52 Fair

78 10.8 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 40 40 50 55 52 Fair

79 11.8 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 40 50 60 55 Fair

80 X 12.0 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 50 40 50 60 55 Fair
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Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Tree 
#

To
 b

e 
re

m
ov

ed
 u

nd
er

 
cu

rr
en

t p
ro

po
se

d 
si

te
 

pl
an

?

Pr
ot

ec
te

d 
by

 
O

rd
in

an
ce

? Dia. 
Inches 
at 54-
Inches 
Above 
Grade

Common Name Genus Species

H
ei

gh
t (

ft.
) 

Sp
re

ad
 (f

t.)
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   

H
ea

lth
 (0

-1
00

%
)  

   
   

   

St
ru

ct
ur

e 
(0

-1
00

%
)

O
ve

ra
ll 

(0
-1

00
%

)

O
ve

ra
ll 

C
on

di
tio

n 
R

at
in

g 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

81 9.7 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 45 40 50 35 40 Poor

82 X 13.5 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 50 50 60 55 57 Fair

83 16.7 London plane 
cultivar Platanus X acerifolia (Cult.) 50 50 60 55 57 Fair

84 X 18.1 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 50 45 60 40 49 Poor

85 X 12.2 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 50 40 60 40 45 Poor
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86 X 15.1 flowering pear 
cultivar Pyrus calleryana (Cult.) 50 40 60 50 55 Fair
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Notes

Surface woody roots damaged from repeated use 
of lawnmower. Anthracnose fungus affecting foliage
Lower trunk has an impact scar. 

5 narrow crotched codominant mainstems fork at 6-
ft above grade. Minor defoliation due to fireblight 
infection. 

Roots are partially girdling the trunk. Two narrow 
crotch codominant mainstems fork at 6-ft above 
grade. Fireblight infection with significant sunscald 
dieback of a 3-inch diameter stem system. 

On grade roots are damaging an underground vault 
south of the tree. Sidewalk has been replaced, 
presumably due to roots expanding and cracking 
the infrastructure. Trunk leans over sidewalk. 
Canopy lopsided to street. Anthracnose fungus 
causing defoliation. 

Symmetrical crown. Anthracnose causing 
defoliation. 
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Notes

Minor fireblight infection. 4 codominant mainstems 
fork in narrow crotches at 5-ft above grade. Tree 
has been severely limbed up to clear existing 
building. Poor twig extension and density. 

Three codominant mainstems fork at 5-ft above 
grade. Same pruning done as tree #6. Minor 
fireblight infection. 

Canopy lopsided to street due to building crowding 
(tree has been limbed up to clear building). 4 
codominant mainstems fork at 5-ft above grade. 
Fireblight infection. 

2 codominant mainstems with narrow crotch 
attachments at 5-ft above grade each fork into a 
secondary fork at 7-ft above grade. Tree has been 
limbed up to clear building and parking lot. Minor 
fireblight. 

4 codominant mainstems fork at 5-ft above grade in 
narrow attachments. Tree was limbed up to clear 
building and parking lot. Some girdling roots noted. 
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Notes

Partially girdling roots. 4 codominant mainstems 
fork at 5-ft above grade in narrow crotches. Tee 
limbed up to clear building and parking lot. Minor 
fireblight infection. Remaining canopy is over 
parking lot. 

Trunk damage noted at 3.5-ft above grade. 
Anthracnose causing foliar deformation and 
discoloration. Sverely limbed up. Twig extension 
poor. 

Two codominant mainstems at 12-ft above grade 
with wide crotch. Anthracnose affecting lower 
canopy foliage. 

Limbed up over sidewalk. Trunk leans over 
sidewalk. Anthracnose is affecting foliage. 

Roots damaged on grade from lawnmower. Sparse 
canopy. Anthracnose affecting foliage. 
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Notes

Small diameter girdling roots. Roots damaged on 
grade from lawnmower. Sidewalk repaired, 
apparently due to damage from expanding roots 
from this tree. Trunk leans toward sidewalk. 

Two codominant mainstems at 6-ft above grade. 
Anthracnose affecting foliage. 

Girdling roots. Roots damaged on grade from 
lawnmowing. Anthracnose affecting foliage. Three 
codominant mainstems fork at 13-ft above grade. 
Trunk leans toward sidewalk. 

Canopy lopsided toward parking lot. Roots 
damaged on grade from mower. Anthracnose 
affecting foliage. Sparse canopy. 

Roots damaged on grade from lawnmower. 
Anthracnose affecting foliage. Trunk leans toward 
sidewalk. Canopy lopsided toward sidewalk. 
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Notes

Anthracnose is affecting foliage. 

Roots damaged on grade from mower. 
Anthracnose affecting foliage. Roots cracking the 
sidewalk slabs. 

Growing in narrow planting strip. Anthracnose 
affecting. Twig density and extension poor. 

Appears to be stressed from drought (foliar tip burn 
observed). Poor twig density and extension. Tree 
has been limbed up. Twig dieback noted. Soil 
moisture tested normal with a moisture probe. 

Same as above, and has "sunscald" on west side of
trunk which is an actual bacterial or fungal disorder 
in some cases. 
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Notes

Limbed up on building side. 

S-trunk form (structural defect). Limbed up on 
building side. 

Limbed up on building side. 

Limbed up on building side. 
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Notes

Anthracnose is affecting foliage. Roots causing 
severe A/C buckling and cracking in the parking lot. 
Three codominant mainstems @6-ft above grade. 

Anthracnose is affecting foliage. Roots causing 
severe A/C buckling and cracking in the parking lot. 
Three codominant mainstems @6-ft above grade. 
Trunk and lower canopy lopsided toward southeast. 

Anthracnose affecting. Two codominant mainstems 
at 6-ft above grade. Third stem recently torn out 
(vehicle impact?), leaving a 2-foot long trunk scar. 
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Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Twig density and extension moderate. Subnormal 
needle color. 

Trunks leans downhill toward lot. Defoliation and 
twig dieback from red gum lerp psyllid insect 
infestation. Two codominant mainstems @10-ft 
above grade with bark inclusion crotch (bad). Tree 
may have been topped in the past. 

Poor twig density and extension due to lerp psyllid 
infestation. Foliar and twig dieback noted. 

Some lerp psyllid caused defoliation and twig 
dieback, but still moderate live twig density and 
extension. 

26 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Severely limbed up to clear building. Lerp psyllid 
infestation and sooty mold due to their fecal matter. 
Stunted growth in shade of #40 and #42. Bark 
peeling off at base not normal for eucalyptus, and 
may indicate tissue injury of some sort. 

Moderately wide crotch. Two codominant 
mainstems. Minor lerp psyllid defoliation and twig 
dieback. Moderate twig density and extension 
maintained overall. 

Poor twig density and extension due to lerp psyllid 
infestation. Foliar and twig dieback noted. Poor 
scaffold development. Two codominant mainstems 
in upper canopy.  

Good twig density and extension. Lacks scaffolds 
on building side. 

Good twig density and extension. Lacks scaffolds 
on building side. Apparent bark beetle pitch tube at 
grade, though this species is not normally impacted 
by boring beetles. 

27 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Crowded stems. This specimen is not plotted on the
demolition sheet, but is assumed to be retained 
given its position on the perimeter of the site. 

Causing A/C cracking and buckling. Anthracnose is 
affecting foliage. 

Two codominant mainstems fork at 10-ft above 
grade. 1 splitout stem noted at approx. 25-ft above 
grade. 

Extensive woody roots on grade deflected by curb. 
Roots are causing major damage to the existing 
A/C. Tree has been limbed up to clear the parking 
spaces. Twig density and extension poor to 
moderate. 

28 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Minor anthracnose damage. Tree limbed up to clear
parking spaces. Sunburn injury below pruning 
wounds caused by solar radiation and soil water 
deficit. 

same as #51 above. 

Sunburn developing on south side of trunk. Twig 
dieback in upper crown. Tree has been limbed up. 

Tissue dieback at old pruning wounds. Tree is 
limbed up. Sunburn developing on south side of 
trunk. Roots causing severe infrastructure damage 
to parking lot. 

Major sunburn on south side of trunk between 
grade and pruning cuts at 6-7 feet above grade. 

29 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Leaf tip burn appears to be due to drought stress. 
Tree has been limbed up. Three codominant stems 
at 4.5-ft AG. Major defoliation. Poor twig density 
and extension. 

Three codominant mainstems fork at 6-ft above 
grade. Basal sprouts growing. Fireblight infection. 
No scaffold growth on building side. 

Four codominant mainstems at 6-ft above grade. 
Basal sprouts. Fireblight infection. 

Four codominant mainstems at 6-9 ft above grade. 
Fireblight infection is worse than seen on the other 
two companion pear specimens #57 and #58. 

Five codominant mainstems at 5-ft above grade. 
Fireblight infection noted, but tree maintains 
moderate twig density and extension. 

30 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Three codominant mainstems at 5-ft above grade. 
Fireblight infection. 

Very large specimen of the species. Four 
codominant mainstems at 6-ft above grade. 
Fireblight infection. Moderate overall live twig 
density and extension. 

Anthracnose infection. Multiple codominant 
mainstems at 10-ft above grade. 

Anthrancose infection causing defoliation. 

Dead zone of no live stems approx. 1/2 way up 
mainstem. 

31 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Possible dead zone near uppermost portion of the 
canopy. 

Possible dead zone near uppermost portion of the 
canopy. 

Partially girdling roots noted on grade, damaged 
from lawnmowing. Epicormic shoots arising from 
the lower trunk, indicating stress of some type (ex. 
root damage). 

32 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Trunks leans toward corner of property. Poor to 
moderate live twig density and extension due to 
anthracnose infection. 

Leans toward corner of property. Anthracnose 
infection causing defoliation. 

Canopy overhangs sidewalk. Good shade value for 
sidewalk. Anthracnose causing defoliation. Two 
codominant mainstems with wide crotch. 

Recently limbed up to clear sidewalk. Anthracnose 
causing defoliation. Good shade value for sidewalk. 

Trunk leans over sidewalk. Good shade value for 
sidewalk. Two codominant mainstems fork at 12-ft 
above grade. Anthracnose causing defoliation. 

33 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Roots damaged on grade from mowing. Trunk 
leans over sidewalk. Anthracnose causing 
defoliation. 

Roots damaged on grade from mowing. Canopy 
lopsided to parking lot. Anthracnose causing 
defoliation. 

Roots damaged on grade from mowing, and are 
semi-girdling the trunk. Roots extend under 
sidewalk slabs, causing heaving. Trunk leans over 
sidewalk. Tree has been limbed up to clear 
sidewalk. Anthracnose causing defoliation. 

Tree has been limbed up to clear sidewalk. Two 
codominant mainstems. Anthracnose causing 
defoliation. 

Roots damaged on grade from mowing. 
Codominant mainstems at 10-ft above grade with 
wide crotch. Anthracnose causing defoliation. 

34 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Girdling roots. Tree limbed up to clear sidewalk. 
Anthracnose causing defoliation. 

Extensive woody roots on grade damaged by 
mower. Three codominant mainstems at 11-feet 
above grade with wide crotches and attachments. 
Anthracnose causing defoliation. 

Same as tree #82 except the codominant 
mainstems are at about 8-feet above grade. 
Anthracnose is causing only minor defoliation of this 
particular specimen for some reason. Trunk leans 
somewhat downhill. Retaining wall north of trunk has
restricted root extension to about 4-ft to 5-ft from 
trunk on the north side. 

Roots damaged on grade and deflected at retaining 
wall. Five codominant mainstems at 9-ft above 
grade with narrow crotches. Tree has been limbed 
up extensively. Fireblight infection causing 
defoliation. 

Same as #84, except codominant stems fork at 
various elevations, and canopy lopsided over 
sidewalk. 

35 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist 163 Baypointe 6/22/2006

Notes

Two codominant mainstems fork at 8-ft above 
grade in a narrow crotch. There is a possibility of 
shear failure due to the direction of the stems' 
growth in relation to the crotch. Fireblight infection is 
causing defoliation. Roots damaged on grade from 
mowing and deflected at the retaining wall. 

36 of 36 Overall Condition Range: Exceptional, Good, Fair, Poor, Very Poor



 Appendix B 
 

 
City of San José  Final Tiered Initial Study 
Baypointe Project  September 2007 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

Appendix B: Site Assessments 
 





 Appendix B-1 
 

 
City of San José  Final Tiered Initial Study 
Baypointe Project  September 2007 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

Appendix B-1: 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

 







































 



 Appendix B-2 
 

 
City of San José  Final Tiered Initial Study 
Baypointe Project  September 2007 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2676 Baypointe_Northpointe\26760003 Baypointe\IS\26760003_Baypointe Final IS.doc 

Appendix B-2: 
Off-Site Hazardous Material Facilities Survey 

 





  
 

 
1682 Novato Boulevard  •  Suite 100  •  Novato, California 94947-7021  •  Tel (415) 899-1600  •  Fax (415) 899-1601 

 PES Environmental, Inc. 
Engineering & Environmental Services 

 

August 6, 2007 

 

 

526.027.01.007 

 

 

FF Development, L.P. 

5510 Morehouse Drive, Suite 200 

San Diego, California 92121 

 

Attention: Mr. Dan Milich 

 

 

OFF-SITE HAZARDOUS MATERIAL FACILTIES SURVEY 

179-199 TASMAN DRIVE AND  

3801-3811 ZANKER ROAD 

NORTHPOINTE BUSINESS PARK 

SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 

 

 

Dear Mr. Milich 

 

This report presents the results of PES Environmental Inc.’s (PES) survey of facilities that 

use hazardous materials in the vicinity of the subject property referred to as the 

Northpointe Business Park located at 179-199 Tasman Drive and 3801-3811 Zanker Road 

(subject property or site) in San Jose, California.  The subject site location is presented on 

Plate 1.  The subject site is comprised of four vacant commercial buildings and associated 

parking and landscaping on approximately 10.2 acres within a mixed residential and 

commercial area.  The site is currently planned to be redeveloped for residential use.  This 

work was conducted to evaluate potential off-site hazardous materials facilities that may 

have the potential to impact the subject site due to catastrophic release scenarios. 

 

 

SCOPE OF WORK 

 

PES conducted a review of hazardous material users in the area and evaluated hazard risk 

assessments performed by others for nearby recent Initial Studies for residential 

redevelopment projects that included analyses of hypothetical releases of hazardous 

materials.   

 

The following tasks were conducted by PES: 
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 Reviewed lists of hazardous material users within 0.5 mile of the subject site that were 

obtained from an Environmental Data Resources (EDR) environmental database report; 

 Reviewed the list of Santa Clara County Toxic Gas Ordinance (TGO) facilities obtained 

from the San Jose Fire Department;  

 Reviewed the list of facilities subject to the California Accidental Release (CalARP) 

Prevention Program obtained from the Santa Clara County Department of 

Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Compliance Division; 

 Accessed the City of San Jose Fire Department (SJFD) database of listed hazardous 

material sites to obtain information regarding types and quantities of hazardous 

materials used at these facilities; 

 Conducted a drive-by survey of the area surrounding the subject property to a distance 

of approximately 0.5 mile to note obvious users of significant quantities of hazardous 

materials; 

 Reviewed hazardous material and risk analysis and related information from Initial 

Studies prepared for the Vista Montana Park project (File Number PDC06-013, 

July 2007) located approximately 0.8 miles west of the subject property and the Sony 

Project (File Number 06-038 & PD07-006, May 2007) located approximately 0.4 miles 

south of the subject property; and 

 Prepared this summary of PES’ review. 

 

 

RESULTS OF INITIAL OFF-SITE FACILITY SCREENING EVALUATION 

 

The results of PES’ compilation of facilities from the City of San Jose Hazardous Materials 

files, the two nearby Initial Studies and relevant sites from the TGO and CalARP facility lists 

are presented in Table 1.  Table 1 lists 35 sites that ranged between 0.1 to 3.5 miles from the 

subject site.  Table 1 also includes the designations of the databases or sources of each listing 

(i.e. City files, TGO, CalARP, etc).  The locations of these facilities are presented on Plate 2.  

Appendix A presents hazardous material information retrieved from the City of San Jose 

Hazardous Material files.  PES’ drive-by reconnaissance of the neighboring areas did not 

reveal the presence of additional facilities not already contained on the publically available 

databases. 
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Further evaluation of the sites presented on Table 1 was conducted to assess which sites posed 

a significant potential to impact the subject site from catastrophic releases of hazardous 

materials.  The evaluation process is discussed below. 

 

 

SITES IDENTIFED WITH SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL TO AFFECT SUBJECT SITE 

 

To identify sites with significant potential to affect the subject site, PES reviewed hazardous 

material inventories of sites identified in the screening evaluation using the data sources cited 

above and eliminated sites based on one or more of the following criteria: 

 Only small quantities of chemicals are used at the facility; 

 No evidence of significant chemical use was found based on review of  SJFD files; 

 Nature of chemicals (e.g., solids) did not suggest significant release potential; and 

 The subject site was outside the maximum threat zone for a catastrophic release from 

the hazardous material facilities as documented in either the Sony Project Initial Study 

or the Vista Montana Initial Study. 

 

After this evaluation, 26 hazardous material facilities were eliminated from further assessment.  

Nine facilities were identified which, based on chemical inventories listed with the SJFD and 

maximum, chemical-specific threat zones identified in the Sony Project Initial Study and the 

Vista Montana Initial Study, had the potential to produce significant chemical concentrations at 

the subject site in the event of a catastrophic release.  According to the previous hazard risk 

assessments for the Sony and Vista Montana sites, maximum threat zones were derived using 

worst-case catastrophic hazardous material release assumptions. 

 

The results of the screening level evaluation are provided in Table 2.  The nine facilities that 

could potentially impact the site include Maxxim Integrated Products, Supertex, Neophotonics, 

SDL Inc.,Wyse, OLS Energy Agnews (Calpine), Cypress Semiconductor, JDS Uniphase, and 

San José Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP).  Plate 2 indicates the locations of these 

facilities.  Most of these facilities use gases typical of the semiconductor industries 

(e.g.diborane, germane, phosphine, and arsine).  The two exceptions are Calpine (ammonia 

storage) and the WPCP (chlorine storage). 

 

 





   
  PES Environmental, Inc. 

 

Mr. Dan Milich 

August 6, 2007 

Page 5 

 

52602701R003.doc 

 

Attachments: Table 1 - Potential Hazardous Material Sources in Site Vicinity 

 Table 2 - Hazardous Material Sites with Potential Threat to Northpointe Site 

 Plate 1 - Location Map 

 Plate 2 - Site and Surrounding Area Map 

 Appendix A - Hazardous Material Data From SJFD Files 
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TABLES 



PES Environmental, Inc.

Map Off-Site Facility Name Address Approximate Distance Chemical Inventory Comments

ID (reference)   from Site

1 Network General 

Corporation (SJ)

178 East Tasman Drive 0.1 miles Diesel fuel (400 gal); sulfuric acid 

(40 gal)

2 Cisco Systems (SJ) 225 East Tasman Drive 0.2 miles 60 batteries (0.57 gal per unit)

3 Cisco Systems (SJ) 260 East Tasman Drive 0.2 miles 50-91% sulfuric acid (30 gal); 

small quantities of flammable 

chemicals
4 Perkin Elmer (SJ) 75 Nicholson Lane 0.3 miles Argon, acetylene, 4% hydrogen and 

argon, nitrous oxide, helium, 

nitrogen
5 Agnew Development 

Center  (SJ,S)

3500 Zanker Road 0.3 miles 2,000 gal gasoline and diesel ASTs

6 Sprint PCS (SJ) 3730 North First Street 0.3 miles No HMMP on file at SJFD.  Appears to 

be office bldg.

7 Cisco Systems (SJ) 10 West Tasman Drive 0.3 miles No HMMP on file at SJFD.  Appears to 

be office bldg.

8 U.S. Telepacific 

Corporation (SJ)

55 Nicholson Lane 0.4 miles 100 gallon diesel AST

9 Maxxim Integrated 

Products (SJ,S,VM,TGO)

3725 North First Street 0.4 miles Phosphine (259 cf); chlorine  (90 

lbs); arsine (2.9 lbs); liquid 

hydrogen  (900 gal)
10 JDS Uniphase 

(SJ,S,VM,TGO)

80 Rose Orchard Way 0.4 miles Arsine (150 cf); phosphine (342 cf); 

ammonia (1,135 lbs); chlorine  (81 

cf), liq hydrogen (1,500 gal)
11 SDL, Inc. (VM) 90 Rose Orchard Way 0.4 miles Arsine (230 cf); ammonia (100 

lbs); waste acid (600 gal)

12 Cisco Systems (SJ) 350 East Tasman Drive 0.5 miles No HMMP on file at SJFD.  Appears to 

be office bldg.

13 LTX Corporation (SJ) 3930 North First Street 0.5 miles No HMMP on file at SJFD.  Liquid 

nitrogen AST observed.

14 Wyse (S) 3471 & 3475 North 

First Street

0.5 miles Chlorine (100 lbs)

15 OLS Energy Agnews 

(Calpine) (S,VM,ARP)

3800 Cisco Way 0.5 miles Liquefied ammonia (58,000 lbs)

16 Novellus Systems (VM) 3950 North First Street 0.6 miles Ammonia (1,125 cf); nitrogen 

trifluride (239 cf); propane (80 gal)

17 Novellus Systems (SJ,VM) 3960 North First Street 0.6 miles Methylene chloride (55 gal)

18 Cypress Semiconductor 

(S,VM)

3901 North First Street 0.6 miles Phosphine (196 cf); chlorine (90 

lbs); ammonia (272 cf);waste 

hydochloric acid (525 gal); nitrogen 

19 Granada Computer 

Services (SJ)

3940 North First Street 0.6 miles No HMMP on file at SJFD.  

20 Sony (SJ) 3300 Zanker Road 0.8 miles Small quantities of combustible 

liquids, and solids; indicated in 

2002 hazardous material inventory 
21 Supertex (VM,TGO) 71 Vista Montana 0.8 miles Phosphine (131 cf); chlorine (1038 

cf); assorted small quantities of 

liquid and gaseous hazardous 

materials

22 Novellus Systems 

(S,VM,TGO)

4000 North First Street 0.8 miles Phosphine (64 cf); hydrofluoric 

acid (55 gal); nitrogen trifluoride 

(239 cf)
23 Lamplighter Pump Station 

(SJ)

3171 Lamplighter Way 0.9 miles No HMMP data - petroleum 

hydrocarbons and/or small quantities of 

other chemicals anticipated

Table 1.  Potential Hazardous Material Sources in Site Vicinity

Off-Site Hazardous Material Facilities Survey
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PES Environmental, Inc.

Map Off-Site Facility Name Address Approximate Distance Chemical Inventory Comments

ID (reference)   from Site

Table 1.  Potential Hazardous Material Sources in Site Vicinity

Off-Site Hazardous Material Facilities Survey

Northpointe Business Park, San Jose, California

24 Thermo Electron 

Corporation (S)

355 River Oaks 

Parkway

0.9 miles Waste solvents (55-gal containers); 

small quantities nitrogen, helium, 

methane, and argon
25 Watkins Johnson (S) 1504 and 1530 

McCarthy Boulevard

1.0 miles 2% arsine (260 cf); liquid hydrogen 

(775 gal)

26 Neophotonics (S) 2911 Zanker Road 1.2 miles phosine (210 cf); ammonia (1,158 

cf)

27 Honeywell (S) 677 and 679 River 

Oaks

1.3 miles Waste hydrofluoric acid solution 

(55 gal)

28 Novellus Systems, Inc. (S) 3011 North First Street 1.4 miles Nitrogen trifluoride (270 cf); 5% 

diborane (208 cf)

29 Sigen (S) 51 Dagget Drive 1.4 miles Diborane (130 cf); germane (111 

cf)
30 San Jose Water Pollution 

Control Plant (S,TGO)

700 Los Esteros Road 1.4 miles Chlorine (180,000 lbs)

31 Silicon Microstructures (S) 1701 McCarthy 

Boulevard

1.4 miles Chlorine (540 cf)

32 Standard Mems (S) 851 Buckeye Court 1.4 miles Hydrogen chloride (60 lbs); 49% 

waste hydrofluoric acid (500 gal)

33 Nu-Metals Finishing (VM) 2262 Calle de Luna 1.5 miles Arsine (150 cf); phosphine (342 cf); 

ammonia (1,135 lbs); chlorine  (81 

cf), nitric acid, liq hydrogen

34 Univar USA, Inc. (S,TGO) 2256 Junction Avenue 2.0 miles Methyl bromide gas (875 lbs); 

vikane (1,250 lbs)

35 McCabes' Quality Foods 

(S,ARP)

1029 Montague 

Expressway

3.5 miles Anhydrous ammonia (12,000 lbs)

NOTES: gal = gallons, lbs = pounds, cf = cubic feet, AST = aboveground storage tank,   HMMP = Hazardous Materials Management Plan,

              SJFD = San Jose Fire Dept

             Reference Documents:  SJ - SanJose HazNet, S - Sony Project Initial Study, VM - Vista Montana Initial Study, ARP - Cal Accidental Release

                 Prevention Program Sites, TGO - Toxic Gas Ordinance Sites

52602701R003.xls 2 8/7/2007



PES Environmental, Inc.

Map Facility Number Address Chemical of Concern Maximum Threat Zone
1 Approximate Distance Approximate Distance Approximate Distance

ID and Name (miles) To Sony Site To Vista Montana Site To Northpointe Site

9
Maxxim Integrated 

Products 
3725 North First Street

chlorine  (90 lbs) 0.78
0.8 miles 0.4 miles 0.4 miles

10 JDS Uniphase 80 Rose Orchard Way

arsine (150 cf)

phosphine (342 cf)

ammonia (1,135 lbs)

1.1

1.8

0.58

1.0 miles 0.2 miles 0.4 miles

11 SDL, Inc. 90 Rose Orchard Way arsine (230 cf) ~1.2 1.0 miles 0.2 miles 0.4 miles

14 Wyse 
3471 & 3475 North 

First Street
chlorine (100 lbs) 0.83 0.5 miles 0.9 miles 0.5 miles

15
OLS Energy Agnews 

(Calpine) 
3800 Cisco Way Liquefied ammonia (58,000 lbs) 4.2 0.5 miles 1.6 miles 0.5 miles

18 Cypress Semiconductor 3901 North First Street

phosphine (260 cf) 

chlorine (90 lbs) 

1.3 

0.78 1.0 miles 0.2 miles 0.6 miles

21 Supertex 71 Vista Montana
phosphine (131 cf)

chlorine (1038 cf)
not reported

2 1.5 miles adjacent 0.8 miles

26 Neophotonics 2911 Zanker Road
phosphine (210 cf) 1.4

0.3 miles 1.7 miles 1.2 miles

30
San Jose Water Pollution 

Control Plant 
700 Los Esteros Road Chlorine (180,000 lbs) 3.4 1.8 miles 1.1 miles 1.2 miles

NOTES: gal = gallons, lbs = pounds, cf = cubic feet, AST = aboveground storage tank,   HMMP = Hazardous Materials Management Plan,

              SJFD = San Jose Fire Dept

     (1) - Maximum Threat Zones provided in Initial Studies prepared for the Sony and Vista Montana sites.

     (2) - Vista Montana Initial Study indicates that Supertex site is slated for redevelopment for residential uses.

Table 2.  Hazardous Material Sites with Potential Threat to Northpointe Site

Off-Site Hazardous Material Facilities Survey

Northpointe Business Park, San Jose, California

52602701R003.xls 8/7/2007
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HAZARDOUS MATERIAL DATA FROM SJFD FILES 
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NETWORK GENERAL COPORTION 

178 E. TASMAN DRIVE 
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AGNEWS DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

3500 ZANKER ROAD 
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CISCO TECHNOLOGY INC. 

225 E. TASMAN DRIVE 
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CISCO SYSTEMS INC. 

260 E. TASMAN DRIVE 
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SONY 

3300 ZANKER ROAD 
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MAXIM INTEGRATED PRODUCTS INC. 

3725 N. 1ST STREET 
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PERKIN ELMER 

75 NICHOLSON LANE 

SAN JOSE, CA 
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CALIFORNIA LABORATORY SERVICES
3249 Fitzgerald Road Rancho Cordova, CA 95742

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc.

Enclosed are the results of analyses for samples received by the laboratory on 07/30/07 15:15. 
Samples were analyzed pursuant to client request utilizing EPA or other ELAP approved 
methodologies. I certify that the results are in compliance both technically and for completeness.

Analytical results are attached to this letter. Please call if we can provide additional assistance.

Sincerely, 

James Liang, Ph.D.
Laboratory Director

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration number 1233

Project Name: 163 Bay Pointe Phase II

N. Highlands, CA 95660
3628 Madison Avenue, Suite 22

Curt Olander

August 01, 2007 CLS Work Order #: CQG0958
COC #: 88897
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Project Number:

Project Manager:

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc.
3628 Madison Avenue, Suite 22

163 Bay Pointe Phase II
[none]
Curt Olander

08/01/07 11:37

N. Highlands, CA 95660
CLS Work Order #: CQG0958

CALIFORNIA LABORATORY SERVICES

COC #: 88897
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Project:
Project Number:

Project Manager:

Construction Testing & Engineering, Inc.
3628 Madison Avenue, Suite 22

163 Bay Pointe Phase II
[none]
Curt Olander

08/01/07 11:37

N. Highlands, CA 95660
CLS Work Order #: CQG0958

CALIFORNIA LABORATORY SERVICES

COC #: 88897

Page 2 of 10

Metals by EPA 6000/7000 Series Methods

Result Analyte Limit
Reporting

Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes 

1 (20-1935) (CQG0958-01) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

CQ06294 07/31/07 07/31/07 mg/kg 10Arsenic 7.2 1.0 A-COMEPA 7060A
CQ06296 07/31/07 07/31/07 " 1Mercury 0.52 0.10 EPA 7471A
CQ06295 07/31/07 07/31/07 " "Lead 20 2.5 EPA 6010B

2 (20-1935) (CQG0958-02) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

CQ06294 07/31/07 07/31/07 mg/kg 10Arsenic 7.3 1.0 A-COMEPA 7060A
CQ06296 07/31/07 07/31/07 " 1Mercury 0.65 0.10 EPA 7471A
CQ06295 07/31/07 07/31/07 " "Lead 29 2.5 EPA 6010B

3 (20-1935) (CQG0958-03) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

CQ06294 07/31/07 07/31/07 mg/kg 10Arsenic 7.1 1.0 A-COMEPA 7060A
CQ06296 07/31/07 07/31/07 " 1Mercury 0.31 0.10 EPA 7471A
CQ06295 07/31/07 07/31/07 " "Lead 20 2.5 EPA 6010B

4 (20-1935) (CQG0958-04) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

CQ06294 07/31/07 07/31/07 mg/kg 10Arsenic 6.6 1.0 A-COMEPA 7060A
CQ06296 07/31/07 07/31/07 " 1Mercury 0.38 0.10 EPA 7471A
CQ06295 07/31/07 07/31/07 " "Lead 18 2.5 EPA 6010B

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A

Result Analyte Limit
Reporting

Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes 

1 (20-1935) (CQG0958-01) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

EPA 8081A07/30/07 07/31/07 µg/kg CQ062855Aldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""alpha-BHC ND 40
"" "" ""beta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""delta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50
"" "" ""Chlordane ND 100
"" "" ""4,4´-DDD ND 75

" " "" "4,4´-DDE 89 75 "
"" "" ""4,4´-DDT ND 75
"" "" ""Dieldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""Endosulfan I ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan II ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan sulfate ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin aldehyde ND 75
"" "" ""Heptachlor ND 50
"" "" ""Heptachlor epoxide ND 20
"" "" ""Methoxychlor ND 75
"" "" ""Mirex ND 50
"" "" ""Toxaphene ND 100

" " " "110 % 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene
" " " "94.0 % 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl

2 (20-1935) (CQG0958-02) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

EPA 8081A07/30/07 07/31/07 µg/kg CQ062855Aldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""alpha-BHC ND 40
"" "" ""beta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""delta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50
"" "" ""Chlordane ND 100
"" "" ""4,4´-DDD ND 75

" " "" 104,4´-DDE 160 150 "
"" "" "54,4´-DDT ND 75
"" "" ""Dieldrin ND 5.0

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A

Result Analyte Limit
Reporting

Units Dilution Batch Prepared Analyzed Method Notes 

2 (20-1935) (CQG0958-02) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

EPA 8081A07/30/07 07/31/07 µg/kg CQ062855Endosulfan I ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan II ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan sulfate ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin aldehyde ND 75
"" "" ""Heptachlor ND 50
"" "" ""Heptachlor epoxide ND 20
"" "" ""Methoxychlor ND 75
"" "" ""Mirex ND 50
"" "" ""Toxaphene ND 100

" " " "87.2 % 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene
" " " "104 % 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl

3 (20-1935) (CQG0958-03) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

EPA 8081A07/30/07 07/31/07 µg/kg CQ062855Aldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""alpha-BHC ND 40
"" "" ""beta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""delta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50
"" "" ""Chlordane ND 100
"" "" ""4,4´-DDD ND 75

" " "" "4,4´-DDE 87 75 "
"" "" ""4,4´-DDT ND 75
"" "" ""Dieldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""Endosulfan I ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan II ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan sulfate ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin aldehyde ND 75
"" "" ""Heptachlor ND 50
"" "" ""Heptachlor epoxide ND 20
"" "" ""Methoxychlor ND 75
"" "" ""Mirex ND 50
"" "" ""Toxaphene ND 100

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Reporting
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3 (20-1935) (CQG0958-03) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

CQ06285 07/30/07 07/31/07 EPA 8081A88.2 % 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene
" " " "73.5 % 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl

4 (20-1935) (CQG0958-04) Soil    Sampled: 07/30/07 15:10   Received: 07/30/07 15:15

EPA 8081A07/30/07 07/31/07 µg/kg CQ062855Aldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""alpha-BHC ND 40
"" "" ""beta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""delta-BHC ND 50
"" "" ""gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 50
"" "" ""Chlordane ND 100
"" "" ""4,4´-DDD ND 75

" " "" "4,4´-DDE 83 75 "
"" "" ""4,4´-DDT ND 75
"" "" ""Dieldrin ND 5.0
"" "" ""Endosulfan I ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan II ND 75
"" "" ""Endosulfan sulfate ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin ND 75
"" "" ""Endrin aldehyde ND 75
"" "" ""Heptachlor ND 50
"" "" ""Heptachlor epoxide ND 20
"" "" ""Methoxychlor ND 75
"" "" ""Mirex ND 50
"" "" ""Toxaphene ND 100

" " " "88.0 % 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene
" " " "116 % 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Result Limit
Reporting

Units Level
Spike

Result
Source

%REC
%REC
Limits RPD

RPD
Limit Notes  Analyte

Metals by EPA 6000/7000 Series Methods - Quality Control

Batch CQ06294 - EPA 3050B

Blank (CQ06294-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Arsenic mg/kgND 0.25 A-COM

LCS (CQ06294-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Arsenic mg/kg4.47 0.25 5.00 A-COM75-12589.4

LCS Dup (CQ06294-BSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Arsenic mg/kg4.36 0.25 5.00 25 A-COM75-12587.2 2.47

Matrix Spike (CQ06294-MS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0914-01
Arsenic mg/kg5.54 1.0 5.00 ND A-COM75-125111

Matrix Spike Dup (CQ06294-MSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0914-01
Arsenic mg/kg5.50 1.0 5.00 ND 30 A-COM75-125110 0.815

Batch CQ06295 - EPA 3050B

Blank (CQ06295-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Lead mg/kgND 2.5

LCS (CQ06295-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Lead mg/kg25.4 2.5 25.0 75-125102

LCS Dup (CQ06295-BSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Lead mg/kg24.7 2.5 25.0 2575-12598.8 2.74

Matrix Spike (CQ06295-MS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0914-01
Lead mg/kg28.9 2.5 25.0 3.81 75-125100

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Result Limit
Reporting

Units Level
Spike

Result
Source

%REC
%REC
Limits RPD

RPD
Limit Notes  Analyte

Metals by EPA 6000/7000 Series Methods - Quality Control

Batch CQ06295 - EPA 3050B

Matrix Spike Dup (CQ06295-MSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0914-01
Lead mg/kg28.9 2.5 25.0 3.81 3075-125100 0.225

Batch CQ06296 - EPA 7471A

Blank (CQ06296-BLK1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Mercury mg/kgND 0.10

LCS (CQ06296-BS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Mercury mg/kg0.609 0.10 0.625 75-12597.4

LCS Dup (CQ06296-BSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Mercury mg/kg0.590 0.10 0.625 2575-12594.4 3.13

Matrix Spike (CQ06296-MS1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0958-01
Mercury mg/kg0.890 0.10 0.625 0.524 QM-775-12558.6

Matrix Spike Dup (CQ06296-MSD1) Prepared & Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0958-01
Mercury mg/kg0.861 0.10 0.625 0.524 25 QM-775-12554.0 3.28

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Result Limit
Reporting

Units Level
Spike

Result
Source

%REC
%REC
Limits RPD

RPD
Limit Notes  Analyte

Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A - Quality Control

Batch CQ06285 - LUFT-DHS GCNV

Blank (CQ06285-BLK1) Prepared: 07/30/07  Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Aldrin µg/kgND 1.0
alpha-BHC "ND 8.0
beta-BHC "ND 10
delta-BHC "ND 10
gamma-BHC (Lindane) "ND 10
Chlordane "ND 20
4,4´-DDD "ND 15
4,4´-DDE "ND 15
4,4´-DDT "ND 15
Dieldrin "ND 1.0
Endosulfan I "ND 15
Endosulfan II "ND 15
Endosulfan sulfate "ND 15
Endrin "ND 15
Endrin aldehyde "ND 15
Heptachlor "ND 10
Heptachlor epoxide "ND 4.0
Methoxychlor "ND 15
Mirex "ND 10
Toxaphene "ND 20

" 8.33 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 90.27.52
" 8.33 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 96.18.01

LCS (CQ06285-BS1) Prepared: 07/30/07  Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Aldrin µg/kg12.9 1.0 16.7 47-13277.1
gamma-BHC (Lindane) "12.2 10 16.7 56-13373.5
4,4´-DDT "13.8 15 16.7 46-13783.0
Dieldrin "13.9 1.0 16.7 44-14383.3
Endrin "15.2 15 16.7 30-14791.1
Heptachlor "12.3 10 16.7 33-14873.7

" 8.33 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 59.04.91

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Result Limit
Reporting

Units Level
Spike

Result
Source

%REC
%REC
Limits RPD

RPD
Limit Notes  Analyte

Organochlorine Pesticides by EPA Method 8081A - Quality Control

Batch CQ06285 - LUFT-DHS GCNV

LCS (CQ06285-BS1) Prepared: 07/30/07  Analyzed: 07/31/07 
µg/kg 8.33 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 93.97.82

LCS Dup (CQ06285-BSD1) Prepared: 07/30/07  Analyzed: 07/31/07 
Aldrin µg/kg13.3 1.0 16.7 3047-13279.9 3.54
gamma-BHC (Lindane) "12.7 10 16.7 3056-13376.2 3.63
4,4´-DDT "15.1 15 16.7 3046-13790.5 8.57
Dieldrin "14.4 1.0 16.7 3044-14386.3 3.46
Endrin "15.6 15 16.7 3030-14793.4 2.49
Heptachlor "12.7 10 16.7 3033-14876.4 3.61

" 8.33 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 61.35.11
" 8.33 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 97.08.08

Matrix Spike (CQ06285-MS1) Prepared: 07/30/07  Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0917-23
Aldrin µg/kg13.6 1.0 16.7 ND 47-13881.3
gamma-BHC (Lindane) "13.2 10 16.7 ND 38-14479.4
4,4´-DDT "15.8 15 16.7 ND 41-15794.6
Dieldrin "15.7 1.0 16.7 1.99 46-15582.5
Endrin "15.8 15 16.7 ND 34-14994.9
Heptachlor "12.8 10 16.7 ND 36-15576.5

" 20.8 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 81.216.9
" 20.8 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 82.617.2

Matrix Spike Dup (CQ06285-MSD1) Prepared: 07/30/07  Analyzed: 07/31/07 Source: CQG0917-23
Aldrin µg/kg13.3 1.0 16.7 ND 3547-13879.8 1.90
gamma-BHC (Lindane) "13.0 10 16.7 ND 3538-14478.1 1.60
4,4´-DDT "15.2 15 16.7 ND 3541-15791.0 3.84
Dieldrin "14.2 1.0 16.7 1.99 3546-15573.2 10.3
Endrin "14.9 15 16.7 ND 3534-14989.1 6.30
Heptachlor "12.6 10 16.7 ND 3536-15575.6 1.15

" 20.8 46-139Surrogate: Tetrachloro-meta-xylene 80.716.8
" 20.8 52-141Surrogate: Decachlorobiphenyl 84.917.7

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233
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Notes and Definitions 

QM-7 The spike recovery was outside acceptance limits for the MS and/or MSD.  The batch was accepted based on acceptable 
LCS/LCSD recovery.

A-COM Run by ICP-MS(EPA 200.8).

Sample results reported on a dry weight basis

Relative Percent DifferenceRPD

dry

Not ReportedNR

Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limitND

Analyte DETECTEDDET

CA DOHS ELAP Accreditation/Registration Number 1233

3249 Fitzgerald Road Rancho Cordova, CA 95742  www.californialab.com 916-638-7301 Fax: 916-638-4510
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DRAFT MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Jason Brandman, Michael Brandman Associates 
 
FROM: Brian Jackson, Steve Orem 
 
DATE: April 19, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: 163 Baypointe Parkway Residential Development Traffic Operational Analysis 
 
 
Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. has completed a traffic operational analysis for the proposed 
residential development at 163 Baypointe Parkway in San Jose, California.  The project site is located 
on the west side of Baypointe Parkway, approximately 350 feet north of Tasman Drive.  The project site 
currently consists of a 40,214 square-foot (s.f.) industrial building, which currently appears to be 
approximately 50 percent occupied.  The project proposes to remove the existing building and construct 
184 residential dwelling units.  Existing private driveways at the north and south ends of the project site 
on Baypointe Parkway would be reconfigured to provide access to the site.  A third existing driveway, 
located in the middle of the site on Baypointe Parkway, would be removed. 
 
Since the project is located within the North San Jose Area Development Policy boundary, it is covered 
by the recently completed Environmental Impact Report prepared for the North San Jose Development 
Policy. Therefore, the project is not required to prepare a traffic impact analysis report that includes a 
level of service analysis.  The purpose of this study is to satisfy the City’s requirement for a traffic 
operations analysis, and to evaluate the existing street system to insure that it will provide adequate 
access to the site.  The analysis consists of an evaluation of weekday AM and PM peak-hour conditions 
of site access, on-site circulation, and the surrounding street system.  Projections of vehicle queuing at 
the proposed driveway locations and internal roadways were conducted, along with an evaluation of 
pedestrian/vehicular interaction.  Left-turn vehicle queuing also was evaluated at the following 
intersections: 
 
 Zanker Road and Baypointe Parkway 
 Zanker Road and Tasman Drive 
 Baypointe Parkway and Tasman Drive 
 

Existing Conditions 
 
With the development of the project, the existing roadway system in the immediate vicinity of the site 
would remain unchanged from its existing configuration.  Zanker Road is a six-lane north-south 
roadway, Tasman Drive is a four-lane east-west roadway with the Alum Rock to Santa Teresa Light 
Rail line running down the center, and Baypointe Parkway is a two-lane north-south oriented roadway 
with a two-way center left-turn lane.  The site location and study intersections are shown on Figure 1.  



SITE LOCATION AND STUDY INTERSECTIONS
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Existing Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit Networks 
 
Sidewalks are present along both sides of Baypointe Parkway, Zanker Road, and Tasman Drive.  
Pedestrian crosswalks are present at the three study intersections.  Each crosswalk has pedestrian 
pushbuttons, pedestrian signal heads, and wheelchair-accessible ramps.  The Baypointe Parkway and 
Tasman Drive intersection has pedestrian crosswalks on the north, south, and west legs of the 
intersection only.  There are no countdown indicators at this intersection.  
 
Bike routes (Figure 2) are striped in the northbound and southbound directions of travel on Zanker 
Road north and south of Tasman Drive.  They are also present in the eastbound and westbound lanes on 
Tasman Drive east and west of Zanker Road.  There are no bike lanes on Baypointe Parkway. 
 
Existing transit service to the study area consists of light rail and bus transit provided by VTA (see 
Figure 3).  Transit services within close proximity to the project site are described below. 
 
The Baypointe light rail transit (LRT) station is located at the intersection of Baypointe Parkway and 
Tasman Drive.  It provides access to the Alum Rock-Santa Teresa Line (Route 901), which operates 
between 5:00 AM and 1:00 AM with 15 minute headways northbound and southbound during commute 
hours.  The Tasman Station is located approximately one-half mile from the site, at the First 
Street/Tasman Drive intersection.  It provides access to Route 901 and Route 902 (Mountain View-
Winchester).  The Mountain View-Winchester Line operates between 5:00 AM and 12:00 AM with 15 
minute headways northbound and southbound during commute hours.   
 
There are several bus stops near the project site.  Bus routes on Tasman Drive are accessed by bus stops 
in the eastbound and westbound directions on Tasman Drive in front of the site, adjacent to the Zanker 
Road/Tasman Drive intersection and north and south of the Baypointe light rail station.   
 
Route 33 runs past the site southbound on Zanker Road and westbound on Tasman Drive on its route 
that connects the site area to Milpitas and the Great Mall/Main Transit Center.  Headways are 
approximately 30 minutes during the AM and PM peak hours in the site area.   
 
Route 58 runs northbound on Zanker Road and westbound on Tasman Drive past the project site.  It 
connects Saratoga and West Valley college to the site area and to Alviso to the north.  Headways are 
approximately 30 minutes during the AM and PM peak hours in the site area.   
 
Express Route 140 runs by the project site on Tasman Drive.  It connects the Fremont Bart Station to 
the Great Mall/Main Transit Station, the Great America Station, and the Sunnyvale Caltrain Transit 
Center.  Headways are approximately 35 minutes southbound in the morning and 45 minutes 
northbound in the afternoon.   
 
The Limited Stop Route 330 runs across Tasman Drive as part of its route connecting Almaden 
Expressway and Camden Avenue in South San Jose to North San Jose and the I-880/Milpitas LRT 
Station with the Baypointe and Tasman LRT Stations as well as the Great America Station.  Headways 
are approximately 50 minutes northbound in the morning and southbound in the afternoon.   
 
The ACE Shuttle for West Milpitas (Route 825) runs on Tasman Drive eastbound from 6:30 AM to 
9:00 AM and westbound from 3:30 PM to 5:30 PM with 65 to 75 minute headways during commute 
hours. 
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EXISTING TRANSIT FACILITIES
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Existing Levels of Service 
 
Existing traffic volumes at the study intersections were obtained from the City of San Jose and new 
manual turning-movement counts conducted on March 22, 2007.  The traffic counts are included in the 
Appendix.  The existing intersection levels of service were evaluated for reporting purposes only using 
TRAFFIX analysis software (see Table 1 below).  The results show that, measured against City of San 
Jose standards, all of the study intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or 
better) during both the AM and PM peak hours of traffic.  The level of service calculation sheets are 
included in the Appendix. 
 

Table 1 
Existing Intersection Levels of Service 

 

Project Conditions 
 
The project would consist of 184 residential units.  Access to the site would be provided at two existing 
driveway locations along Baypointe Parkway.  A third existing driveway, located in the middle of the 
site on Baypointe Parkway, would be removed. 
  
Trip Generation 
 
The magnitude of traffic generated by the proposed project was estimated by applying to the size of the 
development the applicable trip generation rates recommended by the City of San Jose Interim 
Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis of Land Developments, June 1994.  Since the project site is 
located within 2,000 feet of a LRT station, the total number of trips generated by buildout of the project 
can be reduced by 9 percent to account for transit ridership, according to the Congestion Management 
Program TIA Guidelines.  Based on field observations, the existing industrial building currently appears 
to be operating at about 50 percent of its available capacity.  Applying the City of San Jose trip 
generation rates to the estimated occupied portion of the building results in an existing trip generation of 
15 AM and 16 PM peak-hour trips.  For analysis purposes, the low City of San Jose warehouse trip 
generation rates were applied to the existing industrial use in order to present a conservative estimate of 
existing site traffic.  Thus, it is estimated that the project would generate a net 111 AM peak-hour trips 

Peak Count Ave.
Intersection Hour Date Delay LOS

Zanker Rd and Baypointe Pkwy AM 10/19/2005 4.5 A
PM 10/19/2005 8.2 A

Zanker Rd and Tasman Dr AM 3/22/2007 35.2 D
PM 3/22/2007 42.5 D

Baypointe Pkwy and Tasman Dr AM 3/22/2007 8.7 A
PM 3/22/2007 8.8 A

Existing
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(33 inbound trips and 78 outbound trips) and a net 110 PM peak-hour trips (77 inbound trips and 33 
outbound trips) at the project driveways.  The trip generation estimates are presented in Table 2.  
 
 
Table 2 
Project Trip Generation Estimates 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Daily Daily Pk-Hr Pk-Hr

Land Use Size Rate /a/ Trips Factor In Out Total Factor In Out Total

Proposed

Condominium/Townhouse 184 units 7.5 1,380 0.10 48 90 138 0.10 90 48 138

Transit Reduction /a/ -124 -4 -8 -12 -8 -4 -12

Net Proposed Trips: 1,256 44 82 126 82 44 126

Existing
Industrial/Warehouse 20.1 ksf 5.0 101 0.15 11 4 15 0.16 5 11 16

Net Project Trips: 1,155 33 78 111 77 33 110

Notes:
/a/  Based on the Congestion Management Program TIA Guidelines,  a transit reduction of 9% was applied to the proposed
      residential use, since the project site is located within 2,000 feet (walking distance) of an LRT station.

Source: City of San Jose Interim Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis for Land Developments, "Common Vehicular Trip
              Generation Rates for the San Jose Area," March 1994.

 
 
 
Trip Distribution and Assignment 
 
The trip distribution patterns for the existing office and proposed residential developments were 
estimated based on existing travel patterns on the surrounding roadway system and the locations of 
complementary land uses.  The peak-hour trips generated by the proposed residential development and 
existing industrial building were assigned to the surrounding roadway network in accordance with the 
trip distribution patterns discussed above.  The trips currently generated by the occupied portion of the 
industrial building (estimated to be 50 percent) were then credited at the intersection level. 
 
The project would have access via two driveways on Baypointe Parkway, which would continue to be 
shared with adjacent industrial uses.  For the purpose of the site access analysis, project trips were 
distributed evenly between the two project driveways.  Figure 4 shows the proposed net trip distribution 
and assignment.  Figure 5 shows the project condition volumes at the study intersections. 
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PROJECT CONDITIONS TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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Project Intersection Levels of Service 
 
As previously stated, the project is located within the North San Jose Area Development Policy (ADP) 
boundary.  Consequently, all major intersections in the vicinity of the proposed residential development 
are covered by the intersection level of service analysis contained in the recently completed 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the North San Jose ADP.  Of the three intersections 
included in this operations analysis, the intersection of Zanker Road and Tasman Drive is the only 
major intersection located near the project site that was evaluated for level of service in the North San 
Jose ADP EIR. For the intersection of Zanker Road and Tasman Drive, the levels of service reported for 
this intersection in the North San Jose EIR are LOS D and E under the North San Jose buildout 
conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  The impact and mitigation for this 
intersection are described in the North San Jose EIR. 
 
The other two study intersections – Zanker Road/Baypointe Parkway and Tasman Drive/Baypointe 
Parkway – are minor intersections that would experience much lower traffic volumes than the Zanker 
Road and Tasman Drive intersection.  Consequently, they were not analyzed in the North San Jose EIR.  
For this same reason, this operations analysis does not include a level of service analysis under project 
conditions for these two intersection locations. 
 
Project Intersection Queuing Analysis 
 
Intersection left-turn movements to which a project would add traffic typically are evaluated to 
determine whether or not the existing left-turn pockets would be adequate to serve the estimated vehicle 
queue lengths.  This analysis incorporated trips generated by this project on Baypointe Parkway, as well 
as the trips from an adjacent and concurrent project on the northwest corner of the Zanker Road and 
Tasman Drive intersection, in order to provide a more thorough estimate of the left-turn queuing 
conditions that would occur under project conditions.  The results of the intersection queuing analysis 
are shown in Table 3.  The results indicate that the left-turn vehicle storage would be adequate at every 
left-turn pocket to which the two neighboring proposed projects would add traffic. 
 
 
Site Access and On-Site Circulation 
 
This section describes site access and circulation for the proposed residential project.  The site review is 
based on the site plan dated April 2, 2007 prepared by Dahlin Group Architectural Planning, portions of 
which are shown on Figures 6A and 6B.  The site access analysis includes a discussion of the operations 
at each project driveway.  Additionally, on-site circulation of vehicles was evaluated. 
 
Site Access 
 
According to the site plan, the project proposes two full-access private driveways: one located on the 
north end and one located on the south end of the project site.  The two project driveways would be 
located at existing driveway locations, although both driveways would be reconfigured to serve the 
project.  The northern portion of the project site would be served by one existing full-access driveway 
located on Baypointe Parkway on the border with the adjacent property parking lot.  The southern 
portion of the project site would be served by one full-access driveway leading to surface and garage 
parking and to adjacent properties to the south.  The existing Baypointe Parkway driveway on the 
eastern portion of the project site would be removed.   



 

Mr. Jason Brandman 
April 19, 2007  
163 Baypointe Parkway 
Page 11 of 16 

 

Table 3 
Vehicle Queuing at Study Intersections 

Zanker / 
Tasman

Zanker / 
Tasman

Zanker / 
Tasman

Baypointe / 
Tasman

Baypointe / 
Tasman

Baypointe / 
Tasman

Baypointe / 
Zanker

NBL SBL EBL SBL EBL WBL EBL

Measurement AM AM AM AM AM AM AM

Cycle/Delay (sec) 125 125 125 100 100 100 100
Volume (vphpl ) 121 412 66 43 66 134 107
Avg. Queue (veh/ln.) 4.2 14.3 2.3 1.2 1.8 3.7 3.0
Avg. Queue (ft./ln) 84 286 46 24 36.7 74 59
95th %. Queue (veh/ln.) 8 21 5 3 4 7 6
95th %. Queue (ft./ln) 160 420 100 60 80 140 120
Storage (ft./ ln.) 240 520 240 120 180 180 140
Adequate (Y/N) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Measurement PM PM PM PM PM PM PM

Cycle/Delay (sec) 141 141 141 100 100 100 100
Volume (vphpl ) 171 314 122 26 67 75 182
Avg. Queue (veh/ln.) 6.7 12.3 4.8 0.7 1.9 2.1 5.1
Avg. Queue (ft./ln) 134 246 96 14 37 42 101
95th %. Queue (veh/ln.) 11 18 9 2 4 5 9
95th %. Queue (ft./ln) 220 360 180 40 80 100 180
Storage (ft./ ln.) 240 520 240 120 180 180 140
Adequate (Y/N) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 3

1 Vehicle queue calculations based on cycle length for signalized intersections.
2 Assumes 20 Feet Per Vehicle Queued
3 Although the striping provides for only 140 feet of left-turn vehicle storage, the existing two-way center left-turn lane would provide
  additional vehicle overflow storage.
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Adequate storage must be provided at all project driveways to (1) allow exiting vehicles to not block 
parking stalls, and (2) prevent entering vehicles from making sudden stops (due to vehicles backing out 
or entering stalls) and spilling back into the public street.  A queuing analysis was conducted to estimate 
the projected maximum queues for the project driveways. 
 
North Driveway 
 
This existing north driveway on Baypointe Parkway would be reconfigured to create a cul-de-sac and 
would provide access to the project’s below-grade parking garage on the north end of the site.  The north 
driveway also would contain 12 parallel parking spaces.  The parking garage access ramp on the north is 
shown to be approximately 22 feet wide, which the traffic consultant has determined would be adequate 
to serve residents of the proposed development to and from the private driveway on the north.  The City 
ultimately will determine whether or not the proposed driveway width would be sufficient, since the 
City has indicated that the standard for residential driveway width is 26 feet   The north project garage 
access ramp and reconfigured Baypointe Parkway north driveway would operate with little or no delay 
due to the low number of vehicles that would be using these driveways, as well as the relatively low 
traffic volumes on Baypointe Parkway.  Vehicle queueing at these driveways are estimated to be only 
one or two vehicles in the worst case 95th percentile queue condition. 
 
South Driveway 
 
The south driveway on Baypointe Parkway would continue to serve the existing adjacent light industrial 
uses to the south and west of the project site.  However, it would be reconfigured to also provide access 
to the project’s below-grade parking garage on the south end of the site.  Additionally, the project 
proposes a small surface lot with five parking spaces at this driveway location.  The parking garage 
access ramp on the south is shown to be approximately 22 feet wide, which the traffic consultant has 
determined would be adequate to serve residents of the proposed development to and from the private 
driveway on the south.  The City ultimately will determine whether or not the proposed driveway width 
would be sufficient, since the City has indicated that the standard for residential driveway width is 26 
feet.  The south project garage access ramp and reconfigured Baypointe Parkway south driveway would 
operate with little or no delay due to the low number of vehicles that would be using these driveways, as 
well as the relatively low traffic volumes on Baypointe Parkway.  Vehicle queueing at these driveways 
are estimated to be only one or two vehicles in the worst case 95th percentile queue condition. 
 
Emergency Vehicle Access 
 
Emergency vehicle access (EVA) would be provided via the north and south driveways and the 
emergency vehicle easement around the south and west of the project site.  Based on the truck turning 
template analysis, these driveways would be adequate to serve emergency vehicles. 
 
General Site Access Recommendations  
 
The results of the site access and circulation analysis indicate that queuing at the project driveways 
would be minimal, that the driveway throat widths would be adequate to serve passenger vehicles and 
emergency vehicles, and that the driveway throat lengths shown on the site plans would provide 
adequate on-site vehicle storage.  The following are general recommendations for all project driveways: 

 
Recommendation:  The project driveways should be free and clear of any obstructions to 
optimize sight distance and to ensure that drivers can see pedestrians on the sidewalk and other 
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moving vehicles.  Adequate corner sight distance (sight distance triangles) should be provided at 
all site driveways in accordance with Caltrans standards.  Sight distance triangles should be 
measured approximately 10 feet back from the traveled way.  Sight distance requirements vary 
depending on the roadway speeds, driveway designs, and on-street parking design.  

 
On-Site Circulation 

 
The north and south driveways both would provide access to the below-grade parking garage.  The north 
access driveway also would provide access to the visitor parking area, which would be separated from 
the assigned resident parking by a gate.  The south garage entrance would be gated as well.  The below-
grade parking garage would contain a ramp providing access to the basement level garage, which would 
contain assigned parking only.  Both parking garage levels would contain 26-foot wide drive aisles, 
which would meet the City of San Jose standard for drive aisles containing 90-degree parking.   
 
The main below-grade garage level would contain two dead-ends.  The basement level also would have 
two dead-ends.  One dead-end would be located in the visitor parking area, which could be inconvenient 
for visitors unfamiliar with the garage.  In general, dead-end aisles are undesirable in parking areas with 
open parking because drivers can enter the aisle, and upon discovering that there is no available parking, 
must either back out or conduct three-point turns.  In areas with assigned parking spaces, dead-end aisles 
are not problematic. 
 
Truck Circulation 
 
An analysis was conducted to determine the adequacy of driveway access and on-site circulation for the 
truck category SU 30, which includes small buses, garbage trucks and other single unit trucks.  Based on 
the analysis, the reconfigured driveways on Baypointe Parkway would be sufficiently wide to serve 
these types of trucks.  However, the north Baypointe Parkway driveway cul-de-sac would not provide a 
radius large enough to allow SU-30 trucks to turn around.  Thus, large trucks would need to either back 
out or perform a three-point maneuver during activities such as garbage collection and deliveries.  The 
current site plan does not show truck loading zones on the site plan.   
 

Recommendation:  Increase the radius of the north Baypointe driveway cul-de-sac so that large 
trucks can turn around. 
 
Recommendation:  Provide loading zones for deliveries and for moving trucks. 

 
Pedestrian Circulation 
 
There currently is only a minimal amount of pedestrian activity in this mostly industrial area, but with 
the addition of the project’s residential units an increase in pedestrian activity is expected.  The addition 
of residential land uses and future commercial uses in the North San Jose area will create pedestrian and 
bicycle activity between the complimentary land uses.  Currently there is good connectivity to Moitozo 
Park, located in a residential area approximately one-half mile south of the project site.  The majority of 
roadways in the project area currently have sidewalks on both sides of the street, with crosswalks and 
pedestrian signal heads at all of the major intersections.  The extensive network of sidewalks within the 
study area would provide residents with a safe connection between the project site and the other 
surrounding land uses in the area. 
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Site Access and Circulation Recommendations 
 
Based on the evaluation of the provided site plan, the following recommendations to improve site access 
and circulation were identified: 

 
• Provide adequate corner sight distance (sight distance triangles) at all site driveways in 

accordance with Caltrans standards.  Sight distance triangles should be measured approximately 
10 feet back from the traveled way.  Sight distance requirements vary depending on the roadway 
speeds, driveway designs, and on-street parking design.  

 
• Increase the radius of the north Baypointe driveway cul-de-sac so that large trucks can turn 

around. 
 
• Provide loading zones for deliveries and for moving trucks. 




