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DPM diesel particulate matter 
DTSC California Department of Toxic Substance Control 
EOC Emergency Operations Center 
EOP Emergency Operations Plan 
ESA Environmental Science Associates 
EV Electric Vehicle 
Fed/OSHA U.S. Department of Labor Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
FTA Federal Transit Administration 
General Plan Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
GHGs greenhouse gas emissions 
GHGRS General Plan and GHG Reduction Strategy 
Gpm gallons per minute 
GWP global warming potential 
HFCs hydrofluorocarbons 
HMBPs hazardous materials business plans 
Hp horsepower 
HRA health risk assessment 
HRI City of San José Historic Resources Inventory 
IS/MND Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
IX ion exchange 
kW / kW/hr Kilowatts/ Kilowatts per hour 
LID Low Impact Development 
LOS level of service 
LT long-term 
LUSTs leaking underground storage tanks 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level 
MEIR maximally exposed individual resident 
MEIS maximally exposed individual school receptor 
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Abbreviation Definition 

MEIW maximally exposed individual worker 
MLD Most Likely Descendant 
MRZ Mineral Resource Zones 
MS4 municipal regional stormwater permit 
MTCO2e metric tons of CO2 equivalent 
N2O Nitrous oxide 
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 
NETR Nationwide Environmental Title Research 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
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NWIC Northwest Information Center 
O & M Operations and maintenance 
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
OPR Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
PFCs perfluorocarbons 
PFOA perfluorooctanoic acid 
PFOS perfluorooctane sulfonate 
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
ppt parts per trillion 
PPV peak particle velocity 
PQP Public/Quasi-Public 
PRNS City of San José Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services 

Department 
PRPA Paleontological Resources Preservation Act 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RMS root mean square 
RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
SB Senate Bill 
SCVHP Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan 
SF6 Sulfur hexafluoride 
SFBAAB San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 
SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
SJCE San José Clean Energy 
SJFC San José Fire Department 
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Abbreviation Definition 

SJPD San José Police Department 
SJW San Jose Water 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 
SPC Standard Permit Conditions 
ST short-term 
SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
TACs toxic air contaminants 
TCM Treatment Control Measures 
UCMP UC Museum of Paleontology 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USTs underground storage tanks 
VdB Decibel notation 
VMT vehicle miles traveled 
VTA Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirements 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of the Initial Study 
The City of San José (City), as the Lead Agency, has prepared this Initial Study (IS) for the Williams 
Road Station PFAS1 Treatment Facility Project (Project) in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] 
§15000 et. seq. and associated CEQA Guidelines) and the regulations and policies of the City of San José, 
California. This IS provides the necessary information to inform the City’s decision makers, other 
responsible agencies, and the public of the nature of the Project and its potential effect on the 
environment. 

The Project would construct a new water treatment facility, including above-grade treatment vessels with 
above-grade piping, two water tanks, an electrical and feed pump station building, stormwater bioretention 
basin and associated infrastructure, a process drain pump station, an emergency diesel standby generator, 
underground piping, perimeter fencing, trees, gates, and driveway modifications, within the existing 
Williams Groundwater Station located at 3601 and 3605 Williams Road. 

1.1.1 Public Review Period 
Publication of this IS marks the beginning of a 30-day public review and comment period. During this 
period, the IS will be available to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and 
individuals for review. Written comments concerning the environmental review contained in this IS 
during the 30-day public review period should be sent to:  

Bethelhem Telahun, Planner  
City of San José  
Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement  
200 East Santa Clara Street, Third Floor  
San José, California 95113  
bethelhem.telahun@sanjoseca.gov 

 
1 Perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances, or PFAS, are a group of manufactured chemicals that have been used in 

industry and consumer products since the 1940s because of their useful properties. According to the Environmental 
Protection Agency, exposure to certain levels of PFAS may lead to harmful reproductive effects, developmental effects in 
children, and more. 

mailto:X@sanjoseca.gov
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1.1.2 Consideration of the Initial Study and Project 
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts that may result from the Project. Following the conclusion of the public review 
period, the City will consider the adoption of the IS/MND for the Project at a regularly scheduled 
meeting. The City shall consider the IS/MND together with any comments received during the public 
review process. Upon adoption of the MND, the City may proceed with Project approval actions. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Project Information 

2.1 Project Title 
Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project 

2.2 Lead Agency Contact 
Environmental Review 

Bethelhem Telahun, Planner 
Environmental Planning, City of San José 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement 
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor  
San José, CA 95113  
Phone: 408-535-5624  
Email: bethelhem.telahun@sanjoseca.gov 

2.3 Project Applicant 
San Jose Water  
1265 South Bascom Avenue  
San José, CA 95128 
Contact: Scott Hoffman 
Phone: 408-918-7296 
Email: scott.hoffman@sjwater.com  

2.4 Project Location 
The Project would be in the footprint of the existing Williams Groundwater Station located at 3601 and 
3605 Williams Road San José, CA 95117.  

2.5 Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
The Project site is associated with the following Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN): 299-31-049, 299-31-
050, and 299-46-001.  

2.6 General Plan Designation and Zoning District 
The Project site has an Envision San José 2040 General Plan (General Plan) land use designation of 
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) and is located in the Public/Quasi-Public Zoning District. 
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2.7 Habitat Plan Designation 
The Project site is located on land designated as Golf Courses/Urban Parks and is in Landcover Fee 
Zone B (Agricultural and Valley Floor Lands). 

2.8 Project-Related Approvals, Agreements and Permits 
Based on the current understanding of the Project, the following is a list of the agency permits and 
approvals likely to be required for the Project:  

State 
• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Drinking Water Division – Domestic Water System 

Permit Amendment.  

• SWRCB National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit State-issued 
Waste Discharge Identification  

Local/Regional 
• City of San José Planning Division– Conditional Use Permit 

• City of San José Department of Public Works– Grading Permits  

• City of San José Building Division – Demolition, Building permits 

• Bay Area Air Quality Management District – Permit to construct and Permit to operate emergency 
stationary diesel engine 
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CHAPTER 3 
Project Description 

3.1 Project Overview 
San Jose Water (SJW) proposes to develop a new water treatment facility within the approximately 
11-acre Williams Groundwater Station site located at 3601 and 3605 Williams Road in San José, 
California (Figure 3-1). The site is owned by SJW and within the City’s jurisdiction. The proposed 
treatment facility would have a design capacity of 20,000 gallons per minute (gpm) and would use ion 
exchange (IX) resin to treat water from the existing groundwater wells located on-site. There would be no 
change in water use or capacity. The proposed facility would consist of steel treatment vessels under a 
metal canopy, two water tanks, an electrical and feed pump station building, stormwater bioretention 
basin and associated infrastructure, a process drain pump station, an emergency diesel standby generator, 
underground piping to connect the wells and treatment system, and perimeter security fencing and 
driveway modifications. The Project would require removal of trees to accommodate the new 
components. The Project would also plant replacement trees within the Project site.  

The Project would provide a water treatment system that brings the water pumped from the Williams 
Groundwater Station in compliance with state and federal agency regulations.  

As discussed in Section 1.1, the Project is a discretionary project under CEQA because the Project 
includes a conditional use permit (CUP) application to City of San José for the construction and operation 
of utilities on a property zoned Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) under the Municipal Zoning Code.  

3.2 Existing Setting 
The Williams Groundwater Station is SJW’s largest wellfield with 15 wells (San Jose Water, 2022). The 
Project site is surrounded by San Tomas Expressway to the east, Williams Road to the south, Boynton 
Avenue to the west, and Moorpark Avenue and Interstate 280 to the north. 

The current treatment facility is concentrated on the southern end of the site, with areas to the north 
consisting of groundwater wells, a booster pump, aboveground tanks, generator and electrical cabinet, and 
telecommunications building. The treatment facility toward the south, which also has groundwater wells 
and aboveground finished water tank, consists of an engineered sump, 20-foot-high chemical concrete 
masonry unit (CMU) building, standby power generator, telecommunications shelter, various small 
operations buildings, a trailer, and an access gate. In addition, the existing facility has perimeter fencing 
with access roads, parking, trees and landscaping. The existing buildings on site are made of concrete or 
CMU with gable roofs and neutral color schemes. Outdoor lighting is located at the landings on top of the 
two finished water tanks. The lights are typically off and use a timer switch if operators need to access the 
tanks after dark. The access gate is located along the north side of Williams Road, approximately 150 feet 
west of San Tomas Expressway (Figure 3-2).  
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The immediate surrounding area is suburban-urban development consisting of single- and multi-family 
residential neighborhoods, institutional uses, and a park to the south. The parcels adjacent to the Project 
site to the west and north include apartment complexes, single family homes, a church surrounded by a 
large parking lot, Boynton High School, and the Harker School Transitional Kindergarten Campus. To the 
east, across San Tomas Expressway, are primarily single-family neighborhoods. Toward the south, across 
Williams Road, is Starbird Park. 

There are three schools in the vicinity of the Project site. The Harker School Transitional Kindergarten 
Campus is located approximately 150 feet west of the Project site at 888 Boynton Avenue. Boynton High 
School is located approximately 300 feet west of the Project site along Boynton Avenue. Lynhaven 
Elementary School is located approximately 460 feet east of the Project site along Cypress Avenue. 

3.3 Background 
SJW, an investor-owned public utility, was founded in 1866 and serves over 1 million people in the 
greater San José metropolitan area (San Jose Water, 2024). SJW is one of three drinking water suppliers 
in San José, along with San José Municipal Water and Great Oaks Water Company. SJW supplies 
drinking water to the communities of San José, Cupertino, Saratoga, Campbell, Los Gatos, and the Santa 
Cruz Mountain District.  

SJW relies on three sources of potable water supply: groundwater, surface water purchased through the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) and treated surface water from local water supply. 
Water source typically relies on where consumers are located. For example, those living in the Santa Cruz 
Mountain District, and parts of Saratoga and Los Gatos receive locally treated water, and those living 
within and around the center of the City of San José receive groundwater (San Jose Water, n.d.). 

California’s drinking water is regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Division of 
Drinking Water (DDW) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). From 2013 to 
2015, the USEPA, under the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule, required all large water systems 
(those serving over 10,000 people) nationwide to collect and analyze more than 12,000 drinking water 
samples for PFAS (California State Water Resources Control Board, n.d.). In June 2020, SJW found three 
wells at the Williams Groundwater Station with results near or over the California Notification Level of 
6.5 ng/L for perfluorooctane (PFOS), a PFAS compound (San Jose Water, 2020). SJW immediately placed 
the three wells on a regulatory status of “Standby”, temporarily discontinuing the use of the wells. 

On April 26, 2024, the USEPA issued the final National Primary Drinking Water Regulation (NPDWR), 
effectively establishing maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), for six PFAS compounds in drinking 
water including PFOS. PFAS exposure over a long period of time can result in serious health problems 
such as cancer and other illnesses, and exposure during certain critical life stages like pregnancy and early 
childhood can result in adverse health impacts. Under the new rule, the final MCLs, or enforceable levels, 
for PFOS is 4.0 parts per trillion (ppt), which is the most restrictive PFAS enforceable level. The 
NPDWR requires that public water systems must monitor for PFAS, complete initial monitoring by 2027 
(followed by ongoing compliance monitoring), and, if necessary, implement solutions that reduce PFAS 
to legal levels by 2029, among other requirements (USEPA, 2024). Readily available solutions to reduce 
PFAS to legal levels include reverse-osmosis and as proposed by the Project, IX treatment systems. This 
document will refer to PFAS, inclusive of PFOS. 
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SJW is currently operating the Williams Groundwater Station as a source of water supply using the other 
wells on site. As such, the Project would construct an IX treatment system facility at the existing footprint 
of the Williams Groundwater Station, so that discontinued groundwater wells could be returned to service. 
The proposed IX treatment system would treat groundwater to the USEPA’s April 2024 enforceable MCLs. 

3.4 Project Objectives 
The specific objectives of the Project are: 

• To bring Williams Groundwater Station in compliance with USEPA and DDW recommendations for 
safe drinking water.  

• To ensure continued water service to SJW customers. 

3.5 Project Components 
The Project would consist of an IX water treatment facility (which includes above-grade steel treatment 
vessels), an electrical and feed pump station building, two raw water tanks, stormwater bioretention basin 
and associated infrastructure, a process drain pump station, an emergency diesel standby generator, 
underground piping to connect wells and treatment system (approximately 3,000 feet total), and perimeter 
security fencing and driveway modifications. The Project would construct asphalt pavement around the 
perimeter of the proposed facility and a stormwater bioretention basin and swale that would discharge to 
existing stormwater drains. The Project would require the removal of up to 42 trees to accommodate the 
new components, to be replaced by 85 new 24-inch box trees on site. The Project would also implement 
pedestrian and bicyclist improvements along Williams Road. The Project components are shown in 
Figure 3-3. 

3.5.1 Ion Exchange Treatment Facility 
The IX treatment facility (treatment facility) would be located west of the stormwater bioretention basin 
and north of the process drain pump station. The treatment facility would contain 14 above-grade steel 
treatment vessel pairs (28 treatment vessels total) with above-grade piping and 5 cartridge filters. Each 
vessel would have a diameter of 12 feet, a height of 16 feet. The treatment facility would be covered with 
a metal canopy and would have a footprint of approximately 15,225 square feet. The metal canopy would 
be approximately 23 feet high, with a gable roof and neutral color scheme to match existing buildings on 
site. 

To treat the groundwater, the treatment facility would utilize an IX resin filtration system and would be a 
single-use anion exchange resin.2 The resin beads would need to be replaced every one to three years, 
depending on resin model and overall system flow rate (e.g., if the plant is operating at less than design 
flow, then replacement of the resin would have a longer interval).  

  

 
2  Ion exchange is a chemical process to remove undesirable ionic contaminants from the water by exchanging them with 

another ionic substance. Removal of PFAS by anionic ion exchange has been shown to have higher affinity (strength of 
binding interaction) for hydrophobic anions like PFAS (Atlas Scientific, 2022; Dupont, n.d.). 
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Spent resin beads would be removed from the Project site and taken to a permitted facility for incineration 
or disposal (disposal at landfills is not allowed). Used resin beads may be stored on site for a brief period 
prior to being hauled off site via trucks. The spent resin beads would be removed from the treatment 
vessels using either a slurry trailer or super sacks, which are described below. 

• Utilizing a slurry trailer. This method would involve pushing the spent resin beads using an air 
compressor, which allows the resin beads to flow in a slurry trailer. The slurry trailer would be 
equipped with a total of 4 compartments that could hold up to 500 cubic feet of resin per 
compartment. The maximum amount of resin that the slurry trailer would carry at any one time would 
be less than 1,000 cubic feet. 

• Utilizing super sacks. This method would also involve pushing the spent resin beads using an air 
compressor, however, the beads would flow into super sacks. Super sacks would have a capacity of 
approximately 35-50 cubic feet of spent resin beads.  

3.5.2 Electrical and Feed Pump Station Building 
The combined electrical and feed pump station building would be located east of the raw water tanks and 
north of the emergency generator. The ion exchange feed pump station would pump water from the raw 
water tanks directly to the cartridge filters in the adjacent treatment facility. The feed pump station would 
contain seven, 250 horsepower (hp) vertical turbine pumps housed within the building. The building would 
include an electrical room to house the motor control centers, variable frequency drives, security systems, 
and other electrical/control panels. The electrical and feed pump station building is anticipated to have a 
footprint of approximately 5,450 square feet and a height of approximately 23 feet. The building would be 
made of concrete or cinder block with a gable roof and neutral color scheme to match existing buildings on 
site. Outdoor lighting is required for personnel safety and would be operated via timer switches to reduce 
energy consumption. Additionally, lighting would be shielded downwards to reduce light spillover.  

3.5.3 Raw Water Tanks 
The two raw water welded steel tanks (tanks) would be located south of the process drain pump station 
and west of the electrical and feed pump station building. The tanks would be connected to each other via 
pipelines in concrete encasements, one for inflow from the wells and one for outflow towards the feed 
pump station. Each of the tanks would have a maximum capacity of 190,400 gallons and minimum 
working capacity of 188,00 gallons. The raw water tanks would also have outdoor lighting and would be 
operated via timer switches to reduce energy consumption. Like the electrical and feed pump station 
building, lighting would be shielded downwards to reduce light spillover. The tanks would have a 
diameter of 45 feet and a height of 24 feet. 

3.5.4 Stormwater Bioretention Basin 
The stormwater bioretention basin (basin) would be located east of the treatment facility and would have 
a stormwater swale that would extend along the east property line parallel to the San Tomas Expressway 
from the proposed ion exchange facility to the north property line, abutting adjoining residential 
development. The approximately 40-foot-wide basin would have a maximum depth of approximately 
5 feet, length of approximately 300 feet, and a footprint of approximately 12,000 square feet, concrete 
walls and floor with bio-treatment soil, an underdrain pipe, and an overflow riser pipe. The approximately 
5-foot-wide stormwater swale extending from the bioretention basin to the north property line would have 
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a maximum depth of approximately 2 feet, length of approximately 700 feet, and would be culverted 
under the existing onsite access roads.  

Associated Infrastructure 
Stormwater would discharge into the bioretention basin via two stormwater inlets. Stormwater from either 
the bioretention basin underdrain or overflow would flow into the stormwater pump station. The 
stormwater pump station would consist of a 12-foot diameter circular, below-grade wet well and would be 
located immediately south of the basin. The stormwater pump station would be equipped with two 15-hp 
submersible pumps inside wet wells for stormwater pumping. The stormwater pump station would then 
discharge to a water line that discharges to the San Tomas Aquino Creek that runs along San Tomas 
Expressway. 

3.5.5 Process Drain Pump Station 
The process drain pump station would be located north of the raw water tanks and the electrical and feed 
pump station building and would have a footprint of approximately 700 square feet. The process drain 
pump station would feature two, 25-hp VFD submersible pumps inside wet wells for process drain 
pumping. 

3.5.6 Emergency Generator 
The diesel-powered emergency generator (generator) would be located at the southern tip of the Project 
site and would have a paved footprint of approximately 1,000 square feet. The single-unit generator is 
anticipated to generate approximately 2,000 kilowatts (kW). The generator would be located outdoors in a 
17-foot-high sound enclosure, which would generate an estimated noise level between 55 a-weighted 
decibels (DBA) at the property line. The generator would only require routine testing for operations 
approximately once per year and would only be used during power emergencies. A concrete transformer 
pad would also be constructed south of the emergency generator and would have a footprint of 
approximately 100 square feet.  

3.5.7 Security Fencing, Gates, Driveway and Frontage 
Improvements 

The Project would widen the existing 13-foot driveway along Williams Road to a width sufficient to 
accommodate the largest truck entering and exiting the Project site, and would install a new 17-foot-wide 
gate at the entrance. The modified driveway would be paved to match the new roadway frontage as 
dictated by the City to meet their approved street guidelines. 

There would be two gates along the southern border of the proposed facility, a 20-foot operated slide gate 
and a 24-foot automated bi-fold gate. There would be one 17-foot manual double swing gate near the 
northwestern corner of the treatment facility and a one 12-foot manual double swing gate near the 
northeastern corner of the treatment facility.  

New fencing would surround the Project components. In addition, the existing perimeter fencing along 
the groundwater facility’s southern boundary and entry gate would also be replaced with an 8-foot-tall 
steel palisade fence and entry gate.  
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Consistent with the City’s Complete Streets Guidelines (City of San José, 2018), the Project would 
include an approximately 18-foot long-detached sidewalk with park strip and raised Class IV3 bike lane 
along the Williams Road frontage.  

3.5.8 Tree Removal and Replacement 
An evaluation of the 250 trees located within the Project site was completed (Dudek, 2024). The 
evaluation identified trees that met the criteria protected by the City’s municipal code (Chapter 31.32), 
which consisted of tree-by-tree evaluations on tree health and structural condition. Out of the 250 trees, 
up to 42 ordinance-sized trees would need to be removed to accommodate the Project components. Of the 
42 ordinance-sized trees that would be removed, 19 are native and 23 are non-native. 

In accordance with the City municipal code, all removed protected trees should be replaced. Therefore, the 
Project would install 85 replacement trees according to tree replacement requirements. The 85 replacement 
trees would be located on site within the identified 1.54-acre Tree Planting Zone (see Figure 3-3).  

3.6 Project Construction 
3.6.1 Construction Phasing and Work Hours 
Project construction would be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 
would occur between July 2027 through November 2028 (approximately 17 months), totaling 
approximately 360 workdays (City of San José, n.d.). Construction is expected to occur over five phases 
as shown in Table 3-1 below, including site preparation, grading and yard piping, concrete foundations, 
facilities construction and equipment/mechanical installation and start up, and a final round of grading 
and paving. No nighttime or weekend construction is anticipated.  

TABLE 3-1 
 CONSTRUCTION PHASING 

Phase Components Approximate Timeframe Estimated Workdays 

1 Site preparation  July 2027 – August 2027 30 

2 Grading and yard piping August 2027 – November 2027 60 

3 Concrete foundations November 2027 – January 2028 50 

4 Facilities construction, equipment/mechanical 
installation, and start up 

January 2028 – September 2028 180 

5 Finish grading and paving September 2028 – November 2028 40 

 

3.6.2 Construction Access and Staging 
The Project site is in the vicinity of state highways, major arterials, and local roads. The Project site is 
approximately 1,200 feet south of Interstate 280 and, as discussed above, immediately adjacent to 
San Tomas Expressway and Williams Road. Construction traffic and workers would be able access the 

 
3  Class IV bike lanes are separated bike lanes, also known as cycle tracks or protected bike lanes. They are a dedicated bikeway 

that combines the user experience of a multi-use path but are located on a street. They are physically distinct from the sidewalk 
and separated from motor vehicle traffic by a physical object such as parking, a curb, or posts (City of San José, 2020). 
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Project site using the Williams Road entrance and navigate within the Project site using existing access 
roads, however, there are currently no preferred haul routes, which would be determined by the contractor.  

The Project site includes five potential staging areas, all within the boundaries of the Williams Groundwater 
Station, totaling up to 95,000 square feet of potential staging area. Parking areas for construction workers 
would be within any one of the five construction staging areas. Construction staging, demolition, and 
trenching areas are shown in Figure 3-4.  

3.6.3 Construction Activities 
As shown in Table 3-1, the Project construction would generally occur over five phases. The total disturbed 
area for construction, including demolition and proposed improvements, is anticipated to be approximately 
206,000 square feet. It is anticipated that there would be approximately 5,000 cubic yards of excavated 
material, of which approximately 25 percent may be reused and would occur in the first and second 
construction phases. The Project would also result in approximately 70,000 square feet (1.6 acres) of new 
impervious surfaces. About 8,000 gallons of water is anticipated to be used each day for dust control 
purposes (i.e., dust suppression). The water would either be potable water provided by SJW via portable 
water meter or reclaimed water that would be trucked in. Water generated from construction would be 
discharged to the existing storm drain system. No high-impact equipment (e.g., pile drivers) or vibratory 
work is needed for the Project. Construction equipment would be limited to use for up to eight hours 
daily.  

During site preparation, up to approximately 42 trees would be removed for construction of the proposed 
facility and associated infrastructure.  

The total length of trenching for yard piping would be approximately 3,000 linear feet with a maximum 
ground disturbance (e.g., trench corridor) of approximately 120,000 square feet (refer to Figure 3-4). 
Trench depth would very between 5 to 15 feet. 

3.6.4 Construction Equipment and Workforce 
Project components would be constructed with a crew of up to 24 workers at any one time. The size of the 
construction workforce would include a maximum of 48 vehicle trips per day (i.e., 24 workers). Table 3-2 
includes the trips required for construction during each phase: 

TABLE 3-2 
 TOTAL CONSTRUCTION TRUCK TRIPS  

Construction Phase Excavation/Fill Trucks  Material Delivery Trips  Worker trips 

Site preparation  13 0 20 

Grading and yard piping  15 4 24 

Concrete foundations 0 6 24 

Facilities construction, equipment/mechanical 
installation, and start up 0 7 24 

Finish grading and paving  8 3 20 
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Construction equipment would be limited to use for up to eight hours per day. Construction equipment 
anticipated to be used includes: 

• Concrete pump truck 
• Cranes 
• Crawler/bulldozer 
• Excavator 
• Forklift 
• Generator sets 

• Graders 
• Pavers 
• Rollers 
• Rough terrain forklifts 
• Tractors/loaders 
• Water truck 

 
The site preparation phase would include the use of a crawler/bulldozer, water truck, excavator, and 
tractor/loader. The grading and yard piping phase would include the use of graders, crawlers/bulldozers, 
water trucks, excavators, tractors/loaders, and rough terrain forklifts. A concrete pump truck would be 
used during concrete foundations. During facilities construction, equipment/mechanical installation, and 
start up, construction equipment would include cranes, rough terrain forklifts, and generator sets. Finally, 
for finishing and grading, construction equipment would include graders, water trucks, pavers, rollers, and 
tractors/loaders. 

3.7 Operations and Maintenance 
Once constructed, Project operations would include a blow-off cycle for the wells during well start up. 
The water would be discharged to the existing engineered sump on-site, which then drains to the existing 
storm drain system. The steel treatment vessels would also require periodical flushing and drain into the 
existing engineered sump. Operating the new facility is estimated to use approximately 1,900,000 kW/hr. 
annually. No hazardous materials would be stored at the facility, including any water treatment substances.  

Operations and maintenance for the new treatment facility, which supplements the existing onsite water 
treatment facility, would include weekly and as-needed site visits, which include inspecting pumping 
equipment, tanks, and other associated infrastructure. For example, and as discussed in Section 3.5.1, the 
resin contained in the ion exchange treatment facility would need to be replaced every one to three years, 
depending on resin model and overall system flow rate. The emergency generator would require routine 
annual testing, and would only be used during power emergencies. Chemicals4 and generator fuel 
deliveries would also occur weekly by outside vendors. During Project operations, chemical deliveries 
would continue to operate similar to current conditions (i.e., no change in chemicals used for the site).  

Maintenance activities would include general maintenance of the facility (e.g., landscaping). The 
Williams Groundwater Station does not have regular on-site operations staff. It is anticipated that SJW 
operations staff would visit approximately five to ten times weekly (not including weekly or as-needed 
chemical/generator fuel deliveries and general maintenance). The number of operation and maintenance 
staff per visit would depend on the type of activity and level of support needed, however, no new staff 
would be required for the operation and maintenance of the new facility. 

 
4  Chemicals that would be used include on-site generated sodium hypochlorite and liquid ammonium sulfate for disinfection of 

treated water using chloramination. 
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3.8 City of San José Standard Permit Conditions 
The following conditions of approval and the City’s Standard Permit Conditions (SPC) are applicable to 
the Project. If the Project is approved by the City, all applicable SPCs would be adopted as conditions of 
approval; the Project proponent would be required, as applicable, to implement these during Project 
construction and operation. These are described in detail under the relevant impact analyses in Chapter 4. 

• SPC AIR-1: Construction-Related Air Quality 
• SPC BIO-1: Tree Replacement 
• SPC BIO-2: Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan 
• SPC CUL-1: Subsurface Cultural Resources 
• SPC CUL-2: Human Remains 
• SPC GEO-1: Geology and Soils 
• SPC GEO-2: Paleontological Resources 
• SPC HYD-1 Construction-Related Water Quality 
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CHAPTER 4 
Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

4.1 Aesthetics 
This section describes the existing visual character of the Project area and identifies the potential aesthetics 
resources impacts associated with implementation of the Project. To the extent practicable, the analysis 
addresses the potential aesthetic effects from Project construction and operations, including any potential 
effects on scenic vistas, visual quality and character, scenic resources, and lighting environment.  

‘Visual-’ or ‘aesthetic resources’ are generally defined as both the natural and built features of the 
landscape that contribute to the public’s experience and appreciation of the environment. The physical 
aesthetic setting therefore encompasses any area in the project vicinity from which there are scenic public 
views that could be affected by a project. 

‘Visual character’ is a general description of the visual attributes of a particular setting. The purpose of 
defining the visual character of an area is to provide the context within which the visual quality of a 
particular site or locale is most likely to be perceived by the viewing public. For urban areas, visual 
character is typically described on the neighborhood level, or in terms of areas with common land use, 
development intensity, and/or urban design features. 

‘Visual quality’ is defined as the overall visual impression or attractiveness of a site or locale as 
determined by its aesthetic qualities (such as color, variety, vividness, coherence, uniqueness, harmony, 
and pattern). 

‘Scenic vistas’ are locations from which the public can experience unique and exemplary views, typically 
from elevated vantage points that offer panoramic views of great breadth and depth. 

‘Viewer exposure’ addresses the variables that affect the viewing conditions of a site. Viewer exposure 
considers some or all of the following factors: landscape visibility (the ability to see the landscape); 
viewing distance (i.e., the proximity of viewers to the project); viewing angle (whether the project would 
be viewed from a superior, inferior, or level line of sight); extent of visibility (whether the line of sight is 
open and panoramic to the project area or restricted by terrain, vegetation, and/or structures); and duration 
of view. 

Finally, a ‘viewshed’ is an area of land, water, or other urban or environmental element that is visible to 
the human eye from a fixed vantage point. 
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4.1.1 Environmental Setting 
As described in Chapter 3.2, Existing Setting, the Project site is located within the City of San José and is 
surrounded by San Tomas Expressway to the east, Williams Road to the south, Boynton Avenue to the 
west, and Moorpark Avenue and Interstate 280 to the north. The Project site is contiguous to San Tomas 
Expressway and Williams Road, which have six and four lanes, respectively. The predominant visual 
character of the immediate surrounding area is suburban-urban development consisting of mixed uses 
including single- and multi-family residential neighborhoods, institutional uses, and a park to south. The 
parcels adjacent to the Project site to the west and north include apartment complexes, single family homes, 
a church surrounded by a large parking lot, and the Harker School Transitional Kindergarten Campus. To 
the east, across San Tomas Expressway, are primarily single-family neighborhoods, as well as Lynhaven 
Elementary School. Toward the south, across Williams Road, is the approximately 9.41-acre Starbird Park, 
featuring a softball/soccer field, two basketball courts, and a playground. Many of the residential 
developments are closely spaced one-or two-story homes that are fronted by small, landscaped yards.  

Within the Project site the existing water treatment facility structures are concentrated on the southern end 
of the site with trees and vegetation dispersed throughout the site. The existing buildings on site are one 
story and made of concrete or CMU with gable roofs and neutral color schemes like beige, tan, or light 
brown. Outdoor lighting is located at the landings on top of the two finished water tanks (see Figure 3-2, 
Existing Site Conditions). The lights are typically off and use a timer switch if operators need to access 
the tanks after dark. The Project site is bounded by a neutral-colored chain link fence along San Tomas 
Expressway, and red-orange chain link fence with slats approaching the existing entrance on Williams 
Road beginning at the southeastern corner of San Tomas Expressway and Williams Road. San Tomas 
Aquino Creek runs north to south along the eastern border of the site parallel to the San Tomas Expressway 
and is fully undergrounded; the creek daylights south of Williams Road where it flows into a concrete 
channel. 

The Project area consists of a variety of trees and vegetation throughout nearby neighborhoods dispersed 
along public sidewalk areas and roadways. Viewer exposure to the distant hills and mountains to the east 
(e.g., Diablo Mountains) and west (e.g., Santa Cruz Mountains) in the vicinity of the Project site is 
screened out by trees and residential buildings in the foreground. The viewshed from the Project area is 
considerably limited due to existing topography and the generally flat landscape of the area. There are no 
scenic vistas in the vicinity of the Project site. The Project area is in a low-lying urban setting where 
viewer exposure is generally blocked or restricted by buildings, fences, trees, cars, and shrubs, and views 
are even further restricted as viewers move away from the Project site.  

The Project area is not designated as a scenic area in the Envision 2040 San José General Plan or other 
applicable regional plans. There are no state designated scenic highways in the Project’s vicinity; however, 
Interstate 280 is identified as eligible for designation as a state scenic highway. Interstate 280 is located 
approximately 1,200 linear feet north of the Project site at its closest point and is linearly visible from a 
distance.  

The Project site is located within an urban area with existing sources of light and glare, including the 
lights from the nearby uses, and streetlights. Vehicle headlights also contribute to the existing light and 
glare conditions. 
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4.1.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
There are no federal regulatory plans, policies, or programs relating to aesthetics that would be applicable 
to the Project.  

State 

California State Scenic Highway Program 

The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets and Highways Code, 
sections 260 through 263. Section 263 includes a list of highways that are either eligible for designation 
as state scenic highways or have been officially designated. State highways identified as eligible may 
become officially designated through a process in which the local governing body applies to the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for scenic highway approval, adopts a corridor 
protection program, and receives notification that the highway has been officially designated a State 
Scenic Highway by the Caltrans director. Once officially designated, the adopted corridor protection 
program governs land use, planning, and development decisions affecting scenic corridors identified in 
the plan. As noted above, there is one eligible state highway, Interstate 280, and no officially designated 
scenic highways in or near the Project site. No corridor protection programs have been developed or 
adopted for eligible state highways in the Project area (California Department of Transportation, n.d.).  

Local 

Council Policy 4-3 Outdoor Lighting on Private Developments 

The City of San José’s Outdoor Lighting on Private Developments Policy (City Council Policy 4-3) 
promotes energy efficient outdoor lighting on private development to provide adequate light for nighttime 
activities while benefiting the continued enjoyment of the night sky and continuing operation of the Lick 
Observatory by reducing light pollution and sky glow (City of San José, 2000).5 

Title 20 City of San José Zoning Ordinance  
The City of San José Zoning Ordinance is intended to promote and protect the public peace, health, 
safety, and general welfare. The City of San José Zoning Ordinance contains an evolving set of 
regulations for each zoning district in the city and new development that is proposed to occur within the 
City, including regulations for the location, height, and size of buildings and structures hereafter erected, 
enlarged or altered, and to regulate and determine the area, depth, and width of yards, setback areas, and 
other open spaces. Under Title 20, as consistent with the existing and proposed facilities, ‘the publicly 
serving land uses within this district can include… water treatment facilities and other similar publicly-
oriented institutional land uses with associated incidental commercial uses supporting such publicly-
oriented institutional land uses’ (City of San José, 2024a).  

 
5  This policy is also considered applicable to public development projects.  
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City of San José Citywide Design Standards and Guidelines 

The San José City Council has adopted guidelines prepared by the Planning Division, among other 
objectives, to promote and protect the public peace, health, safety, and general welfare. As provided in 
Section 2.6, General Plan Designation and Zoning District, the Project site has a land use designation of 
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) and is in the Public/Quasi-Public Zoning District. Under the Citywide Design 
Standards and Guidelines, uses allowed under PQP, among other uses allowed, are water treatment 
facilities, such as the Project (City of San José, 2022). Further, the Project is anticipated to conform with 
development, setback, and general regulations, as well as performance standards, pursuant to Chapter 20.40 
of the Citywide Design Standards and Guidelines (City of San José, 2022).  

Envision 2040 San José General Plan Policies 

The Envision 2040 San José General Plan (General Plan) defines scenic vistas in the City of San José as 
views of and from the Santa Clara Valley, surrounding hillsides, and urban skyline. Scenic urban corridors, 
such as segments of major highways that provide gateways into the City, can also be defined as scenic 
resources by the City. The designation of a scenic route applies to routes affording especially aesthetically 
pleasing views (City of San José, 2024b). According to the Scenic Corridor Diagram as part of the 
General Plan, the Project site is not along a roadway that would be considered a “Gateway”, “Urban 
Throughway”, or “Rural Scenic Corridor” (City of San José, 2016). The “Urban Throughway” under 
which Interstate 280 is classified as is the nearest local scenic route to the Project site, and as provided 
above, approximately 1,000 linear feet north of the Project site (City of San José, 2016). The nearest 
“Gateway” is where Interstate 280 is intersected by Saratoga Avenue (Saratoga Gateway) approximately 
3,600 feet northwest of the Project site (City of San José, 2016). The nearest “Rural Scenic Corridor” 
begins at the intersection of Coleman Road and Camden Avenue, approximately 6.75 miles southeast of 
the Project site (City of San José, 2016). 

Policies in the General Plan have been adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating aesthetic impacts 
from development projects. The following policies are applicable to the Project. 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Aesthetics 

Policy CD-1.1 Require the highest standards of architecture and site design, and apply strong design controls for all 
development projects, both public and private, for the enhancement and development of community character 
and for the proper transition between areas with different types of land uses. 

Policy CD-1.7 Require developers to provide pedestrian amenities, such as trees, lighting, recycling and refuse containers, 
seating, awnings, art, or other amenities, in pedestrian areas along project frontages. When funding is 
available, install pedestrian amenities in public rights-of-ways. 

Policy CD-1.12 Use building design to reflect both the unique character of a specific site and the context of surrounding 
development and to support pedestrian movement throughout the building site by providing convenient means 
of entry from public streets and transit facilities where applicable, and by designing ground level building 
frontages to create an attractive pedestrian environment along building frontages. Unless it is appropriate to 
the site and context, franchise-style architecture is strongly discouraged. 

Policy CD-1.13 Use design review to encourage creative, high-quality, innovative, and distinctive architecture that helps to 
create unique, vibrant places that are both desirable urban places to live, work, and play and that lead to 
competitive advantages over other regions. 

Policy CD-1.19 Encourage the location of new and relocation of existing utility structures into underground vaults or within 
structures to minimize their visibility and reduce their potential to detract from pedestrian activity. When above-
ground or outside placement is necessary, screen utilities with art or landscaping. 
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Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Aesthetics 

Policy CD-1.24 Within new development projects, include preservation of ordinance-sized and other significant trees, 
particularly natives. Avoid any adverse effect on the health and longevity of such trees through design 
measures, construction, and best maintenance practices. When tree preservation is not feasible, include 
replacements or alternative mitigation measures in the project to maintain and enhance our Community Forest. 

Policy CD-2.5 Integrate Green Building Goals and Policies of this Plan into site design to create healthful environments. 
Consider factors such as shaded parking areas, pedestrian connections, minimization of impervious surfaces, 
incorporation of stormwater treatment measures, appropriate building orientations, etc. 

Policy CD-4.1 Maintain and update design guidelines adopted by the City and abide by them in the development of projects. 

Policy CD-4.12 

For structures other than buildings, and including structures on top of buildings, such as solar panels, other 
energy-saving or generating devices, roof landscaping, steeples, bell towers, and wireless communication 
antennae, where substantial height is intrinsic to the function of the structures, consider heights above those 
established for structures in the area. Locate such structures to minimize public visibility and avoid significant 
adverse effects on adjacent properties. Incorporate visual amenities, such as landscaping, to offset potential 
adverse visual impacts. 

Policy CD-8.1 Ensure new development is consistent with specific height limits established within the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance and applied through the zoning designation for properties throughout the City. Land use 
designations in the Land Use/Transportation Diagram provide an indication of the typical number of stories 
expected for new development, however specific height limitations for buildings and structures in San José are 
not identified in the Envision General Plan. 

Policy CD-10.3 Require that development visible from freeways (including U.S.101, I-880, I-680, I-280, SR17, SR85, SR237, 
and SR87) be designed to preserve and enhance attractive natural and man-made vistas. 

Source: City of San José, 2024b. 

4.1.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 21099, would the project: 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
No designated scenic vistas occur in the vicinity of the Project site. Within the City of San José, the 
General Plan define scenic resources as broad views of Santa Clara Valley, the hills and mountains that 
frame the valley floor, and the baylands and the urban skyline itself (City of San José, 2024b). The 
Project site is relatively flat and allows for limited views of the distant foothills and mountains. While 
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these views can be seen by pedestrians, motorists, and bicyclists from the adjacent, San Tomas 
Expressway and Williams Road, such views are temporary and fleeting. The visibility of prominent 
viewpoints or scenic vistas would not be obstructed by the construction of new facilities since no scenic 
vistas are observable in the immediate Project vicinity due to the area’s topography, including trees and 
vegetation and other existing urban infrastructure. Project construction and operations would not result in 
a substation effect on a scenic vista or scenic resource and this impact would be less than significant.  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
Interstate 280 is an eligible state scenic highway located approximately 0.5 mile north of the Project site 
(California Department of Transportation, 2019). Interstate 280 is not an officially designated state scenic 
highway, and therefore the Project would not substantially damage views of a state scenic highway. 
Additionally, no rock outcroppings or historic buildings are located on the Project site or in the immediate 
vicinity of the Project area, such that views of such resources could be affected. The Project site is too 
distant to be seen from the Saratoga Gateway, and is screened from existing urban infrastructure by 
existing vegetation along Williams Road and the San Tomas Expressway. During Project operations, new 
facilities would be surrounded with existing and new infrastructure/components (e.g., installation of 85 
trees), therefore, limiting viewer exposure of pedestrians, motorists, and bicyclists on Interstate 280 and 
other nearby roadways.  

As discussed in Section 3.5.8, Tree Removal and Replacement, approximately 42 trees would be removed 
from the Project site including that meet the City’s criteria for protection. The Project would install new 
trees along the Project site boundary adjacent to San Tomas Expressway and Williams Road in 
accordance with the City’s tree replacement ratios.  

For the reasons presented above, Project construction and operations would not substantially damage 
scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway, and this impact would be less than significant.  

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

Construction and Operation 
The City of San José is considered an urbanized area, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15387, and as 
mapped by the U.S. Census, thus, considering impacts associated with degradation of existing visual 
character or quality may be considered in the context of potential to conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality. The Project site is currently located in an urbanized part of the 
City, and the surrounding area is comprised generally of medium density residential, institutional uses and a 
park. The Project site has a land use designation of Public/Quasi-Public and is in the Public/Quasi-Public 
Zoning District. Water treatment facilities, such as the Project, are allowed use within the Public/Quasi-
Public zoning designation with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the City. Since the Project 
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would continue to support water supply utilities, the Project would be consistent with the zoning 
ordinance, and therefore, would not conflict with applicable zoning.  

The General Plan contains goals and policies regarding visual resources, notably concerning maintaining 
and/or encouraging an attractive city (CD-1), functionality (CD-2), compatibility (CD-4), building height 
(CD-8), and attractive gateways (CD-10) (see table above ‘Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to 
Aesthetics’). Further, the City’s municipal code includes regulations associated with protection of the 
City’s visual character and control of light and glare, as well as development standards for each zoning 
district. All new development is subject to a design review process that includes a review of architecture 
and site planning. Interstate 280 is designated as an “Urban Throughway.” As provided in the 
Environmental Setting, Interstate 280 is located approximately 1,200 feet north of the Project site at its 
closest point. Interstate 280 is visible from the northeastern corner of the Project site. Project activities, 
particularly those located at the northern half of the Project site, could be visible to motorists on Interstate 
280. However, existing development and topography partially obscure public views of the Project site, and 
such views by motorists using Interstate 280, would be temporary and fleeting. As discussed above, no 
scenic resources are located on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity of the Project area, and the 
Project site is too far away to be seen from the Saratoga “Gateway”. 

Most public users within the Project area are typically pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists moving 
through the area to residential areas or for institutional and recreational use. Nearby residents and users of 
the nearby Starbird Park, as well as those that may use nearby schools for recreational purposes, may see 
and note the construction equipment during Project construction. However, these views would be 
temporary in nature and limited to the construction period. In addition, views are partially obstructed by 
vegetation and existing fencing, which are part of the existing environment and view of the Project site. 
As mentioned above in the Environmental Setting, the existing structures on-site are one-story. Once 
complete, the new facilities would be taller than existing onsite development but would be similar in size 
and mass to most structures in the Project vicinity. In addition, all new structures would be visually 
consistent with the existing built-out urban environment in the area. Furthermore, the proposed 
replacement trees would enhance the visual character of the Project site and the surrounding area. The 
Project would also be consistent with the General Plan goals and policies. Overall, Project construction 
and operations would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, 
and this impact would be less than significant.  

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

Construction and Operation 
Light pollution includes all forms of unwanted light in the night sky, including glare, light trespass, sky 
glow and over-lighting. Although nighttime construction is not anticipated, if potential construction may 
necessitate light, the Project would utilize exterior lighting for personnel safety, however, this, in nature, 
would be temporary. Nonetheless, the Project would include installation of exterior lighting around the 
proposed electrical and feed pump station building as well as the proposed raw water tanks. This proposed 
component would introduce new exterior lighting in the Project area, which could be seen by passing 
residents/pedestrians and motorists, and therefore, could be a new source of substantial light or glare. 
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While the Project would include installation of new exterior lighting, exterior lighting proposed for the 
Project would use timer switches and would be directed downward. Additionally, as with the existing 
lighting in the Project site, the new lighting would be operated similar to the existing lighting (i.e., 
lighting is typically off and includes light sensors and timers if needed by operators). All lighting would 
conform to the Council Policy 4-3 Outdoor Lighting on Private Developments and consistent with the 
City of San José’s Outdoor Lighting Policy. In addition, the Project would utilize neutral color schemes, 
therefore, the Project would not create substantial glare. Nighttime construction is not anticipated, 
however, if night work is required it would conform/adhere to City ordinances, as applicable.  

For the reasons above, the Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Project construction and operations would not create a 
new, permanent source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area, and this impact would be less than significant.  

_________________________ 
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4.2 Air Quality 
4.2.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project is located in the City of San José, within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB or 
Bay Area). The Project area’s proximity to both the Pacific Ocean and the San Francisco Bay has a 
moderating influence on the climate. The surrounding terrain greatly influences winds in the Santa Clara 
Valley (Valley), resulting in a prevailing wind that follows along the Valley’s northwest-southwest axis. 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional air quality agency for the 
SFBAAB.  

The Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act both require the establishment of standards 
for ambient concentrations for criteria air pollutants, called Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). 
National AAQS have been established for seven criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns and 2.5 microns (PM10 
and PM2.5), and lead. In addition, California has established state standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, 
vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. The SFBAAB experiences occasional violations of ozone 
and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) standards. Therefore, the Project area currently is designated as a 
non‐attainment area with respect to the state 1-hour and 8‐hour ozone standards, the federal ozone 8-hour 
standard, the state 24‐hour and annual average standards for PM10, the state annual average standard for 
PM2.5, and the federal PM2.5 24‐hour standard. The Project area is designated as attainment for all other 
state and federal standards (BAAQMD, 2017a). 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs 
collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute 
(i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects on human health, including birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and death. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Thus, 
individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may 
pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs are not subject to ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
air districts using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and which pollutants to control as 
well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment (HRA) is an analysis that estimates human health 
exposure to toxic substances, and when considered together with information regarding the toxic potency 
of the substances, a HRA provides quantitative estimates of health risks.6 The California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence 
demonstrating cancer (chronic) effects in humans. 

Sensitive Receptors 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types of population 
groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health problems, proximity to the 

 
6 In general, a HRA is required if the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic compound from a 

proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then subject to a HRA for the source in 
question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of 
exposure to one or more TACs. 
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emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, 
and those with existing health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Sensitive 
receptors are typically defined as facilities where these population groups are likely to be located. 
Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, 
childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, and hospitals. 

The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as facilities where sensitive receptor population groups 
(children, off-site workers, the elderly, the acutely ill and the chronically ill) are likely to be located. 
These land uses include residences, school playgrounds, child-care centers, retirement homes, 
convalescent homes, hospitals and medical clinics. 

The Cabernet Vineyards Apartments and Mark-Williams Apartments are located approximately 30 feet 
west of the Project site along Cabernet Vineyards Circle and Williams Road, respectively. Residences to 
the east are located approximately 130 feet along Vicar Lane. The Harker School Transitional 
Kindergarten Campus is located approximately 150 feet west of the Project site at 888 Boynton Avenue. 
Boynton High School is located approximately 300 feet west of the Project site along Boynton Avenue. 
Lynhaven Elementary School is located approximately 460 feet east of the Project site along Cypress 
Avenue. Off-site workers are located 400 feet west of the Project site along Williams Road. 

Odors 
Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. The ability to detect odors 
varies considerably among the population and people may have different reactions to the same odor. The 
Project site is not in the vicinity of any odor-generating facilities such as a wastewater treatment plant, 
composting facility, food processing facility, or a metal smelting facility. 

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 

Federal Clean Air Act 
As discussed earlier, the Clean Air Act authorized the establishment of federal air quality standards and 
set deadlines for their attainment. The Clean Air Act identifies specific emission reduction goals, requires 
both a demonstration of reasonable further progress towards attainment, and incorporates more stringent 
sanctions for failure to meet interim milestones. Violations of NAAQS for each pollutant are determined 
based on air pollutant monitoring data. Areas that do not violate ambient air quality standards are considered 
to have attained the standard. The SFBAAB is currently designated as a non-attainment area with respect to 
the federal 8-hour ozone standard and the federal PM2.5 (24-hour) standard. The USEPA has deemed the 
area as attainment/unclassified for all other air pollutants, including CO and PM10 (BAAQMD, 2017a). 

State 

California Clean Air Act 
The California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 et seq.), like its federal 
counterpart, calls for the designation of areas as attainment or non-attainment, based on whether areas 
within the state have achieved the California ambient air quality standards. Similar to the federal 
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requirements, the California Clean Air Act requires each air district in which state air quality standards 
are exceeded to prepare a plan that documents reasonable progress towards attainment. If an air basin (or 
portion thereof) exceeds the state standard for a particular criteria air pollutant, it is considered to be a 
non-attainment area until the area can demonstrate compliance. The SFBAAB is currently designated as a 
non-attainment area with respect to the state ozone, PM10 and PM2.5 standards (BAAQMD, 2017a). 

Regional and Local 

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
BAAQMD California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) is an 
advisory document that provides lead agencies, consultants, and project proponents with procedures for 
assessing air quality impacts and preparing environmental review documents. The document describes the 
criteria that BAAQMD uses when reviewing and commenting on the adequacy of environmental 
documents. It recommends thresholds for use in determining whether projects and plans would have 
significant adverse environmental impacts, describes methods for predicting project emissions and 
impacts, and identifies measures that can be used to avoid or reduce air quality impacts. 

BAAQMD’s most recent update to its CEQA Guidelines (2022 CEQA Guidelines) was adopted in April 
2023 (BAAQMD 2023). These guidelines provide recommended quantitative significance thresholds 
along with direction on recommended analysis methods. BAAQMD states that the quantitative 
significance thresholds are “advisory and should be followed by local governments at their own 
discretion,” and that lead agencies are fully within their authority to develop their own thresholds of 
significance. However, BAAQMD offers these thresholds for lead agencies to use in order to inform 
environmental review for development projects in the Bay Area. Lead agencies may also reference the 
CEQA Thresholds Options and Justification Report developed by BAAQMD staff in 2009 and included as 
Appendix A to the 2022 CEQA Guidelines. 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project would be considered to have a significant impact to existing 
air quality conditions within the SFBAAB if emissions from construction and operation of a project were 
to exceed the significance thresholds shown in Table 4.2-1. 

TABLE 4.2-1 
 BAAQMD THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Emissions ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Construction 54 ppd 54 ppd 82 ppd (exhaust only) 54 ppd (exhaust only) 

Operation (average daily/
maximum annual) 54 ppd / 10 tpy 54 ppd / 10 tpy 82 ppd / 15 tpy 54 ppd / 10 tpy 

NOTES: ppd = pounds per day; tpy = tons per year; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen, PM = particulate matter 
SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2023. 

 

To determine the significance of fugitive dust emissions, the BAAQMD recommends taking a qualitative 
approach. According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a less than significant 
impact with regards to emissions of fugitive dust if it were to implement the Basic Best Management 
Practices for Construction-Related Fugitive Dust Emissions recommended by the BAAQMD 
(BAAQMD, 2023). 
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BAAQMD 2017 Clean Air Plan 
The 2017 Clean Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate (2017 Clean Air Plan) was adopted on 
April 19, 2017, by the BAAQMD in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments to provide a regional strategy to improve air quality within the SFBAAB and meet public 
health goals (BAAQMD 2017b). The control strategy described in the 2017 Clean Air Plan includes a 
wide range of control measures designed to reduce emissions and lower ambient concentrations of 
harmful pollutants, safeguard public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the greatest 
health risk, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) to protect the climate. 

The 2017 Clean Air Plan addresses four categories of pollutants including ground-level ozone and its key 
precursors: ROG and NOX; PM, primarily PM2.5, and precursors to secondary PM2.5; air toxics; and GHG 
emissions. The control measures are categorized based on the economic sector framework including 
stationary sources, transportation, energy, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands, waste 
management, and water. 

The air district has permit authority over most types of stationary emission sources and can require 
stationary sources to obtain permits, and can impose emission limits, set fuel or material specifications, or 
establish operational limits to reduce air emissions. The air district also regulates new or expanding 
stationary sources of TACs and requires air toxic control measures for many sources emitting TACs. 

BAAQMD Rules and Regulations 
BAAQMD rules that would be most applicable to the Project pertain mostly to permits for emergency 
generators including Rules 2-1, 2-2, and 2-5. BAAQMD regulates stationary-source emissions of TACs 
through Rule 2-1 (General Permit Requirements), Rule 2-2 (New Source Review), and Rule 2-5 (New 
Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants). Under these rules, all stationary sources that have the 
potential to emit TACs above a certain level are required to obtain permits from the air district. These 
rules provide guidance for the review of new and modified stationary sources of TAC emissions, 
including evaluation of health risks and potential mitigation measures. Sources must apply Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) to reduce emissions, and the air district recently updated its BACT 
requirement for emergency generators greater than 1,000 horsepower (hp) to achieve Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Tier 4 standards (BAAQMD, 2019).  

Local 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
The Envision San José 2040 General Plan adopted on November 1, 2011, and amended on January 31, 
2024, lays out mutually supportive major strategies that provide a basis for the City’s vision for future 
development (City of San José 2024). The strategies relate to economic development through job 
creation, providing more housing so that people who work in San José will also reside there, and 
developing Downtown as a social and cultural center. The General Plan also describes five major 
strategies directly related to air quality. 

The Measurable Environmental Sustainability chapter of the General Plan contains the following goals 
and policies regarding air quality that are applicable to the Project: 
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Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Air Quality 

GOAL MS-10: Air Pollutant 
Emission Reduction. Minimize air pollutant emissions from new and existing developments. 

Policy MS 10.1 Assess projected air emissions from new development in conformance with the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines and relative to state and federal 
standards. Identify and implement feasible air emission reduction measures. 

Policy MS-10.2 Consider the cumulative air quality impacts from proposed developments for proposed land use 
designation changes and new development, consistent with the region’s Clean Air Plan and state 
law. 

Policy MS-10.7 Encourage regional and statewide air pollutant emission reduction through energy conservation to 
improve air quality. 

GOAL MS-11: Toxic Air 
Contaminants 

Minimize exposure of people to air pollution and toxic air contaminants such as ozone, carbon 
monoxide, lead, and particulate matter. 

Policy MS 11.1 Require completion of air quality modeling for sensitive land uses such as new residential 
developments that are located near sources of pollution such as freeways and industrial uses. 
Require new residential development projects and projects categorized as sensitive receptors to 
incorporate effective mitigation into project designs or be located an adequate distance from 
sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs) to avoid significant risks to health and safety 

Policy MS-11.2 For projects that emit toxic air contaminants, require project proponents to prepare health risk 
assessments in accordance with BAAQMD-recommended procedures as part of environmental 
review and employ effective mitigation to reduce possible health risks to a less-than-significant 
level. Alternatively, require new projects (such as, but not limited to, industrial, manufacturing, and 
processing facilities) that are sources of TACs to be located an adequate distance from residential 
areas and other sensitive receptors. 

Policy MS-11.3 Review projects generating significant heavy duty truck traffic to designate truck routes that 
minimize exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs and particulate matter. 

GOAL MS-12: Objectionable 
Odors Minimize and avoid exposure of residents to objectionable odors. 

GOAL MS-13: Construction 
Air Emissions Minimize air pollutant emissions during demolition and construction activities. 

Policy MS-13.1 Include dust, particulate matter, and construction equipment exhaust control measures as conditions 
of approval for subdivision maps, site development and planned development permits, grading 
permits, and demolition permits. At minimum, conditions shall conform to construction mitigation 
measures recommended in the current BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for the relevant project size and 
type. 

4.2.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY —  
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district 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? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? Less than Significant 
Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The 2017 CAP is the applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB within which the Project area is located. 
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommend that a project’s consistency with the current air quality 
plan be evaluated using the following three criteria:  

1. The project supports the goals of the air quality plan,  

2. The project includes applicable control measures from the air quality plan, and  

3. The project does not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the air quality 
plan. 

The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan are to protect air quality and public health at the regional 
and local scale and protect the climate by reducing regional criteria air pollutant emissions and reducing 
local air quality-related health risks (by meeting state and national ambient air quality standards). To meet 
these goals, the 2017 Clean Air Plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air pollutants in the 
SFBAAB. These control measures are grouped into the following sectors: stationary (industrial) sources, 
transportation, energy, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands, and waste management. 

The vast majority of the control measures included in the 2017 Clean Air Plan do not apply directly to the 
Project because they target facilities or land uses that do not currently exist and are not proposed by the 
Project applicant (e.g., energy generation, waste management, agricultural, forest or pasture lands); 
vehicles or equipment that would not be employed in the project area (e.g., airplanes, farming 
equipment); and/or involve rulemaking or other actions under the jurisdiction of agencies not directly 
involved with design and approval of the Project and its related actions. For example, the Agriculture, 
Natural and Working Lands, and Water measures address emissions sources not applicable to the Project, 
but rather the BAAQMD’s own programs and regional air quality planning and are less applicable to local 
agencies’ decisions and projects. In addition, 40 of these measures address stationary sources (such as oil 
refineries and cement kilns, and large boilers used in commercial and industrial facilities) and will be 
implemented by the BAAQMD using its permit authority and are therefore not suited to implementation 
through local planning efforts. However, the Project would include features, either by design, required as 
part of compliance with regulations, that support implementation of stationary-, energy-, and building-
related measures included in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Table 4.2-2 provides a consistency analysis of the 
Project with applicable control measures of the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

Additionally, as indicated in the following discussion with regard to air quality checklist question (b), the 
Project would result in a less than significant impact related to construction emissions with the 
implementation of the BAAQMD’s applicable recommended fugitive dust control measures, which are 
included in the City’s SPC AIR-1: Construction-Related Air Quality. The Project would also result in 
a less than significant impact with respect to operational emissions.  

As indicated above, the Project would not hinder, or delay implementation of any applicable control 
measures contained in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the Project would be considered to support the 
primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan and this impact would be less than significant. 
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TABLE 4.2-2 
 CONSISTENCY WITH POTENTIALLY APPLICABLE CONTROL MEASURES IN 2017 CLEAN AIR PLAN 

Control Measure Description Consistency Analysis 

Stationary Source Control Measures 

SS21: New Source 
Review for Air Toxics 

SS21 addresses air toxics emissions through 
BAAQMD Rule 2-5, New Source Review of Toxic 
Air Contaminants. 

Consistent. Stationary sources such as an 
emergency generator proposed as part of the Project 
would be required to comply with BAAQMD Rule 2-5. 

SS32: Emergency 
Backup Generators 

S32 will reduce emissions of DPM, TACs, and 
criteria pollutants from emergency backup 
generators by enforcing Rule 11- 18, resulting in 
reduced health risks to impacted individuals. This 
measure will also have climate protection benefits 
through reduces GHG emissions. 

Consistent. Proposed emergency backup 
generators shall meet Tier 4 Final standards 
compliant with the regulations set forth in BAAQMD 
Rule 11-18. 

SS36: PM from 
Trackout 

SS36 developed Regulation 6, Particulate Matter; 
Rule 6: Trackout (Rule 6-6) to address mud and 
dirt that can be “tracked out” from construction 
sites, bulk material storage, and disturbed surfaces 
onto public paved roads where vehicle traffic will 
pulverize the mud and dirt into fine particles and 
entrain them into the air. 

Consistent. Construction activities associated with 
the Project would implement BMPs required by the 
BAAQMD, through the City’s SPC AQ-1, which would 
reduce fugitive dust emissions and trackout of PM 
from construction areas. 

SS38 Fugitive Dust SS38 reduces particulate matter (PM10 & PM2.5) 
fugitive dust emissions from traffic and other 
operations on construction sites, large, disturbed 
surfaces, and other sources of fugitive PM 
emissions. 

Consistent. Project construction activities would 
implement dust control BMPs required by the 
BAAQMD as part of City SPC AQ-1, which would be 
required for project approval. This would reduce 
fugitive dust emissions from construction areas. 

Energy Control Measures 

EN1: Decarbonize 
Electricity Production 

EN1 focuses on lowering carbon emissions by 
switching the fuel sources used in electricity 
generation. The measure would promote and 
expedite a transition away from fossil fuels used in 
electricity generation (i.e., natural gas) to a greater 
reliance on renewable energy sources (e.g., wind, 
solar). In addition, this measure would promote an 
increase in cogeneration, which results in useful 
heat in addition to electricity generation from a 
single fuel source. 

Consistent. Consistent with the City’s SPC 
Greenhouse Gas/Energy-1, the Project would enroll 
in the San José Clean Energy (SJCE) TotalGreen 
(approximately 100 percent carbon free power). 
SJCE enrollment is required to comply with SB 100 
and the RPS requirements. By transitioning to 
renewable energy sources in the SJCE program, the 
City is directly contributing to cleaner air, reduced 
smog formation, and improved respiratory health. 

Buildings Control Measures 

BL2: Decarbonize 
Buildings 

Control Measure BL2 seeks to reduce GHG 
emissions, criteria pollutants and TACs by limiting 
the installation of space- and water-heating 
systems and appliances powered by fossil fuels. 
This measure is to be implemented by developing 
model policies for local governments that support 
low- and zero-carbon technologies as well as 
potentially developing a rule limiting the sale of 
natural-gas furnaces and water heaters.  

Consistent. The Project is proposed as an all-electric 
development with no natural gas infrastructure. In 
addition, the Project would comply with SJCE’s 
TotalGreen programs would provide 95 to 100 percent 
carbon-free electricity to the project consistent with 
SB 100 and RPS requirements. The transition to all-
electric and elimination of natural gas improves indoor 
air quality by reducing the release of harmful 
pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, 
and particulate matter.  
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b) 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? 
Less than Significant Impact 

Construction 
Criteria pollutant emissions from construction of the Project would be generated primarily from construction 
vehicles and heavy-duty diesel-powered equipment such as graders, excavators, and forklifts. Criteria air 
pollutant emissions from off-road equipment and on-road vehicle (worker commute trips, equipment and 
material transport trucks) exhaust were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod, Version 2022.1). Project specific information for the construction schedule, off-road 
equipment, and vehicle trips were used during phases provided by the Project applicant. All assumptions 
and calculations used to estimate the Project‐related construction emissions are provided in Appendix A. 
Average daily emissions were derived from the annual emissions as estimated by CalEEMod divided by 
the number of construction workdays on an annual basis. Emissions from equipment and vehicle exhaust are 
presented in Table 4.2-3 below. As shown in the table, construction emissions of ROG, NOX, exhaust 
PM10, and exhaust PM2.5, would all be below their respective significance thresholds. 

TABLE 4.2-3 
 AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION-RELATED POLLUTANT EMISSIONS (POUNDS/DAY) - UNMITIGATED 

Emissions ROG NOx Exhaust PM10
a Exhaust PM2.5

a 

2027 0.5 3.8 0.2 0.2 

2028 0.6 5.0 0.1 0.1 

BAAQMD Construction Thresholds 54 54 82 54 

Significant? NO No No No 

NOTES: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5 = particulate matter with diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns. 
a. BAAQMD’s construction-related significance thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 apply to exhaust emissions only and not to fugitive dust. 
SOURCE: ESA 2024. 

 

In addition to exhaust emissions, emissions of fugitive dust would also be generated by construction 
activities associated with grading and earth disturbance, travel on paved and unpaved roads, etc. Such 
emissions could result in a potential significant impact. With regard to fugitive dust emissions, the 
BAAQMD Guidelines focus on implementation of recommended dust control measures rather than a 
quantitative comparison of estimated emissions to a significance threshold. For all projects, the 
BAAQMD recommends the implementation of its Basic Best Management Practices for Construction-
Related Fugitive Dust Emissions (BAAQMD 2023). Without implementation of these measures, the 
impact from fugitive dust emissions during construction would be considered significant. The Project 
would be required to implement these mandatory measures as part the City’s SPC AIR-1, and therefore 
would not lead to violations of the air quality standards due to construction fugitive dust.  

SPC AIR-1: Construction-Related Air Quality. The project applicant shall implement the 
following measures during all phases of construction to control dust and exhaust at the project site: 

• Water all exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 
unpaved access roads) two times per day. Cover all haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or 
other loose material off-site.  
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• Remove all visible mud or dirt trackout onto adjacent public roads at least once per day using 
wet power vacuum street sweepers. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited. Limit all 
vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.  

• Pave new or improved roadways, driveways, and sidewalks as soon as possible.  

• Lay building pads as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.  

• Wash off all trucks and equipment, including their tires, prior to leaving the site. 

• Treat unpaved roads providing access to sites located 100 feet or further from a paved road 
with a 6- to 12-inch layer of compacted wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 

• Minimize idling times either by shutting off equipment when not in use, or reducing the time 
of idling to no more than 2 minutes (A 5-minute limit is required by state Airborne Toxics 
Control Measures [Title 13, Sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485 of the California Code of 
Regulations]). Provide clear signage for construction workers at all access points.  

• Maintain and properly tune all construction equipment in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
specifications. Check all equipment by a certified mechanic and record a determination of 
running in proper condition prior to operation.  

• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead 
agency regarding dust complaints. The on-site construction coordinator shall respond and 
take corrective action within 48 hours. The sign shall also provide the City’s Code Enforcement 
Complaints email and number and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s General 
Air Pollution Complaints number to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

Therefore, impacts associated with the potential for construction‐related exhaust emissions would not 
generate criteria air pollutant emissions, for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, thus resulting in a less than significant impact. 

Operation 
Operations and maintenance for the new facility would require visits by staff on a weekly or as-needed basis 
for the inspection of pumps, tanks, and other associated infrastructure. These maintenance activities would 
be conducted by existing staff and no new staff would be needed for the operation of the new facility. 

Operation of the Project has the potential to create air quality impacts, primarily associated with area and 
stationary sources. There would be no direct emissions associated with building energy use as the Project 
is an all-electric development with no natural gas infrastructure. Area sources include landscaping 
equipment, and the off‑gassing associated with reapplication of architectural coatings as part of building 
maintenance over the operational life of the Project. Stationary sources would consist of a proposed 1750 
kilowatts (kW) backup diesel emergency generator. The proposed emergency generator is required to 
comply with the BAAQMD’s regulatory requirement to use BACT for emergency backup engines greater 
than or equal to 1,000 horsepower.  

Table 4.2-4 shows the total emissions generated from the operation of the Project as pounds per day and 
tons per year. As shown in the table, emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5, would all be below their 
respective daily and annual significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts associated with the Project would 
not generate criteria air pollutant emissions during operations, for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, thus resulting in a less than significant 
impact. 



4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.2 Air Quality 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.2-10 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

TABLE 4.2-4 
 MAXIMUM ANNUAL AND DAILY EMISSIONS FOR PROJECT OPERATIONS 

Emission Source 

Average Daily Emissions (pounds per day)a Total Annual Emissions (tons per year) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 0.88 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.16 <0.01 <0.01 <0.1 

Stationary 1.59 7.07 0.22 0.22 0.29 1.29 0.04 0.04 

Total 2.47 7.10 0.25 0.25 0.45 1.29 0.04 0.04 

BAAQMD Significance 
Thresholds 

54 54 82 54 10 10 15 10 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No 

NOTES: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5 = particulate matter with diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns. 
Note that totals may not match sums of intermediate values presented in this table due to rounding. 
a. Average daily emissions are calculated by dividing them by 365 days per year. 
SOURCE: ESA, 2024. 

 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? Less than Significant Impact 
with Mitigation 

Construction 
The potential for the Project to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations of TACs 
is associated mainly with construction activities, which involve diesel combustion in construction 
equipment and heavy-duty trucks generating DPM. DPM is considered as a TAC by CARB with cancer 
and chronic non-cancer risks from exposure. PM2.5 from exhaust and fugitive dust is also regulated by the 
BAAQMD as a TAC due to its health impacts. As discussed earlier, sensitive receptors in the vicinity of 
the Project site include residences located as close as 300 feet to the east and west and schools located 
approximately 150 and 300 feet to the west and 460 feet to the east. Trucks would likely travel along the 
San Tomas Expressway and Williams Road, from Interstate 280, to access the Project site. Residences 
and workers are located adjacent to Williams Road. Additionally, Boyton High School to the east on 
Boyton Avenue and Harker School Transitional Kindergarten Campus and Lynhaven Elementary School 
to the west on Cypress Avenue were included as sensitive receptors in the analysis. 

A construction HRA was prepared for the Project to evaluate the health risk impacts of TAC emissions 
generated by the Project. The construction HRA estimated the excess lifetime cancer risk and chronic 
hazard index from DPM exposure, and annual average PM2.5 concentrations from Project construction. 
The TACs included in the HRA were limited DPM and PM2.5 exhaust emissions from heavy construction 
equipment and trucks. Emissions of PM10 exhaust are used as a surrogate for DPM emissions.7 

The HRA was conducted using the U.S. EPA AERMOD dispersion model (version 23132) and 
meteorological data from the San José Mineta International Airport to predict conservative concentrations 

 
7 OEHHA guidance indicates that the cancer potency factor to be used to evaluate cancer risks were developed based on whole 

(gas and particulate matter) diesel exhaust, and that the surrogate for whole diesel exhaust is DPM, with PM10 serving as the 
basis for the potential risk calculations. 
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at specific locations defined by a discrete Cartesian system.8 Diesel construction equipment would be 
used during the site preparation, grading and yard piping, building construction and paving phases, which 
would take place over a 6-acre area. A conservative representation of the on-site construction equipment 
at the Project site was modeled as a polygon area source, based on the site planning diagrams. The 
modeling parameters are as follows: 

• One polygon area source representing construction equipment operating over the Project site with; 

– Release height of 5 meters for construction equipment exhaust; 

– Initial vertical dimension of 1.4 meters; and 

– Construction emissions occurring only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.; 

• A line-volume source representing the haul truck route along San Tomas Expressway and Williams 
Road, with: 

– Release height of 3.4 meters for haul truck exhaust; 

– Plume height of 6.8 meters; 

– Plume width of 10.0 meters; 

– Construction emissions occurring only between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., and;  

• Receptor flagpole height of 1.5 meters (ground-level receptor at breathing height). 

The area sources were modeled with an emission rate of one gram per second to obtain a dispersion factor 
(unit concentration) at each receptor location. The DPM and PM2.5 concentrations were calculated using 
the dispersion factors and the PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from the modeling outputs. 

Lifetime excess cancer risk and non-cancer chronic hazard index were calculated using the resulting DPM 
concentrations along with equations and factors from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) 2015 Risk Assessment Guidelines and Appendix E of the 2023 BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines (OEHHA 2015; BAAQMD 2023). Modeling assumptions, equations, and the cancer risk 
calculations are included in Appendix A. 

Health risks were evaluated at all potential nearby off-site sensitive and worker receptors, and the results 
are presented for the maximally exposed individual receptor for resident, worker, and school land uses. 
The maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) is a residence approximately 300 feet east of the 
Project site, along Vicar Lane. The maximally exposed individual worker (MEIW) is located 
approximately 800 feet southwest of the Project site, along Williams Road. The maximally exposed 
individual school receptor (MEIS) is located approximately 460 feet northeast of the Project site at 
Lynhaven Elementary School.  

Table 4.2-5 presents unmitigated lifetime excess cancer risk, chronic hazard index, and annual average 
PM2.5 concentrations at the MEIR, MEIW, and MEIS. 

 
8  Refined modeling commonly uses Cartesian receptor grid, which is defined by an origin with receptor points evenly 

(uniform) or unevenly (nonuniform) spaced around the origin. A Cartesian grid is designed with a receptor spacing of 
20 meters out to a minimum distance of 325 meters (1,000 feet) from the property boundary.  
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Operation 
Emissions resulting from operations would be mainly associated with gasoline-powered passenger cars 
with much lower associated health risks than those from DPM. Therefore, health risks from gasoline-
powered employee trips are not quantified. 

The Project would introduce a new operational source of DPM and PM2.5 emissions due to the installation 
of a new 1,750 kW emergency diesel generator. The emergency generator would be subject to the 
BAAQMD’s permit requirements under Regulation 2 which would limit its operation for non-emergency 
testing operation, consistent with the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary Compression 
Ignition Engines (17 CCR section 93115), and an additional 100 hours for emergency use (CARB, 2011). 
Routine testing and maintenance of this generator would generate minimal emissions. In addition, per 
Rule 5 of Regulation 2, the BAAQMD shall deny an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate for any 
new or modified source of TACs if the project risk exceeds the BAAQMD’s project-level health risk 
thresholds. This would ensure that the operational health risk impact associated with the emergency 
generator would be less than significant and was therefore not quantitatively evaluated. 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction 
Diesel exhaust from on-site construction equipment would result in temporary and localized odors. 
Construction activities would be distributed over the entire Project site, would disperse quickly with 
distance and are typically not expected to carry over to any receptors beyond the Project site. In addition, 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, as discussed under the quality checklist question (c), 
use of cleaner equipment that meets the Tier 4 emission standards would also generate lower odor 
emissions. Therefore, odor impacts from Project construction would be less than significant. 

Operation 
Once operational, the Project would not establish any odor-generating facilities. The wells would be 
operated by pumps located underground and powered by electricity and would not generate odors. There 
will be no hazardous or odorous materials stored at the facility, including any water treatment substances. 
Testing of the emergency generator at the Project site could generate diesel combustion odors at the site. 
However, testing would be limited to at most an hour a day and a maximum of 50 hours per year through 
BAAQMD’s permitting requirements. In addition, the generator would be of recent manufacture subject 
to BACT requirements through the BAAQMD’s permitting process. Cleaner equipment not only 
generates lower emissions but also lower odor from diesel exhaust. Given the short duration of testing 
operations and the distance separating it from the nearest receptors, the odors would not carry over to the 
receptors and would not be noticeable beyond the Project boundary. Therefore, the Project’s odor impact 
during operations would be less than significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.3 Biological Resources 
This section describes the existing conditions for biological resources present within the Project study 
area and evaluates Project-related impacts on those resources. The term “study area” is used to refer to the 
Project site and areas adjacent to the Project site that could be indirectly impacted by Project activities. 
The study area includes the Project site, plus a 100-foot buffer. 

The information on biological resources is based on a review of pertinent literature and database queries 
as well as a biological resources reconnaissance survey conducted by ESA staff on August 7, 2024. The 
sources of reference data reviewed for this evaluation included the following: 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that may 
occur in the Project area, and/or may be affected by the Project (USFWS, 2024a); 

 USFWS Critical Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species (USFWS, 2024b); 

 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) list of special-status species occurrences within the San José West USGS 7.5-minute 
topographic quadrangle (CDFW, 2024a); 

 Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW, 2024b);  

 Special Animals List (CDFW, 2024c); and 

 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (v-9.5) known to 
occur within the San José West USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (CNPS, 2024). 

4.3.1 Environmental Setting 
Within the Project site the existing water treatment facility structures are concentrated on the southern end 
of the site with trees and vegetation dispersed throughout the site. Outdoor lighting is located at the 
landings on top of the two finished water tanks (see Figure 3-2, Existing Site Conditions). The lights are 
typically off and use a timer switch if operators need to access the tanks after dark. The Project area is 
bordered to the north and west by residential development, to the east by the San Tomas Expressway, and 
to the south by Williams Road. San Tomas Aquino Creek runs north to south along the eastern border of 
the site parallel to the San Tomas Expressway and is fully undergrounded; the creek daylights south of 
Williams Road where it flows into a concrete channel. The undeveloped portions of the Project site are 
dominated by nonnative annual grasses and ruderal vegetation or are barren. Two hundred and fifty (250) 
trees, of which there are 47 unique native and nonnative species, were documented within the Project site, 
as described in the arborist report included in Appendix B. Dominant tree species within the Project site 
include eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus), coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), narrow-leaved ash 
(Fraxinus angustifolia), evergreen ash (Fraxinus uhdei), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), and evergreen 
oak (Quercus ilex). 

Special-Status Species 
The results of database searches from USFWS, CNDDB, and CNPS (Appendix C), combined with 
knowledge of the habitat present in the study areas and the habitat requirements of special-status species, 
was used to analyze the potential for special-status species to occur in the study area. The complete list of 
special-status species with the potential to occur in the study area is included in Appendix C (Special-
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Status Species with Potential to Occur Table). Due to a lack of suitable habitat in the study areas, special-
status plants are not expected to occur within the study area. Wildlife species with at least a moderate 
potential to occur in the study area are summarized in Table 4.3-1 and discussed further below. 

TABLE 4.3-1 
 SPECIAL-STATUS PLANTS AND WILDLIFE WITH MODERATE OR HIGH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR IN THE STUDY AREA 

Common and 
Scientific Name 

Status  
Federal/State/

Other Potential Occurrence in Study Area 

Insects 
Crotch’s bumble bee 
Bombus crotchii 

-/CCE Moderate. Limited floral resources are located within the study area. The 
nearest observation was reported to Bumble Bee Watch1 in 2021 and is 
located approximately 4 miles northeast of the study area. 

monarch - California 
overwintering population 
Danaus plexippus 
plexippus pop. 1 

FC/- 

Moderate. No monitored overwintering sites are located within 5 miles of the 
study area.2 The nearest known overwintering sites are located in Fremont and 
along the coast. However, 57 eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.) trees, along with 
several other tree species, could potentially support overwintering monarchs 
are located within the study area. 

Mammals 
pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus 

-/SSC/WBWG: 
High 

Moderate. Trees and structures within study area could provide potential 
roosting habitat. The nearest recent CNDDB record is located approximately 
3 miles east of the study area (Occurrence No. 255). 

Townsend's big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii 

-/SSC/WBWG: 
High 

Moderate. Trees and structures within study area could provide potential 
roosting habitat. The nearest recent CNDDB record is located approximately 
3 miles east of the study area (Occurrence No. 418). 

hoary bat 
Lasiurus cinereus 

-/-/WBWG: 
Medium 

Moderate. Trees and within study area could provide potential roosting habitat. 
The nearest recent (dated 1990) CNDDB record is located approximately 
3 miles east of the study area (Occurrence No. 98). 

NOTES: 
Potential Occurrence in the Study Area: 
High = Species is expected to occur, and habitat meets species requirements. 
Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range. 
Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community. 

Status Codes: 
Federal 
Candidate = FC 
State 
Candidate Endangered = CCE 
SSC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of 

special concern” 
CFP = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully 

protected”  

 
Other 
Western Bat Working Group (WBGB)  
Low = Stable population 
Medium = Need more information about the species, possible threats, and 

protective actions to implement 
High = Imperiled or at high risk of imperilment 

SOURCES: USFWS, 2024a; CDFW, 2024; WBGB, 2024. 
1. Bumblebeewatch.org, 2024. 
2. Xerces Society, 2024. 

 

Crotch’s Bumble Bee 
Crotch’s bumble bee is a ground nester and often makes its nest in abandoned mammal burrows; it can be 
found in most native habitat types, although it prefers grassland and scrub habitats. The nearest 
observation of Crotch’s bumble bee was reported to Bumble Bee Watch (Xerces Society et al., 2024) in 
2021 and is located approximately four miles northeast of the study area. While limited, some floral 
resources were observed within the study area during the August 7, 2024, biological reconnaissance 
survey. Other bumble bee species were observed at blooming floral resources during the survey. 
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Numerous California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi) burrows were also observed. Due to the 
presence of potentially suitable habitat, Crotch’s bumble bee has at least a moderate potential to occur 
within the study area. 

Overwintering Monarch Butterflies 
The CDFW protects monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus plexippus) overwintering sites because they are 
considered vulnerable due to their sparse and restricted distribution in California. This species migrates 
along the Pacific Coast, and often overwinters in wind-protected groves of trees, such as eucalyptus and 
Monterey cypress, between October and March. No monitored overwintering sites are located within 
5 miles of the study area (Xerces Society, 2024). The nearest known overwintering sites are located in 
Fremont and along the coast. However, 57 eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.) trees, along with several other 
tree species located within the study area, could potentially support overwintering monarchs. As such, 
overwintering populations of monarch butterflies have a moderate potential to occur within the study area. 

Roosting Bats 
Several special-status bat species have the potential to occur in the study area, including pallid bat 
(Antrozous pallidus) and Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), which are CDFW Species 
of Special Concern, and hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus). Mature trees and existing structures within the 
study area provide potential roosting habitat for bats. CNDDB occurrence records for these species are all 
located within 3 miles of the study area. 

Nesting Birds 
Although no state or federal listed bird species have a moderate or high potential to occur in the study 
area, the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code protects raptors 
and most native migratory birds and breeding birds. Trees, shrubs, and existing structures in the study 
area offer foraging and nesting opportunities for a variety of resident and migratory birds. Common 
species that often nest in urbanized areas include, but are not limited to, Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte 
anna), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and American crow 
(Corvus brachyrhynchos).  

Sensitive Natural Communities 
A sensitive natural community is a biological community that is regionally rare, provides important habitat 
opportunities for wildlife, is structurally complex, or is in other ways of special concern to local, state, or 
federal agencies. The CNDDB reports several sensitive natural communities within the regional area; 
however, none of these communities are found within the study area. 

Critical Habitat 
Critical habitat is defined as the specific areas that are essential to the conservation of a federally listed 
species and that may require special management consideration or protection. There is no federally 
designated critical habitat within the study area.  
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4.3.2 Regulatory Setting 
This subsection briefly describes federal, state, and local regulations, permits, and policies relevant to 
biological resources as they apply to the Project. 

Federal 

Endangered Species Act 
The federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (U.S. Code Title 16, Sections 1531–1544 [16 USC 1531–
1544]) protects listed plant, fish, and wildlife species from harm or take, which is broadly defined as to 
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to engage in any such 
conduct. Take can also include habitat modification or degradation that directly results in the death or 
injury of a listed fish and wildlife species. An activity can be defined as take, even if it is unintentional or 
accidental. Recognizing that take cannot always be avoided, Section 10(a) of the Federal ESA includes 
provisions for takings that are incidental to, but not the purpose of, otherwise lawful activities. 
Specifically, under Section 10(a)(1)(A) authorized take permits may be issued for scientific purposes 
(e.g., universities). Under Section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permits may be issued if taking is incidental 
and does not lead to jeopardy of the species. 

Section 7(a)(2) of the Federal ESA requires all federal agencies, including the USFWS, to evaluate the 
proposed project with respect to any species proposed for listing or already listed as endangered or 
threatened and their critical habitat, if any is proposed or designated. Federal agencies must undertake 
programs for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and are prohibited from authorizing, 
funding, or carrying out any action that would jeopardize a listed species or destroy or modify its “critical 
habitat.” 

As defined in the Federal ESA, “individuals, organizations, states, local governments, and other non-
federal entities are affected by the designation of critical habitat only if their actions occur on federal 
lands, require a federal permit, license, or other authorization, or involve federal funding.” 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The MBTA (16 USC 703 et seq.) is the domestic law that affirms and implements a commitment by the 
United States to four international conventions (with Canada, Mexico, Japan, and Russia) for the 
protection of a shared migratory bird resource. Unless and except as permitted by regulations, the MBTA 
states that without a permit issued by the U.S. Department of the Interior, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, 
take, capture, or kill any migratory bird. The law also applies to the intentional disturbance and removal 
of nests occupied (i.e., active nests) by migratory birds or their eggs during the breeding season. The 
removal of inactive nests that are not protected by other federal regulations (e.g., the FESA, the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act) does not constitute “take” under the MBTA and would not conflict with 
regulation. All native bird species including raptors, most native migratory birds, and breeding birds that 
could occur within the project area are protected by the MBTA. 
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State 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 
Under Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by the code or any regulation made 
pursuant thereto. Section 3503.5 of the code prohibits take, possession, or destruction of any birds in the 
orders Falconiformes (hawks) or Strigiformes (owls), or of their nests (active and inactive) and eggs. 
Migratory non-game birds and their nests (active and inactive) are protected under Sections 3513, 3800, 
and other specified birds are protected under Section 3505. California Fish and Game Code Section 3513 
adopts the federal definition of migratory bird take, defined by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions 
of the MBTA. Section 3513 does not prohibit the incidental take of birds if the underlying purpose of the 
activity is not to take birds. 

Local 

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan 
The Project site is located within the boundaries of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (Habitat Plan; 
SCVHA, 2020). The Habitat Plan is intended to promote the recovery of endangered species and enhance 
ecological diversity and function, while accommodating planned growth in approximately 519,000 acres of 
Santa Clara County. Rather than separately permitting and mitigating individual projects, the Habitat Plan 
evaluates natural-resource impacts and mitigation requirements comprehensively in a way that is more 
efficient and effective for at-risk species and their essential habitats. The Project site is located on land 
designated as Golf Courses/Urban Parks and is in Landcover Fee Zone B (Agricultural and Valley Floor 
Lands). 

The Habitat Plan includes Conditions on Covered Activities, including conservation measures to avoid 
and minimize take of covered species, and avoidance and minimization measures to protect biological 
resources, such as riparian and aquatic habitat. It also includes Habitat Plan Development Fees used to 
fund mitigation that will offset losses of land cover types, covered species habitat, and other biological 
values. This includes the Nitrogen Deposition Fee, which addresses indirect impacts of covered activities 
and is based on the Habitat Plan costs related to mitigating the impacts of airborne nitrogen deposition. 
Conditions relevant to the Project include the Nitrogen Deposition Fee, which is described in 
Section 4.3.1, Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts, below.  

City of San José Tree Ordinance 
The San José Municipal Code includes tree protection measures (Municipal Code Title 13, Chapters 13.28 
[Street Trees, Hedges and Shrubs] and 13.32 [Tree Removal Controls]) that regulate the removal of trees. 
An “ordinance-sized tree” on private property is defined as any tree having a main stem or trunk 12 inches 
in diameter (38 inches or more in circumference) at a height measured 54 inches (4.5 feet) above ground. 
For multi-trunk trees, the circumference is measured as the sum of the circumferences of all trunks at 
54 inches above grade. On multi-family, commercial, or industrial lots, a permit is required to remove a 
tree of any size.  
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The Code also defines a “heritage tree” as any tree that because of factors including but not limited to its 
history, girth, height, species or unique quality, has been found by the City Council to have a special 
significance to the community; and “street trees,” trees located in the public right-of-way between the 
curb and sidewalk. No heritage trees or street trees are documented on the Project site. 

Of the 42 trees anticipated to be removed, 38 trees meet the City’s criteria of an ordinance size tree, 
having a main step or trunk over 12 inches diameter at breast height [DBH]) (Dudek, 2024).  

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
Policies in the General Plan have been adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating biological 
resource impacts from development projects (City of San José, 2024). The following policies are 
applicable to the Project. 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Biological Resources 

Policy CD-1.24 Within new development projects, include preservation of ordinance-sized and other significant trees, 
particularly natives. Avoid any adverse effect on the health and longevity of such trees through design 
measures, construction, and best maintenance practices. When tree preservation is not feasible, include 
replacements or alternative mitigation measures in the project to maintain and enhance our Community 
Forest. 

Policy ER-5.1 Avoid implementing activities that result in the loss of active native birds’ nests, including both direct loss and 
indirect loss through abandonment, of native birds. Avoidance of activities that could result in impacts to nests 
during the breeding season or maintenance of buffers between such activities and active nests would avoid 
such impacts. 

Policy ER-5.2 Require that development projects incorporate measures to avoid impacts to nesting migratory birds. 

Policy ER-6.5 Prohibit use of invasive species, citywide, in required landscaping as part of the discretionary review of 
proposed development. 

Policy MS-21.4 Encourage the maintenance of mature trees, especially natives, on public and private property as an integral 
part of the community forest. Prior to allowing the removal of any mature tree, pursue all reasonable 
measures to preserve it. 

Policy MS-21.5 As part of the development review process, preserve protected trees (as defined by the Municipal Code), and 
other significant trees. Avoid any adverse effect on the health and longevity of protected or other significant 
trees through appropriate design measures and construction practices. Special priority should be given to the 
preservation of native oaks and native sycamores. When tree preservation is not feasible, include appropriate 
tree replacement, both in number and spread of canopy. 

Policy MS-21.8 For Capital Improvement Plan or other public development projects, or through the entitlement process for 
private development projects, require landscaping including the selection and planting of new trees to achieve 
the following goals: 
• Avoid conflicts with nearby power lines. 
• Avoid potential conflicts between tree roots and developed areas. 
• Avoid use of invasive, non-native trees. 
• Remove existing invasive, non-native trees. 
• Incorporate native trees into urban plantings in order to provide food and cover for native wildlife species. 
• Plant native oak trees and native sycamores on sites which have adequately sized landscape areas, and 

which historically supported these species. 
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4.3.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IV. 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? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

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? 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

Construction and Operation 

Nesting Birds 
Trees and structures located in the Project site and study area could provide nesting habitat for native 
migratory birds and raptors. Forty-two (42) trees are expected to be removed or otherwise impacted. 
Removal or trimming of trees could have direct impacts to bird nests. Other construction activities related 
to construction of the Project could indirectly impact birds during nesting by creating enough disturbance 
to result in the loss of nests, eggs, or nestlings, or by causing nest abandonment. These impacts would be 
considered significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid Impacts to Nesting Birds would reduce impacts 
on nesting birds to less than significant by conducting work during the non-nesting season as feasible. If 
work is implemented during the nesting season, then pre-construction surveys would be implemented, and 
no-work buffers would be placed around any active nests that are identified. Measure BIO-1 applies to all 
nesting birds protected by the federal MBTA and Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code. 
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Impact BIO-1: Development of the Project could have a substantial adverse effect on nesting birds. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Nesting Birds. The 
Project applicant shall implement the following measures to reduce or avoid construction-related 
impacts to nesting raptors, other migratory birds, and their nests: 

• Avoidance: Prior to the issuance of any tree removal, grading, building, or demolition 
permits (whichever comes first), the Project applicant shall schedule all construction 
activities to avoid the nesting season. The nesting season for most birds, including most 
raptors in the San Francisco Bay area, extends from February 1st through August 31st 
(inclusive). Construction activities include any site disturbance such as, but not limited to, 
tree trimming or removal, demolition, grading, and trenching.  

If construction cannot be scheduled to occur between September 1st and January 31st 
(inclusive) to avoid the nesting season, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct a survey 
for nesting raptors and migratory birds to ensure that no nests shall be disturbed during 
project implementation. This survey shall be completed no more than 14 days prior to the 
initiation of demolition/construction activities during the breeding season. The qualified 
wildlife biologist would also conduct a survey for nesting raptors and migratory birds after 
any construction breaks of 14 days or more, within 7 days prior to the resumption of 
construction. Construction activities that are scheduled to begin outside the breeding season 
(September 1st through January 31st, inclusive) can proceed without surveys.  

• Buffer Zone: If an active nest is found in or close enough to the Project area to be disturbed 
by construction activities, a construction free buffer zone shall be established by a qualified 
biologist around the nest. Buffer zones are typically 300 feet (radius) for raptors and 100 feet 
(radius) for other birds, but may be adjusted in coordination with CDFW according to site-
specific, Project-specific, and activity-specific considerations such as visual barriers between 
the nest and the type of activity, decibel levels associated with the activity relative to baseline 
noise levels, and the species of nesting bird and its tolerance of the activity. Construction 
activities that are conducted within any reduced buffers may be conducted in the presence of 
a qualified biological monitor, until the biological monitor determines that the reduced buffer 
is effective. The construction free buffer zone shall be marked with flagging or fencing that is 
easily identified and avoided by the construction crew and shall not affect the nesting birds. 
The construction-free buffer zones shall be maintained until after the nesting season has 
ended, or as long as the nest is active or young remain in the area and are dependent on the 
nest. 

• Environmental Awareness Program: Prior to construction during the nesting bird season 
(February 1st through August 31st, inclusive), all workers shall take part in an environmental 
awareness program conducted by a qualified biologist. The qualified biologist shall train 
work crews in standard procedures for identifying and avoiding impacts to all special-status 
species with the potential to occur in the work area. The awareness program shall be 
conducted at the start of construction and thereafter as required for new construction 
personnel. A sign-in sheet for crew receiving the training shall be maintained on file by the 
Project applicant. 

• Reporting: Prior to any tree removal, or approval of any grading or demolition permits 
(whichever occurs first), the qualified ornithologist/biologist shall submit a report indicating 
the results of the survey and any designated buffer zones to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) or the Director’s designee.  
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Roosting Bats 
The removal or trimming of trees, or removal of structures, containing roosting bats could result in a 
significant impact on those species. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures for Roosting Bats would reduce potential impacts on roosting bats to a less-
than-significant level by requiring pre-construction surveys and implementing avoidance measures if 
potential roosting habitat or active roosts are located. 

Impact BIO-2: Development of the Project could have a substantial adverse effect on roosting bats. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Roosting Bats. Prior 
to any tree removal, or approval of any grading or demolition permits (whichever comes first), a 
qualified biologist who is experienced with bat surveying techniques (including auditory 
sampling methods), behavior, roosting habitat, and identification of local bat species shall be 
consulted to conduct a pre-construction habitat assessment of the Project study area (focusing on 
trees and buildings to be demolished or relocated) to characterize potential bat habitat and 
identify potentially active roost sites. No further action is required should the pre-construction 
habitat assessment not identify bat habitat or signs of potentially active bat roosts within the 
project area (e.g., guano, urine staining, dead bats, etc.). 

The following measures shall be implemented should potential roosting habitat or potentially 
active bat roosts be identified during the habitat assessment in buildings to be demolished or 
relocated, or in trees that could be trimmed or removed within the Project study area: 

a) In areas identified as potential roosting habitat during the habitat assessment, initial building 
demolition, relocation, and any tree work (trimming or removal) shall occur when bats are 
active, approximately between the periods of March 1 to April 15 and August 15 to 
October 15, to the extent feasible. These dates avoid the bat maternity roosting season and 
period of winter torpor.[*] 

b) If seasonal avoidance of potential roosting habitat is infeasible, the qualified biologist shall 
conduct pre-construction surveys of potential bat roost sites identified during the initial 
habitat assessment no more than 14 days prior to building demolition or relocation, or any 
tree trimming or removal. 

c) If active bat roosts or evidence of roosting is identified during pre-construction surveys for 
building demolition and relocation or tree work, the qualified biologist shall determine, if 
possible, the type of roost and species. A no-disturbance buffer shall be established around 
roost sites until the seasonal windows identified above or the qualified biologist determines 
they are no longer active. The size of the no-disturbance buffer would be determined by the 
qualified biologist and would depend on the species present, roost type, existing screening 
around the roost site (such as dense vegetation or a building), as well as the type of 
construction activity that would occur around the roost site. 

d) Buildings and trees with potential bat roosting habitat or active roosts shall be disturbed only 
under clear weather conditions when precipitation is not forecast for three days and when 
daytime temperatures are at least 50 degrees Fahrenheit. 

e) The demolition or relocation of buildings containing or suspected to contain potential bat 
roosting habitat or active bat roosts shall be done under the supervision of the qualified 
biologist. When appropriate, buildings shall be partially dismantled to significantly change 
the roost conditions, causing bats to abandon and not return to the roost, likely in the evening 

 
{*]  Torpor refers to a state of decreased physiological activity with reduced body temperature and metabolic rate. 
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and after bats have emerged from the roost to forage. Under no circumstances shall active 
maternity roosts be disturbed until the roost disbands at the completion of the maternity 
roosting season or otherwise becomes inactive, as determined by the qualified biologist. 

f) Trimming or removal of existing trees with potential bat roosting habitat or active (non-
maternity or hibernation) bat roost sites shall follow a two-step removal process (which shall 
occur during the time of year when bats are active, according to a) above  

1) On the first day and under supervision of the qualified biologist, tree branches and limbs 
not containing cavities or fissures in which bats could roost shall be cut using chainsaws 
or other handheld equipment. 

2) On the following day and under the supervision of the qualified biologist, the remainder 
of the tree may be trimmed or removed, either using chainsaws or other equipment 
(e.g., excavator or backhoe). 

g) All felled trees shall remain on the ground for at least 24 hours prior to chipping, off-site 
removal, or other processing to allow any bats to escape, or be inspected once felled by the 
qualified biologist to ensure no bats remain within the tree and/or branches. 

h) Prior to the issuance of any grading, building or demolition permits (whichever comes first), 
the qualified bat specialist/wildlife biologist shall submit a report indicating the results of the 
survey and any designated buffer zones to the satisfaction of the Director of the Planning, 
Building, and Code Enforcement or the Director's designee for the regionally known bat 
species with suitable on-site roosting habitat.  

Crotch’s Bumble Bee 
Ruderal and otherwise vegetated areas within the study area provide potentially suitable habitat for 
Crotch’s bumble bee. In addition, small mammal burrows that were observed onsite provide potential 
nesting habitat. Ground disturbance and vegetation removal within habitats that contain potential foraging 
(i.e., flowering plants) and nesting resources could result in direct loss of bumble bees. Bumble bees 
foraging above ground could be killed by vehicles, heavy machinery, or other equipment used to remove 
vegetation if these activities are conducted where foraging habitat is present. Underground bumble bee 
nests could be crushed or accidentally uncovered and exposed to the elements and predators during 
vegetation removal, grading, or digging activities if these activities are conducted where nesting habitat is 
present. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoidance and Minimizations Measures for 
Crotch’s Bumble Bee would reduce potential impacts on Crotch’s bumble bee to a less- than-significant 
level by implementing seasonal restrictions, as feasible, and requiring pre-construction surveys and 
implementing avoidance measures if potential bumble bee nests are found.  

Impact BIO-3: Development of the Project could have a substantial adverse effect on Crotch’s 
bumble bee. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Crotch’s Bumble 
Bee. The Project applicant shall implement the following measures to avoid potential impacts to 
Crotch’s bumble bee: 

• Prior to the issuance of any grading, building or demolition permits (whichever comes first), 
a qualified biologist familiar with bumble bees of California shall conduct a habitat assessment 
to determine whether the Project area contains suitable nesting and foraging habitat for Crotch’s 
bumble bee. The habitat assessment will follow the methods in Survey Considerations for 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW, 2023).  
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• If habitat suitable for Crotch’s bumble bee is determined to be absent from the Project area, 
then no further mitigation would be required. 

• If habitat suitable for Crotch’s bumble bee is determined to be present on the Project area, 
then the following measures will be implemented prior to construction: 

- Seasonal Avoidance. For Project areas that contain foraging habitat or nesting habitat, 
initial ground-disturbing work (e.g., grading, vegetation removal, staging) will take place 
between August 15 and March 15, if feasible, to avoid impacts on nesting and foraging 
Crotch’s bumble bees. If seasonal avoidance is not feasible, then focused surveys for 
Crotch’s bumble bee will be conducted and avoidance measures will be implemented. 

- Focused surveys for Crotch’s bumble bee will be conducted following the methods in 
Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate 
Bumble Bee Species (CDFW, 2023). 

- Survey timing will be determined by a qualified biologist based on seasonality, when 
activity or foraging will most likely occur each year, and for which life history stage is 
being surveyed. 

- Non-invasive focused surveys would include the use of cameras to photograph bumble 
bees. Photographs would be reviewed and verified by a qualified individual to identify 
the bumble bees to species.  

- If Crotch’s bumble bees are not detected during the focused survey, no additional 
mitigation is required. 

- If Crotch’s bumble bees are detected during the focused survey, protective buffers will be 
established around active nesting colonies until these sites are no longer active as 
determined by a qualified biologist. A qualified biologist, in consultation with CDFW, 
will determine the appropriate buffer size to protect nesting colonies; however, buffers 
will typically be at least 50 feet. 

• Prior to the issuance of any grading, building or demolition permits (whichever comes first), 
the qualified biologist shall submit a report indicating the results of the survey and any 
designated buffer zones to the satisfaction of the Director of the Planning, Building, and Code 
Enforcement or the Director's designee.  

Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Sites 
Trees within the study area could provide overwintering habitat for monarch butterflies. Overwintering 
colonies of monarch butterflies on the Project site and adjacent areas could be affected by tree removal or 
construction-related noise. The noise, vibrations, visual disturbance, and increased human activity 
associated with Project construction could result in colony disturbance and disruption of the colony’s 
thermoregulation, which could cause monarchs to fly in cold or wet conditions and could interrupt mating 
and/or result in colony failure. Colony failure would have a significant impact. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Avoidance and Minimizations Measures for 
Overwintering Monarch Butterflies would reduce impacts on monarch butterfly to a less-than-significant 
level by requiring a focused survey for monarch butterflies prior to tree removal. 
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Impact BIO-4: Development of the Project could have a substantial adverse effect on overwintering 
monarch butterflies. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Overwintering 
Monarch Butterflies. Prior to the issuance of any tree removal, grading, building, or demolition 
permits (whichever comes first), the Project applicant all construction activities to avoid the 
monarch overwintering season (November 1 to March 31). If construction cannot be scheduled to 
occur between April 1st and October 31st (inclusive) to avoid the monarch overwintering season, 
the following measures shall apply: 

• Preconstruction surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for overwintering 
monarch butterfly sites within 100 feet of the construction areas. 

• The Survey shall follow survey methods specified by the Xerces Society for Invertebrate 
Conservation (Xerces, 2024).  

• If an active overwintering site is located, work activities shall be delayed within 100 feet of 
the site location until avoidance measures have been implemented. Appropriate avoidance 
measures shall include the following measures (which may be modified as a result of 
coordination with the CDFW to provide equally effective measures): 

- If the qualified biologist determines, through observations of the colony during 
construction activity, if necessary, that construction activities would not affect an active 
overwintering site, activities may proceed without restriction. 

- A minimum 100-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be established around the overwintering 
site to avoid disturbance or destruction until after the overwintering period has ended. If 
site conditions warrant a smaller buffer, the extent of the no-disturbance buffer may be 
decreased by the qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW. The no-disturbance 
buffer zones shall be maintained until after the overwintering season has ended, or as 
long as the colony is active. 

- Throughout the year, the Project shall avoid removing or trimming trees utilized by 
monarch butterflies or trees adjacent to the winter roost to prevent indirect changes to the 
humidity, wind exposure, and temperature within the immediate vicinity of the roost site. 
Any routine tree trimming shall be done between April and August to eliminate the risk 
of disturbance to monarch colonies and shall be conducted under the guidance of a 
qualified monarch butterfly specialist if butterflies have been documented in the Project 
area. 

• Reporting: Prior to the issuance of any grading, building or demolition permits (whichever 
comes first), the qualified biologist shall submit a report indicating the results of the survey 
and any designated buffer zones to the satisfaction of the Director of the Planning, Building, 
and Code Enforcement or the Director's designee.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-4 would reduce potential Project-
related impacts on special-status species to less than significant. 

Project operations, as discussed in Section 3.7 Operations and Maintenance, are not expected to result in 
impacts to special status wildlife species. The Project is located in a partially developed, urbanized area 
that experiences regular foot and vehicle traffic. Routine maintenance activities associated with 
operations of the Project, including weekly site visits and periodic maintenance, are not expected to 
significantly increase the current level of disturbance experienced at the site.  
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1, there are no riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities on or 
adjacent to the Project site. Within the study area San Tomas Aquino Creek is fully underground. While 
San Tomas Aquino Creek is daylit south of Williams Road outside of the study area, flows are contained 
within a concrete-lined channel that does not support riparian vegetation. Therefore, there would be no 
impact to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community from construction or operation of the 
Project. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1, San Tomas Aquino Creek flows underground in an approximately 16-foot-
wide box culvert, following the centerline of the San Tomas Expressway along the eastern boundary of 
the Project site. The creek is daylit south of Williams Road. South of Williams Road the creek flows 
within a concrete-lined channel that does not support wetlands. No other state or federal protected 
wetlands occur on the Project site. Therefore, there would be no impact to wetlands from construction or 
operation of the Project.  

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

Construction and Operation 
The Project is situated in a highly urbanized area and is bordered on all sides by development. The Project 
area is already partially developed and experiences regular foot and vehicle traffic. While some trees that 
may support stopover and nesting habitat for birds or roosting habitat for bats would be removed by the 
Project, the majority of the 250 trees documented on site would be retained. Routine maintenance 
activities associated with operations of the Project are not expected to significantly increase the current 
level of disturbance experienced at the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not impede wildlife 
movement in wildlife corridors. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1and BIO-2 described 
above, would reduce potential project-related impacts on nesting birds and roosting bats to less than 
significant. 

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

Construction and Operation 
Chapter 13.32 of the San José Municipal Code states that it shall be unlawful for any person to remove, or 
cause to be removed, any live tree from any private parcel of land in the City unless a tree removal permit 
or development permit that allows the removal of the tree has been issued and accepted by the permittee. 
As the Project would result in the removal of 42 existing trees, a tree permit would be required. 
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The City of San José defines ordinance-size trees on private property as a single trunk, 38 inches or more 
in circumference (12.1 inches in diameter) at 4½ feet above ground; or multi-trunk, the combined 
measurements of each trunk circumference (at 4½ feet above ground) add up to 38 inches or more. During 
the City’s permitting process, the Planning Division would determine whether ordinance-size trees located 
on the Project area would require replacement. Mandatory implementation of City’s SPC BIO-1: Tree 
Replacement would reduce impacts due to tree removal. 

SPC BIO-1: Tree Replacement. Trees removed for the Project shall be replaced at ratios 
required by the City.  

Tree Protection Standards. The Permittee shall maintain the trees and other vegetation shown to 
be retained in this project and as noted on the Approved Plan Set. Maintenance shall include 
pruning and watering as necessary and protection from construction damage. Prior to the removal 
of any tree on the site, all trees to be preserved shall be permanently identified by metal numbered 
tags. Prior to issuance of the Grading Permit or removal of any tree, all trees to be saved shall be 
protected by chain link fencing, or other fencing type approved by the Director of Planning. Said 
fencing shall be installed at the dripline of the tree in all cases and shall remain during construction. 
No storage of construction materials, landscape materials, vehicles or construction activities shall 
occur within the fenced tree protection area. Any root pruning required for construction purposes 
shall receive prior review and approval and shall be supervised by the consulting licensed 
arborist. Fencing and signage shall be maintained by the Permittee to prevent disturbances during 
the full length of the construction period that could potentially disrupt the habitat or trees. 

TABLE 4.3-2 
 TREE REPLACEMENT RATIOS 

Circumference of Tree 
to be Removed 

Replacement Ratios Based on  
Type of Tree to be Removed 

Minimum Size of Each 
Replacement Tree** Native Non-Native Orchard 

38 inches or more 5:1* 4:1 3:1 15-gallon 

19 up to 38 inches 3:1 2:1 none 15-gallon 

Less than 19 inches 1:1 1:1 none 15-gallon 

NOTES: 
* x:x = tree replacement to tree loss ratio 
 Trees greater than or equal to 38-inch circumference measured at 54 inches above natural grade shall not be removed unless a 

Tree Removal Permit, or equivalent, has been approved for the removal of such trees. For Multi-Family residential, Commercial, 
and Industrial properties, a permit is required for removal of trees of any size. 

 A 38-inch tree equals 12.1 inches in diameter. 
** A 24-inch box replacement tree = two 15-gallon replacement trees  
 Single-Family and Two-dwelling properties may replace trees at a ratio of 1:1. 

 
• 42 trees on-site would be removed. One (1) tree (non-native) would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio, 

6 non-native trees would be replaced at a 2:1 ratio, 16 non-native trees would be replaced at a 
4:1 ratio, 1 native tree would be replaced at a 3:1 ratio, and 18 native trees would be replaced 
at a 5:1 ratio. The total number and size of replacement trees required to be planted on-site is 
170 15-gallon trees or, alternatively, 85 24-inch box trees.  

• If there is insufficient area on the Project area to accommodate the required replacement 
trees, one or more of the following measures shall be implemented, to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement or Director’s designee. Changes to an 
approved landscape plan requires the issuance of a Permit Adjustment or Permit Amendment.  
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- The size of a 15-gallon replacement tree may be increased to 24-inch box and count as 
two replacement trees to be planted on the Project area.  

- Pay Off-Site Tree Replacement Fee(s) to the City, prior to the issuance of building 
permit(s), in accordance with the City Council approved Fee Resolution in effect at the 
time of payment. The City will use the off-site tree replacement fee(s) to plant trees at 
alternative sites. 

Trees removed for the Project (unless otherwise stipulated by the City) shall be replaced at ratios required 
by the City, as stated in Table 4.3-2 above, which are included in the City’s SPC BIO-1. 

In addition to tree removal, use of excavation or trenching equipment could cause inadvertent limb 
removal or damage to the critical root zone; long-term storage of equipment could also cause compaction 
damage to the critical root zone. All of these impacts could lead to the decline or potential mortality of the 
affected tree. However, the Project would comply with SPC BIO-1, which provides for protective 
measures such as installation of fencing outside the canopy of the tree to the dripline to prevent injury to 
trees, which can make them susceptible to disease-causing organisms; taking appropriate measures to 
prevent exposed soil from drying out and causing damage to tree roots; and prohibiting storage, parking, 
or staging by construction equipment, vehicles or materials within the tree dripline. In the event of tree 
mortality affecting a tree not anticipated for removal, due to disturbance or damage during construction, 
the Project proponent would be responsible for tree replacement according to the ratios outlined in 
Table 4.3-2. The Project’s required compliance with the City’s SPC BIO-1 would result in a less-than-
significant impact on ordinance-size trees. 

No tree removal would be required during operation of the Project and operation activities would be 
similar to existing conditions. Therefore, operation of the Project would not conflict with any local 
policies, tree ordinances, preservation policies or standard conditions. As such, no impacts from Project 
operations on local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources are expected.  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project is within the Habitat Plan Permit Area. As such, the Project is subject to conditions identified 
in Chapter 6 of the Habitat Plan, including conservation measures to avoid and minimize take9 of covered 
species, and avoidance and minimization measures to protect biological resources, such as riparian and 
aquatic habitat.  

Please refer to impact analysis (a) for details regarding protection of wildlife species, which would be 
consistent with Condition 1. Avoid Direct Impacts on Legally Protected Plant and Wildlife Species 
described in the Habitat Plan. 

 
9  Take is defined by the ESA as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect any threatened or 

endangered species. Harm may include significant habitat modification where it actually kills or injures a listed species 
through impairment of essential behavior (e.g., nesting or reproduction). 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 would reduce potential impacts on nesting 
birds, roosting bats, Crotch’s bumble bee, and overwintering monarchs. Therefore, the Project would be 
consistent with Condition 1 described in the Habitat Plan. 

The Project is subject to applicable Habitat Plan conditions and fees (SCVHA, 2012). The Project area is 
outside of the covered species, wetland, and serpentine fee zones but may be subject to land cover fees. 
The Project would also be subject to nitrogen deposition fees for any increases in vehicle trips 
(Willdan Financial Services, 2012). The Habitat Plan analyzed impacts to bay checkerspot butterfly 
(Euphydrncludyas editha bayensis) and found that increased emissions of nitrogen from vehicles trips 
associated with new development in the Santa Clara Valley pose a threat to bay checkerspot butterfly 
habitat. Applicable fees and conditions would be determined during the entitlement or permitting phase 
for the Project. The Project would be required to implement the mandatory measures as part the City’s 
SPC BIO-2: Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. 

SPC BIO-2: Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. The project may be subject to applicable Habitat 
Plan conditions and fees (including the nitrogen deposition fee) prior to issuance of any grading 
permits. The project applicant shall submit the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan Coverage 
Screening Form (https://www.scv-habitatagency.org/DocumentCenter/View/151/Coverage-
Screening-Form?bidId=) to the Director of PBCE or the Director's designee for approval and 
payment of all applicable fees prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The Habitat Plan and 
supporting materials can be viewed at https://scv-habitatagency.org/178/Santa-Clara-Valley-
Habitat-Plan. 

With compliance with Habitat Plan fees and conditions, and mandatory implementation of SPC BIO-2, 
the Project would not conflict with the Habitat Plan, and the impact would be less than significant.  

_________________________ 

  

https://www.scv-habitatagency.org/DocumentCenter/%E2%80%8CView/151/%E2%80%8CCoverage-Screening-Form?bidId=
https://www.scv-habitatagency.org/DocumentCenter/%E2%80%8CView/151/%E2%80%8CCoverage-Screening-Form?bidId=
https://scv-habitatagency.org/178/Santa-Clara-Valley-Habitat-Plan
https://scv-habitatagency.org/178/Santa-Clara-Valley-Habitat-Plan
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4.4 Cultural Resources 
4.4.1 Environmental Setting 
Natural Environment 
The Project is in the Santa Clara Valley, on the southern end of the San Francisco Bay. The hills 
surrounding the Santa Clara Valley are the source of many perennial streams, which run from the hills to 
the San Francisco Bay, including San Tomas Aquinas Creek, Saratoga Creek, and Los Gatos Creek. The 
Project site is within the flood plains of these waterways. The San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area) and the 
surrounding region contain an abundance of natural resources, which would have been utilized by its pre-
contact Native American and early historic-era populations. The Bay Area hosts a wide variety of natural 
communities, including salt marsh, scrub brush, grassland, and foothill woodlands. Deer, elk, and 
waterfowl were plentiful in prehistory, as were marine and bay resources such as seals, otters, abalone, 
mussels, oysters, clams and numerous fish species. Franciscan chert was an easily obtainable local raw 
material for stone tools. Obsidian could be obtained from the Anadel and Napa Glass Mountain quarries 
north of the Bay Area (Moratto, 1984). 

Cultural Background 
Archaeologists developed individual cultural chronological sequences tailored to the archaeology and 
material culture of each sub-region of California. Each of these sequences is based principally on the 
presence of distinctive cultural traits and stratigraphic separation of deposits. Milliken et al. (2007) provide a 
framework for the interpretation of the Bay Area. The authors divided human history in California into three 
main periods: the Early Period (8000–3500 B.C.), the Middle Period (500 B.C.–A.D. 1050), and the Late 
Period (A.D. 1050–1550). Economic patterns, stylistic aspects, and regional phases further subdivide 
cultural periods into shorter phases. This scheme uses economic and technological types, socio-politics, 
trade networks, population density, and variations of artifact types to differentiate between cultural periods. 

Based on a compilation of ethnographic, historic, and archaeological data, Milliken (1995) describes a 
group known as the Ohlone, who once occupied the general vicinity of the Project site. The Ohlone once 
occupied a large territory from San Francisco Bay in the north to the Big Sur and Salinas Rivers in the 
south. The Project is in the Tamien tribal area of the Santa Clara vicinity (Milliken et al., 2009: Appendix 
B). Archaeological investigations at nearby pre-contact sites indicate that while Native Americans mainly 
utilized the historic marshland in the vicinity for resource procurement, including the collection of fish, 
shellfish, plants, and sea mammals, habitation and burial sites were not uncommon along the historic bay 
margins (Moratto, 1984; Milliken, 1995). After European contact, Ohlone society was severely disrupted 
by missionization, disease, and displacement. Today, the Ohlone still have a strong presence, and are 
highly involved in environmental review of projects in the Bay Area. 

During the Spanish and Mexican periods, the Project site was used for cattle pasturage as part of Rancho 
Quito, a 13,310-acre Mexican land grant given to José Zenon Fernandez and José Noriega in 1841. After 
California became part of United States in 1848, San José was initially (and temporarily) named the 
State’s capital. Rancho Quito was subdivided into increasingly smaller parcels and fruit orchards, grain, 
berry, and vegetable crops were planted (Hoover et al., 2002). 
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San Jose Water (SJW) was incorporated in 1866 and currently serves over 1 million people in the greater 
San José metropolitan area (San Jose Water, 2024). SJW (originally San Jose Water Works) organized 
privately to provide water for the towns of San Jose and Santa Clara, beginning with a cistern and 
expanding to four small reservoirs by 1900. Artesian wells predominated the regional water system 
through the turn of the twentieth century, but by 1920 pumped groundwater eclipsed all other sources of 
water supply. San Jose served as a central hub of the regional farming economy through World War II, 
after which urban development began to predominate the region. Following the war, SJW began drilling 
deeper wells to address growing water needs, with the Williams Groundwater station site dating to this 
mid-century period of development (Williams and Walker, 1982). 

Records Search and Survey 
ESA conducted a records search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical 
Resources Information System on July 24, 2024 (File No. 24-0120). The purpose of the records search 
was to (1) determine whether known cultural resources have been recorded within or adjacent to the 
Project site; (2) assess the likelihood for unrecorded cultural resources to be present based on historical 
references and the distribution of nearby sites; and (3) develop a context for the identification and 
preliminary evaluation of cultural resources. The records search consisted of an examination of the 
following documents: 

• NWIC digitized base maps (USGS San Jose West, CA 7.5-minute topographic map) to identify 
recorded archaeological sites and studies within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project site.  

• NWIC digitized base maps (USGS San Jose West, CA 7.5-minute topographic map) to identify 
recorded historic-era resources of the built environment (building, structures, and objects) within and 
adjacent to the Project site.  

• Resource Inventories: California Inventory of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, 
Built Environment Resource Directory (BERD) (through June 2024) and Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility (as of April 2012) for Santa Clara County. 

• Aerial photographs (Nationwide Environmental Title Research; NETR) to identify extant structures 
within and adjacent to the Project site as of 1960, 1968, and 1980. 

The NWIC records search results identified six previous cultural resources studies completed within and 
directly adjacent to the Project site. Two studies included the Project site. No cultural resources were 
identified as part of any of these studies.  

Archaeological Resources 
A Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist completed a surface survey of the Project site on 
August 4, 2024. Areas of proposed ground disturbance were inspected closely for cultural materials, 
including shell, lithics, bone, and midden soil. Visibility of the ground surface was variable, with dense 
ground cover over much of the Project site. The area has been previously disturbed from the construction of 
the existing facilities, culverting of San Tomas Aquinas Creek, and earlier agricultural activities. No cultural 
materials or other evidence of past human use or occupation was identified during the surface survey.  

The nearest current perennial water sources to the Project site are Saratoga Creek (1.8 miles west) and 
Los Gatos Creek (1.9 miles southeast); however, historically the Project site was adjacent to San Tomas 
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Aquinas Creek, which is now culverted below ground and runs along the west side of San Tomas 
Expressway. The water course daylights just south of Williams Road and the Project site.  

The Project site is located in a Holocene alluvial flood plain, a geologic context that has sensitivity for 
deeply buried archaeological resources; however, given the paucity of known resources in the vicinity, the 
pre-contact archaeological sensitivity is lessened.  

There is no evidence of historic-era settlement within the Project site. A review of historic maps aerial 
imagery indicates that prior to the development in the Project site, the area was undeveloped agricultural 
land and there is a low potential for historic-era archaeological resources or features. 

Architectural Resources 
A Secretary of the Interior-qualified architectural historian completed a surface survey of the Project site 
on August 16, 2024. Identified historic-age resources were photo documented from the public right of way 
and recorded on appropriate Department of Parks and Recreation 523 form. A more detailed evaluation 
can be found in the DPR 523 form completed for the Williams Groundwater Site in Appendix D. 

The Williams Groundwater Station site is an 11-acre wellfield in west San José. The site consists of 
15 wells and a mid-century treatment facility concentrated in the southern end of the property along 
Williams Road. The treatment facility consists of an engineered sump, 20-foot-high chemical CMU 
building, standby power generator, telecommunications shelter, and various small operations buildings. In 
addition, the existing facility has perimeter fencing with access roads, parking, trees and landscaping. The 
existing buildings on site are made of concrete or CMU with gable roofs. 

Water Tank #2 on the southwest end of the property is the only extant structure that appears to date to the 
earliest construction of the site, appearing on the 1960 aerial (NETR, 1960). Prior to that time the 
property consisted of an orchard with associated barns and agricultural outbuildings. The concrete breeze 
block telecommunications shelter appears on the 1968 aerial (NETR, 1968), along with corrugated metal 
outbuilding on the southernmost end of the property. All remaining buildings appear after the 1980 historic 
aerial (NETR, 1980). 

The Williams Groundwater Station was evaluated for potential historic significance under California 
Register of Historical Resources (California Register) and in the San José Historic Resources Inventory as 
a Candidate City Landmark. 

Archival review did not provide any indication that the Williams Groundwater Station is significantly 
associated with important events (California Register Criterion 1) or people (California Register 
Criterion 2). While the site provided an important service meeting the water infrastructure needs of the 
population of San José, it does not appear to have been historically significant for its associations with the 
development of San José, nor water development, during the later decades of the 20th century. Additionally, 
no specific individual within SJW was determined to have achieved significance for their association with 
Williams Groundwater Station. Therefore, Williams Groundwater Station is not eligible for listing as an 
individual resource on the California Register under Criterion 1 or 2 for its association with historically 
significant events or persons. Williams Groundwater Station is an example of a vernacular industrial facility, 
but does not embody any specific style, nor does it possess high artistic value. The site does not appear to 
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represent the work of a master. As such, the Williams Groundwater Station is not eligible for listing as 
individual resource on the California Register under Criterion 3 for its design. Finally, the site is 
unlikely to provide additional information on its construction methods, the history of San José, or water 
infrastructure design and construction. As such, the Williams Groundwater Station is not eligible for 
listing on the California Register under Criterion 4 for its information potential. The site also does not 
appear to meet any of the significance criteria for listing on the San José Historic Resources Inventory as 
a Candidate City Landmark. 

As the Williams Groundwater Station at 3601 Williams Road does not meet any of the California 
Register or City of San José Landmark criteria, it is not considered a historical resource for the purposes 
of CEQA analysis 

4.4.2 Regulatory Framework 
National Register of Historic Places 
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (U.S. Code Title 54, Section 306108), and its 
implementing regulations established the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) as a 
comprehensive inventory of known historic resources throughout the United States. The National Register 
is administered by the National Park Service under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. It 
includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that possess historic, architectural, archaeological, 
engineering, or cultural significance. A property is considered significant if it meets the criteria for listing 
in the National Register at Code of Federal Regulations Title 36, Section 60.4 (36 CFR 60.4). 

California Register of Historical Resources 
The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by state and local agencies, 
private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the state and to indicate 
which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse 
change” (PRC Section 5024.1(a)). Certain resources are determined by law to be automatically included 
in the California Register, including California properties formally determined eligible for, or listed in, 
the National Register. 

Native American Heritage Commission 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was created by statute in 1976, is a nine-member 
body appointed by the Governor to identify and catalog cultural resources (i.e., places of special religious 
or social significance to Native Americans, and known graves and cemeteries of Native Americans on 
private lands) in California. The Commission is responsible for preserving and ensuring accessibility of 
sacred sites and burials, the disposition of Native American human remains and burial items, maintaining an 
inventory of Native American sacred sites located on public lands, and reviewing current administrative and 
statutory protections related to these sacred sites. 

California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.98 and 5097.99 
PRC Section 5097.98 (reiterated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e)) identifies steps to follow in the 
event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated 
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cemetery. PRC Section 5097.99 prohibits obtaining or possessing any Native American artifacts or 
human remains that are taken from a Native American grave or cairn (stone burial mound). 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 protects human remains by prohibiting the disinterment, 
disturbance, or removal of human remains from any location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

City of San José Policies and Historic Preservation Ordinance 
The City of San José Historic Preservation Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 13.48) is designed to 
identify, protect, and encourage the preservation of significant resources as a means to stabilize 
neighborhoods, enhance property values, carry out the goals of the General Plan, foster civic pride in the 
city’s cultural resources, and celebrate the unique historical identity of San José.  

City of San José Historic Resources Inventory 
The City of San José Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) identifies known and potential historic 
resources of varying significance, including individual properties and districts listed in or eligible for 
listing in the California and National Registers, City Landmarks, Candidate City Landmarks, City 
Landmark Districts (and their contributing sites/structures), and Candidate City Landmark Districts (and 
their contributing sites/structures). In addition, the HRI identifies Structures of Merit, Identified Sites/
Structures, Conservation Areas, and Conservation Area Contributing Sites/Structures. HRI properties are 
classified into one of 16 categories, depending on how they were evaluated at the time they were added. 
The HRI serves as a resource for conducting environmental and project review related to demolition 
permits, as well as for land use and development approvals. It is not a definitive list of all historic 
resources in the city of San José, and it is continually updated as new information, project-related 
evaluations, and neighborhood surveys are completed. The purpose of the HRI is to promote awareness of 
community resources and to further preservation of historic resources and community character. 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
The General Plan (City of San José, 2024) includes numerous policies to promote reduction or avoidance 
of impacts on historic and cultural resources. The policies listed below are relevant to the Project: 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Cultural Resources 

Policy ER-10.1  For proposed development sites that have been identified as archaeologically or paleontologically sensitive, 
require investigation during the planning process in order to determine whether potentially significant 
archeological or paleontological information may be affected by the project and then require, if needed, that 
appropriate mitigation measures be incorporated into the project design. 

Policy ER-10.2  Recognizing that Native American human remains may be encountered at unexpected locations, impose a 
requirement on all development permits and tentative subdivision maps that upon their discovery during 
construction, development activity will cease until professional archaeological examination confirms whether 
the burial is human. If the remains are determined to be Native American, applicable state laws shall be 
enforced. 

Policy ER-10.3  Ensure that City, State, and Federal historic preservation laws, regulations, and codes are enforced, 
including laws related to archaeological and paleontological resources, to ensure the adequate protection 
of historic and pre-historic resources 
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4.4.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 
No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on 
historical resources. A historical resource is defined as any building, structure, site, or object listed in or 
determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register, or determined by a lead agency to be 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 
political, or cultural annals of California. The following discussion focuses on architectural and structural 
resources. Archaeological resources, including archaeological resources that are potentially historical 
resources according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, are addressed under impact b, below. 

Based on the results of the background search, previous research, and evaluation for eligibility for listing 
in the California Register and as a City of San José Landmark, the Williams Treatment Facility is 
recommended ineligible for listing at any level and is not considered a historical resource for the purposes 
of CEQA. As such, the Project would have no direct impacts to historical resources. 

Additionally, the Project site is not located adjacent to any known or potential historical resources. 
Therefore, the Project would have no indirect impact on historical resources. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

Construction and Operation 
This section discusses archaeological resources, both as historical resources according to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5, as well as unique archaeological resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21083.2(g). A significant impact would occur if the Project would cause a 
substantial adverse change to an archaeological resource through physical demolition, destruction, 
relocation, or alteration of the resource. 

The assessment completed for the Project indicates there are no known archaeological resources in the 
Project site. The Project site is disturbed from previous agricultural activities and existing infrastructure. 
Historically, the Project site was adjacent to an intermittent water source; the nearest perennial water 
sources are nearly two miles to the east and west. Based on the records search results, environmental 
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context, and previous disturbance, the Project site has a relatively low potential to uncover archaeological 
resources.  

The Project involves ground disturbing activities that, while unlikely, may have the potential to disturb 
previously unrecorded archaeological resources. In the event of the discovery of pre-contact or historic-
era archaeological resources during Project ground disturbing activities, mandatory implementation of 
SPC CUL-1: Subsurface Cultural Resources would reduce potentially significant impacts to previously 
unrecorded archaeological resources to a less than significant level. 

SPC CUL-1: Subsurface Cultural Resources.  If prehistoric or historic resources are 
encountered during excavation and/or grading of the site, all activity within a 50-foot radius of 
the find shall be stopped, the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) or 
the Director's designee and the City’s Historic Preservation Officer shall be notified, and a 
qualified archaeologist in consultation with a Native American Tribal representative registered 
with the Native American Heritage Commission for the City of San José and that is traditionally 
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area as described in Public Resources Code 
Section 21080.3 shall examine the find. The archaeologist in consultation with the Tribal 
representative shall 1) evaluate the find(s) to determine if they meet the definition of a historical 
or archaeological resource; and (2) make appropriate recommendations regarding the disposition 
of such finds prior to issuance of building permits. Recommendations could include collection, 
recordation, and analysis of any significant cultural materials. A report of findings documenting 
any data recovery shall be submitted to the Director of PBCE or the Director's designee, the 
City’s Historic Preservation Officer and the Northwest Information Center (if applicable). Project 
personnel shall not collect or move any cultural materials.  

SPC CUL-1 addresses impacts associated with undiscovered cultural resources; however, additional 
mitigation is required to assure that Project personnel are appropriately trained in the identification of 
cultural materials and understand the protocol to follow in the event any cultural materials are identified. 
If any previously unrecorded cultural materials are identified during Project ground disturbing activities 
and were found to qualify as a historical resource per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 or a unique 
archaeological resource, as defined in PRC (CEQA) Section 21083.2(g), any impacts to the resource 
resulting from the project could be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1: Cultural Resources Awareness Training, would reduce any potential significant impacts to a 
less than significant level.  

Impact CUL-1: Development of the Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an unrecorded archaeological resource. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Cultural Resources Awareness Training. Prior to the issuance of 
any demolition or grading permits, whichever occurs first, a Secretary of the Interior (SOIS)-
qualified archaeologist shall conduct a training program for all construction and field personnel 
involved in ground disturbance. A Native American representative registered with the NAHC for 
the City of San José and that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area, as 
described in Public Resources Code Section 21080.3 shall be invited to participate. On-site 
personnel shall attend a mandatory pre-Project training that shall outline the general 
archaeological sensitivity of the area and the procedures to follow in the event an archaeological 
resource and/or human remains are inadvertently discovered. A training program shall be 
established for new Project personnel before they begin Project work. The Project applicant shall 
submit a copy of the training documents to the Director of Planning, Building and Code 



4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.4 Cultural Resources 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.4-8 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

Enforcement, or the Director’s designee for review and approval prior to the issuance of any 
demolition or grading permits. Documentation confirming the training sessions conducted shall 
be submitted to the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, or Director’s designee 
prior to the issuance of any demolition or grading permits. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
Based on the background research, previous research, and surface survey, no human remains are known to 
exist within the Project site. The Project involves ground disturbing activities that, while unlikely, may 
have the potential to disturb previously unrecorded human remains. In the event of the discovery of human 
remains during Project ground disturbing activities, mandatory implementation of the SPC CUL-2: Human 
Remains, would reduce potentially significant impacts to human remains to a less than significant level. 

SPC CUL-2: Human Remains. If any human remains are found during any field investigations, 
grading, or other construction activities, all provisions of California Health and Safety Code 
Sections 7054 and 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9 through 5097.99, as 
amended per Assembly Bill 2641, shall be followed. If human remains are discovered during 
construction, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains. The project applicant shall immediately notify 
the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) or the Director's designee and 
the qualified archaeologist, who shall then notify the Santa Clara County Coroner. The Coroner 
will make a determination as to whether the remains are Native American. If the remains are 
believed to be Native American, the Coroner will contact the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC will then designate a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD). The MLD will inspect the remains and make a recommendation on the treatment of the 
remains and associated artifacts. If one of the following conditions occurs, the landowner or his 
authorized representative shall work with the Coroner to reinter the Native American human 
remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity in a location not subject to further 
subsurface disturbance: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify a MLD or the MLD failed to make a recommendation within 
48 hours after being given access to the site. 

b. The MLD identified fails to make a recommendation; or 

c. The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the MLD, and 
mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 

_________________________ 
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4.5 Energy 
4.5.1 Environmental Setting 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is the electricity provider for the Project site. PG&E 
infrastructure provides natural gas and electric service to approximately 16 million people throughout a 
70,000-square-mile service area in northern and central California.  

4.5.2 Regulatory Settings 
Federal 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 
Established by the U.S. Congress in 1975, the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards 
reduce energy consumption by increasing the fuel economy of cars and light trucks. The National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) jointly administer the 
CAFE standards. Congress has specified that CAFE standards must be set at the “maximum feasible 
level” with consideration given to (1) technological feasibility; (2) economic practicality; (3) effect of 
other standards on fuel economy; and (4) the need for the nation to conserve energy.10 

State 

California Renewable Energy Standards 
The State of California has adopted standards to increase the percentage of electricity that retail sellers, 
including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, must provide from renewable 
resources. The standards are referred to as the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS). The reduced use of 
non-renewable energy sources also reduces GHG emissions and other negative impacts that are associated 
with use of non-renewable, finite energy sources. The legislation requires utilities to increase the 
percentage of electricity obtained from renewable sources to 33 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030. 

On September 10, 2018, Governor Brown signed SB 100, which further increased the California RPS and 
requires retail sellers and local publicly owned electric utilities to procure eligible renewable electricity 
for 44 percent of retail sales by December 31, 2024; 52 percent by December 31, 2027; and 60 percent by 
December 31, 2030. SB 100 also specifies that CARB should plan for 100 percent eligible renewable 
energy resources and zero-carbon resources by December 31, 2045. 

California Building Standards Code  
The California Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 6; CEC 2022a) were adopted to ensure that building 
construction and system design and installation achieve energy efficiency and preserve outdoor and 
indoor environmental quality. The current California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24 
standards) are the 2022 Title 24 standards, which became effective on January 1, 2023. This update to the 

 
10 For more information on the CAFE standards, refer to www.nhtsa.gov/laws-regulations/corporate-average-fuel-economy. 
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building code provides crucial steps in the state’s progress toward 100 percent clean carbon neutrality by 
midcentury. The 2022 Energy Code builds on California’s technology innovations, encouraging energy 
efficient approaches to encourage building decarbonization, emphasizing in particular on heat pumps for 
space heating and water heating. This set of Energy Codes also strengthens ventilation standards to 
improve indoor air quality and extends the benefits of photovoltaic and battery storage systems and other 
demand flexible technology to work in combinations with heat pumps to enable California buildings to be 
responsive to climate change. Buildings whose permit applications are applied for on or after January 1, 
2023, must comply with the 2022 Energy Code. The Energy Code includes measures that will reduce 
energy use in single family, multifamily, and nonresidential buildings. 

The current 2022 California Green Building Standards Code (CCR Title 24, Part 11) is commonly 
referred to as the CALGreen Code. The 2022 CALGreen Code that took effect on January 1, 2023, 
included new mandatory measures including Electric Vehicle (EV) charging requirements for residential 
and non-residential buildings. The 2022 CALGreen update simplifies the code and its application in 
several ways. It offers new voluntary prerequisites for builders to choose from, such as battery storage 
system controls and heat pump space, and water heating, to encourage building electrification. 

In-Use Off-Road Diesel Fueled Fleets Regulation 
Because off-road vehicles that are used in construction and other related industries can last 30 years or 
longer, most of those that are in service today are still part of an older fleet that do not have emission 
controls. In 2007, CARB approved the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Fueled Fleets Regulation to reduce 
emissions from existing (in-use) off-road diesel vehicles that are used in construction and other industries 
(CARB, 2007). This regulation sets an anti-idling limit of 5 minutes for all off-road vehicles 25 horsepower 
and up. It also establishes emission rates targets for the off-road vehicles that decline over time to accelerate 
turnover to newer, cleaner engines. While the goal of this regulation is primarily to reduce public health 
impacts from diesel emissions, compliance with the regulation also results in energy savings in the form of 
reduced fuel consumption from unnecessary idling and the use of more fuel-efficient engines. 

Local 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
Policies included in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan that relate to energy use and conservation 
and are applicable to the Project are listed below (City of San José, 2024). 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Energy 

Policy MS-1.6 Recognize the interconnected nature of green building systems, and, in the implementation of Green 
Building Policies, give priority to green building options that provide environmental benefit by reducing water 
and/or energy use and solid waste. 

Policy MS-2.1 Develop and maintain policies, zoning regulations, and guidelines that require energy conservation and use 
of renewable energy sources 

Policy MS-2.4 Promote energy efficient construction industry practices. 

Policy MS-2.11 Require new development to incorporate green building practices, including those required by the Green 
Building Ordinance. Specifically, target reduced energy use through construction techniques (e.g., design of 
building envelopes and systems to maximize energy performance), through architectural design (e.g., 
design to maximize cross ventilation and interior daylight) and through site design techniques (e.g., orienting 
buildings on sites to maximize the effectiveness of passive solar design). 
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Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Energy 

Policy MS-3.1 Require water-efficient landscaping, which conforms to the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance (WELO), for all new commercial, institutional, industrial, and developer-installed residential 
development unless for recreation needs or other area functions. 

Policy MS-14.4 Implement the City’s Green Building Policies (see Green Building Section) so that new construction and 
rehabilitation of existing buildings fully implements industry best practices, including the use of optimized 
energy systems, selection of materials and resources, water efficiency, sustainable site selection, passive 
solar building design, and planting of trees and other landscape materials to reduce energy consumption. 

 

San José Reach Code 
On December 1, 2020, City Council approved an updated ordinance (Ordinance 30502) prohibiting 
natural gas infrastructure in all new construction in San José, starting on August 1, 2021 (City of San 
José, 2020). 

4.5.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VI. ENERGY — Would the project:     

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? Less than Significant 
Impact 

Construction 
During Project construction, energy use would be both direct and indirect. Direct energy use would 
include the consumption of fuel (typically gasoline and diesel fuel) for the operation of construction 
equipment and vehicles. Energy in the form of electricity may also be consumed by some pieces of 
construction equipment, such as welding machines, power tools, lighting, etc.; however, the amount of 
consumed electricity would be relatively minimal in comparison to gasoline and diesel usage. Indirect 
energy use would include the energy required to make the materials and components used in construction. 
This includes energy used for extraction of raw materials, manufacturing, and transportation associated 
with manufacturing. Direct energy use represents about one-quarter of total construction-related 
consumption while indirect energy use typically represents the remaining three-quarters (Hannon, 1978). 

CEQA focusses on the efficient use of energy rather than a quantification of the actual amount of energy 
consumed. Construction activities within the Project site are expected to last approximately 17 months. 
Construction activities would include use of heavy-duty construction equipment on-site and off-site 
vehicles to transport equipment, materials, and workers to the Project site.  

https://www.sanjoseca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/69230/637485403354170000
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/69230/637485403354170000
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Energy use requirements in the form of diesel fuel consumed by on-site off-road construction equipment 
have been estimated based on the GHG emissions estimates from the CalEEMod modeling conducted for 
the Air Quality and GHG analysis (Appendix A). For on-road construction vehicles, the analysis assumes 
that light-duty automobiles and trucks used by commuting workers would be fueled by gasoline, and that 
on-road construction vehicles, such as vendor vehicles and trucks hauling demolition debris, soil, and 
other materials, would use diesel fuel. This analysis assumes that no electric on-road vehicles would be 
used during Project construction. The quantities of fuels required by on-road vehicles during construction 
have been calculated based on the GHG emissions associated with commuting workers and vendor and 
haul trips. GHG emissions associated with commuting workers and vendor and haul trips were estimated 
using information provided by the City for estimated trip counts and CalEEMod default trip lengths 
(detailed in Appendix A). 

The Project’s construction activities would consume energy primarily in the form of transportation fuels 
(e.g., diesel and gasoline) used by haul trucks; heavy-duty equipment, such as excavators, forklifts, and 
loaders; and worker vehicles operating at the Project site and traveling to and from the construction area. 
Electricity consumed by any electric-powered equipment would be minimal relative to the amount of 
diesel and gasoline consumed. Energy use would vary throughout the construction period based on the 
construction activities being performed and would cease upon the completion of construction. Project 
construction activities would not involve the consumption of natural gas. 

Heavy-duty equipment associated with construction of the Project would rely on diesel fuel, as would 
vendor trucks involved in delivery of equipment and materials to the Project site and haul trucks 
exporting materials off site. Construction worker trips to and from the Project site would primarily be 
gasoline powered. All equipment used in Project construction would be subject to CARB’s In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation that applies to off-road diesel engines, vehicles, or equipment greater 
than 25 horsepower. The regulation imposes a 5-minute limit on idling so as to reduce unnecessary use of 
energy. However, as outlined in Section 4.2, Air Quality, SPC AIR-1: Construction-Related Air 
Quality specifies a stricter idling limit of 2 minutes. This SPC by the City represents a more energy-
efficient approach. 

Over the duration of Project construction, it is estimated that approximately 30,829 gallons of diesel and 
6,476 gallons of gasoline would be used. The diesel and gasoline use for construction activities would be 
temporary and constitute a very small fraction of the 44 million gallons of diesel and 573 million gasoline 
sold in Santa Clara County in 2022 (CEC, 2022b). Therefore, the construction energy demand of the 
Project would be within the infrastructure service capabilities of regional suppliers and would not require 
additional local or regional capacity. The amount, form, and use of energy required for construction 
activities would not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Therefore, construction of the Project would 
not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts associated 
with transportation fuels for construction of the Project would be less than significant. 

Operation 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the operations of the new facility systems is estimated to 
use 1,900,000 kilowatt hours per year. Operational-related energy consumption would include electricity 
and fuel used by existing employees. However, some of this increase would replace current electricity use 
at the existing facilities. New Project buildings would be more energy efficient than existing ones at the 
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Project site as they would be required to comply with updated and more stringent energy efficiency Title 
24 and CALGreen standards. A small amount of diesel would be used for routine testing and maintenance 
of the backup generator. The operation of the Project would be similar to existing operations and would 
not require any new employees; therefore, there would be no increase in energy use from employee trips. 
The operational energy demand of the Project would be within the infrastructure service capabilities of 
regional suppliers and would not require additional local or regional capacity. As with the existing 
lighting in the Project site, new lighting would be operated similar to the existing lighting (i.e., lighting is 
typically off and includes light sensors and timers if needed by operators). Outdoor lighting required for 
personnel safety would be operated via timers to reduce energy consumption. The amount, form, and use 
of energy required for operational activities would not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Therefore, 
operation of the Project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of 
energy, and impacts associated with operations would be less than significant. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction 
As discussed above, construction equipment used for the Project would be subject to CARB’s In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation that applies to certain off-road diesel engines, vehicles, or equipment 
greater than 25 horsepower. The regulation (1) imposes limits on idling, requires a written idling policy, 
and requires a disclosure when selling vehicles; (2) requires all vehicles to be reported to CARB (using 
the Diesel Off-Road Online Reporting System) and labeled; (3) restricts the adding of older vehicles into 
fleets starting on January 1, 2014; and (4) requires fleets to reduce their emissions by retiring, replacing, 
or repowering older engines or installing Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategies (i.e., exhaust 
retrofits). The fleet must either show that its fleet average index was less than or equal to the calculated 
fleet average target rate, or that the fleet has met the Best Achievable Control Technology requirements.  

Construction activities would use fuel-efficient equipment consistent with federal and state regulations, 
such as fuel efficiency regulations in CARB’s Pavley Phase II standards; the anti-idling regulation in 13 
CCR Section 2485; and fuel requirements for stationary equipment in 17 CCR Section 93115 (concerning 
the Airborne Toxic Control Measures). In accordance with 13 CCR Sections 2485 and 2449, idling by 
commercial vehicles over 10,000 pounds and off-road equipment over 25 horsepower would be limited to 
a maximum of five minutes. The intent of these regulations is to reduce construction emissions; however, 
compliance with the anti-idling and emission reduction regulations discussed above would also result in 
fuel savings from the more efficient use of equipment. Additionally, the City’s SPC AIR-1 imposes an 
even stricter idling limit of 2 minutes, further promoting energy efficiency and reducing emissions 
beyond state requirements. 

The Project would comply with goals and policies adopted by the City, including those set forth in the 
General Plan, and the City’s Reach Codes, which support increased energy conservation in new development, 
such as that which would occur under the Project. The Project would enroll in the San José Clean Energy 
(SJCE) TotalGreen program, which provides approximately 100% carbon free power. Therefore, 
construction of the Project would be consistent with all applicable plans, policies and regulations 
developed to encourage energy conservation and renewable energy use. The impact would be less than 
significant. 
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Operation 
Once operational, the Project’s energy use would be primarily in the form of electricity used for pumping. 
Energy associated with operational vehicle trips would remain similar to existing conditions and would be 
negligible. No new staff would be required for the operation and maintenance of the new facility. 
Electricity would be provided by PG&E. In 2022, more than 38 percent of the electricity PG&E delivered 
to its customers came from eligible renewable resources including solar, wind, bioenergy, geothermal and 
small hydropower and is on target to meet the 2045 goal (PG&E, 2024). The proposed emergency 
generator would be subject to Best Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements through the 
BAAQMD’s permitting program. Newer equipment meeting BACT standards would also be energy 
efficient when compared to older equipment, which would further reduce energy use from the emergency 
generator. Therefore, there are no aspects of the Project operation that would conflict with or obstruct a 
state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency and impacts would be less that significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.6 Geology and Soils 
This section describes and evaluates the potential for construction and operation of the Project to result in 
significant impacts related to geology, soils, and paleontology. The analysis is based on review of 
available reports and maps of the Project site and vicinity, relevant regulations, and a discussion of the 
methodology and thresholds used to determine whether the Project would result in significant impacts.  

A geotechnical evaluation for the Project was conducted in October 2024, by Ninyo & Moore and is 
attached as Appendix E (Ninyo & Moore, 2024). A UC Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) search was 
also conducted in order to determine if there are any fossil localities in or around the Project site (UCMP, 
2024). The results of these investigations are incorporated into the discussion below. All of the 
information in this section is from these two sources unless otherwise cited.  

Impacts discussing erosion and siltation, as well as stormwater runoff are also analyzed in Section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality.  

4.6.1 Environmental Setting 
Regional Geology 
The site is approximately 11 miles southeast of San Francisco Bay in Santa Clara Valley, which is part of 
the Coast Ranges geomorphic province of California. The Coast Ranges are comprised of northwest-
southeast trending mountain ranges and structural valleys formed by tectonic processes. The San 
Francisco Bay Area has several mountain ranges that trend northwest, parallel to major strike-slip faults 
such as the San Andreas, Hayward, and Calaveras Fault Systems. Major tectonic activity associated with 
these and other faults within this regional tectonic framework consists primarily of right-lateral, strike-slip 
movement.11 

Project Site Geology and Soils 
Regional mapping indicates that the Project site is underlain by alluvial fan deposits of Holocene-age 
consisting of sand, gravel, silt, and clay that is moderately to poorly sorted. Subsurface exploration 
performed as part of the geological evaluation at the Project site encountered fill and alluvium. Fill was 
encountered from the surface to depths of up to approximately ¾-feet below existing grade, and generally 
consisted of brown, dry, firm to very stiff, lean clay with sand and sandy lean clay with sub-angular 
gravel. The fill may extend to deeper depths in trenches for existing underground utilities. Alluvium was 
encountered below the fill or at the ground surface in the other borings and test pits, extending to the 
maximum depth explored of 54 feet below grade. The alluvium, as encountered, generally consisted of 
brown, dry to moist, very stiff to hard, sandy lean clay, and dense to very dense sand, silty sand, clayey 
sand, and silty gravel. 

The Project site has three mapped soil types, all of which have similar properties: Urban land-Elpaloalto 
complex, Urban land-Stevenscreek complex, and Urban land-Flaskan complex. All of the soil units are 

 
11  A strike-slip fault is caused by horizontal compression and they release their energy by rock displacement in a horizontal 

direction, either in a right lateral or left lateral movement, depending on whether the block on the opposite side of the fault 
from an observer has moved to the right or left. The San Andreas Fault is a strike-slip fault (USGS,2016). 
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urban land complexes, indicating all are soils that have been disturbed from their original conditions. All 
of the soil units are classified in Hydrologic Group C, which has a moderately high runoff potential 
(National Resources Conservation Service, 2024).  

Seismic Hazards 
The Project site is located in a seismically active region, as is much of northern California. Records of 
historic ground effects related to seismic activity (e.g., liquefaction, sand boils, lateral spreading, ground 
cracking), indicate that no ground effects related to historic seismic activity have been reported for the 
Project site vicinity. 

Surface Fault Rupture 
The Project site is not located within a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly known as 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone) established by the State Geologist or in a Fault Rupture Hazard 
Zone established by the County of Santa Clara to delineate regions of potential ground surface rupture 
adjacent to active faults. As defined by the California Geological Survey (CGS), active faults are faults 
that have caused surface displacement within Holocene time, or within approximately the last 11,700 
years. The closest Earthquake Fault Zone is associated with the San Andreas Fault and is about 7 miles 
southwest of the Project site. 

Seismicity and Ground Shaking 
Based on historical activity, the potential for future seismic ground motion at the Project site is considered 
significant. A site-specific ground motion hazard analysis was performed in accordance with the 2022 
California Building Code (CBC). The analysis concluded that the site has a Class D seismic site 
classification, which indicates that buildings and structures at the site are expected to experience severe 
and destructive ground shaking but are not located close to a major fault (Ninyo & Moore, 2024). 

Liquefaction 
Regional groundwater records compiled by Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) indicate that 
the generalized depth to first groundwater at the Project site is between 30 and 50 feet below the ground 
surface (Valley Water, 2023). Regional mapping by the California Geological Survey indicates that the 
historic high groundwater level at the site is between 50 and 60 feet below the ground surface (CGS, 
2002). Variations or fluctuations in the groundwater level across the Project site and over time may occur 
due to seasonal precipitation, spatial variations in topography or subsurface hydrogeologic conditions, or 
as a result of changes to nearby irrigation practices or groundwater pumping.  

The strong vibratory motions generated by an earthquakes can trigger a rapid loss of shear strength in 
saturated, loose, granular soils of low plasticity (liquefaction) or in wet, sensitive, cohesive soil (cyclic 
softening). Liquefaction and strain softening can result in a loss of foundation bearing capacity or lateral 
spreading of sloping or unconfined ground. Liquefaction can also cause settlement of buildings on 
shallow foundation and generate sand boils leading to subsidence at the ground surface. Liquefaction (or 
strain softening) is generally not a concern at depths more than 50 feet below ground surface. 

The Project site is not located within a seismic hazard zone for liquefaction as mapped by the California 
Geological Survey or Santa Clara County. Regional studies of liquefaction susceptibility indicate that the 
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Project site is in an area considered to be moderately susceptible to liquefaction and adjacent to historic 
stream channel deposits with very high susceptibility to liquefaction along the western margin of the site 
and the historic alignment of San Tomas Aquinas Creek. Based on the depth to groundwater at the site, 
which was not encountered during exploration for this study extending to 54 feet below the ground 
surface, the geotechnical evaluation did not regard liquefaction, cyclic softening, or related hazards 
including lateral spreading or sand-boil induced ground subsidence as significant risks. 

Settlement 
Earthquake ground shaking can also dynamically compact loose granular soil leading to surficial 
settlements. Dynamic or volumetric-induced settlement may occur in both dry and saturated sandy soil. 
Cohesive soil is not typically susceptible to dynamic settlement. As discussed in the geotechnical 
evaluation, the estimated total free-field dynamic settlement at the Project site following the considered 
seismic event is negligible. 

Landslides 
The Project site is not in a landslide hazard zone or in a seismic hazard zone for earthquake-induced 
landslides, and no landslides are mapped on the Project site based on the compilation of regional landslide 
mapping in the seismic hazard zone report (CGS, 2002). In addition, the Project site and vicinity are 
relatively flat.  

Soil Erosion and Collapsible Soils 
The soils on the Project site are considered “Type C” soils as determined by OSHA’s Soil Classification. 
Type C soils include granular soils such as gravel, sand and loamy sand, submerged soil, soil from which 
water is freely seeping, and submerged rock that is not stable. Also included in this classification is 
material in a sloped, layered system where the layers dip into the excavation. The soils present on the 
Project site are comprised of fill and alluvium that generally consisted of firm to hard sandy clay with 
gravel and dense to very dense sand, silty sand, clayey sand, and silty gravel. Type C soil is the least 
stable type of soil because granular soil particles don't stick together, are less cohesive, and have a low 
unconfined compressive strength.  

Expansive Soils 
Some clay minerals undergo volume changes upon wetting or drying. Unsaturated soil containing those 
minerals will shrink/swell with the removal/addition of water. The heaving pressures associated with this 
expansion can damage structures and flatwork. Laboratory testing was performed on two samples of the 
near-surface soil at the Project site to evaluate the expansion index and Plasticity Index. The test results 
indicate that the expansion index of the soil at the Project site ranged from 22, which is consistent with a 
low expansion characteristic, to 52, which is consistent with a medium expansion characteristic. 

Subsidence 
The northern Santa Clara Valley, an alluvial lowland at the southern end of the San Francisco Bay, was 
the first area in the United States where land subsidence due to groundwater overdraft was recognized and 
described, with land having subsided more than 14 feet in 1995 in Downtown San Jose, and surrounding 
land having subsided more than one foot. It is also the first area where remedial action effectively halted 
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the subsidence caused by massive withdrawals of groundwater that supplied water first for agricultural 
development and later primarily for domestic and industrial uses. Subsidence in the area has been 
completely arrested. Valley Water now manages the aquifer system within tight water-level and 
subsidence tolerances designed to prevent the reoccurrence of land subsidence (USGS, 2024). 

Geologic Units and Paleontological Resources 
The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP, 2010) has developed mitigation guidelines for 
paleontological resources that conform with industry standards. The SVP (2010) guidelines recognize that 
significant paleontological resources are considered to include not only actual fossil remains and traces, 
but also the fossil collecting localities and the geologic units containing those fossils and localities, and 
thus evaluate paleontological potential (or paleontological sensitivity) of individual geologic units within 
a project area. Paleontological potential is determined based on the existence of known fossil localities 
within a given geologic unit, and/or the potential for future fossil discoveries, given the age and 
depositional environment of a particular geologic unit. The SVP guidelines include four classes of 
paleontological potential: High Potential, Undetermined Potential, Low Potential, or No Potential (SVP, 
2010). A summary of the criteria for each paleontological potential ranking is outlined below. 

Subsurface exploration performed as part of the geological evaluation at the Project site encountered fill 
and alluvium. Artificial fill consists of previously disturbed deposits associated with human activities and 
is often composed of sedimentary materials mined in close vicinity to a project site (e.g., adjacent 
hillslopes). However, artificial fill can also be imported to a project site and may be from a distant 
location. Artificial fill is typically used to change the topography of a location, such as during the creation 
of flat housing pads, level roadbeds, or earthen sound berms. Because artificial fill has been previously 
disturbed and likely imported to its current location, any fossils found in these deposits have lost their 
original stratigraphic context and are thus not considered to be scientifically significant. 

Regional mapping indicates that the Project site is underlain by alluvial fan deposits of Holocene-age 
consisting of sand, gravel, silt, and clay that is moderately to poorly sorted.  

The Holocene age of these deposits generally suggests that they are too young to contain fossil remains 
(UCMP, 2024). Generally, due to the age of these deposits, they have low paleontological sensitivity at 
the surface; however, these sediments increase in age—and in paleontological potential—with depth. 
Therefore, fossil resources may be encountered in the deeper levels of these deposits (i.e., depths that 
correspond to 5,000 radiocarbon years or older). Mapping also indicates that Pleistocene-age deposits are 
in proximity to the Project site and likely occur in the subsurface underlying the Project site. The depth at 
which the units transition from Holocene to Pleistocene12 alluvium is unknown at the Project site; 
however, fossils have been discovered in California as shallow as 5 to 10 feet below ground surface 
(Maguire and Holroyd, 2016). This indicates that there may be a greater expanse of the Pleistocene 
alluvium in the Santa Clara Valley, which is more paleontologically sensitive, or that Holocene alluvium 
is more paleontologically sensitive than previously thought (Maguire and Holroyd, 2016). The record 
search at the UCMP found no documented fossil collection localities from Holocene alluvial or fluvial 
deposits within a one-mile radius of the Project site (UCMP, 2024). 

 
12 Pleistocene Epoch spans from 2.58 million years ago to 11,700 years ago. 
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4.6.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 

Clean Water Act 
The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and subsequent amendments, under the enforcement authority of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), was enacted “to restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” The purpose of the CWA is to protect and 
maintain the quality and integrity of the nation’s waters by requiring states to develop and implement 
state water plans and policies. The CWA gave the USEPA the authority to implement pollution control 
programs such as setting wastewater standards for industry. In California, implementation and 
enforcement of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program is conducted 
through the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The CWA also sets water quality standards for surface waters and 
established the NPDES program to protect water quality through various sections of the CWA, including 
Sections 401 through 404 and 303(d) that are implemented and regulated by the SWRCB and the nine 
RWQCBs. Section 402 of the CWA would apply to the Project because construction at the Project site 
would be required to control discharges of pollutants from point sources, as discussed below. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 43 
Under Title 43, CFR section 8365.1–5, the collection of scientific and paleontological resources, 
including vertebrate fossils, on federal land is prohibited. The collection of a “reasonable amount” of 
common invertebrate or plant fossils for noncommercial purposes is permissible (43 CFR 8365.1–5).  

Paleontological Resources Preservation Act of 2009 
The Paleontological Resources Preservation Act (PRPA) is part of the Omnibus Public Land Management 
Act of 2009 (PL 111-011 Subtitle D). This act directs the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of 
Agriculture to manage and protect paleontological resources on federal land and to develop plans for 
inventorying, monitoring, and deriving the scientific and educational use of such resources. It prohibits 
the removal of paleontological resources from federal land without a permit issued under this act, 
establishes penalties for violation of this act, and creates a program to increase public awareness about 
these resources. A paleontological resource use permit is required to collect paleontological resources of 
scientific interest. The act requires that paleontological resources collected under a permit remain United 
States property, preserved for the public in an approved repository, and available for scientific research 
and public education. The act also requires that the nature and location of paleontological resources on 
public lands remain confidential as a means of protecting the resources from theft and vandalism. Section 
6301 of the PRPA and Departmental Proposed Rule at 43 CFR Part 49 define a paleontological resource as: 

“Any fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of organisms, preserved in or on the earth’s 
crust, that are of paleontological interest and that provide information about the history of 
life on earth, except that the term does not include— (A) any materials associated with an 
archaeological resource… (B) any cultural item… (3) Resources determined in writing by 
the authorized officer to lack paleontological interest or not provide information about the 
history of life on earth, based on scientific and other management considerations.”  
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Consistent with the definition of a paleontological resource under the PRPA, those paleontological 
resources that lack scientific interest (e.g., resources that are ubiquitous or do not provide information 
about the history of life on Earth) are considered scientifically non-significant fossils. 

State 

California Building Code (CBC) 
The California Building Code (CBC), which is codified in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, 
Part 2, was promulgated to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare by establishing 
minimum standards related to structural strength, means of egress to facilities (entering and exiting), and 
general stability of buildings. The purpose of the CBC is to regulate and control the design, construction, 
quality of materials, use/occupancy, location, and maintenance of all buildings and structures within its 
jurisdiction. The provisions of the CBC apply to the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, 
location, and demolition of every building or structure, or any appurtenances connected or attached to 
such buildings or structures throughout California.  

Seismic design specifications are determined according to the seismic design category in accordance with 
CBC Chapter 16. CBC Chapter 18 covers the requirements of geotechnical investigations (Section 1803), 
excavation, grading, and fills (Section 1804), load-bearing of soils (Section 1806), as well as foundations 
(Section 1808), shallow foundations (Section 1809), and deep foundations (Section 1810). For Seismic 
Design Categories D, E, and F, Chapter 18 requires analysis of slope instability, liquefaction, and surface 
rupture attributable to faulting or lateral spreading, plus an evaluation of lateral pressures on basement 
and retaining walls, liquefaction and soil strength loss, and lateral movement or reduction in foundation 
soil-bearing capacity. It also addresses measures to be considered in structural design, which may include 
ground stabilization, selecting appropriate foundation type and depths, selecting appropriate structural 
systems to accommodate anticipated displacements, or any combination of these measures. The potential 
for liquefaction and soil strength loss must be evaluated for site-specific peak ground acceleration 
magnitudes and source characteristics consistent with the design earthquake ground motions. 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to protect structures for human 
occupancy from the hazard of surface faulting. In accordance with the act, the State Geologist has 
established regulatory zones called earthquake fault zones around the surface traces of active faults and 
has published maps showing these zones. Buildings for human occupancy cannot be constructed across 
surface traces of faults that are determined to be active. Because many active faults are complex and 
consist of more than one branch that may experience ground surface rupture, earthquake fault zones 
extend approximately 200 to 500 feet on either side of the mapped fault trace. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (California PRC, Chapter 7.8, §2690-2699.6) directs the CGS 
to identify and map areas prone to liquefaction, earthquake induced landslides, and amplified ground 
shaking. The purpose of this program is to minimize the loss of life and property through the identification, 
evaluation, and mitigation of seismic hazards. Seismic Hazard Zone Maps that identify Zones of Required 
Investigation have been generated as a result of the program. Counties and cities are then required to use 
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the Seismic Hazard Zone Maps in their land use planning and building permit processes. The Project site 
is in an area that has not yet been mapped as part of the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit 
Construction associated with projects that would disturb more than 1 acre of land surface affecting the 
quality of stormwater discharges into waters of the U.S. are subject to the NPDES General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 2022-
0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002). The Construction General Permit regulates discharges of 
pollutants in stormwater associated with construction activity to waters of the U.S. from construction sites 
that disturb 1 acre or more of land surface, or that are part of a common plan of development or sale that 
disturbs more than 1 acre of land surface. The permit regulates stormwater discharges associated with 
construction or demolition activities, such as clearing and excavation; construction of buildings; and 
linear underground projects, including installation of water pipelines and other utility lines. The 
Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes specific best management practices (BMPs) designed to prevent 
sediment and pollutants from contacting stormwater from moving off site into receiving waters. Refer to 
Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional description of this regulation.  

Municipal Separate Stormwater System (MS4s) 
The San Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP; Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit NPDES No. CAS612008 and Order No. R2-2022-0018) 
requires permittees, which includes the City of San José, to reduce pollutants and runoff flows from new 
development and redevelopment using BMPs to the maximum extent practical. The permittees prepared 
the C.3 Regulated Projects Guide (SMCWPPP) as a guide to for use by developers, builders, and project 
applicants to provide development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification element. The MRP requires specific design 
concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the entitlement and 
CEQA process and the development plan review process. 

California Environmental Quality Act  
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that public agencies and private interests 
identify the potential environmental consequences of their projects on any object or site of significance to 
the scientific annals of California (Division I, California Public Resources Code [PRC] section 5020.1 [b]). 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides an Environmental Checklist of questions that includes the 
following: “Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site?” 

CEQA does not define “a unique paleontological resource or site.” However, the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP) has provided guidance specifically designed to support state and federal environmental 
review. The SVP broadly defines significant paleontological resources as follows (SVP 2010, page 11): 

“Fossils and fossiliferous deposits consisting of identifiable vertebrate fossils, large or 
small, uncommon invertebrate, plant, and trace fossils, and other data that provide 
taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic, paleoecologic, stratigraphic, and/or biochronologic 
information. Paleontological resources are considered to be older than recorded human 
history and/or older than middle Holocene (i.e., older than about 5,000 radiocarbon years).” 
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Significant paleontological resources are determined to be fossils or assemblages of fossils that are 
unique, unusual, rare, diagnostically important, or are common but have the potential to provide valuable 
scientific information for evaluating evolutionary patterns and processes, or which could improve our 
understanding of paleochronology, paleoecology, or depositional histories.  

California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.5 
Section 5097.5 of the PRC states: 

“No person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or 
deface any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate 
paleontological site, including fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, or 
any other archaeological, paleontological, or historical feature, situated on public lands, 
except with the express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over such 
lands. Violation of this section is a misdemeanor.” 

As used in this PRC section, “public lands” means lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the state 
or any city, county, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency thereof. Consequently, public 
agencies are required to comply with PRC 5097.5 for their own activities, including construction and 
maintenance, as well as for permit actions (e.g., encroachment permits) undertaken by others.  

Local 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan  
Policies in the City of San José General Plan (City of San José, 2024) have been adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating geology and soils impacts from development projects. Policies applicable to the 
Project are listed below. 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Geology and Soils 

Policy EC-4.2 Approve development in areas subject to soils and geologic hazards, including unengineered fill and weak 
soils and landslide-prone areas, only when the severity of hazards have been evaluated and if shown to be 
required, appropriate mitigation measures are provided. New development proposed within areas of geologic 
hazards shall not be endangered by, nor contribute to, the hazardous conditions on the site or on adjoining 
properties. The City of San José Geologist will review and approve geotechnical and geological investigation 
reports for projects within these areas as part of the project approval process.  

Policy EC-4.4 Require all new development to conform to the City of San José’s Geologic Hazard Ordinance. 

Policy EC-4.5 Ensure that any development activity that requires grading does not impact adjacent properties, local creeks, 
and storm drainage systems by designing and building the site to drain properly and minimize erosion. An 
Erosion Control Plan is required for all private development projects that have a soil disturbance of one acre 
or more, adjacent to a creek/river, and/or are located in hillside areas. Erosion Control Plans are also required 
for any grading occurring between October 1 and April 15. 

Action EC-4.11 Require the preparation of geotechnical and geological investigation reports for projects within areas subject 
to soils and geologic hazards, and require review and implementation of mitigation measures as part of the 
project approval process. 

Action EC-4.12 Require review and approval of grading plans and erosion control plans prior to issuance of grading permits 
by the Director of Public Works. 

Policy ES-4.9 Permit development only in those areas where potential danger to health, safety, and welfare of the persons 
in that area can be mitigated to an acceptable level. 

Policy ER-10.3 Ensure that City, State, and Federal historic preservation laws, regulations, and codes are enforced, including 
laws related to archaeological and paleontological resources, to ensure the adequate protection of historic 
and pre-historic resources. 
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4.6.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:     

a) Directly or indirectly cause 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. 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

a) Directly or indirectly cause 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? Less than Significant Impact 

ii)  strong seismic ground shaking? Less than Significant Impact 

iii)  seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less than Significant Impact 

iv) landslides? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As discussed in Section 4.6.1 Environmental Setting, a geotechnical evaluation was conducted for the 
Project site. The Project is located in a seismically active area, and based on historic activity, the potential 
for future seismic ground motion at the site is considered significant. The evaluation concluded that the 
site has a Class D seismic site classification, which indicates that buildings and structures at the Project 
site are expected to experience severe and destructive ground shaking but are not located close to a major 
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fault. No known active faults are mapped on the Project site and the Project site is not located within an 
Earthquake Fault Zone or Fault Rupture Hazard Zone. 

Records of historic ground effects related to seismic activity (e.g., liquefaction, sand boils, lateral 
spreading, ground cracking), indicate that no ground effects related to historic seismic activity have been 
reported for the Project site vicinity. The Project site is not located within a seismic hazard zone for 
liquefaction as mapped by the California Geological Survey or Santa Clara County. The Project site is not 
in a landslide hazard zone or in a seismic hazard zone for earthquake-induced landslides, and no 
landslides are mapped on the Project site based on the compilation of regional landslide mapping in the 
seismic hazard zone report. In addition, the Project site and vicinity are relatively flat, and no significant 
slopes are proposed as part of the Project. 

The Project would be subject to the seismic design criteria of the CBC, and local building codes, which 
require that all improvements be constructed to withstand anticipated ground shaking from regional fault 
sources. The CBC, and local code regulations (see Section 4.6.2, Regulatory Setting) would require the 
Project applicant to retain a licensed geotechnical engineer to design the Project components to resist 
damage from seismic-induced ground shaking and seismic-induced ground failures (e.g., liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, and settlement). All construction would adhere to the specifications, procedures, and 
site conditions contained in the final design plans, which would comply with the seismic recommendations 
of a California-registered, professional geotechnical engineer contained in the Geotechnical Exploration 
report in accordance with the CBC. Mandatory compliance with SPC GEO-1: Geology and Soils, would 
require the implementation of standard engineering and seismic safety design techniques, most of which 
would be provided in an approved geotechnical investigation report.  

SPC GEO-1: Geology and Soils. The Project proponent shall implement the following 
conditions: 

• A Geotechnical Report shall be submitted, reviewed, and approved by the City Geologist. 
The Geotechnical Report shall determine the site-specific soil conditions and identify the 
appropriate design and construction techniques to minimize risks to people and structures, 
including but not limited to: foundation, earthwork, utility trenching, retaining and drainage 
recommendations. The investigation should be consistent with State of California guidelines 
for the preparation of seismic hazard evaluation reports (CGS Special Publication 117A, 
2008, and the Southern California Earthquake Center report, SCEC, 1999). A recommended 
minimum depth of 50 feet should be explored and evaluated in the investigation. The City 
Geologist will review the Geotechnical Report and issue a Geologic Clearance. 

• All excavation and grading work shall be scheduled in dry weather months or construction 
sites shall be weatherized. 

• Stockpiles and excavated soils shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting. 

• Ditches shall be installed to divert runoff around excavations and graded areas if necessary. 

• The project shall be constructed in accordance with the standard engineering practices in the 
California Building Code, as adopted by the City of San José. A grading permit from the San 
José Department of Public Works shall be obtained prior to the issuance of a Public Works 
clearance. These standard practices would ensure that the future building on the site is 
designed to properly account for soils-related hazards on the site. 
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• If dewatering is needed, the design-level geotechnical investigations to be prepared for 
individual future development projects shall evaluate the underlying sediments and determine 
the potential for settlements to occur. If it is determined that unacceptable settlements may 
occur, then alternative groundwater control systems shall be required. 

The final structural design would be subject to approval and follow-up inspection by the City of San José 
Department of Public Works. Final design requirements would be provided to the on-site construction 
supervisor and the City of San José Department of Public Works to ensure compliance. All excavations 
would be designed and constructed in accordance with OSHA regulations. Furthermore, the geotechnical 
recommendations outlined in the geotechnical evaluation would be adhered to, including site preparation 
requirements, excavation stabilization requirements, and slope stabilizing criteria for the stormwater 
detention basin. 

While records of historic ground effects related to seismic activity indicate that no ground effects related 
to historic seismic activity have been reported for the Project site vicinity, the Project site could 
potentially be subject to strong seismic shaking. However, the construction for the Project would adhere 
to the specifications, procedures, and site conditions contained in the final design plans, which would 
comply with the seismic recommendations of a California-registered, professional geotechnical engineer 
in accordance with the CBC, local building codes, and the geotechnical requirements outlined in the 
geotechnical evaluation. Furthermore, the Project would not include habitable structures, and all 
foundations and structures on site would be designed in accordance with recommendations from the 
geotechnical evaluation, discussed in detail in Appendix E. With compliance to all applicable federal, 
state, and local regulations and with adherence to SPC GEO-1 and the geotechnical recommendations, the 
Project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving seismic hazards. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction 
The Project would include ground-disturbing construction activities that could increase the risk of erosion 
or sediment transport. As discussed in Section 4.6.1 Environmental Setting, the Project site has soils that 
have a moderate risk of erosion. Excavation and grading activities proposed during construction would 
increase exposure of soil to erosive forces. Project activities that would expose soil include excavations to 
construct concrete foundations, stormwater bioretention basins, and pump station wet wells. The 
anticipated depth of excavation for the Project for foundation construction, remedial grading and 
underground piping/utility installation excavation would vary between five to 15 feet, with excavations of 
approximately seven and a half feet for the storm water basin and up to approximately 20 feet for pump 
station wet wells.  

Soils at the Project site have a moderate susceptibility to erosion or the loss of topsoil. However, because 
such activities would exceed 1 acre during construction, the Project would be required to comply with the 
Construction General Permit described in the NPDES Construction General Permit discussion in the 
regulatory setting. Compliance with the Construction General Permit would ensure that stormwater would 
be managed to protect water quality and would include erosion control measures for construction sites as 
well as post-construction requirements. The Construction General Permit requires preparation and 
implementation of a SWPPP that identifies BMPs to control stormwater from construction work sites and 
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to prevent disturbed sediment and other pollutants from moving off-site. The BMPs may include, but are 
not limited to, physical barriers to prevent erosion and sedimentation; construction of sedimentation 
basins; limitations on work periods during storm events; use of infiltration swales; protection of 
stockpiled materials; and other measures identified by a qualified SWPPP developer that would 
substantially reduce or prevent erosion from occurring during construction. SPC GEO-1 also includes soil 
control measures. 

Through compliance with these independently enforceable existing requirements, the potential impacts of 
the Project associated with soil erosion and loss of topsoil during construction would be less than 
significant. 

Operation 
Project operations would include a blow-off cycle for the wells during well start up. The water would be 
discharged to the existing engineered sump on-site, which then drains to the existing storm drain system. 
The steel treatment vessels would also require periodical flushing and drain into the existing engineered 
sump. Water discharged into the existing engineered sump on site would be subject to the municipal 
regional stormwater permit (MS4). The Project would comply with the MS4 permit, which regulates the 
quality of water discharged into storm drains. Furthermore, the Project would be subject to the City’s 
Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management (Policy 6-29), which requires all new development and 
redevelopment projects to implement post-construction BMPs and Treatment Control Measures (TCMs). 
Adherence to the MS4 permits and Policy 6-29 would ensure that Project would manage runoff and 
stormwater in order to prevent substantial erosion during Project operation. Therefore, impacts related to 
erosion and/or loss of topsoil during operation would be less than significant. 

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? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction 
The Project is not located in an area at risk for landslides, liquefaction, or lateral spreading, as discussed 
in Section 4.6.1, Environmental Setting. The Project area is located in an area with historic subsidence; 
however, the Project would not be considered at risk for subsidence due to sand boils and other seismic 
hazards as discussed in the geotechnical evaluation (Appendix E).  

Water intrusion into the excavations may occur as a result of groundwater intrusion or surface runoff. The 
contractor would be prepared to take appropriate dewatering measures in the event that water intrudes 
into the excavations. Sump pits, trenches, or similar measures should be used to depress the water level 
below the bottom of the excavation. Disposal of groundwater would be performed in accordance with the 
guidelines of the RWQCB. However, as concluded in the geotechnical evaluation, due to the Project 
design and the regional records of historic groundwater levels, settlement or collapse from dewatering is 
not expected as a result of the Project.  

The Project applicant has prepared a geotechnical investigation with recommendations to address 
geotechnical issues, as needed, pursuant to Title 24, Part 2 of the CBC. The Project would be required to 
implement the geotechnical design specifications for foundations and excavations as recommended in the 
geotechnical evaluation (Appendix E). Mandatory compliance with SPC GEO-1 would be required to be 
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implemented prior to and during construction activities. SPC GEO-1 would require Project construction 
to implement standard engineering and seismic safety design techniques, which will be provided in the 
Geotechnical Exploration report. SPC GEO-1 also requires that all buildings meet the requirements of the 
applicable City Building and Fire Codes, which are based on the CBC. Adherence to state and local 
regulations, as well as the implementation of geotechnical recommendations from the geotechnical 
evaluation would result in a less than significant impact during Project construction. 

Operation 
The Project would be designed and constructed in compliance with the CBC and the applicable City 
Building and Fire Codes regarding geologic and or soil instability. Furthermore, Project design would 
adhere to the applicable geotechnical recommendations outlined in the geotechnical evaluation. 
Operations would continue to follow applicable regulations considering stormwater and runoff discharge, 
as discussed in question C. Adherence to the recommendations described in the geotechnical evaluation 
coupled with required compliance with existing laws and regulations, and the City’s SPC GEO-1 would 
reduce the Project’s potential operational impacts to less than significant. 

d) Be located on expansive soil creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction 
Soils at the Project site have a low to moderate potential for expansion. Expansive soil can damage 
structures or flatwork. Recommendations for foundation embedment and reinforcement to reduce the degree 
of potential foundation movement due to shrink and swell of expansive soil and recommendations for deep 
curbs and geotextile underlayment are provided in the geotechnical evaluation to reduce the potential for 
pavement cracking due to seasonal shrinkage and swelling of moderately expansive pavement subgrade. 
The Project would also be required to meet all of the requirements of applicable City Building Codes, which 
are based on the CBC, and also includes specific guidelines for addressing expansive soils. As stated above, 
mandatory compliance with SPC GEO-1 would be required to be implemented prior to and during 
construction activities. SPC GEO-1 would require Project construction to implement the standard 
engineering and seismic safety design techniques provided in the Geotechnical Exploration investigation 
report, which would include specific soil engineering recommendations to address potential impacts due 
to expansive soils. SPC GEO-1 also requires that all buildings meet the requirements of the applicable 
City Building and Fire Codes, which are based on the CBC, and which also includes specific guidelines 
for addressing expansive soils. Adherence to SPC GEO-1 and state and local regulations as well as the 
implementation of the geotechnical evaluation recommendations discussed in Appendix E would reduce 
any risks of creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life and property due to expansive soils.  

Adherence to SPC GEO-1 and the applicable building and fire code requirements would ensure that the 
Project construction would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects related to unstable 
soils. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
The Project would be designed and constructed in compliance with the CBC and the applicable City 
Building and Fire Codes regarding expansive soils. Furthermore, Project design would adhere to the 
applicable geotechnical recommendations outlined in the geotechnical evaluation. Adherence to the 
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recommendations described in the geotechnical evaluation report, coupled with required compliance with 
existing laws and regulations, and the City SPCs would reduce the Project’s potential operational impacts 
to less than significant. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, there would be no new sewer or alternative wastewater 
disposal infrastructure installed as part of the Project. There would be no impact related to soils. 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The soils at the Project site are comprised of artificial fill and Holocene-age alluvium, which are typically 
not considered paleontologically sensitive. The Project site has been partially developed, and the majority 
of soil on site is either artificial fill or previously disturbed soil. However, as described in the 
Environmental Setting, there have been prior significant fossil discoveries from deposits mapped as 
Holocene-age alluvium within the City of San José.  

The loss of a unique paleontological resource or site that could yield information important to prehistory, 
or that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type of organism, environment, time period, or 
geographic region, would be a significant environmental impact. Direct impacts on paleontological 
resources primarily concern the potential destruction of nonrenewable paleontological resources and the 
loss of information associated with these resources. This includes the unauthorized collection of fossil 
remains. If potentially fossiliferous bedrock or surficial sediments are disturbed, the disturbance could 
result in the destruction of paleontological resources and subsequent loss of information. 

Fossils have been discovered as shallow as 5 to 10 feet in Holocene-age alluvium, and throughout 
Pleistocene-age alluvium. For project sites that are underlain by paleontologically sensitive geologic 
units, the greater the amount of ground disturbance, the higher the potential for significant impacts on 
paleontological resources. The depth of ground disturbance associated with the Project construction is 
anticipated to be up to 15 feet, and thus could result in destruction of paleontological resources. 

Should paleontological resources be encountered and inadvertently destroyed during ground-disturbing 
activities, this would be a potentially significant impact. Mandatory compliance with SPC GEO-2: 
Paleontological Resources would reduce the potential for significant impacts on paleontological 
resources by implementing a treatment plan to ensure preservation of any paleontological resources 
encountered during construction; and salvaging and preparing significant fossil finds for curation. With 
adherence to SPC GEO-2, impacts would be less than significant.  

SPC GEO-2: Paleontological Resources. If vertebrate fossils are discovered during 
construction, all work on the site shall stop immediately, Director of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement (PBCE) or the Director’s designee shall be notified, and a qualified professional 
paleontologist shall assess the nature and importance of the find and recommend appropriate 
treatment. Treatment may include, but is not limited to, preparation and recovery of fossil 
materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection and may 
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also include preparation of a report for publication describing the finds. The project applicant 
shall be responsible for implementing the recommendations of the qualified paleontologist. A 
report of all findings shall be submitted to the Director of PBCE, or the Director’s designee.  

_________________________ 
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4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
4.7.1 Environmental Setting 
GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere by preventing some of the solar radiation that hits the earth from being 
reflected back into space. Some GHGs occur naturally and are needed to keep the earth’s surface 
habitable. However, over the past 100 years, human activities have substantially increased the 
concentration of GHGs in our atmosphere. This has intensified the natural greenhouse effect, increasing 
average global temperatures. 

Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are the principal GHGs. When concentrations of these gases 
exceed historical concentrations in the atmosphere, the greenhouse effect is intensified. CO2, CH4, and N2O 
occur naturally and are also generated through human activity. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of 
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing, natural gas leaks from pipelines and industrial 
processes, and incomplete combustion associated with agricultural practices, landfills, energy providers, and 
other industrial facilities. N2O emissions are also largely attributable to agricultural practices and soil 
management. Other human-generated GHGs include fluorinated gases such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, which 
have much higher heat-absorption potential than CO2 and are byproducts of certain industrial processes. 

CO2 is the reference gas for climate change, as it is the GHG emitted in the highest volume. The effect 
that each of the GHGs have on global warming is the product of the mass of their emissions and their 
global warming potential (GWP). GWP indicates how much a gas is predicted to contribute to global 
warming relative to how much warming would be predicted to be caused by the same mass of CO2. For 
example, CH4and N2O are substantially more potent GHGs than CO2, with GWPs of 25 and 298 times 
that of CO2 respectively, which has a GWP of 1 (CARB, 2024). 

In emissions inventories, GHG emissions are typically reported as metric tons of CO2 equivalent 
(MTCO2e). CO2e is calculated as the product of the mass emitted of a given GHG and its specific GWP. 
While CH4and N2O have much higher GWPs than CO2, CO2 is emitted in higher quantities and it 
accounts for the majority of GHG emissions in CO2e, both from commercial developments and human 
activity in general. 

4.7.2 Regulatory Setting 
State 
A variety of statewide rules and regulations mandate the quantification and, if emissions exceed 
established thresholds, the reduction of GHGs. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requires lead agencies to evaluate project-related GHG emissions and the potential for projects to 
contribute to climate change and to provide appropriate mitigation in cases where the lead agency 
determines that a project would result in a significant addition of GHGs to the atmosphere. Below is a 
discussion of other state programs, regulations, plans, and goals designed to reduce GHG emissions. 
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Executive Order S-3-05 
In June 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05, which established the 
following statewide emission-reduction targets through the year 2050: 

• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;  

• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and  

• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  

This executive order does not contain any requirements that directly pertain to the Project; however, 
future actions taken by the State of California and the BAAQMD to implement these goals may affect the 
Project, depending on the specific measures that are developed and their timeline of implementation. 

Executive Order B-55-18 
In September 2018, Governor Brown signed Executive Order B-55-18, committing California to total, 
economy-wide carbon neutrality13 by 2045. Executive Order B-55-18 directs CARB to work with 
relevant state agencies to develop a framework to implement accounting to track progress toward this 
goal. The goal will be incorporated into future Scoping Plans, as policies and actions which affect major 
sectors of California’s economy, including transportation, agriculture, development, industrial, and others. 
This executive order does not contain any requirements that would need to be implemented at the project 
level. The carbon neutrality requirements would be implemented on a regional and local level through 
regional electricity providers and vehicle and equipment standards. 

Assembly Bill 32 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, required the CARB to establish 
a statewide GHG emissions cap for 2020 based on 1990 emission levels. AB 32 required CARB to adopt 
regulations that identify and require selected sectors or categories of emitters of GHGs to report and 
verify their statewide GHG emissions, and CARB is authorized to enforce compliance with the program. 
Under AB 32, CARB also was required to adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit equivalent to the 
statewide GHG emissions levels in 1990, which must be achieved by 2020. CARB established this limit in 
December 2007 at 427 million MTCO2e. This is approximately 30 percent below forecasted “business-as-
usual” emissions of 596 million metric tons of CO2e in 2020, and about 10 percent below average annual 
GHG emissions during the period of 2002 through 2004 (CARB, 2008). In the interest of achieving the 
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reductions, AB 32 permits the use of 
market-based compliance mechanisms and requires CARB to monitor compliance with and enforce any 
rule, regulation, order, emission limitation, emissions reduction measure, or market-based compliance 
mechanism that it adopts. 

Climate Change Scoping Plan (AB 32 Scoping Plan) 
In December 2008, CARB approved the AB 32 Scoping Plan, outlining the State of California’s strategy 
to achieve the 2020 GHG emissions limit. The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million 
MTCO2e (about 191 million tons) from the transportation, energy, agriculture, forestry, and high-climate-

 
13  Having a net zero carbon footprint, refers to achieving net zero carbon dioxide emissions by balancing carbon emissions with 

carbon removal (often through carbon offsetting) or simply eliminating carbon emissions altogether (the transition to the 
"post-carbon economy"). 
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change-potential sectors, and proposes a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG 
emissions in California, improve the environment, reduce dependence on oil, diversify California’s 
energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health. The Scoping Plan must be 
updated every 5 years to evaluate the mix of AB 32 policies to ensure that California is on track to 
achieve the 2020 GHG reduction goal. Appendices C and E of the adopted 2008 AB 32 Scoping Plan 
include a list of 39 recommended action measures to reduce GHG emissions (CARB, 2008). CARB 
released its first Scoping Plan Update in May 2014 (CARB, 2014) and subsequent updates in 2017 and 
2022, as described below. 

Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 
In April 2015, Governor Brown issued an Executive Order B-30-15 to establish a California GHG reduction 
target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Reaching this emission reduction target will facilitate 
California in reaching its ultimate goal of reducing emissions 80 percent under 1990 levels by 2050, as 
identified in Executive Order S-3-05. 

Subsequently, Senate Bill (SB 32), which codifies the Executive Order’s 2030 emissions reduction 
target, was approved by the Governor on September 8, 2016. SB 32 requires CARB to adopt rules and 
regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions to ensure 
that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to at least 40 percent below the 1990 statewide GHG emissions 
limit no later than December 31, 2030. 

2017 Scoping Plan Update  
CARB approved the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (2017 Scoping Plan Update) in 
December 2017. The 2017 Scoping Plan Update outlines the proposed framework of action for achieving 
the 2030 GHG target of 40 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative to 1990 levels (CARB, 2017). 
Through a combination of data synthesis and modeling, CARB determined that the target statewide 2030 
emissions limit is 260 million MTCO2e, and that further commitments will need to be made to achieve an 
additional reduction of 50 million MTCO2e beyond current policies and programs. The cornerstone of the 
2017 Scoping Plan Update is an expansion of the cap-and-trade program to meet the aggressive 2030 
GHG emissions goal and ensure achievement of the 2030 limit and 2050 goal set forth by Executive 
Order B-30-15. 

In the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, CARB recommends statewide targets of no more than 6 MTCO2e per 
capita by 2030 and no more than 2 MTCO2e per capita by 2050. CARB acknowledges that because the 
statewide per-capita targets are based on the statewide GHG emissions inventory that includes all 
emissions sectors in the state, it is appropriate for local jurisdictions to derive evidence-based local per-
capita goals based on local emissions sectors and growth projections. 

Assembly Bill 1279 (California Climate Crisis Act) 
Signed into law in September of 2022, AB 1279 requires the State to achieve two things by 2045 or 
sooner: 1) net zero GHG emissions; and 2) a reduction in statewide anthropogenic GHG emissions of 
85 percent below 1990 levels. AB 1279 requires CARB to ensure that the 2022 Scoping Plan, described 
further below, identifies and recommends measures to achieve carbon neutrality, and to identify and 
implement policies and strategies for CO2 removal and carbon capture, utilization, and storage technologies.  
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2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality 
The 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality (2022 Scoping Plan), adopted by CARB in 
December 2022, expands on prior Scoping Plans and responds to AB 1279 by outlining a technologically 
feasible, cost-effective, and equity-focused path to achieve the State’s climate target of reducing 
anthropogenic emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels and achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 or 
earlier (CARB, 2022). The actions and outcomes in the plan will achieve significant reductions in fossil 
fuel combustion by deploying clean technologies and fuels, further reductions in short-lived climate 
pollutants, support for sustainable development, increased action on natural and working lands to reduce 
emissions and sequester carbon, and the capture and storage of carbon. 

The 2022 Scoping Plan also discusses the role of local governments in meeting the State’s GHG 
emissions reduction goals because local governments have jurisdiction and land use authority related to 
community-scale planning and permitting processes, local codes and actions, outreach and education 
programs, and municipal operations. The efforts of local governments to reduce GHG emissions within 
their jurisdictions are critical to achieving the State’s long-term climate goals. Furthermore, local 
governments make critical decisions on how and when to deploy transportation infrastructure and can 
choose to support transit, walking, bicycling, and neighborhoods that allow people to transition away 
from cars; they can adopt building ordinances that exceed statewide building code requirements; and they 
play a critical role in facilitating the rollout of zero emission vehicle infrastructure (CARB, 2022).  

The 2022 Scoping Plan identities a construction equipment sector action for the Scoping Plan Scenario 
that commits to 25 percent of energy demand to be electrified by 2030 and 75 percent electrified by 2045 
(CARB, 2022). Since construction of the Project would be completed prior to 2030, this construction 
equipment sector action is not directly applicable to the Project. 

Regional 

BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines were prepared to assist in the evaluation of air quality 
impacts of projects and plans proposed in the Bay Area. The guidelines also include recommended 
assessment methods for air toxics, odors, and GHG emissions. The 2017 update to the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines included significance thresholds for GHG emissions based on the emission reduction goals for 
2020 articulated by the California Legislature in AB 32 (BAAQMD, 2017). In April 2022, in response to 
SB 32 and 2017 Scoping Plan Update targets for 2030 and EO B-15 target for carbon neutrality no later 
than 2045, the BAAQMD adopted updated CEQA significance thresholds for GHGs and included them in 
the 2023 update to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2022a; 2022b). The BAAQMD has not 
adopted quantitative GHG thresholds for construction or operation. Instead, it recommends four qualitative 
significance thresholds for the evaluation of GHG emissions from land use projects (BAAQMD, 2022b). 
These thresholds were developed by BAAQMD for the purpose of evaluating a project based on its effect 
on California’s efforts to meet the State’s long term climate goals. BAAQMD found that the following 
design elements would be required of new land use development projects, in order to achieve California's 
carbon neutrality target by 2045. Alternately, a project can show compliance with a qualified GHG 
reduction strategy that meets the criteria under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b). 
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Local 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy 
In 2011, the City adopted the Envision San José 2040 General Plan (General Plan; City of San José, 
2024). The General Plan identifies policies and measures to reduce GHG generation within the City. 
Policies relevant to the Project include: 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Policy MS-1.2 Continually increase the number and proportion of buildings within San José that make use of green building 
practices by incorporating those practices into both new construction and retrofit of existing structures. 

Policy MS-2.2 Encourage maximized use of on-site generation of renewable energy for all new and existing buildings.  

Policy MS-2.3 Encourage consideration of solar orientation, including building placement, landscaping, design, and 
construction techniques for new construction to minimize energy consumption. 

Policy MS-2.6 Promote roofing design and surface treatments that reduce the heat island effect of new and existing 
development and support reduced energy use, reduced air pollution, and a healthy urban forest. Connect 
businesses and residents with cool roof rebate programs through City outreach efforts. 

Policy MS-2.11 Require new development to incorporate green building practices, including those required by the Green Building 
Ordinance. Specifically, target reduced energy use through construction techniques (e.g., design of building envelopes 
and systems to maximize energy performance), through architectural design (e.g. design to maximize cross ventilation 
and interior daylight) and through site design techniques (e.g. orienting buildings on sites to maximize the effectiveness 
of passive solar design). 

Goal MS-3.1 Require water-efficient landscaping, which conforms to the State’s MWELO, for all new commercial, institutional, 
industrial and developer-installed residential development unless for recreation needs or other area functions. 

Goal MS-3.2 Promote the use of green building technology or techniques that can help reduce the depletion of the City’s 
potable water supply, as building codes permit. For example, promote the use of captured rainwater, 
graywater, or recycled water as the preferred source for non-potable water needs such as irrigation and 
building cooling, consistent with Building Codes or other regulations. 

Policy MS-14.4 Implement the City’s Green Building Policies so that new construction and rehabilitation of existing buildings 
fully implements industry best practices, including the use of optimized energy systems, selection of materials 
and resources, water efficiency, sustainable site selection, passive solar building design, and planting of trees 
and other landscape materials to reduce energy consumption. 

Policy MS-19.4 Require the use of recycled water wherever feasible and cost-effective to serve existing and new development.  

Policy MS-21.3 Ensure that San José’s Community Forest is comprised of species that have low water requirements and are 
well adapted to its Mediterranean climate. Select and plant diverse species to prevent monocultures that are 
vulnerable to pest invasions. Furthermore, consider the appropriate placement of tree species and their 
lifespan to ensure the perpetuation of the Community Forest. 

Policy MS-21.6 As a condition of new development, require the planting and maintenance of both street trees and trees on 
private property to achieve a level of tree coverage in compliance with and that implements City laws, policies 
or guidelines. 

Policy ER-8.7 Encourage stormwater reuse for beneficial uses in existing infrastructure and future development through the 
installation of rain barrels, cisterns, or other water storage and reuse facilities. 

 

San José Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy 
As part of the General Plan update, the City adopted a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy (GHGRS) for 
the City of San José in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15183.5. The City’s GHG Reduction Strategy was approved as part of the City’s 2040 General 
Plan and analyzed in the 2040 General Plan Integrated Final Program Environmental Impact Report (2040 
General Plan PEIR) (certified in November 2011) and updated in the Supplemental PEIR (certified in 
December 2015). The City of San José prepared a Supplemental PEIR to supplement the information 
included in the 2040 General Plan PEIR regarding GHG emissions and global climate change. The 
Supplemental PEIR reevaluated the significance of projected GHG emissions associated with existing and 
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planned land uses in San José and the consistency of the General Plan and GHG Reduction Strategy with 
the California Climate Change Scoping Plan and other plans. 

In response to SB 32’s 2030 goal, the City updated its GHGRS (2030 GHGRS; City of San José, 2020) in 
alignment with SB 32, which establishes an interim statewide GHG reduction goal for 2030 to meet the 
long-term target of carbon neutrality by 2045 (Executive Order B-55-18). SB 32 expands upon AB 32, 
and requires a reduction in GHG emissions of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The 2030 
GHGRS adopted on November 11, 2020, serves as a comprehensive update to the City’s original GHGRS 
and reflects the plans, policies, and codes as approved by the City Council. The strategy builds on the 
City’s General Plan and Climate Smart San José to expand the City’s Green Vision to advance urban 
sustainability. Leveraging these existing plans and supporting policy and program frameworks, the 2030 
GHGRS provides a set of strategies and additional actions to achieve the 2030 target. The 2030 GHGRS 
identifies seven strategies to reduce GHG emissions to achieve the 2030 target. These strategies include 
GHG reductions in energy, building, land use and transportation, water, and waste sectors.  

The 2030 GHGRS also serves as a Qualified Climate Action Plan for purposes of tiering and streamlining 
in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. The City 
has developed a Compliance Checklist that serves to apply the relevant General Plan and 2030 GHGRS 
policies through a streamlined review process for proposed new development projects that are subject to 
discretionary review and that trigger environmental review under CEQA.  

Climate Smart San José 
Climate Smart San José (City of San José, 2018) adopted by the City Council in 2018, lays out how the 
City is doing its part to address climate change. It is a communitywide initiative to reduce air pollution, 
save water and improve quality of life. Climate Smart San José is one of the first detailed city plans for 
reaching the targets of the international Paris Agreement and sets ambitious goals for energy, water, 
transportation and local jobs.  

4.7.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:     

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment? Less than Significant Impact 

The construction and operational emissions below have been provided for informational purposes and are 
not used in the evaluation of significance of impacts as the BAAQMD does not provide mass emissions 
thresholds for assessment of GHG impacts. Project impacts are evaluated below using the City’s GHGRS 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=200520060AB32
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/citywide-planning/envision-san-jos-2040-general-plan
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/environment/climate-smart-san-jos


4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.7-7 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

Compliance Checklist (Appendix F) for evaluating the Project’s incremental contribution to cumulative 
GHG emissions. 

The CEQA Guidelines do not prescribe specific methods for performing an assessment, do not establish 
specific thresholds of significance, and do not mandate specific mitigation measures. Rather, the CEQA 
Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the appropriate methods and thresholds of 
significance consistent with various factors prescribed by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4. The State of 
California has not adopted emissions-based thresholds for GHG emissions under CEQA. The OPR 
technical advisory titled Discussion Draft CEQA and Climate Change Advisory (OPR, 2018) states that 
“in the absence of regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define what 
constitutes a ‘significant impact,’ individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-project analysis, 
consistent with available guidance and current CEQA practice.” Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines specifies that “when adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds 
of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, 
provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” 

The City of San José, as the CEQA lead agency, has discretion to choose thresholds of significance, 
including thresholds adopted or recommended by other agencies or recommended by experts, such as 
those recommended by BAAQMD, provided that the lead agency’s decision to use such thresholds is 
supported by substantial evidence. As discussed previously, in April 2022, BAAQMD adopted new 
significance thresholds that address the state’s SB 32 GHG emissions reduction goals and carbon 
neutrality goal for 2045, as stipulated in Executive Order B-55-18 and AB 1279. a project would be 
considered to result in a less-than-significant impact if it is consistent with a local GHG Reduction 
Strategy that meets the criteria under the CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5(b). The analysis presented in 
this section relies on the Project’s consistency with the local GHG Reduction Strategy as the criterion to 
evaluate impacts. 

Construction 
The combustion of fuel to provide power for the operation of various construction equipment and vehicles 
results in the generation of GHGs. Construction emissions associated with the Project were estimated using 
Project-specific information such as construction phasing and schedule, the types, number, and horsepower 
rating of construction equipment used, their daily usage in terms of hours per day, and the number of 
construction vehicle trips associated with each phase of construction. Appendix A-1 contains the data and 
assumptions used to estimate the construction-phase GHG emissions that would be associated with the 
Project. 

Table 4.8-1 shows that Project construction would generate a total of approximately 324 MTCO2e over 
the 2- year construction period. The BAAQMD has neither adopted nor recommended GHG thresholds 
for construction emissions in their CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Instead, it recommends that a 
determination of the significance of a project’s construction emission impacts be made in relation to 
meeting the State’s GHG reduction goals, as described further below. As noted below, the Project would 
not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment.  
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TABLE 4.8-1 
 GHG EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Emissions 
Annual GHG Emissions 

(MTCO2e per year) 

2026 145 

2027 179 

Total 324 

SOURCE: ESA, 2024. 

 

Operation 
GHG emissions during operations would primarily occur from maintenance and testing of the emergency 
generator. Additional direct GHG emissions would occur from area sources such as landscaping 
equipment and architectural coatings. While the potential exists for increased electrical demand 
associated with the electrical and feed pump station building, electrical service is provided via San José 
Clean Energy and would be carbon free. Operations and maintenance (O & M) for the new treatment 
facility would include weekly and as-needed site visits, which include inspecting pumping equipment, 
tanks, and other associated infrastructure. No new staff would be required for the operation and 
maintenance of the new facility. Therefore, mobile emissions would remain similar to existing conditions 
and operational GHGs from O & M vehicle trips would be negligible. As shown in Table 4.8-2, Project 
operations would generate approximately 135 MTCO2e per year. 

TABLE 4.8-2 
 GHG EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT OPERATIONS 

Emissions 
Annual GHG Emissions 

(MTCO2e per year) 

Mobile 0 

Area 0.46 

Electrical 0 

Waste 0 

Stationary 134 

Total 135 

SOURCE: ESA, 2024. 

 

As described earlier, the 2030 GHGRS is a roadmap for the City to meet the state’s GHG reduction goals 
through a combination of City initiatives in various plans and policies that will provide reductions from 
both existing and new developments. The Checklist specifically applies to proposed discretionary projects 
that require environmental review pursuant to CEQA. Implementation of applicable reduction actions in 
new development projects will help the City achieve incremental reductions toward its target. Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a project’s incremental contribution to 
a cumulative GHG emissions effect may be determined not to be cumulatively considerable if it complies 
with the requirements of the GHGRS. 

The Project would enroll in the SJCE TotalGreen program, which provides approximately 100% carbon 
free power. With enrollment in the SJCE TotalGreen program, the Project would not generate GHG 
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emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment and the impact would be less than 
significant. 

The Project has a completed Checklist (included as Appendix F) showing consistency with all applicable 
General Plan policies and GHGRS strategies. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the 2030 
GHGRS and would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. This impact would be less than significant. 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operations 
The City’s 2030 GHGRS meets the recommended considerations outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.4 and the standards for “qualified plans” as set forth by BAAQMD. Therefore, the 2030 GHGRS 
provides environmental clearance for GHG impacts of proposed development as per the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.  

The 2030 GHGRS presents the City’s comprehensive path to reduce GHG emissions to achieve 
California’s 2030 reduction target, based on SB 32 and serves as the City’s qualified climate action plan 
in compliance with CEQA. The 2030 GHGRS leverages other important City plans and policies; 
including the General Plan, Climate Smart San José, and the City Municipal Code in identifying 
reductions strategies that achieve the City’s target. As described in the 2030 GHGRS, these GHG 
reductions will occur through a combination of City initiatives in various plans and policies and will 
provide reductions from both existing and new developments. The City has developed a Compliance 
Checklist (checklist) specifically applicable to proposed discretionary projects that require environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA. The checklist forms a critical implementation tool in the City’s overall strategy 
to reduce GHG emissions. Implementation of applicable reduction actions in new development projects 
will help the City achieve incremental reductions toward its target. Per the 2030 GHGRS, the City will 
monitor strategy implementation and make updates, as necessary, to maintain an appropriate trajectory to 
the 2030 GHG target. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b), a 
project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG emissions effect may be determined not to be 
cumulatively considerable if it complies with the requirements of the GHGRS.  

As part of the checklist, projects are required to establish consistency with the City’s General Plan 
policies and GHG reduction strategies. Relevant policies from the General Plan included in the checklist 
relate to land use & design, transportation, green building, and water conservation.  

As shown in Appendix F, the Project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and the applicable 
GHG reduction strategies included in the City’s 2030 GHGRS. The Project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This section describes and evaluates the potential for construction and operation of the Project to result in 
significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. The analysis is based on review of 
available reports and maps of the Project site and vicinity, relevant regulations, and a discussion of the 
methodology and thresholds used to determine whether the Project would result in significant impacts. 
Issues and impact analysis concerning air quality and air toxics are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality. 
Issues and impact analysis concerning noise are presented in Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration.  

4.8.1 Environmental Setting 
A hazardous material is defined as any material that, because of quantity, concentration, or physical or 
chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the 
environment if released into the workplace or the environment (Health and Safety Code §25501(o)). The 
term “hazardous materials” refers to both hazardous substances and hazardous wastes. Under federal and 
state laws, any material, including wastes, may be considered hazardous if it is specifically listed by statute 
as such or if it is toxic (causes adverse human health effects), ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive 
(causes severe burns or damage to materials), or reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gases). 

Hazardous wastes are hazardous materials that no longer have practical use, such as materials that have 
been spent, discarded, discharged, spilled, contaminated, or are being stored until they can be disposed of 
properly (22 Cal. Code Regs. §66261.10). Soil that is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials is 
a hazardous waste if it exceeds specific regulatory criteria (22 Cal. Code Regs. §§66261.20-66261.24). 
While hazardous substances are regulated by multiple agencies, as described below, cleanup requirements 
of hazardous wastes are determined on a case-by-case basis according to the agency with lead jurisdiction 
over the release. 

Existing Site Conditions 
The Williams Groundwater Station is SJW’s largest wellfield with 15 wells (see Figure 3-2). The Project 
site is surrounded by San Tomas Expressway to the east, Williams Road to the south, Boynton Avenue to 
the west, and Moorpark Avenue and Interstate 280 to the north.  

SJW purchase and development of the property for groundwater use began in 1907 (Molina, pers. comm., 
2025). A review of available aerial photography indicates that past land-uses included orchards as of 
1948, which could indicate previous pesticide use on-site (NETROnline, 2025). The nearest underground 
storage tank (UST) is approximately 0.8-mile away at the intersection of Williams Road and Saratoga 
Avenue (EPA, 2025).  

The current groundwater treatment facility is concentrated on the southern end of the site, with areas to 
the north consisting of groundwater wells, a booster pump, aboveground tanks, generator and electrical 
cabinet, and telecommunications building. The treatment facility toward the south, which also has 
groundwater wells and one aboveground finished water tank, consists of an engineered sump, chemical 
CMU building, standby power generator, telecommunications shelter, various small operations buildings, 
a trailer, and an access gate.  
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Onsite Hazardous Materials 

PFAS Contamination 
As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the Williams Groundwater Station is a critical water 
source facility managed by SJW with three wells found to have PFAS above the MCLs, for six per- and 
polyfluoroalkyl substances compounds in drinking water. Under the new rule, the final MCLs, or 
enforceable levels, for PFOS is 4.0 parts per trillion (ppt), which is the most restrictive PFAS enforceable 
level. The NPDWR requires that public water systems must monitor PFAS, complete initial monitoring 
by 2027 (followed by ongoing compliance monitoring), and, if necessary, implement solutions that 
reduce PFAS to legal levels by 2029, among other requirements (USEPA, 2024). 

Site Soil Containing Constituents of Concern (COCs)  
SJW performs environmental assessments of its facilities to characterize the nature and extent of on-site 
chemical constituents of concern prior to initiating capital improvement, retirement, or other construction 
projects. While gross contamination identified at the facilities during the assessment process is typically 
removed and disposed of offsite prior to the start of construction work, some chemical constituents, such 
as naturally occurring metals, may remain in site soil at concentrations that exceed RWQCB Construction 
Worker Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). These constituents of concern (COCs) could pose a risk 
to site workers performing soil-disturbing activities and could pose exposure hazards to off-site workers if 
they are released from the site. Sites identified as Soil Management Plan (SMP) sites or “SMP Sites” are 
managed according to the SJW Facility-Wide SMP, which applies to all SMP Sites currently owned by 
SJW (San Jose Water, 2022). The SJW Facility-Wide SMP (Appendix G) is further described below 
under Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting.  

Hazardous Materials Sites List 
In California, Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the SWRCB and the Department of Toxic 
Substance Control (DTSC) to maintain regulatory databases listing hazardous materials sites; the list is 
also referred to as the Cortese List. 

The Cortese List identifies sites with suspected and confirmed releases of hazardous materials to the 
subsurface soil and/or groundwater. The listed sites can be accessed through the SWRCB GeoTracker 
database for leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs), permitted underground storage tanks (USTs), 
Department of Defense sites, and Cleanup Program sites and the DTSC EnviroStor database for federal 
and state response sites; voluntary, school, and military cleanups and corrective actions; and permitted 
sites. The reporting and statuses of these hazardous materials sites change as identification, monitoring, 
and clean-up progresses. Typically, a listed site is considered closed or subject to no further action once it 
has been demonstrated that existing site uses combined with the levels of identified contamination present 
no significant risk to human health or the environment and the case is closed by the overseeing agency. 
The databases are cross-connected and can be viewed through either the GeoTracker or the EnviroStor 
website.  

The search of the databases did not identify the Project site or any hazardous materials release site cases 
within 0.25-mile of the Project site (SWRCB, 2024; DTSC, 2024).  
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Schools 

There are three schools in the vicinity of the Project site. The Harker School Transitional Kindergarten 
Campus is located approximately 150 feet west of the Project site at 888 Boynton Avenue. Boynton High 
School is located approximately 300 feet west of the Project site along Boynton Avenue. Lynhaven 
Elementary School is located approximately 460 feet east of the Project site along Cypress Avenue.  

Airports 
The Project is located approximately 3.5 miles from the San José Mineta International Airport (1701 
Airport Blvd Ste B-1130, San Jose, CA 95110). The San José Mineta International Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan includes maps of noise hazards, fly-over zones, and the airport influence area. The 
Project site is located outside of all of these areas of influence. 

Emergency Plans 
Santa Clara County has developed an Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan that establishes 
emergency organization, assigns tasks, specifies policies and general procedures, and provides for 
coordination of response in the event of an emergency (Santa Clara County, 2017).  

Wildfire 
As discussed in Section 4.15.6, Wildfire, according to fire hazard mapping by the CAL FIRE Forest 
Resource Assessment Program and the Santa Clara County Wildland Urban Fire Interface Map, the 
Project site is not located within an area identified as a high fire hazard area (CAL FIRE, 2024).  

4.8.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
The primary federal agencies with responsibility for hazards and hazardous materials management include 
the USEPA, U.S. Department of Labor Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Fed/OSHA), and 
the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). Federal laws, regulations, and responsible agencies related to 
hazardous materials and hazards management are summarized in Table 4.9-1. 

State 
The primary State agencies with responsibility for hazardous materials management in the region include 
the DTSC and the RWQCB within the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA), 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA), California Department of Health 
Services (CDHS), California Highway Patrol (CHP), and the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). State laws, regulations, and responsible agencies related to hazardous materials management 
are summarized in Table 4.9-2. 
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TABLE 4.9-1 
 RELEVANT FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Classification 
Federal Law or Responsible 
Federal Agency Description 

Hazardous Waste Handling Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) 

Under RCRA, the USEPA regulates the generation, 
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
waste from “cradle to grave.” 

 Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Act 

Amended RCRA in 1984, affirming and extending the “cradle 
to grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes. The 
amendments specifically prohibit the use of certain 
techniques for the disposal of some hazardous wastes. 

 Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA) 

Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Title 40 Chapter 1, 
Subchapter R – Toxic Substances Control Act – Part 761 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) – covers the identification 
and sampling requirements for PCBs for disposal purposes. 

Hazardous Materials 
Management 

Community Right-to-Know Act 
of 1986 (also known as Title III 
of the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act 

Imposes requirements to ensure that hazardous materials are 
properly handled, used, stored, and disposed of and to 
prevent or mitigate injury to human health or the environment 
in the event that such materials are accidentally released. 

Hazardous Materials 
Transportation 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

DOT has the regulatory responsibility for the safe 
transportation of hazardous materials. The DOT regulations 
govern all means of transportation except packages shipped 
by mail [(49 CFR). 

 U.S. Postal Service (USPS) USPS regulations govern the transportation of hazardous 
materials shipped by mail. 

Occupational Safety Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 

Fed/OSHA sets standards for safe workplaces and work 
practices, including the reporting of accidents and 
occupational injuries (29 CFR).  

Structural and Building 
Components (Hazardous 
Building Materials [asbestos-
containing materials, lead-
based paint, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs]) 

Toxic Substances Control Act  Regulates the use and management of hazardous building 
materials and sets forth detailed safeguards to be followed 
during the disposal of such items. 

USEPA The USEPA monitors and regulates hazardous materials 
used in structural and building components and their effects 
on human health. 

Instruction Memorandum 
Number 2022-036; Standard 
Stipulations for Fire 
Prevention and Control for 
Electric Transmission and 
Distribution Rights-of-Way  

U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) 

BLM Instruction Memorandum Number 2022-036 provides 
guidance on the incorporation of appropriate fire prevention 
and control stipulations, as required by 43 CFR 
2805.12(a)(4), for electric transmission and distribution right-
of-way authorizations issued under Title V of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). 

 

TABLE 4.9-2 
 RELEVANT STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Classification 
Law or Responsible 
State Agency Description 

Hazardous Materials 
Management 

Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials 
Management Regulatory 
Program (Unified Program); 
Health and Safety Code 
Sections 25404 et seq 

Cal EPA adopted regulations in January 1996 that implemented the 
Unified Program at the local level. The agency responsible for 
implementation of the Unified Program is called the CUPA.  

 California Fire Code, Title 24, 
Chapter 9, California Code of 
Regulations and California 
Building Code, Part 2 

The California Fire Code regulates the storage and handling of 
hazardous materials, including the requirement for secondary 
containment, separation of incompatible materials, and preparation of 
spill response procedures. 
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TABLE 4.9-2 
 RELEVANT STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Classification 
Law or Responsible 
State Agency Description 

Hazardous Waste 
Handling 

California Hazardous Materials 
Release Response Plan and 
Inventory Law of 1985 

The California Hazardous Materials Release Response Plan and 
Inventory Law of 1985 (Business Plan Act) requires that businesses 
that store hazardous materials on-site prepare a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP) and submit it to the applicable local CUPA.  

 California Hazardous Waste 
Control Act; California Health 
and Safety Code, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.5, Article 2, Section 
25100, et seq.; DTSC 

Under the California Hazardous Waste Control Act, DTSC regulates 
the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous waste in California. The hazardous waste regulations 
establish criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous 
wastes; dictate the management of hazardous waste; establish permit 
requirements for hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal, and 
transportation; and identify hazardous wastes that cannot be disposed 
of in landfills. DTSC is also the administering agency for the California 
Hazardous Substance Account Act. California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.8, Sections 25300 et seq., also known as the 
State Superfund law, provides for the investigation and remediation of 
hazardous substances pursuant to State law. In addition, Health and 
Safety Code 25180 authorizes the DTSC or the local CUPA or the 
RWQCB to require responsible parties to cleanup spills and releases.  

Hazardous Materials 
Transportation 

Titles 13, 22, and 26 of the 
California Code of Regulations 

Regulates the transportation of hazardous waste originating in and 
passing through the state, including requirements for shipping, 
containers, and labeling. 

 CHP and Caltrans, California 
Vehicle Code, Chapter 5, 
Sections 31303 – 31309 

These two state agencies are primary responsibility for enforcing 
federal and state regulations and responding to hazardous materials 
transportation emergencies. 

Occupational Safety Cal/OSHA regulations 
(Title 8 CCR) 

Cal/OSHA has primary responsibility for developing and enforcing 
workplace safety regulations in California. Because California has a 
federally approved OSHA program, it is required to adopt regulations that 
are at least as stringent as those found in Title 29 of the CFR. Cal/OSHA 
standards are generally more stringent than federal regulations. Requires 
employee safety training, safety equipment, accident and illness 
prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure warnings, and 
emergency action and fire prevention plan preparation. 

Construction Storm 
Water General Permit 
(Construction General 
Permit; Order 2022-
0057-DWQ, NPDES 
No. CAS000002) 

RWQCB Dischargers whose project disturbs 1 or more acres of soil or where 
projects disturb less than 1 acre but are part of a larger common plan 
of development that in total disturbs 1 of more acres, are required to 
obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance 
Activities (Construction General Permit; Order 2022-0057-DWQ, 
NPDES No. CAS000002). Construction activity subject to this permit 
includes clearing, grading, grubbing, and other disturbances to the 
ground such as excavation and stockpiling but does not include regular 
maintenance activities performed to restore the original line, grade, or 
capacity of a facility. The Construction General Permit requires the 
development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) that includes specific Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) designed to prevent sediment and pollutants from contacting 
stormwater from moving off-site into receiving waters. The BMPs fall 
into several categories, including erosion control, sediment control, waste 
management, and good housekeeping, and are intended to protect 
surface water quality by preventing the off-site migration of eroded soil 
and construction-related pollutants from the construction area. 

Underground 
Infrastructure 

California Code of Regulations 
Section 4216-4216.9 

Section 4216-4216.9 “Protection of Underground Infrastructure” requires 
an excavator to contact a regional notification center (e.g., Underground 
Services Alert or Dig Alert) at least two days prior to excavation of any 
subsurface installations. Any utility provider seeking to begin a project 
that could damage underground infrastructure can call Underground 
Service Alert, the regional notification center for southern California. 
Underground Service Alert will notify the utilities that may have buried 
lines within 1,000 feet of the project. Representatives of the utilities are 
then notified and are required to mark the specific location of their facilities 
within the work area prior to the start of project activities in the area. 
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Local 

Santa Clara County Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management 
Regulatory Program 
The Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program (Unified 
Program), codified in California Health and Safety Code Sections 25404 et seq., requires the 
administrative consolidation of six hazardous materials and waste programs under one agency, a Certified 
Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The following programs are consolidated under the unified program: 

• Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans, and Inventory (also referred to as Hazardous Materials 
Business Plans) 

• California Accidental Release Program 

• Underground Storage Tanks 

• Aboveground Petroleum Storage Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 

• Hazardous Waste Generation and Onsite Treatment  

• Uniform Fire Code Plans and Inventory Requirements 

The State Secretary for Environmental Protection designated Santa Clara County Department of 
Environmental Health as the local CUPA. The CUPA is charged with the responsibility of conducting 
compliance inspections of over hazardous materials facilities in Santa Clara County. These facilities and 
businesses handle hazardous materials, generate or treat a hazardous waste, and/or operate underground 
storage tanks. The CUPA uses education and enforcement to minimize the risk of chemical exposure to 
human health and the environment. The CUPA forwards important facility information to local fire 
prevention agencies that enables them to take appropriate protective action in the event of an emergency at 
regulated facilities. In order to legally store and use hazardous materials above the trigger quantities, users 
must apply for permits and demonstrate satisfactory compliance with regulations. The quantities that 
trigger disclosure are based on the maximum quantity on site at any time: 

• 55 gallons, 500 pounds, or 200 cubic feet for 30 days or more at any time in the course of a year 

• Any amount of hazardous waste 

• Category I or II pesticides 

• Explosives 

• Extremely hazardous substances above the threshold planning quantity 

Santa Clara County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) 
The County of Santa Clara Office of Emergency Services (OES) adopted an Emergency Operations Plan 
(EOP) in 2017 (County of Santa Clara, 2017). The plan aligns with the National Incident Management 
System (NIMS) and the California Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS). It facilitates 
multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional coordination during emergency operations, public information 
functions, and resource management. 

The plan provides Emergency Operations Center (EOC) responders with procedures, documentation, and 
checklists to effectively manage emergencies, and it also provides detailed information of supplemental 
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requirements such as public information, damage assessment, and recovery operations. The EOP does not 
identify specific emergency response or evacuation routes; the routes depend on the location and nature of 
the emergency. 

San José Municipal Code Chapter 17.68 (Local Hazardous Materials Ordinances) 
The San José Fire Department administers a local Hazardous Materials Storage Ordinance (San José 
Municipal Code Chapter 17.68) and Toxic Gas Ordinance (San José Municipal Code Chapter 17.78). 
The Storage Ordinance and the Toxic Gas Ordinance are standalone ordinances developed to address 
specific safety needs in San José that were not adequately covered in previous state codes. The Storage 
Ordinance was first adopted in 1983, and the Toxic Gas Ordinance in 1990. At the time, they were the 
first attempt in the nation at providing some framework for regulation. Since then, a high percentage of 
the requirements in those ordinances have been adopted in national model codes and the International 
Fire Code. 

San Jose Water Facility-Wide Soil Management Plan 
The SJW Facility-Wide SMP (Appendix G) was implemented on August 5, 2022. The SJW Facility-Wide 
SMP describes how SJW workers and contractors will manage soil on sites where (1) soil-disturbing 
activities are planned and (2) known low-level chemical constituents that could pose a risk to construction 
workers are present in site soil. SJW has identified sites, called SMP Sites, that have been previously 
contaminated and met cleanup criteria for site soil but may contain COCs in site soil at concentrations 
that exceed the RWQCB Construction Worker ESLs as “SMP Sites”. These constituents could pose a risk 
to site workers performing soil-disturbing activities and could pose exposure hazards to off-site workers if 
they are released from the site. The SJW Facility-Wide SMP details proper identification and 
management practices of contaminated soils at SMP Sites.  

Envision 2040 San José General Plan 
The following policies from the City’s General Plan City of San José, (2024) have been adopted for the 
purpose of reducing or avoiding impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials: 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Policy EC-6.1 Require all users and producers of hazardous materials and wastes to clearly identify and inventory the 
hazardous materials that they store, use or transport in conformance with local, state and federal laws, 
regulations and guidelines 

Policy EC-6.2 Require proper storage and use of hazardous materials and wastes to prevent leakage, potential explosions, 
fires, or the escape of harmful gases, and to prevent individually innocuous materials from combining to form 
hazardous substances, especially at the time of disposal by businesses and residences. Require proper 
disposal of hazardous materials and wastes at licensed facilities 

Policy EC-6.4 Require all proposals for new or expanded facilities that handle hazardous materials that could impact sensitive 
uses off-site to include adequate mitigation to reduce identified hazardous materials impacts to less than 
significant levels. 

Policy EC-6.7 Do not approve land uses and development that use hazardous materials that could impact existing residences, 
schools, day care facilities, community or recreation centers, senior residences, or other sensitive receptors if 
accidentally released without the incorporation of adequate mitigation or separation buffers between uses 

Policy EC-6.8 The City will use information on file with the County of Santa Clara Department of Environmental Health under 
the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program as part of accepted Risk Management Plans to 
determine whether new residential, recreational, school, day care, church, hospital, seniors or medical facility 
developments could be exposed to substantial hazards from accidental release of airborne toxic materials from 
CalARP facilities 
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Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Policy EC-6.10 Promote source reduction and recycling as alternatives to hazardous materials land disposal whenever feasible. 

Policy EC-7.1 For development and redevelopment projects, require evaluation of the proposed site’s historical and present 
uses to determine if any potential environmental conditions exist that could adversely impact the community or 
environment. 

Policy EC-7.2 Identify existing soil, soil vapor, groundwater and indoor air contamination and mitigation for identified human 
health and environmental hazards to future users and provide as part of the environmental review process for 
all development and redevelopment projects. Mitigation measures for soil, soil vapor and groundwater 
contamination shall be designed to avoid adverse human health or environmental risk, in conformance with 
regional, State and federal laws, regulations, guidelines and standards. 

Policy EC-7.4 On redevelopment sites, determine the presence of hazardous building materials during the environmental 
review process or prior to project approval. Mitigation and remediation of hazardous building materials, such as 
lead-paint and asbestos-containing materials, shall be implemented in accordance with state and federal laws 
and regulations. 

Policy EC-7.5 On development and redevelopment sites, require all sources of imported fill to have adequate documentation 
that it is clean and free of contamination and/or acceptable for the proposed land use considering appropriate 
environmental screening levels for contaminants. Disposal of groundwater from excavations on construction 
sites shall comply with local, regional, and State requirements. 

Policy EC-7.6 The City will encourage use of green building practices to reduce exposure to volatile or other hazardous 
materials in new construction materials. 

Policy EC-7.8 Where an environmental review process identifies the presence of hazardous materials on a proposed 
development site, the City will ensure that feasible mitigation measures that will satisfactorily reduce impacts to 
human health and safety and to the environment are required of or incorporated into the projects. This applies 
to hazardous materials found in the soil, groundwater, soil vapor, or in existing structures. 

Policy EC-7.9 Ensure coordination with the County of Santa Clara Department of Environmental Health, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic Substances Control or other applicable regulatory agencies, as 
appropriate, on projects with contaminated soil and/or groundwater or where historical or active regulatory 
oversight exists. 

Policy EC-7.10 Require review and approval of grading, erosion control and dust control plans prior to issuance of a grading 
permit by the Director of Public Works on sites with known soil contamination. 
Construction operations shall be conducted to limit the creation and dispersion of dust and sediment runoff. 

Policy EC-7.11 Require sampling for residual agricultural chemicals, based on the history of land use, on sites to be used for 
any new development or redevelopment to account for worker and community safety during construction. 
Mitigation to meet appropriate end use such as residential or commercial/industrial shall be provided. 

4.8.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — 
Would the project: 

    

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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 or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to 
a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

a, b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? Less than Significant Impact 
with Mitigation 

Construction 
During the Project’s construction phase, equipment and materials used would include fuels, oils and 
lubricants, solvents and cleaners, cements and adhesives, paints and thinners, degreasers, cement and 
concrete, and asphalt mixtures, all of which are commonly used in construction. The limited use of fuels, 
lubricants, and cleaning solvents during construction would be for powering and lubricating internal 
combustion engines, other construction equipment and hardware, and for cleaning purposes. No 
herbicides or pesticides are proposed for use during construction. The Project would not involve the 
demolition of structures or buildings on site. However, as discussed in Section 4.8.1, Environmental 
Setting, SJW will implement its Facility-Wide SMP in order to manage any risks to site workers during 
soil-disturbing activities and potential exposure hazards to off-site workers. In order to manage potential 
risks resulting from soil with COCs, prior to construction, the Project would implement Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1: Soil Hazard Management Plan. Under Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, a Phase II 
assessment would be conducted as part of the SMP. 

The Project’s proposed routine uses of hazardous materials during construction could result in an 
accidental spill or leak that could cause an inadvertent release of hazardous materials, which could 
adversely affect construction workers, the public, and the environment. Contractors would be required to 
prepare a SWPPP for construction activities. The SWPPP would list the hazardous materials proposed for 
use during construction; describe spill prevention measures; describe fuel and chemical storage 
procedures; identify protocols for responding to spills immediately; and describe BMPs for controlling 
site runoff. In addition, the transport of hazardous materials would be regulated by Caltrans and the CHP. 
Together, federal and state agencies determine driver-training requirements, load labeling procedures, and 
container specifications designed to minimize the risk of an accidental release of hazardous materials 
during routine use and transportation. 
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All hazardous materials would be stored, handled, and used in accordance with applicable regulations 
described in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory Setting, to ensure that hazardous materials would be transported, 
used, stored, and disposed of in a safe manner to protect worker safety, and to reduce the potential for a 
release of construction-related fuels and other hazardous materials into the environment, including 
stormwater and downstream receiving water bodies. Contractors would be required to prepare and 
implement hazardous materials business plans (HMBPs required by the Business Plan Act) that would 
require that hazardous materials used during construction would be used properly and stored in appropriate 
containers with secondary containment to contain a potential release. The California Fire Code also requires 
measures for the safe storage and handling of hazardous materials. The Project would also be subject to 
the San José Local Hazardous Materials Ordinances, which addresses hazardous materials storage.  

Finally, in the event of an accidental spill that could release hazardous materials at the Project site, 
federal, state, and local agencies would provide a coordinated response and assess the situation as needed. 
Among those responding would be the City of San José Fire Department. 

The required compliance with the numerous laws and regulations discussed above that govern the 
transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials and implementation of AMPs and 
BMPs would limit the potential for the Project to create hazardous conditions from the routine use or 
accidental release of hazardous materials. Hazards resulting from site soils with COCs would be managed 
through the implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1. Impacts during Project construction would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 

Impact HAZ-1: Development of the Project could create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Soil Hazard Management Plan. Prior to the issuance of any 
grading, demolition permits, and building permits (whichever comes first), the Project applicant 
shall implement the SJW Facility-Wide Soil Management Plan (SMP) which will include a 
Phase II assessment to determine if residual pesticides are present in the shallow soil that need to 
be addressed in the SMP to protect construction workers and future site workers. Under the SJW 
Facility-Wide SMP, SJW engineering staff and their design contractors shall review Project 
plans, including the nature of the Project, the Project’s location, and the anticipated extents and 
depths of any proposed soil disturbance. If the SJW Facility-Wide SMP is determined to be 
applicable, a Soil Hazards Communication Summary (SHCS) will be developed for the site.  

The SHCS would list the specific constituents in soil on-site that may pose a risk to construction, 
the concentration ranges of such constituents detected in soil on-site, and a map showing the areas 
of the site where constituents are known to be present in soil at concentrations requiring management 
during soil-disturbing construction activities. Site soils containing constituents of concern (COCs) 
would be managed in accordance with both the Facility-Wide SMP and the site-specific SHCS. A 
review of the SHCS and the SJW Facility-Wide SMP shall be conducted to determine site-
specific soil management practices. These site-specific soil management measures may include: 

1. Worker Training on hazardous environmental conditions present on-site for all workers 
performing soil-disturbing activities at the Project site; 

2. Secured work zones to limit access to any identified zones of site soil with COCs; 
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3. The preparation of a Health and Safety Plan; 

4. Control measures such as tire washing, street sweeping, the use of personal protective 
equipment (PPE), and air quality monitoring; 

5. Soil stockpiling management requirements; 

6. Imported soil testing requirements; 

7. Waste soil characterization and disposal requirements; and, 

8. Construction documentation.  

The Project applicant will conduct a Phase II assessment to determine if residual pesticides or any 
other COCs are present. A Phase II assessment would include the collection of soil samples within 
the Project area to be analyzed for COCs above regulatory environmental screening levels for 
public health and the environment. Prior to the issuance of a site grading permit, the applicant shall 
hire a qualified environmental professional to complete a Phase II assessment to assess COCs on-
site, as the Project site has been identified as an “SMP Site.” The Phase II assessment shall include 
the collection of soil samples within the Project area to be analyzed for COCs above Water Board 
Construction Worker environmental screening levels (ESLs) for public health and the environment.  

If the Phase II assessment results indicate that soils with COCs above the applicable Water Board 
Construction Worker ESLs are present onsite, the applicant must obtain regulatory oversight from 
the RWQCB, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), or Santa Clara County Department 
of Environment Health (SCCDEH) under their Site Cleanup Program, as applicable. Any further 
investigation and remedial actions shall be performed under the applicable regulatory oversight to 
mitigate the constituents of concern, depending on which regulatory agency has jurisdiction. Any 
site management plan, Removal Action Plan (RAP), or equivalent document required through 
regulatory oversight must be prepared by a qualified hazardous materials consultant and the plan 
must establish remedial measures and/or soil management practices that shall be implemented to 
ensure construction worker safety and the health of future workers and site occupants.  

Operation 
Once constructed, Project operations would include a blow-off cycle for the wells during well start up. 
The water would be discharged to the existing engineered sump on-site, which then drains to the existing 
storm drain system. The steel treatment vessels would also require periodical flushing and drain into the 
existing engineered sump. Water discharged into the existing engineered sump would comply with all 
requirements discussed in the site’s MS4 Permit and MRP. 

On April 26, 2024, the USEPA issued the final National Primary Drinking Water Regulation (NPDWR) 
under both the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The USEPA effectively established legally 
enforceable levels, called MCLs, for PFAS compounds in drinking water, the most restrictive being 
4.0 parts per trillion (ppt).  

As discussed in Section 3.3 Background, the Project would pump groundwater contaminated with PFAS 
[perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances]. The PFAS would be removed from the groundwater by 
anion exchange resin filters, bringing all groundwater wells on site under compliance with the new USEPA 
rule. The anion exchange resin would need to be replaced every one to three years, depending on resin 
model and overall system flow rate, but in accordance with the NPDWR. This resin would be saturated 
with PFAS and would be transported to an offsite disposal facility, where it would be disposed of in 
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accordance with federal and state regulations. Weekly or as-needed chemical/fuel generator deliveries and 
general maintenance would be implemented. In addition, the transport of hazardous materials, including the 
PFAS-saturated resin filters, would be regulated by Caltrans and the CHP. Together, federal and state 
agencies determine driver-training requirements, load labeling procedures, and container specifications 
designed to minimize the risk of an accidental release of hazardous materials during routine use and 
transportation. All hazardous waste would be handled and used in accordance with applicable regulations.  

The required compliance with the numerous laws and regulations discussed above that govern the 
transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would limit the potential for the Project 
to create hazardous conditions from the routine use or accidental release of hazardous materials. 
Therefore, the impact during Project operation would be less than significant. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? Less than Significant Impact with 
Mitigation 

Construction and Operation 
The Harker School Transitional Kindergarten Campus is located approximately 150 feet west of the 
Project site at 888 Boynton Avenue. Boynton High School is located approximately 300 feet west of the 
Project site along Boynton Avenue. Lynhaven Elementary School is located approximately 460 feet east 
of the Project site along Cypress Avenue. The use and transportation of hazardous materials could result 
in exposures or inadvertent releases, which could adversely affect students and staff at these schools. As 
discussed above, all hazardous materials associated with the Project would be subject to the regulations 
that govern the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, which would limit the 
potential for the Project to create hazardous conditions from the routine use or accidental release of 
hazardous materials. 

In addition to the routine use of hazardous materials, minor spills of miscellaneous hazardous substances, 
such as gasoline, diesel fuel, hydraulic fluid, solvents, oils, could occur during construction. If such spills 
were to occur within 0.25 mile of a school, they could result in a significant impact. However, with 
implementation of spill prevention and containment measures discussed in Section 4.8.2, Regulatory 
Setting, such spills would be limited in volume and would not migrate off-site. Furthermore, any 
hazardous or soils with COCs present at the Project site that could be disturbed or transported in 
proximity to schools would be managed under a SMP, as required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1. 
Following these associated regulations, the hazardous materials impact at the Harker School Transitional 
Kindergarten Campus, Boynton High School, and Lynhaven Elementary School during Project 
construction and operation would be less than significant with mitigation. 

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? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project is not located on or adjacent to a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the Project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through the exposure to a hazardous materials site and there 
would be no impact. 
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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 
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project is located approximately 3.5 miles from the San José Mineta International Airport. The 
Project is not located within any noise or safety hazard zones as delineated in the San Jose Mineta 
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would construct a new ground water treatment facility with associated infrastructure within 
an existing public water utility site. Construction employees and delivery trucks would result in a minor 
increase in vehicle trips in the Project vicinity during construction that would not substantially delay or 
impede emergency vehicle access. As discussed in Section 4.15.4, Public Services, the Project would 
include minor and temporary alteration of ingress and egress to the Project area for the construction of an 
upgraded driveway, as well as pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Williams Road and the San 
Tomas Expressway required by the Public Works Department in compliance with the City’s Complete 
Streets Guidelines (City of San Jose, 2018). Once the Project has been constructed, there would not be an 
increase in the number of vehicle trips to the Project site compared to existing conditions.  

As discussed in Section 4.12, Transportation, and Section 4.15.4, site-specific emergency evacuation 
routes would be coordinated by local law enforcement and emergency services. The Project would 
temporarily alter ingress/egress to the Project site and to the intersection of Williams Road and the San 
Tomas Expressway, which could require lane closures. However, these closures would be temporary and 
would not result in the obstruction of any emergency response or evacuation plans. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As discussed in Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting and Section 4.15.6, Wildfire, the Project site is not 
located within an area identified as a high fire hazard area. Therefore, relative to wildland fires, there 
would be no impact.  

_________________________ 
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4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
4.9.1 Environmental Setting 
Project Site and Water Supplies 
The Williams Groundwater Station is SJW’s largest wellfield with 15 wells (San Jose Water, 2022). The 
Project site is surrounded by San Tomas Expressway to the east, Williams Road to the south, Boynton 
Avenue to the west, and Moorpark Avenue and Interstate 280 to the north.  

The current groundwater treatment facility is concentrated on the southern end of the property, with areas 
to the north consisting of groundwater wells, a booster pump, aboveground tanks, generator and electrical 
cabinet, and telecommunications building. The treatment facility toward the south, which also has 
groundwater wells and aboveground finished water tank, consists of an engineered sump, chemical 
building, standby power generator, telecommunications shelter, various small operations buildings, a 
trailer, and an access gate. In addition, the existing facility has perimeter fencing with access roads, 
parking, trees and landscaping. 

As discussed in Section 3.3 Background, SJW is an investor-owned public utility, was founded in 1866 
and serves over 1 million people in the greater San José metropolitan area. SJW is one of three drinking 
water suppliers in San José, along with San José Municipal Water and Great Oaks Water Company. SJW 
supplies drinking water to the communities of San José, Cupertino, Saratoga, Campbell, Los Gatos, and 
the Santa Cruz Mountain District. 

SJW relies on three sources of potable water supply: groundwater, surface water purchased through the 
Valley Water and treated surface water from local water supply. Water source typically relies on where 
consumers are located, for example, those living in the Santa Cruz Mountain District, and parts of 
Saratoga and Los Gatos receive locally treated water, and those living within and around the center of the 
City of San José receive groundwater. 

Climate 
The Project site is located in the southern San Francisco Bay Area, which experiences a Mediterranean 
climate characterized by mild, wet winters and dry, warm summers. Precipitation averages approximately 
15 inches per year and falls mostly between October and April (US Climate, 2020).  

Hydrology 
The Project site is located in the San Tomas Aquino Creek watershed, which covers an area of 
approximately 45 square miles. San Tomas Aquino Creek originates in the forested foothills of the Santa 
Cruz Mountains flowing in a northern direction through the cities of Campbell and Santa Clara, into the 
Guadalupe Slough, and finally into the Lower South San Francisco Bay. The major tributaries to San Tomas 
Aquino Creek include Saratoga, Wildcat, Smith and Vasona Creeks. Of these, Saratoga Creek drains the 
largest area 17 square miles) and joins San Tomas Aquino Creek 1.5 miles upstream of Highway 101. 

Most of the San Tomas Aquino watershed is developed as high-density residential neighborhoods, with 
additional areas developed for commercial and industrial uses. The majority of the San Tomas Aquino 
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Creek channel has been modified and lined with concrete from the Smith Creek confluence in the upper 
reaches downstream to Highway 101 (Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, 
2024a). San Tomas Aquino Creek runs north to south along the eastern border of the Project site parallel 
to the San Tomas Expressway and is fully undergrounded; the creek daylights south of Williams Road 
where it flows into a concrete channel. 

Groundwater 
The Santa Clara subbasin (often separated into two subbasins, the Santa Clara Plain subbasin and the Coyote 
Valley subbasin) occupies a structural trough parallel to the northwest trending Coast Ranges. The Diablo 
Range bounds it on the west and the Santa Cruz Mountains form the basin boundary on the east. It extends 
from the southern border of San Francisco Bay south to the groundwater divide near the town of Morgan 
Hill. The dominant geohydrologic feature is a large inland valley. The valley is drained to the north by 
tributaries to San Francisco Bay, including Coyote Creek, the Guadalupe River, and Los Gatos Creek. 
Annual precipitation for the Santa Clara subbasin ranges from less than 16 inches in the valley to more than 
28 inches in the upland areas (DWR, 2004). The Project site is located in the Santa Clara Groundwater 
Basin, Santa Clara Subbasin (Basin 2.9-02), which has been identified as a high-priority basin under the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA; see Section 4.9.2, Regulatory Setting) (DWR, 2020). 

Groundwater supplies nearly 60 percent of the total water used in the Santa Clara Valley basin area. The 
groundwater pumped from most of the existing wells in Santa Clara County generally is of good quality. 
However, areas near the San Francisco Bay experience saltwater intrusion and the migration of saline 
water through tidal channels causes contamination. These occurrences of saltwater intrusion are possible 
because of land subsidence that resulted from historical groundwater overdraft (Valley Water, 2024b). 

The northern Santa Clara Valley was where land subsidence due to groundwater overdraft was recognized 
and described, with land having subsided more than 14 feet in 1995 in Downtown San José, and 
surrounding land having subsided more than one foot. It is also the first area where remedial action 
effectively halted the subsidence caused by massive withdrawals of groundwater that supplied water first 
for agricultural development and later primarily for domestic and industrial uses. Subsidence in the area 
has been completely arrested. The Santa Clara Valley subbasin is currently managed by Valley Water. 
Valley Water manages the aquifer system within tight water-level and subsidence tolerances designed to 
prevent the reoccurrence of land subsidence (USGS, 2024). 

SJW purchases water from Valley Water, and often collaborates with Valley Water on groundwater 
sustainability objectives (San Jose Water, 2020).  

The Santa Clara Valley subbasin has two hydrogeologic areas, the recharge (unconfined) and confined 
areas. The confined area is located in the central portion where a laterally extensive, low permeability 
aquitard restricts the vertical flow of groundwater and contaminants. The confined area boundary is 
approximate and is a simplification of natural conditions based on the extent of artesian wells.  

Recharge within the Santa Clara Subbasin generally occurs along the margins and southern portion of the 
subbasin where coarse-grained sediments predominate. The recharge area includes the alluvial fan and 
fluvial deposits along the edge of the subbasin where high lateral and vertical permeability allow surface 
water to infiltrate the aquifers. The percolation of surface water in recharge areas replenishes unconfined 
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groundwater within the recharge area and contributes to the recharge of principal aquifers in the confined 
area through subsurface flow (Valley Water, 2021).  

Water Quality 
The groundwater in the major producing aquifers within the basin is generally considered hard water.14 
Drinking water standards are met at public supply wells without the use of treatment methods (DWR, 2004). 

As discussed in Section 3.3 Background, the Williams Groundwater Station (Project site) is a critical 
water source facility managed by SJW with several wells found to have PFAS levels above the MCLs, for 
PFAS compounds in drinking water, the most restrictive MCL being 4.0 parts per trillion (ppt).  

Flooding 
The Project is located partially in a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-designated flood 
zones. The majority of the Project site, except for the southwestern portion, is in an AO Zone, which 
indicates a one percent chance of flooding between one and three feet (also known as a 100-year flood 
zone). The southwestern portion of the Project site is located in a D Zone, which is an area where flood 
hazards are undetermined, but possible (FEMA, 2024). 

Tsunami and Seiche 
Tsunamis are ocean waves generated by vertical movement of the sea floor, normally associated with 
earthquakes or volcanic eruptions. Seiches are oscillations of enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of water 
that result from seismic events, wind stress, volcanic eruptions, underwater landslides, and local basin 
reflections of tsunamis. The Project site is not near the ocean or any large water bodies and is located 
outside of a Tsunami Hazard Zone (California Department of Conservation, 2024).  

4.9.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 

Federal Emergency Management Agency-National Flood Insurance Program 
FEMA established the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in order to reduce flooding on private and 
public properties. The program provides subsidized flood insurance to communities that comply with 
FEMA regulations protecting development in floodplains. As part of the program, FEMA publishes Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) that identify Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA). An SFHA is an area that 
would be inundated by the one-percent annual chance flood, which is also referred to as the base flood or 
100-year flood. 

Clean Water Act 
Under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), the 
USEPA seeks to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters 
by implementing water quality regulations.  

 
14  Hardness is caused by compounds of calcium and magnesium, and by a variety of other metals. General guidelines for 

classification of waters are: 0 to 60 mg/L (milligrams per liter) as calcium carbonate is classified as soft; 61 to 120 mg/L as 
moderately hard; 121 to 180 mg/L as hard; and more than 180 mg/L as very hard (USGS 2018). 
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The federal Anti-degradation Policy, established in 1968 under CWA Section 303, is designed to protect 
existing uses, water quality, and national water resources. The states implement a set of anti-degradation 
measures when evaluating activities that may affect the quality of waters of the United States. 
Implementing anti-degradation measures is integral to the comprehensive protection and enhancement of 
surface water and groundwater quality. 

CWA Section 402: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
The NPDES permit program under Section 402 of the CWA is one of the primary mechanisms for 
controlling water pollution through the regulation of sources that discharge sediment and other pollutants 
into waters of the U.S. The USEPA has delegated authority of issuing NPDES permits in California to the 
SWRCB and its RWQCBs. The NPDES permit program is discussed in further detail below in the State 
section. Section 402 of the CWA would apply to the Project because construction at the Project site 
would be required to control discharges of pollutants from point sources, as discussed below. 

National Primary Drinking Water Regulation (NPDWR) 
As discussed in Section 3.3, Background, on April 26, 2024, the USEPA issued the final National 
Primary Drinking Water Regulation (NPDWR), effectively establishing legally enforceable levels, called 
MCLs, for six PFAS compounds in drinking water. Under the new rule, the most restrictive final MCLs, 
or enforceable levels, for PFAS is 4.0 parts per trillion (ppt). The NPDWR requires that public water 
systems must monitor for these PFAS, complete initial monitoring by 2027 (followed by ongoing 
compliance monitoring), and, if necessary, implement solutions that reduce PFAS to legal levels by 2029, 
among other requirements.  

State 

Porter Cologne Act 
The State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) provides the 
basis for water quality regulation within California and assigns primary responsibility for the protection 
and enhancement of water quality to the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, 
the SWRCB and RWQCBs also have the responsibility for granting CWA NPDES permits and Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for certain point-source and non-point discharges to waters.  

The Porter-Cologne Act allows the California SWRCB to adopt statewide Water Quality Control Plans 
and basin-specific water quality control plans, which serve as the legal, technical, and programmatic basis 
of water quality regulation statewide or for a particular region. The water quality control plans limit 
impacts on water quality from a variety of sources.  

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

Construction General Permit 
Construction associated with projects that would disturb more than 1 acre of land surface affecting the 
quality of stormwater discharges into waters of the U.S. are subject to the NPDES General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 2022-
0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002). The Construction General Permit regulates discharges of 
pollutants in stormwater associated with construction activity to waters of the U.S. from construction sites 
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that disturb 1 acre or more of land surface, or that are part of a common plan of development or sale that 
disturbs more than 1 acre of land surface. The permit regulates stormwater discharges associated with 
construction or demolition activities, such as clearing and excavation; construction of buildings; and 
linear underground projects, including installation of water pipelines and other utility lines. 

The Construction General Permit requires construction sites to be assigned a Risk Level of 1 (low), 
2 (medium), or 3 (high), based both on the sediment transport risk at the site and the receiving waters risk 
during periods of soil exposure (e.g., grading and site stabilization). The sediment risk level reflects the 
relative amount of sediment that could potentially be discharged to receiving water bodies and is based on 
the nature of the construction activities and the location of the site relative to receiving water bodies. The 
receiving waters risk level reflects the risk to the receiving waters from the sediment discharge. 
Depending on the risk level, the construction projects could be subject to the following requirements: 

• Effluent standards; 
• Good site management “housekeeping;” 
• Non-stormwater management; 
• Erosion and sediment controls; 
• Run-on and runoff controls; 
• Inspection, maintenance, and repair; or 
• Monitoring and reporting requirements. 

The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP that includes 
specific BMPs designed to prevent sediment and pollutants from contacting stormwater from moving off 
site into receiving waters. The BMPs fall into several categories, including erosion control, sediment 
control, waste management and good housekeeping, and are intended to protect surface water quality by 
preventing the off-site migration of eroded soil and construction-related pollutants from the construction 
area. Routine inspection of all BMPs is required under the provisions of the Construction General Permit. 
In addition, the SWPPP is required to contain a visual monitoring program and a chemical monitoring 
program for non-visible pollutants. 

The SWPPP must be prepared before construction begins. The SWPPP must contain a site map(s) that 
delineates the construction work area, existing and proposed buildings, parcel boundaries, roadways, 
stormwater collection and discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and 
drainage patterns across the project area. The SWPPP must list BMPs and the placement of those BMPs 
that the proponent would use to protect stormwater runoff. 

The Construction General Permit also sets post-construction standards (i.e., implementation of BMPs to 
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges from the site after construction). 

In the Bay Area, the Construction General Permit is implemented and enforced by the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which administers the stormwater permitting program. 
Dischargers must electronically submit a notice of intent and permit registration documents to obtain 
coverage under this Construction General Permit. Dischargers are to notify the San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB of violations or incidents of non-compliance, and submit annual reports identifying deficiencies 
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in the BMPs and explaining how the deficiencies were corrected. The risk assessment and SWPPP must 
be prepared by a State Qualified SWPPP Developer, and implementation of the SWPPP must be overseen 
by a State Qualified SWPPP Practitioner. A legally responsible person, who is legally authorized to sign 
and certify permit registration documents, is responsible for obtaining coverage under the permit. 

Phase II Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Program 
EPA’s Stormwater Phase II Rule establishes a stormwater management program for MS4s that is 
intended to improve the Nation’s waterways by reducing the quantity of pollutants that stormwater picks 
up and carries into storm sewer systems during storm events. Common pollutants include oil and grease 
from roadways, pesticides from lawns, sediment from construction sites, and carelessly discarded trash, 
such as cigarette butts, paper wrappers, and plastic bottles. When deposited into nearby waterways 
through MS4 discharges, these pollutants can impair the waterways, thereby discouraging recreational use 
of the resource, contaminating drinking water supplies, and interfering with the habitat for fish, other 
aquatic organisms, and wildlife. 

Operators of regulated MS4s are required to design their programs to reduce the discharge of pollutants to 
the “maximum extent practicable” (MEP), protect water quality, and satisfy the appropriate water quality 
requirements of the CWA. Implementation of the MEP standard will typically require the development 
and implementation of BMPs and the achievement of measurable goals to satisfy each of the six 
minimum control measures. The Project site is currently operating under an existing MS4 permit, 
commonly referred to as the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit. 

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014, effective January 1, 2015, authorizes 
local agencies to manage groundwater in a sustainable manner and allows limited state intervention when 
necessary to protect groundwater resources. 

The SGMA defined “sustainable groundwater management”; established a framework for local agencies 
to develop plans and implement strategies to sustainably manage groundwater resources; prioritized the 
basins with conditions of overdraft (ranked as high and medium priority); and set a 20-year timeline for 
implementation. Basins were initially prioritized under the SGMA by the California Department of Water 
Resources in 2014 under the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program. 

The SGMA requires the creation of a groundwater sustainability agency that would develop and implement 
a Groundwater Sustainability Plan to manage and use groundwater in a manner that can be maintained 
during the planning and implementation horizon without undesirable results, defined as follows: 

(1) Chronic lowering of groundwater levels, indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of 
supply; 

(2) Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage; 

(3) Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion; 

(4) Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes 
that impair water supplies; 

(5) Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land uses; or 
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(6) Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on 
beneficial uses of the surface water. 

The Project site is within Basin 2-009.02, Santa Clara Valley Basin, which is a high-priority basin. Valley 
Water, the local groundwater sustainability agency, submitted its 2021 Groundwater Management Plan: 
Santa Clara and Llagas Subbasins as an alternative groundwater sustainability plan (GSP) (SCVWD 
2021). Under the SGMA, local agencies have an opportunity to submit an “alternative” GSP, provided 
that the alternative satisfies the act’s objectives for the basin. An alternative could be either an existing 
groundwater management plan, an adjudication, or an analysis of basin conditions that demonstrates that 
the basin has operated within its sustainable yield for a minimum of 10 years. The following basin 
sustainability goals related to groundwater supply reliability and protection of water quality were developed 
for the Valley Water GSP: 

• Groundwater supplies are managed to optimize water supply reliability and minimize land 
subsidence. 

• Groundwater is protected from contamination, including salt water intrusion. 

Basin management strategies for achieving these goals are also identified in the GSP, as follows: 

(1) Manage groundwater in conjunction with surface water. 

(2) Implement programs to protect and promote groundwater quality. 

(3) Maintain and develop adequate groundwater models and monitoring networks. 

(4) Work with regulatory and land use agencies to protect recharge areas, promote natural recharge, and 
prevent groundwater contamination. 

Local 

Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
The San Francisco Bay RWQCB regulates water quality in accordance with the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan). The Basin Plan lists the beneficial uses that the San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB has identified for local aquifers, streams, marshes, rivers, and the San Francisco 
Bay, as well as the water quality objectives and criteria that must be met to protect these uses. The San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB implements the Basin Plan by issuing and enforcing waste discharge 
requirements, including permits for nonpoint sources such as the urban runoff discharged by a City’s 
stormwater drainage system. The Basin Plan also describes watershed management programs and water 
quality attainment strategies. The San Tomas Aquino Creek, the closest surface water to the Project site is 
not listed on the Clean Water Act 303(d) list.  

Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit 
The San Francisco Bay RWQCB has issued a Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP) 
Order No. R2-2022-0018 to regulate stormwater discharges from permittees in Alameda, Contra Costa, 
San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties. The City of San José is required to operate under the MRP to 
discharge stormwater from the City’s storm drain system to surface waters. The MRP mandates that the 
City of San José use its planning and development review authority to require that stormwater management 



4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.9-8 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

measures are included in new and redevelopment projects to minimize and properly treat stormwater 
runoff. Provision C.3 of the MRP regulates the following types of development projects: 

• Projects that create or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface area. 

• Special Land Use Categories that create or replace 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface. 

As the Project proposes to create or replace more than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface area, the 
Project is considered a regulated project. The MRP requires regulated projects to include Low Impact 
Development (LID) design measures. These include site design features to reduce the amount of runoff 
requiring treatment and maintain or restore the site’s natural hydrologic functions, source control 
measures to prevent stormwater from pollution, and stormwater treatment features to pre-treat polluted 
stormwater runoff prior to discharge into the municipal storm drain system. The MRP requires that 
stormwater treatment measures are properly installed, operated, and maintained.  

City of San José Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management (Policy 6-29) 
The City of San José’s Policy 6-29 implements the stormwater treatment requirements of Provision C.3 of 
the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit. The City of San José’s Policy 6-29 requires all new 
development and redevelopment projects to implement post-construction BMPs and Treatment Control 
Measures (TCMs).  

Envision 2040 San José General Plan Policies in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan have been 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or reducing hydrology and water quality impacts from development 
projects (City of San José, 2024). Policies applicable to the Project are listed below. 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Hydrology and Water Quality  

Goal ER-8 Minimize the adverse effects on ground and surface water quality and protect property and natural resources 
from stormwater runoff generated in the City of San José. 

Policy IN-3.7 Design new projects to minimize potential damage due to stormwaters and flooding to the site and other 
properties. 

Policy IN-3.9 Require developers to prepare drainage plans for proposed developments that define needed drainage 
improvements per City standards. 

Policy IN-3.10 Incorporate appropriate stormwater treatment measures in development projects to achieve stormwater 
quality and quantity standards and objectives in compliance with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 

Policy MS-3.4 Promote the use of green roofs (i.e., roofs with vegetated cover), landscape-based treatment measures, 
pervious materials for hardscape, and other stormwater management practices to reduce water pollution. 

Policy EC-5.16 Implement the Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management requirements of the City’s Municipal NPDES 
Permit to reduce urban runoff from project sites. 

Policy ER-8.1 Manage stormwater runoff in compliance with the City’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff (6-29) and 
Hydromodification Management (8-14) Policies. 

Policy ER-8.3 Ensure that private development in San José includes adequate measures to treat stormwater runoff. 

Policy ER-9.3 Utilize water resources in a manner that does not deplete the supply of surface or groundwater or cause 
overdrafting of the underground water basin.  

Policy EC-5.7 Allow new urban development only when mitigation measures are incorporated into the project design to 
ensure that new urban runoff does not increase flood risks elsewhere. 

Action EC 5.16 Implement the Post Construction Urban Runoff Management requirements of the City’s Municipal NPDES 
Permit to reduce urban runoff from the project site. 
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City Council Policy 6-29, Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management 
The City has developed policies that implement Provision C.3, consistent with the Municipal Regional 
Permit. The City’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (6-29) establishes specific 
requirements to minimize and treat stormwater runoff from new and redevelopment projects. 

City Council Policy 8-14, Post-Construction Hydromodification Management Policy 
and Map 
The City’s Post-Construction Hydromodification Management Policy (8-14) establishes an 
implementation framework for incorporating measures to control hydromodification impacts from 
development projects. The maximum ground disturbance for each the Project site would be more than one 
acre and would therefore be required to comply with this policy. 

4.9.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — 
Would the project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would:  

    

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or offsite; 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) 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; or 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 

pollutants due to project inundation? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction 
Project construction would involve ground-disturbing earthwork including excavation and filling, 
trenching, and grading. These activities could increase the susceptibility of soil on the Project site to 
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erosion by wind or water. During construction, heavy equipment such as bulldozers, graders, earth 
movers, heavy trucks, trenching equipment and other machinery is likely to be used. Such machinery 
could contribute pollutants to stormwater runoff in the form of sediment and other pollutants such as 
fuels, oil, lubricants, hydraulic fluid, or other contaminants. Additionally, sitework could result in 
conditions of runoff. Sediment, silt, and construction debris, if mobilized during construction could be 
transported to receiving waters such as San Tomas Aquino Creek or San Francisco Bay. In the absence of 
runoff controls, exceedances of water quality standards could result.  

Construction of the Project would require disturbance of more than one acre and thus would be required 
to apply for coverage under the State GCP to comply with federal NPDES regulations. A site-specific 
SWPPP would be developed and implemented as part of the Project in accordance with the NPDES CGP, 
to minimize water impacts during demolition and construction. This plan would include BMPs designed 
to control and reduce soil erosion. The BMPs may include dewatering procedures, storm water runoff 
quality control measures, watering for dust control, the construction of silt fences, as needed. During 
construction-related activities, soil compaction would be used to further reduce soil erosion.  

Excavation is not anticipated to require dewatering of groundwater, based on the groundwater depth of 
25 feet or deeper at the Project site (Ninyo & Moore, 2024). However, if dewatering would be required, 
excavation specifications outlined in the geotechnical evaluation conducted for the Project would be 
implemented, which would require the dewatering effluent be treated (i.e., removal of sediment) prior to 
discharge.  

The Project would be required to comply with the City of San José’s standard conditions including 
mandatory compliance with SPC HYD-1: Construction-related Water Quality, which would help to 
reduce track-out upon City streets that could otherwise contribute silt, mud, or sediment into the storm 
drains and receiving waters. SPC HYD-1 also contains provisions for revegetating the site, which 
supports similar water quality objectives.  

SPC HYD-1 Construction-related Water Quality. The Project proponent shall implement the 
following conditions: 

• Burlap bags filled with drain rock shall be installed around storm drains to route sediment and 
other debris away from the drains. 

• Earthmoving or other dust-producing activities shall be suspended during periods of high 
winds. All exposed or disturbed soil surfaces shall be watered at least twice daily to control 
dust as necessary. 

• Stockpiles of soil or other materials that can be blown by the wind shall be watered or 
covered. All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered and all 
trucks shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard.  

• All paved access roads, parking areas, staging areas and residential streets adjacent to the 
construction sites shall be swept daily (with water sweepers) 

• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• All unpaved entrances to the site shall be filled with rock to remove mud from tires prior to 
entering City streets. A tire wash system shall be installed if requested by the City. The 
project applicant Permittee shall comply with the City of San José Grading Ordinance, 
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including implementing erosion and dust control during site preparation and with the City of 
San José Zoning Ordinance requirements for keeping adjacent streets free of dirt and mud 
during construction. 

As discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project would be required to comply 
with regulatory requirements that manage the use of hazardous materials on site during construction. 
Other specific regulatory requirements include preparation and implementation of a hazardous materials 
management plan, spill prevention countermeasure plan and associated compliance measures which 
would be in effect during construction of the Project. These measures would limit the release of 
contaminants that could otherwise adversely affect groundwater or receiving waters and impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Operation 
As discussed in Section 3.3 Background, the Project is a critical water source facility managed by SJW 
with several wells found to have PFAS, above the MCL allowed by the USEPA’s final NPDWR. The 
Project would construct an ion exchange treatment system facility at the existing footprint of the Williams 
Groundwater Station, so that discontinued groundwater wells could be returned to service and come under 
compliance with the NPDWR imposed by the USEPA. The proposed ion exchange treatment system 
would treat groundwater to the 4.0 ppt enforceable MCLs.  

Project operations would include a blow-off cycle for the wells during well start up. The water would be 
discharged to the existing engineered sump on-site, which then drains to the existing storm drain system. 
The steel treatment vessels would also require periodical flushing and drain into the existing engineered 
sump. No hazardous materials would be stored at the facility, including any water treatment substances. 
Water discharged into the existing engineered sump on site would be subject to the MRP, which regulates 
the quality of water discharged into storm drains. If needed, the discharge water would be treated to 
remove sediment prior to discharge.  

Condition C.3 under the MRP stipulates standards for new development and redevelopment whereby 
regulated projects are required to include source control Low Impact Development (LID) site design and 
stormwater treatment measures to address stormwater runoff pollutant discharges. To comply with the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Pollution Prevention Program C.3 Handbook, a bioretention basin that would 
collect stormwater runoff and other water discharge from on-site. The bioretention basin soil would filter 
and treat the stormwater runoff prior to groundwater recharge. During heavy flows, or when the basin is 
over capacity, stormwater from either the bioretention basin underdrain or overflow would flow into the 
stormwater pump station. The stormwater pump station would then discharge to a water line that 
discharge to the San Tomas Aquino Creek, similar to current operations. With implementation of these 
LID measures and adherence to the conditions of their operation and maintenance, the Project would not 
violate discharge requirements or otherwise compromise surface water or groundwater quality. 

Given that the Project objectives include coming under compliance with water quality regulations and that 
operations and maintenance on site would be regulated by existing permits, there would be a less than 
significant impact on water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction 
The Project is located in the Santa Clara Groundwater Basin, Santa Clara Subbasin, which is identified by 
DWR as a high priority groundwater basin under the SGMA, though not one in condition of critical 
overdraft. The construction phase of the Project is anticipated to take approximately 360 working days 
and occur over five phases. Approximately 8,000 gallons of water is anticipated to be used each day for 
dust control purposes, totaling approximately nine acre-feet (AF) over the course of the construction 
period. The water would be potable water provided by SJW via a portable water meter. Water used during 
construction would be approximately 0.02 percent of SJW’s projected water supply, and 0.05 to 
0.09 percent of SJW’s groundwater supply, assuming that groundwater would be the primary water 
source during construction. Construction would therefore not permanently or substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies during construction and impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation 
As discussed above and in Section 3, Project Description, SJW relies on three sources of potable water 
supply: groundwater, surface water purchased through Valley Water, and treated surface water from local 
water supply. The purpose of this Project is to ensure and secure a critical water source for SJW’s service 
area. When operational, the 15 groundwater wells at the Williams Groundwater Station would be compliant 
with USEPA and DDW regulations. Once constructed, the Project would not result in additional 
groundwater pumping and would instead recommission the existing wells at the Project site. The overall 
volume of groundwater pumping would be unchanged from existing conditions. The Project would 
therefore not result in a long-term increase in groundwater pumping or a substantial decrease in 
groundwater supplies. 

The Project would result in approximately 70,000 square feet (1.6 acres) of new impervious surfaces. 
Given that the proposed Project would create 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface, the 
Project must comply with the MRP and would adhere to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Pollution 
Prevention Program C.3 Handbook. Projects that exceed the C.3 thresholds of impervious surface must 
incorporate the stormwater controls through site design measures, source control measures, stormwater 
treatment measures, hydromodification management measures, if applicable. The Project would include a 
stormwater bioretention basin that would collect runoff from the Project site. During storm events, 
stormwater from either the bioretention basin underdrain or overflow would flow into the stormwater 
pump station. The stormwater pump station would then discharge to a water line that discharges to the 
San Tomas Aquino Creek, similar to current operations.  

With compliance with existing regulations, the Project would not decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge during operation, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; Less than Significant Impact 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite; Less than Significant Impact 

iii) 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; Less 
than Significant Impact 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction 
As the Project would involve more than one-acre of ground disturbance, coverage under the Construction 
General Permit with its required preparation and implementation of a SWPPP would be required. Runoff 
potentially generated during construction would be captured by the BMPs implemented as part of the 
SWPPP. Mandatory implementation of SPC HYD-1 along with BMPs required as part of the SWPPP 
would effectively reduce erosion, siltation/sedimentation, and limit runoff. Therefore, with implementation 
of these regulatory controls, construction impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation 
While the Project would alter existing drainage patterns on-site by introducing additional impervious 
surfaces and by removing and replacing existing trees, the Project would not alter any streams or rivers at 
the Project site. The Project would be subject to the MRP, outlined in Section 4.9.2, Regulatory Setting. 
The MRP mandates that the City of San José use its planning and development review authority to require 
that stormwater management measures are included in new and redevelopment projects to minimize and 
properly treat stormwater runoff. The MRP works to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent possible, to protect water quality, and satisfy the CWA. To comply with the MRP, the Project 
would include the construction of a stormwater bioretention basin that would collect stormwater runoff 
and other water discharge from on-site. During storm events, stormwater from either the bioretention 
basin underdrain or overflow would flow into the stormwater pump station. The stormwater pump station 
would then discharge to a water line that discharge to the San Tomas Aquino Creek, similar to current 
operations. Furthermore, the Project would be subject to the City’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management (Policy 6-29), which requires all new development and redevelopment projects to 
implement post-construction BMPs and TCMs. Therefore, the Project would not substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite, nor would 
the Project contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

As discussed in Section 4.9.1, Environmental Setting, the Project is located partially in FEMA- 
designated flood zones. The majority of the Project site, except for the southwestern portion, is in an AO 
Zone, which indicates a one percent chance of flooding between one and three feet. The southwestern 
portion of the Project site is located in a D Zone, which is an area where flood hazards are undetermined, 
but possible (FEMA, 2024). While the Project site is located in a FEMA-designated flood zone, the 
Project would adhere to all applicable regulations as discussed above and would implement on-site 
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stormwater management designs and protocols, including the construction of a stormwater bioretention 
basin. Therefore, operation of the Project would not impede or redirect flood flows or generate conditions 
of runoff in such a way that the capacities of existing storm drains would be exceeded, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? Less 
than Significant Impact 

The Project is located partially in FEMA-designated flood zones. The majority of the Project site is in an 
AO Zone, which indicates a one percent chance of flooding between one and three feet. The southwestern 
portion of the Project site is located in a D Zone, which is an area where flood hazards are undetermined, 
but possible. The Project site is not located in a tsunami or seiche zone. 

Construction 
As discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, hazardous materials on site would be 
used during construction. Hazardous waste materials would be handled on site in compliance with federal, 
state, and local regulations and guidelines, such as the Construction General Permit with its required 
SWPPP. Furthermore, the Project would implement SPC HYD-1 in order to reduce impacts related to the 
release of pollutants during construction. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 
No hazardous materials would be stored at the facility, including any water treatment substances. Weekly 
or as-needed chemical/fuel generator deliveries and general maintenance would be implemented. As 
discussed in Section 3.5.1, the anion exchange resin would need to be replaced every one to three years, 
depending on resin model and overall system flow rate. This resin would be saturated with PFAS and 
would be transported to an offsite disposal facility, where it would be disposed of in accordance with 
federal and state regulations. As discussed above, the Project would be required to implement post-
construction BMPs and TCMs.  

While the Project would be located in a flood zone designated by FEMA, the Project would be subject to 
various pollution control measures required by the MRP post-construction BMPs, and SPC HYD-1. The 
required compliance with these regulations and measures would reduce any impacts related to the risk of 
releasing pollutants due to Project operation. Impacts would be less than significant.  

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The purpose of the Project is to treat groundwater that has become contaminated with PFAS. This 
treatment would result in removing contamination from groundwater that is used for public water supply. 
The restoration of clean groundwater would be consistent with the Basin Plan and its requirement to 
maintain the existing beneficial use of groundwater.  

The Project would adhere to Construction General Permit and MRP regulatory controls during the 
construction, and operation and maintenance phases, respectively. With adherence to the BMPs in the 
SWPPP designed to limit runoff during construction, mandatory compliance with SPC HYD-1, and the 
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required implementation of a site-specific stormwater management plan and other measures required for 
regulated projects, water quality impacts would be limited. Long-term maintenance of the Project site 
would include keeping the site clean and free of debris, which would reduce the risk of litter (trash inputs) 
and toxic contamination of surface and groundwater or other water quality exceedances. Therefore, the 
Project would not conflict with a water quality objective and there would be no resulting conflict with the 
water quality standards and beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan. 

The Project would not significantly deplete groundwater resources and would not appreciably increase 
impervious surface area, and the proposed stormwater bioretention basin would further facilitate 
groundwater recharge on site. The Project is generally in conformance with sustainable groundwater 
management and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Santa Clara Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan. Impacts under this criterion would be less than significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.10 Land Use and Planning 
4.10.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project site is located in within the City of San José surrounded by San Tomas Expressway to the 
east, Williams Road to the south, Boynton Avenue to the west, and Moorpark Avenue and Interstate 280 
to the north (see Figure 3.2, Existing Site Conditions). The immediate surrounding area is suburban-urban 
development consisting of single- and multi-family residential neighborhoods, institutional uses, and a 
park to the south. The parcels adjacent to the Project site to the west and north include apartment 
complexes, single family homes, a church surrounded by a large parking lot, and the Harker School 
Transitional Kindergarten Campus. To the east, across San Tomas Expressway, are primarily single-
family neighborhoods, as well as Lynhaven Elementary School. Toward the south, across Williams Road, 
is Starbird Park. 

The General Plan Land Use designation for the Project site is Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) and is located in 
the Public/Quasi-Public Zoning District. According to the Title 20 of the San José Municipal Code, which 
is described further below, publicly serving land uses within this zoning district can include, among other 
uses, water treatment facilities (such as the Project). This zoning district may also accommodate water 
facilities that are consistent in character with established public land uses. Furthermore, the appropriate 
intensity of development can vary considerably depending on potential impacts on surrounding uses and 
the particular Public/Quasi-Public use developed on a site.  

The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (SCVHP) designation for the Project site is Golf Courses/Urban 
Parks and is in Landcover Fee Zone B, also referred to as ‘Agricultural and Valley Floor Lands’ (Santa 
Clara Valley Habitat Agency, 2012).  

4.10.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
There are no federal regulatory plans, policies, or programs relating to land use and planning that would 
be applicable to the Project. 

State 
There are no state regulatory plans, policies, or programs relating to land use and planning that would be 
applicable to the Project. 

Local 

Envision 2040 San José General Plan  
Policies in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan have been adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating land use impacts from development projects (City of San José, 2024a). Policies applicable to 
the Project are listed below. 
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Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Land Use  

Policy IN-1.1 Provide and maintain adequate water, wastewater, and stormwater services to areas in and currently 
receiving these services from the City. 

Policy IN-1.9 Design new public and private utility facilities to be safe, aesthetically pleasing, compatible with adjacent 
uses, and consistent with the Envision General Plan goals and policies for fiscal sustainability, 
environmental leadership, an innovative economy, and quality neighborhoods. 

Policy IN-1.10 Require undergrounding of all new publicly owned utility lines. Encourage undergrounding of all privately 
owned utility lines in new developments. Work with electricity and telecommunications providers to 
underground existing overhead lines. 

Policy IN-1.11 Locate and design utilities to avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive areas and habitats. 

Policy IN-3.2 Work with water retailers to provide water supply facilities that meet future growth within the City’s Urban 
Service Area and assure a high-quality and reliable supply of water to existing and future residents. 

Policy IN-3.8 In designing improvements to creeks and rivers, protect adjacent properties from flooding consistent with 
the best available information and standards from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). Incorporate restoration of natural habitat into 
improvements where feasible. 

Policy IN-3.9 Require developers to prepare drainage plans that define needed drainage improvements for proposed 
developments per City standards. 

Policy LU-1.6 With new development or expansion and improvement of existing development or uses, incorporate 
measures to comply with current Federal, State, and local standards. 

SOURCE: City of San José, 2024. 
 

Title 20 City of San José Zoning Ordinance 
The Zoning Ordinance (Title 20 of the San José Municipal Code; City of San José, 2024b) is an evolving 
set of regulations that promote and protect the public peace, health, and general welfare by: 

• Guiding, controlling, and regulating future growth and development in the City in a sound and orderly 
manner, and promoting the achievement of the goals and purposes of the General Plan; 

• Protecting the character and economic and social stability of agricultural, residential, commercial, 
industrial, and other areas in the City; 

• Providing light, air, and privacy to property; 

• Preserving and providing open space and preventing overcrowding of the land; 

• Appropriately regulating the concentration of population; 

• Providing access to property and preventing undue interference with and hazards to traffic on public 
rights-of-way; and 

• Preventing unwarranted deterioration of the environment and promoting balanced ecology.15 

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan 
The SCVHP is intended to provide an effective framework to protect, enhance, and restore natural 
resources in specific areas of Santa Clara County, while improving and streamlining the environmental 
permitting process for impacts on threatened and endangered species. The designation for the Project site 
is Golf Courses/Urban Parks.  

 
15  https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/

ordinances-proposed-updates/zoning-code-title-20. 
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4.10.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:     

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 

with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
There are no established communities within the Project site. The Project would be built within the 
confines of the existing parcel, and it would not impede movement across public rights-of-way. 
Following construction, the Project would not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that 
would restrict existing patterns of movement within or around the Project site and the surrounding uses. 
Therefore, Project construction and operation would not physically divide an established community and 
there would be no impact.  

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The General Plan land use designation of the site is PQP and is in the Public/Quasi-Zoning District. The 
Project would develop a new water treatment facility within the approximately 11-acre Williams 
Groundwater Station, which would include above-grade steel treatment vessels with above-grade piping, 
two water tanks, an electrical and feed pump station building, stormwater bioretention basin and 
associated infrastructure, a process drain pump station, an emergency diesel standby generator, 
underground piping to connect the wells and treatment system, and perimeter security fencing and 
driveway modifications. 

According to the Title 20 of the San José Municipal Code, land uses within this zoning district can 
include, among other uses, water treatment facilities with the approval of a CUP. As discussed in Sections 
1.1 and 3.1, the Project includes a CUP application to City of San José for the construction and operation 
of utilities on a property zoned PQP under the Municipal Zoning Code. 

As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the Project is subject to applicable Habitat Plan 
conditions and fees (Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency, 2012). The Project site is outside of the covered 
species, wetland, and serpentine fee zones but may be subject to land cover fees. With compliance with 
Habitat Plan fees and conditions, and mandatory implementation of SPC BIO-2, the Project would not 
conflict with the Habitat Plan. 
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Because the Project would continue to support water supply utilities, implementation would be consistent 
with the land use designations in the General Plan and the zoning districts and the Project construction 
and operation impacts would be less than significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.11 Noise and Vibration 
4.11.1 Environmental Setting 
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air. Noise can be 
defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the rate of 
oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or energy content 
(amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to 
characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. Sound pressure level is measured in decibels (dB), 
with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing, and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to 
the threshold of pain. 

Noise Exposure and Ambient Noise 
An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of the noise experienced by the individual over a period of 
time. A noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time. However, noise levels rarely persist 
consistently over a long period of time. In fact, noise varies continuously with time with respect to the 
contributing sound sources of the noise environment. Noise is primarily the product of many distant 
noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable background noise exposure, with the individual 
contributors unidentifiable. Noise descriptors used to characterize environmental noise are summarized 
below: 

Leq: The equivalent sound level is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a 
single numerical value.  

Ldn: The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-hour period, and which 
accounts for the greater sensitivity of most people to nighttime noise by weighting noise levels at 
night (“penalizing” nighttime noises). Noise between 10 p.m. and seven a.m. is weighted 
(penalized) by adding 10 dBA to take into account the greater annoyance of nighttime noises. It is 
also referred to as day-night noise level (DNL). 

CNEL: The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is a 24-hour Leq that adds a five dBA penalty to 
noise occurring during evening hours from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and a 10 dBA penalty to 
sounds occurring between the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for the increased 
sensitivity to noise events that occur during the quiet late evening and nighttime periods. 

Lmax: The instantaneous maximum noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.  

Effects of Noise on People 
The effects of noise on people can be placed into three categories: 

• subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction; 

• interference with activities such as speech, sleep, learning; and 

• physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling. 

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers at industrial plants 
often experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure the 
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subjective effects of noise, or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. With regard 
to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be perceived;  

• Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference when the 
change in noise is perceived but does not cause a human response;  

• A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human response 
would be expected; and 

• A 10-dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can cause an 
adverse response. 

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel system. The 
human ear perceives sound in a non-linear fashion; hence, the decibel scale was developed. Because the 
decibel scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in a simple additive fashion, 
rather they combine logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources produce noise levels of 
50 dBA, the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA.  

Noise Attenuation 
Sound level naturally decreases with more distance from the source. Point sources of noise, including 
stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or on-site construction equipment, attenuate (lessen) at a 
rate of 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance from the source. In many cases, noise attenuation from a point 
source increases to 7.5 dBA for each doubling of distance due to ground absorption and reflective wave 
canceling.  

Widely distributed noises such as a street with moving vehicles (a “line” source) would typically 
attenuate at a lower rate of approximately 3.0 dBA for each doubling of distance between the source and 
the receiver. If the ground surface between source and receiver is absorptive rather than reflective, the 
nominal rate increases to 4.5 dBA for each doubling of distance.  

Trees and vegetation, buildings, and barriers reduce the noise level that would otherwise occur at a given 
receptor distance. Vegetation strips, noise barriers, which include natural topography and soundwalls, 
reduce noise by blocking the line of sight between the source and receiver. Generally, a simple noise 
barrier that breaks the line of sight between source and receiver will provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in 
noise.  

Vibration 
Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be 
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. There are several different methods that are 
used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous 
peak of the vibration signal and is typically expressed in units of inches per second (in/sec). The PPV is 
most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude 
is most frequently used to describe the effect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is 
defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (VdB) is commonly used 
to measure RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe 
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vibration (Federal Transit Administration [FTA], 2018). Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by 
man-made activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. 

Some common sources of ground-borne vibration are trains, heavy trucks traveling on rough roads, and 
construction activities such as blasting, pile driving, and operation of heavy earth-moving equipment. The 
effects of ground-borne vibration include movement of the building floors, rattling of windows, shaking 
of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds. In extreme cases, vibration can cause 
damage to buildings. Building damage is not a factor for most projects, with the occasional exception of 
blasting and pile-driving during construction. In residential areas, the background vibration velocity level is 
usually around 50 VdB (approximately 0.0013 in/sec PPV). 

Sensitive Receptors 
Human response to noise varies considerably from one individual to another. Effects of noise at various 
levels can include interference with sleep, concentration, and communication, and can cause stress and 
hearing loss. Given these effects, some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels 
than others. In general, residences, schools, hotels, hospitals, and nursing homes are considered to be the 
most sensitive to noise. Places such as churches, libraries, and cemeteries, where people tend to pray, 
study, and/or contemplate are also sensitive to noise. Commercial and industrial uses are considered the 
least noise-sensitive.  

The existing land uses near the Project site include residential uses to the north, east, and west. The 
Cabernet Vineyards Apartments and Mark-Williams Apartments are located approximately 30 feet west 
of the Project site along Cabernet Vineyards Circle and Williams Road, respectively. Residences to the 
east are located approximately 130 feet along Vicar Lane. The Harker School Transitional Kindergarten 
Campus is located approximately 150 feet west of the Project site at 888 Boynton Avenue. Boynton 
High School is located approximately 300 feet west of the Project site along Boynton Avenue. 
Lynhaven Elementary School is located approximately 460 feet east of the Project site along Cypress 
Avenue. 

Existing Conditions 
Existing noise sources in the immediate vicinity of the Project are primarily vehicular traffic along San 
Tomas Expressway and Williams Road.  

To quantify the existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project, a noise measurement survey 
was conducted on July 30 – August 1, 2024 within the Project site and near sensitive land uses that 
could be impacted by noise generated by the Project (see Appendix H). The noise measurement was 
conducted using a calibrated Larson Davis LxT2 noise meter. The noise measurement survey consisted 
of three 15-minute short-term (ST) noise measurements and one 24-hour long-term (LT) noise 
measurement. Noise measurement results and location are shown in Table 4.12-1 and Figure 4.12-1, 
respectively.  
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TABLE 4.12-1 
 MEASURED AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS 

Monitor Location Start Time 
Noise level 

(dBA) Primary Noise Source(s) 

ST-1 End of Hamann Drive inside Williams 
Treatment Facility 

10:24 a.m. 50.4 Leq Vehicle movement inside Williams 
treatment facility, distant traffic from 
San Tomas Expressway 

ST-2 End of Vicar Lane 11:11 a.m. 54.5 Leq Traffic on San Tomas Expressway, 
neighborhood traffic  

ST-3 Mark Williams Apartments adjacent to 
Willimas Treatment Facility on Williams Road 

10:47 a.m. 59.7 Leq Traffic on Willaims Road and distant 
traffic on San Tomas Expressway 

LT-1 Northeast corner of Cabernet Vineyards 
Circle 

12:00 a.m. 52 Leqa Distant traffic on San Tomas 
Expressway 46 Leqb 

54 Ldnc 

NOTES:  
a. Leq Daytime 7:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m. 
b. Leq Nighttime 10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m. 
c. Ldn: 10 dBA penalty for noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
SOURCE: ESA, 2024. 

 

4.11.2 Regulatory Setting 
Various aspects of noise are regulated at the federal, state and local levels. Regulations and standards 
applicable to the Project are discussed below. 

Federal 
The primary federal noise standards that directly regulate noise related to the operation of the Project 
pertain to noise exposure and workers. The U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration enforces 
regulations to safeguard the hearing of workers exposed to occupational noise. The Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration has established worker noise exposure limits that vary with the duration of the 
exposure and require that a hearing conservation program be implemented if employees are exposed to 
noise levels in excess of 85 dBA. 

Federal regulations also establish noise limits for medium and heavy trucks (more than 4.5 tons, gross 
vehicle weight rating) under Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 205, Subpart B. The federal truck 
pass-by noise standard is 80 dBA at 15 meters from the vehicle pathway centerline. These controls are 
implemented through regulatory controls on truck manufacturers. 

State 

California Building Code 
The current 2022 version of the California Building Code (CBC) requires interior noise levels attributable 
to exterior environmental noise sources to be limited to a level not exceeding 45 dBA DNL/CNEL in any 
habitable room that apply to new multifamily residential units, hotels, and motels that would be subject to 
relatively high levels of transportation-related noise. The State of California has also established exterior 
sound transmission control standards for new non-residential buildings as set forth in the 2016 California 
Green Building Standards Code (Section 5.507.4.1 and 5.507.4.2) but these standards do not apply to 
utility buildings.  
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Local 

City of San José 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
The Envision San José 2040 General Plan (General Plan) includes policies applicable to all development 
projects in San José (City of San José, 2020a). The General Plan’s Noise Element includes land use 
compatibility guidelines which state that the City's normally acceptable exterior noise level is 60 dBA, 
DNL or less for residential and most institutional land uses. The City’s standard for interior noise levels 
for residences, hotels, motels, and residential care facilities is 45 dBA, DNL. The exterior noise standard 
for outdoor recreation areas is 65 dBA, DNL (City of San José, 2024a). 

In addition, the following General Plan policies establish the thresholds to be used in the determination of 
the significance of environmental impacts related to noise and vibration.  

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Noise and Vibration 

Policy EC-1.1 Locate new development in areas where noise levels are appropriate for the proposed uses. Consider federal, 
state and City noise standards and guidelines as a part of new development review. Applicable standards and 
guidelines for land uses in San José include: 
Interior Noise Levels 
• The City’s standard for interior noise levels in residences, hotels, motels, residential care facilities, and 

hospitals is 45 dBA DNL. Include appropriate site and building design, building construction and noise 
attenuation techniques in new development to meet this standard. For sites with exterior noise levels of 
60 dBA DNL or more, an acoustical analysis following protocols in the City-adopted California Building Code 
is required to demonstrate that development projects can meet this standard. The acoustical analysis shall 
base required noise attenuation techniques on expected Envision General Plan traffic volumes to ensure 
land use compatibility and General Plan consistency over the life of this plan. 

Exterior Noise Levels 
• The City’s acceptable exterior noise level objective is 60 dBA DNL or less for residential and most 

institutional land uses (refer to Table EC-1 in the General Plan. Residential uses are considered “normally 
acceptable” with exterior noise exposures of up to 60 dBA DNL and “conditionally compatible” where the 
exterior noise exposure is between 60 and 75 dBA DNL such that the specified land use may be permitted 
only after detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements and needed noise insulation features are 
included in the design. 

Policy EC-1.2 Minimize the noise impacts of new development on land uses sensitive to increased noise levels [Categories 1, 
2, 3 and 6] by limiting noise generation and by requiring use of noise attenuation measures such as acoustical 
enclosures and sound barriers, where feasible. The City considers significant noise impacts to occur if a project 
would: 
• Cause the DNL at noise sensitive receptors to increase by five dBA DNL or more where the noise levels 

would remain “Normally Acceptable”; or 
• Cause the DNL at noise sensitive receptors to increase by three dBA DNL or more where noise levels 

would equal or exceed the “Normally Acceptable” level. 

Policy EC-1.3 Mitigate noise generation of new nonresidential land uses to 55 dBA DNL at the property line when located 
adjacent to existing or planned noise sensitive residential and public/quasi-public land uses. 

Policy EC-1.7 Require construction operations within San José to use best available noise suppression devices and 
techniques and limit construction hours near residential uses per the City’s Municipal Code. The City considers 
significant construction noise impacts to occur if a project located within 500 feet of residential uses or 200 feet 
of commercial or office uses would: 
• Involve substantial noise generating activities (such as building demolition, grading, excavation, pile driving, 

use of impact equipment, or building framing) continuing for more than 12 months. 

Policy EC-2.3 Require new development to minimize continuous vibration impacts to adjacent uses during demolition and 
construction. For sensitive historic structures, including ruins and ancient monuments or buildings that are 
documented to be structurally weakened, a continuous vibration limit of 0.08 in/sec PPV (peak particle velocity) 
will be used to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage to a building. A continuous vibration limit of 0.20 
in/sec PPV will be used to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage at buildings of normal conventional 
construction. Avoid use of impact pile drivers within 125 feet of any buildings, and within 300 feet of a historical 
building, or building in poor condition. On a project-specific basis, this distance of 300 feet may be reduced 
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Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Noise and Vibration 

where warranted by a technical study by a qualified professional that verifies that there will be virtually no risk 
of cosmetic damage to sensitive buildings from the new development during demolition and construction. 
Transient vibration impacts may exceed a vibration limit of 0.08 in/sec PPV only when and where warranted by 
a technical study by a qualified professional that verifies that there will be virtually no risk of cosmetic damage 
to sensitive buildings from the new development during demolition and construction. 

 

San José Municipal Code 
The Municipal Code Section 20.100.450 (City of San José 2024b) establishes noise exposure limits for 
stationary noise sources (non-transportation sources) and specifies hours for project construction. The 
Municipal Code restricts construction within 500 feet of a residential unit to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, with no construction on weekends; however, overnight and weekend 
construction is permitted if expressly allowed in a development permit or other planning approval. The 
Municipal Code does not establish quantitative noise limits for demolition or construction activities 
occurring in the City. Municipal Code Sections 20.20.300, 20.30.700, 20.40.600, and 20.50.300 establish 
performance standards for noise exposure associated with stationary/non-transportation sources at the 
property line of noise-sensitive uses. Specifically, noise exposure is limited to 55 dB, 60 dB, and 70 dB at 
the property line of residential, commercial, and industrial receivers. Although the Code is not explicit 
with respect to the acoustical descriptor assigned to these noise levels, it is a reasonable interpretation that 
these levels may be applied to an hourly average noise level (Hourly Leq). This assumption is consistent 
with other jurisdictions in the Bay Area and northern California. 

4.11.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIII. NOISE — Would the project result in:     

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

☐ ☒  ☐  ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip 
or 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
the Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Construction 
Construction is a temporary source of noise that can impact residences and businesses located near 
construction sites. Construction would involve use of equipment that could occasionally generate 
substantial noise at and adjacent to construction areas. Noise impacts from construction would depend on 
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the type of activity being undertaken and the distance to the receptor location. Construction typically 
generates the highest noise levels during ground disturbance phases such as grading, excavation, and pile 
driving. Construction noise impacts are most severe if construction activities take place during noise-
sensitive hours (early morning, evening, or nighttime hours) in areas immediately adjoining noise-
sensitive land uses, and/or when construction duration lasts over extended periods of time. 

Construction is anticipated to take place over an approximate 17-month period, starting in July 2027 and 
concluding in November 2028, and would consist of demolition, site preparation, grading, concrete 
foundations, facilities construction, and finish grading and paving. This would also include the City of 
San Jose’s Complete Streets Guidelines concurrent with the Project’s phases. Construction activities 
would occur Monday through Friday for a maximum period, limited between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m. Nighttime construction activity is not proposed. 

Table 4.12-2 shows maximum noise levels at a reference distance of 50 feet generated by construction 
equipment likely to be used as part of the Project. The table also includes the estimated hourly Leq for each 
equipment based on the usage factor which accounts for the fraction of time in an hour the equipment is 
used at 100 percent power. Use of the Leq metric to assess construction noise is appropriate because Leq 
can be used to describe the noise level from operation of each piece of equipment separately, and levels can 
be combined to represent the noise level from multiple pieces of equipment operating during a given period.  

TABLE 4.12-2 
 REFERENCE NOISE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Type of Equipment Lmax, dBA at 50 feet Usage Factor (%) Leq, dBA at 50 feet 

Bulldozer 82 40 75 

Front End Loader 79 40 72 

Excavator 81 40 74 

Crane 81 16 78 

Concrete Mixer Truck 79 40 75 

Tractor 84 40 77 

Forklift (gradall) 83 40 79 

Generator Set 81 50 75 

Grader 85 40 78 

Roller 80 20 70 

Paver 77 50 74 

Water Truck 75 40 71 
NOTE: 
a. “Percent used” were obtained from the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. 
SOURCE: FHWA, 2017.  

 

To quantify construction-related noise exposure that would occur at the nearest sensitive receptors, it was 
assumed that the two loudest pieces of construction equipment would operate at the same time16 at a 
location on the Project site closest to the nearest off-site sensitive receptors. Table 4.12-3 presents the 
highest Leq noise levels that sensitive receptors could be exposed to during each of the construction phases. 

 
16  This is consistent with the General Assessment methodology of the FTA. 
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TABLE 4.12-3 
 ESTIMATED NOISE LEVELS AT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Construction Phase Construction Subphase  

Two Loudest Pieces 
of Construction 
Equipment 

Combined 
Noise level 
at 50 feet 
(dBA Leq)a 

Distance 
Attenuated Noise 
Level at Nearest 
Receptor (Leq) 

Exceed 
90 dBA 
Leq (yes 
or no)? 

Site preparation Mob/Site clearing/demolition Dozer, Excavator 80 85 dBA at 30 feetb No 

Buried utility/piping 
demolition 

Excavator, Tractor 82 86 dBA at 30 feetb No 

Grading and yard 
piping 

Grading Grader, Tractor 84 88 dBA at 30 feetb No 

Yard piping Forklift, Tractor 83 87 dBA at 30 feetb No 

Concrete foundations Concrete foundations Concrete Mixer Truck 75 79 dBA at 30 feetc No 

Facilities construction, 
equipment/mechanical 
installation, and start 
up 

Building construction Forklift, Generator 82 73 dBA at 130 feetd No 

Equipment/mechanical 
installation 

Forklift, Generator 82 73 dBA at 130 feetd No 

Electrical and startup Forklift, Generator 82 73 dBA at 130 feetd No 

Finish grading and 
paving Finish grading and Paving Grader, Tractor 84 88 dBA at 30 feetc No 

NOTE: 
a. Reference construction equipment noise levels were obtained from Caltrans’ Roadway Construction Noise Level (RCNM).  
b. Distance between the Project’s Stormwater Bioretention Basin and property line of Lindenwood Drive residences. 
c. Distance between the Frontage Improvements along Williams Road and Williams Road residences. 
d. Distance between the Project’s Storm Water Pump Station and the property line of Vicar Lane Residences. 
SOURCE: Compiled by ESA in 2024 based on FHWA, 2017. 

 

Neither the General Plan nor the Municipal Code provide quantitative limits for construction noise, but 
construction operations are required to use best available noise suppression devices and techniques and 
limit construction hours near residential uses. The FTA has published a general construction noise 
assessment criterion of 90 dBA for residential uses during daytime hours (FTA, 2018). 

As shown in Table 4.12-3, construction activities associated with all phases of the Project would generate 
noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors below the FTA’s 90 dBA criterion. Construction activities 
would be conducted between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. consistent with requirements of the City’s Municipal 
Code. In General Plan Policy EC 1.7, the City considers significant construction noise impacts to occur if 
a Project located within 500 feet of residential uses or 200 feet of commercial or office uses would involve 
substantial noise generating activities (such as building demolition, grading, excavation, pile driving, use 
of impact equipment, or building framing) continuing for more than 12 months. Project construction 
activities lasting more than 12 months would take place within 500 feet of residential uses, and 200 feet 
of commercial and recreational uses. This policy requires projects to implement a construction noise 
logistics plan during construction to reduce noise impacts on neighboring residents and other uses. With 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Construction Noise Logistics Plan, impacts from 
construction-related noise would be less than significant. 

Impact NOI-1: The Project would result in substantial noise generating activities continuing for more 
than 12 months, which is considered a significant impact pursuant to General Plan Policy EC1.7. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Construction Noise Logistics Plan. Prior to the issuance of any 
demolition, grading or building permits (whichever comes first), the Project applicant shall 
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prepare and implement a construction noise logistics plan that specifies hours of construction, 
noise and vibration minimization measures, posting and notification of construction schedules, 
equipment to be used, and designation of noise disturbance coordinator who would respond to 
neighborhood complaints will be required to be in place prior to the start of construction (i.e., 
prior to grading permits) and implemented during construction to reduce noise impacts on 
neighboring residents and other uses.  

As part of the noise logistics plan, the Project applicant shall include, but is not limited to, the 
following best management practices: 

• Pile Driving is prohibited. 

• Limit construction to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday for any on-
site or off-site work within 500 feet of any residential unit. Construction outside of these 
hours may be approved through a development 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 use. 

• Construct solid plywood fences or chain link fences with acoustical paneling around ground 
level construction sites adjacent to operational businesses, residences, or other noise-sensitive 
land uses.  

• Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that 
are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

• Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines. 

• Locate stationary noise-generating equipment such as air compressors or portable power 
generators as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Construct temporary noise barriers to 
screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near adjoining sensitive land uses. 

• Utilize “quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists. 

• Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible at 
existing residences bordering the project site. 

• Notify all adjacent business, residences, and other noise-sensitive land uses of the 
construction schedule, in writing, and provide a written schedule of “noisy” construction 
activities to the adjacent land uses and nearby residences. 

• If complaints are received or excessive noise levels cannot be reduced using the measures 
above, erect a temporary noise control blanket barrier along surrounding building facades that 
face the construction sites. 

• Designate a “disturbance coordinator” who shall be responsible for responding to any 
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of 
the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and shall require that reasonable measures be 
implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a telephone number for the 
disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors 
regarding the construction schedule. 

Operation 
Once operational, the Project would involve a feed pump station that would contain seven, 250 horsepower 
(hp) vertical turbine pumps housed within the building; the process drain pump station would feature two, 
25-hp VFD submersible pumps inside wet wells; the stormwater pump station would be equipped with two 
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15-hp submersible pumps inside wet wells; and a 1750 kilowatt diesel-powered emergency generator 
(generator) located outdoors at the southern tip of the Project site in a 17-foot-high sound enclosure. 

Based on measurements collected at the Norwood Pump Station (ESA, 2019) which includes a similar 
200 hp submersible pump located approximately 20 to 30 feet below grade, the one-minute average noise 
level over the measurement period with two pumps operating was 51 dBA at 30 feet from the pump house. 
Long term measurements indicated that hourly exterior noise levels at 30 feet were 42 to 48 dBA. 
Conservatively assuming simultaneous operation of eight pumps, the hourly exterior noise levels at 30 feet 
would be 48 to 54 dBA, and the hourly Leq at the nearest residential receptor (Vicar Lane residences), 210 
feet from the pump station would be 37 dBA, Leq. Policy EC-1.2 of the City’s General Plan identifies a 
significant noise increase would occur if a project would increase the noise levels by 5 dBA DNL or more 
where ambient noise levels are below the “normally acceptable” noise level standard and by 3 dBA or more 
where ambient noise levels equal or exceed the “normally acceptable” noise level. The “normally 
acceptable” outdoor noise level for residential land uses is 60 dBA per the City’s General Plan. Existing 
noise levels at the nearest receptors on Vicar Lane are below this level (54.5 dBA Leq). The additional 
Project contribution in noise levels of 37 dBA Leq to existing noise levels would result in a noise level of 
54.6 dBA. The increase over background conditions would be 0.1 dBA as a result of the Project. The Project 
would result in a less than 5 dBA increase. 

Additionally, Chapters 20.20 through 20.50 of the San José Municipal Codes Municipal Code limits noise 
exposure to 55 dB at the property line of residential land uses. The nearest residence on Vicar Lane would 
be exposed to a noise level of 37 dBA Leq from the pump station, which would be below the City’s 55 dB 
standard in the Municipal Code. Furthermore, noise from the feed pump station would be below the 
existing condition at the residential receptors, where the existing daytime noise level is 54.5 dBA Leq at 
Vicar Lane. 

The pumps for the process drain pump station and stormwater pump station would be submersible 
(belowground), which would reduce the noise generated. The pumps would also have significantly less hp 
than the feed pump station. Since the feed pump station would not be audible at the residential receptors, 
noise from operation of the process drain pump station and stormwater pump station would also not be 
perceptible. 

The Project would require minimal maintenance, which is expected to include testing of the generator, 
once a year and as-needed site visits inspecting pumping equipment, tanks, and other associated 
infrastructure, and would require weekly chemicals and generator fuel deliveries. Staff would also visit 
the site five to ten times weekly. As a practical matter, vehicle trips would not result in increased roadside 
noise levels. Generally, roadway traffic volumes must double to result in a significant (3 dBA) increase in 
roadside noise levels, which would not occur from operational and maintenance activities, and therefore, 
would not result in a noticeable increase in roadside noise levels. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the generator would be located in a 17 foot high 
enclosure and would generate an estimated noise level between 55 DBA to 65 DBA at 23 feet from the 
property line. Testing of the emergency generator would be once per year. Assuming continuous 
operation of the generator, the generator would result in a noise level of 35 to 45 dBA, Leq at the nearest 
residential uses at Cabernet Vineyards Apartments. These noise levels would be less than the residential 
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performance standard of 55 dBA established by the City of San José Municipal Code. Therefore, the 
Project would not cause a substantial permanent noise level increase at the nearby noise-sensitive 
receptors. The impact of Project operations with respect to exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the applicable noise ordinance would be less than significant. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? Less than Significant 

Construction 
Project construction is expected to take place over 17 months. Construction activities would utilize 
standard construction equipment and would not require the use of any substantial vibration-inducing 
activities such as pile driving, drilling or blasting. Policy EC-2.3 of the City of San José General Plan 
requires new development to minimize continuous vibration impacts to adjacent uses during demolition 
and construction. For sensitive historic structures, including ruins and ancient monuments or buildings 
that are documented to be structurally weakened, a continuous vibration limit of 0.08 in/sec PPV is used 
to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage, while a continuous vibration limit of 0.20 in/sec PPV is 
used to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage to buildings of normal conventional construction 
(City of San José, 2024). There are no historic structures in the vicinity of the Project site. The nearest 
structures to the Project site are residences on Williams Road and on Lindenwood Drive at approximately 
30 feet from the Project site. Table 4.12-4 shows the vibration levels generated by a vibratory roller, a 
large bulldozer and a loaded truck at a reference distance of 25 feet (Caltrans, 2013). The table also shows 
the attenuated vibration levels at 30 feet, distance to the nearest off-site structure. 

TABLE 4.12-4 
 VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

Equipment 

Estimated PPV (inches per second) 

At 25 Feet  
(reference distance) 

At 30 Feet (distance to  
nearest structure) 

Loaded Trucks  0.076 0.058 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.068 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 0.160 

SOURCE: FTA, 2018; Caltrans, 2013 

 

As shown in Table 4.12-4, the attenuated vibration levels at the nearest structure would be below the 
City’s vibration limit of 0.20 in/sec PPV to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage at buildings of 
conventional construction. Consequently, existing sensitive receptors and structures near the Project site 
would not be affected by ground-borne vibration during Project construction. Therefore, the potential for 
Project-related vibration from construction would represent a less than significant impact. 

Operation 
Operation of the pumps and generator would not generate significant vibration. The feed pump station 
would contain seven vertical turbine pumps housed within the building; the process drain pump station 
would feature two submersible pumps inside wet wells; the stormwater pump station would be equipped 
with two submersible pumps inside wet wells, and would be operated as needed, for water deliveries 
during any short term interruptions, for periodic maintenance purposes, and/or to meet demand beyond 
the available supply. Any vibration generated would attenuate below the 0.2 in/sec PPV limit at structures 
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near the well sites. The proposed emergency generator would only be operated in emergencies and tested 
once a year, and would also not be a significant source of vibration. This level of operation would not 
result in any vibration impacts at the nearest structures on Vicar Lane approximately 210 feet away from 
the feed pump station. Therefore, the impact from Project operation would be less than significant.  

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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? No Impact 

The Project site is located approximately 3.5 miles southwest of the San José Mineta International 
Airport. The Project site is located outside the 60 dBA CNEL noise contours for this airport (Santa Clara 
County Airport Land Use Commission [SCCALUC], 2024) and does not introduce a noise-sensitive land 
use. Therefore, the Project would not expose people residing or working at the Project site to excessive 
aircraft noise levels and there would be no impact. 

_________________________ 
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4.12 Transportation 
4.12.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project site is located in the City, northwest of the intersection of Williams Road and San Tomas 
Expressway. Vehicular access to the Project site is provided by a driveway which extends from Williams 
Road at the southern boundary of the site.  

Williams Road is a primarily two-lane minor arterial roadway with a posted speed limit of 35 miles per 
hour that traverses the southern border of the Project site. Williams Road is designated as an On-Street 
Primary Bicycle Facility on the Transportation Network Diagram in the General Plan (City of San José, 
2016). Williams Road connects to Boynton Avenue to the west of the site, and to San Tomas Expressway 
to the east.  

Williams Road is designated as a Class II Buffered Bike Lane, with an on-street lane that provides access 
to the Project site (VTA, 2011). Additionally, Boynton Avenue to the west of the Project site is classified 
as a Class III Bike Route, as well as Phelps Avenue and Cypress Avenue to the east.  

Pedestrian access is provided to the Project site via the sidewalks along Williams Road. Additional 
pedestrian access is provided along Boynton Avenue, Vicar Lane, Keltner Avenue, Trifone Drive, and 
other surrounding residential streets.  

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Bus Route 25 from De Anza College to Alum 
Rock has multiple stops along Williams Road, with the closest being the Williams and Boynton stop 
approximately 400 feet west of the Project site. Additionally, the Tamien Light Rail and Caltrain Station 
is located approximately four miles east of the site.  

4.12.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
There are no federal regulatory plans, policies, or programs relating to transportation that would be 
applicable to the Project. 

State 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Senate Bill 743 
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) published the Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA in 2018. SB 743 updated the way transportation impacts are measured 
in California for new development projects. It required changes to the guidelines implementing CEQA 
regarding the analysis of transportation impacts in that the criteria for determining the significance of 
impacts must promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. To that end, the California Natural Resources 
Agency has implemented changes to the CEQA Guidelines that identify vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as 
the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts. Automobile delay, as measured 
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by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, generally will no longer constitute a significant 
environmental effect under CEQA. 

Local 

City of San José Transportation Analysis Policy 
In February 2018, pursuant to SB 743, the City of San José adopted Council Policy 5-1, a Transportation 
Analysis Policy. The policy replaces its predecessor (Policy 5-3) and establishes the criteria for the 
analysis of transportation impacts under CEQA based on VMT instead of LOS. The intent of this change 
is to shift the focus of transportation analysis under CEQA from vehicle delay and roadway auto capacity 
to a reduction in vehicle emissions, and the creation of robust multimodal networks that support 
integrated land uses. All subsequent new development and transportation projects are required to analyze 
transportation impacts using the VMT metric and conform to Council Policy 5-1. 

Transportation Analysis Policy 5-1 and its accompanying Transportation Analysis Handbook provide 
screening criteria that determine whether a detailed VMT analysis is required for both new development 
and transportation projects. The criteria are based on the type of project and its resulting changes to the 
transportation system. Per City Council Policy 5-1, local-serving public facilities17 either produce very 
low VMT, or divert existing trips from established local facilities to new local facilities without 
measurably increasing trips outside of the area; these projects will further City goals and policies and will 
not result in significant transportation impacts. If a project meets the City’s screening criteria, the project 
is presumed to result in less-than-significant VMT impacts and a detailed VMT analysis is not required 
under CEQA. Policy 5-1 also requires preparation of a LTA to analyze transportation issues, including 
local transportation operations, intersection level of service, site access and circulation, and neighborhood 
transportation issues such as pedestrian and bicycle access, and recommend needed transportation 
improvements 

San José Better Bike Plan 2025 
The San José Better Bike Plan 2025, implemented in October 2020, sets the vision for a safe, direct, and 
connected citywide bike network that supports people’s daily needs (City of San José, 2020). The 
following three goals are listed within the plan in order to improve bike accessibility and connectivity: 
(1) improve safety, recommendations are centered around current best practices in bikeway design, which 
are proven to reduce bicycle crashes; (2) increase mode share, 15 percent by 2040, 20 percent by 2050; 
and (3) lead with equity, incorporate inclusive planning practices and provides a project list aimed at 
prioritizing investments in communities that have historically experienced a lack of investment. 

San José Complete Streets Design Standards and Guidelines 
The San José Complete Streets Design Standards and Guidelines has been developed as a comprehensive 
set of street design standards and guidelines to guide how the City of San José builds and retrofits streets 
(City of San José, 2018). These standards and guidelines are intended for use by a variety of audiences, 
including City staff, staff from other agencies, consultants, designers, and residents. Its purpose is to serve 

 
17  Local-serving public facilities either produce very low VMT or divert existing trips from established local facilities to new 

local facilities without measurably increasing trips outside of the area. For these reasons, they meet the City’s screening 
criteria. These facilities must be publicly owned or controlled; this does not include schools, public or private. Examples of 
these Projects are: a. Branch Library; b. Community Center; c. Fire station; d. Pumping station; e. Passive Parks. 
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as a manual of design options to achieve the City’s Envision 2040 General Plan vision of being a “walking 
and bicycling first” city. As such, it seeks to ensure that new and retrofitted streets are enhanced with 
“Complete Streets” design elements embracing all travel modes and activities appropriate for the facility. 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
The following policies in the City’s General Plan (City of San José, 2024a) have been adopted for the 
purpose of reducing or avoiding impacts related to transportation and are applicable to the Project. 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Transportation 

Policy TR-1.1 Accommodate and encourage use of non-automobile transportation modes to achieve San José’s mobility 
goals and reduce vehicle trip generation and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

Policy TR-1.2 Consider impacts on overall mobility and all travel modes when evaluating transportation impacts of new 
developments or infrastructure projects. 

Policy TR-1.3 Increase substantially the proportion of travel using modes other than the single-occupant vehicle. 

Policy TR-1.4 Through the entitlement process for new development, projects shall be required to fund or construct needed 
transportation improvements for all transportation modes giving first consideration to improvement of 
bicycling, walking, and transit facilities and services that encourage reduced travel demand. 

Policy TR-1.5 Design, construct, operate, and maintain public streets to enable safe, comfortable, and attractive access and 
travel for motorists and for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users of all ages, abilities, and preferences. 

Policy TR-1.6 Require that public street improvements provide safe access for motorists and pedestrians along development 
frontages per current City design standards. 

Policy TR-3.3 As part of the development review process, require that new development along existing and planned transit 
facilities consist of land use and development types and intensities that contribute towards transit ridership. In 
addition, require that new development is designed to accommodate and to provide direct access to transit 
facilities. 

Policy TR-8.1 Promote transit-oriented development with reduced parking requirements and promote amenities around 
appropriate transit hubs and stations to facilitate the use of available transit services. 

Policy TR-8.4 Discourage, as part of the entitlement process, the provision of parking spaces significantly above the number 
of spaces required by code for a given use. 

SOURCE: City of San José, 2024. 

4.12.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:     

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would include construction of a new water treatment facility, including above-ground 
treatment vessels with above-ground piping, two water tanks, an electrical and feed pump station 
building, stormwater bioretention basin and associated infrastructure, a process drain pump station, an 
emergency diesel standby generator, underground piping, perimeter fencing, trees, gates, driveway 
modifications and pedestrian and bicyclist improvements along Williams Road. Construction vehicle 
parking would occur within the existing facility footprint. No new staff would be required as part of the 
Project operations.  

The Project would neither directly or indirectly eliminate existing or planned alternative transportation 
corridors or facilities (e.g., bike paths, lanes, etc.), including changes in policies or programs that support 
alternative transportation, nor construct disruptive facilities in locations in which future alternative 
transportation facilities may be planned. Consistent with the City of San Jose’s Complete Streets Design 
Standards and Guidelines, the Project would include an approximately 18-foot long-detached sidewalk 
with park strip and raised Class IV bike lane along the Williams Road frontage. This component of the 
Project would further the City’s pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented goals and provide improved alternative 
transportation options in the Project area. 

The Project would result in no impact as there would be no conflict with adopted policies, plans, and 
programs addressing the circulation system such as the Envision San José 2040 General Plan, the San 
José Complete Streets Design Standards and Guidelines, or the San José Better Bike Plan 2025.  

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would introduce a maximum of 48 vehicle trips per day to the Project site during 
construction. During Project operations, facility employees would visit approximately five to ten times 
weekly, in addition to any as-needed maintenance visits. No new staff would be required for the operation 
and maintenance of the new facility. Therefore, there would be no increase in the number of operational 
vehicle trips compared to existing conditions at the site.  

In compliance with City of San José Council Policy 5-1, future water infrastructure associated with the 
Project would not be considered under land use or transportation projects and would therefore not require 
a detailed VMT analysis. The Project meets the screening criteria based on Table 1 (Screening Criteria for 
CEQA Transportation Analysis for Development Projects) of the Transportation Analysis Handbook 
2023 for an industrial project of 30,000 square feet of gross floor area or less (City of San José, 2024b). 
The Project would not generate a substantial increase in long-term VMT, as VMT generated by the 
Project would be primarily temporary, construction-related VMT. Therefore, no further analysis of 
consistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) is required, and impacts related to VMT would be 
considered less than significant.  
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would construct a new water treatment facility with associated infrastructure within an 
existing public water utility, which is an allowed use at the subject property as discussed in Section 4.10, 
Land Use and Planning. The Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible use. Construction employees and delivery trucks would result in a minor increase in vehicle 
trips in the Project vicinity during construction that would not affect vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian 
safety of adjacent roadways. Williams Road would be maintained as a roadway for vehicle, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit access during construction and operation. The Project would not affect the design of 
the existing street network and would implement driveway as well as pedestrian and bicycle improvements. 
Therefore, any potential transportation hazard impacts related to road design would be less than significant.  

Further, the Project would be a continuation of the existing use onsite. There would be no significant 
change in water treatment operations which could result in an incompatible use. Accordingly, there would 
be a less-than-significant impact related to incompatible uses from the Project.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would construct a new water treatment facility with associated infrastructure within an 
existing public water utility. Construction employees and delivery trucks would result in a temporary 
minor increase in vehicle trips in the Project vicinity during construction that would not be anticipated to 
result in traffic congestion that could substantially delay or impede emergency vehicle access. As 
discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project would include minor and 
temporary alteration of ingress and egress to the Project area for the construction of an upgraded 
driveway, as well as pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Williams Road and the San Tomas 
Expressway required by the Public Works Department in compliance with the City’s Complete Streets 
Guidelines (City of San Jose, 2018). The Project would temporarily alter ingress/egress to the Project site 
and to the intersection of Williams Road and the San Tomas Expressway, which could require lane 
closures. However, these closures would be temporary and would not result in the obstruction of any 
emergency response. The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access, and the impact would 
be less than significant.  

_________________________ 
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4.13 Tribal Cultural Resources 
4.13.1 Environmental Setting 
ESA contacted the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on July 23, 2024, to 
request a search of the NAHC’s Sacred Lands File and a list of Native American representatives who may 
have knowledge of tribal cultural resources in the Project site, or interest in the Project. The NAHC 
replied to ESA by email on August 5, 2024, with the statement that the Sacred Lands File has no record 
of any sacred sites within the Project site. The NAHC response included a list of nineteen Native 
American representatives from nine tribal groups who may have knowledge of tribal cultural resources in 
the Project site, or interest in the Project.  

On June 17, 2021, the City of San José received verbal notice from the Tamien Nation for notification on 
proposed projects within City boundaries. On July 30, 2021, the City of San José received verbal notice 
from the Indian Canyon Band of Costanoan Ohlone for notification on proposed projects within City 
boundaries. In September 2023, the City of San José received notification from the Muwekma Ohlone 
Tribe for notification on proposed projects within City boundaries. 

Accordingly, all three Tribes were contacted about the Project. The City of San José sent notification 
letters to the Indian Canyon Band of Costanoan Ohlone and the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe on January 3, 
2025, and did not receive a response. The City of San José sent a notification letter to the Tamien Nation 
on January 7, 2025. On January 8, 2025, the City received a response from the Tamien Nation requesting 
consultation for this Project. On February 6, 2025, the City met with the Tamien Nation and discussed the 
Project. Follow-up correspondence was sent on March 25, 2025 and April 8, 2025 to request any 
additional information that the City of San José should consider related to the Project. Representatives 
from Tamien Nation did not recommend any new measures beyond those identified in this document. The 
City officially notified Tamien Nation that tribal consultation ended on June 10, 2025. 

See Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, above, for a summary of the NWIC records search and 
archaeological resources sensitivity assessment.  

4.13.2 Regulatory Setting 
State 

Native American Heritage Commission 
The NAHC was created by statute in 1976, is a nine-member body appointed by the Governor to identify 
and catalog cultural resources (i.e., places of special religious or social significance to Native Americans, 
and known graves and cemeteries of Native Americans on private lands) in California. The Commission 
is responsible for preserving and ensuring accessibility of sacred sites and burials, the disposition of 
Native American human remains and burial items, maintaining an inventory of Native American sacred 
sites located on public lands, and reviewing current administrative and statutory protections related to 
these sacred sites. 
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California Public Resources Code and Tribal Cultural Resources 
In 2014, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which added provisions to the Public 
Resources Code regarding the evaluation of impacts on tribal cultural resources under CEQA, and 
requirements to consult with California Native American tribes. In particular, AB 52 requires lead 
agencies to analyze project impacts on tribal cultural resources separately from archaeological resources 
(PRC Sections 21074 and 21083.09). AB 52 defines “tribal cultural resources” in PRC Section 21074 and 
requires lead agencies to engage in additional consultation procedures with respect to California Native 
American tribes (PRC Sections 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, and 21082.3). 

A tribal cultural resource is defined in PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k); or 

2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c). In applying the criteria set forth 
in PRC Section 5024.1(c), the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.98 and 5097.99 
PRC Section 5097.98 (reiterated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e)) identifies steps to follow in the 
event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a 
dedicated cemetery. PRC Section 5097.99 prohibits obtaining or possessing any Native American 
artifacts or human remains that are taken from a Native American grave or cairn (stone burial mound). 

Local 
For a discussion of applicable General Plan Policies, see Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, above. 

4.13.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES —     

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is: 

    

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources. Code 
Section 5020.1(k), or  

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe.  

 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i)  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

Construction and Operation 
CEQA requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural resources. As defined 
in PRC Section 21074, tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred 
places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are listed, or determined 
to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of historical resources. 

Based on the NWIC records search and the NAHC SLF negative search results, there are no known tribal 
cultural resources listed or determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or included in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), 
pursuant to PRC Section 21074(a)(1), that would be affected by the Project. To date, no tribal cultural 
resources have been identified by Native American representatives. In addition, the City of San José did 
not determine any resource that could potentially be affected by the Project to be a significant tribal 
cultural resource pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c)However, if any previously 
unrecorded archaeological resource were identified during Project implementation, including ground-
disturbing construction activities, and were found to qualify as a tribal cultural resource pursuant to PRC 
Section 21074(a)(2) (determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC 
Section 5024.1[c]), any impacts to the resource resulting from the Project could be potentially significant. 
Mandatory implementation of SPC CUL-1: Subsurface Cultural Resources and SPC CUL-2: Human 
Remains, (described above in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources) would reduce potentially significant 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

However, SPC CUL-1 and SPC CUL-2 do not address all impacts associated with undiscovered cultural 
resources or human remains, a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1: Cultural Resources Awareness Training (described above in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources) 
would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.14 Utilities and Service Systems 
4.14.1 Environmental Setting  
Utilities and services are currently furnished to the Project site by the following providers: 

Water Service: SJW provides water service in the Project area and is the primary water supplier in 
the center of San José. SJW supplies water to the Project site. As an existing water treatment facility, 
there are existing water main lines on site.  

Wastewater Treatment: Wastewater from the Project site is treated at the San José-Santa Clara 
Regional Wastewater Facility (RWF). The RWF treats an average of 110 million gallons per day 
(mgd) of wastewater, with an existing maximum treatment capacity of 167 mgd (City of San José, 
n.d.-a). Based on the General Plan EIR, the City’s average dry weather flow is approximately 
69.8 million gallons per day and the City’s capacity allocation is approximately 108.6 mgd, leaving 
the City with approximately 38.8 mgd of excess treatment capacity (City of San José, 2024). 

Sanitary: The City’s sanitary sewer system includes approximately 2,200 miles of sewer pipelines 
ranging from six to 90 inches in diameter, which route to the RWF. The Project site is served by 
sanitary sewer lines operated by the City of San José. There are several sanitary sewers that are 
adjacent to the Project site, ranging from six to 30 inches in diameter (City of San José, n.d.-b).  

Storm Drainage: Stormwater runoff from the Project site flows overland towards the north property 
line where it enters into two approximate 15-inch reinforced concrete pipes near the northeastern 
corner of the site (City of San José, n.d.-c). 

Solid Waste: For this development, the Project would use the Republic Services’ Newby Island 
Resource Recovery Park. The Project will contact Republic Services prior to the request service start 
date to guarantee bin availability and a service schedule. To contact Republic Services’ Newby Island 
Landfill, phone calls can be made to (408) 262-1401.  

Electricity and Communications: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is an electricity 
provider for residents and businesses in the City of San José, and is the electricity provider for the 
Project site. Telephone service is provided via an existing AT&T vault. There is an existing 
telecommunications shelter, and electrical cabinet within the Project site. 

4.14.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
There are no federal regulatory plans, policies, or programs relating to utilities and service systems that 
would be applicable to the Project.  

State 

Assembly Bill 939 
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, or AB 939, established the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CalRecycle), which required all California counties to prepare 
Integrated Waste Management Plans and mandated that local jurisdictions divert from the landfill at least 
50 percent of solid waste generated beginning January 1, 2000.  
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Assembly Bill 341 
AB 341 sets forth the requirements of the statewide mandatory commercial recycling program for 
businesses that generate four or more cubic yards of commercial solid waste per week and multi-family 
dwellings with five or more units in California. AB 341 sets a statewide goal for 75 percent disposal 
reduction by the year 2020. 

Assembly Bill 1826 
AB 1826 sets forth the requirements of the statewide mandatory commercial organics recycling program 
for businesses and multi-family dwellings with five or more units that generate two or more cubic yards 
of commercial solid waste per week. AB 1826 sets a statewide goal of 50 percent reduction in organic 
waste disposed by the year 2020. 

Senate Bill 1383 
SB 1383 establishes targets to achieve a 50 percent reduction in the level of the statewide disposal of 
organic waste from the 2014 level by 2020 and a 75 percent reduction by 2025. The bill grants 
CalRecycle the regulatory authority required to achieve the organic waste disposal reduction targets and 
establishes an additional target that at least 20 percent of currently disposed edible food is recovered for 
human consumption by 2025. 

California Green Building Standards Code Compliance for Construction, Waste 
Reduction, Disposal and Recycling 
In January 2023, the State of California adopted the most recent version of the California Green Building 
Standards Code (“CALGreen”), establishing mandatory green building standards for all new and 
qualifying remodeled structures in California. The code covers five categories: planning and design, 
energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material conservation and resources efficiency, and 
indoor environmental quality. These standards include the following mandatory set of measures, as well 
as more rigorous voluntary guidelines, for new construction projects to achieve specific green building 
performance levels: (1) reducing indoor water use by 20 percent; (2) reducing wastewater by 20 percent; 
(3) recycling and/or salvaging 65 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition debris, or meeting 
the local construction and demolition waste management ordinance, whichever is more stringent (see San 
José-specific CALGreen building code requirements in the local regulatory framework section below); 
and (4) providing readily accessible areas for recycling by occupants.  

Local 

San José Zero Waste Strategic Plan/Climate Smart San José 
Climate Smart San José provides a comprehensive approach to achieving sustainability through new 
technology and innovation. The Zero Waste Strategic Plan outlines policies to help the City of San José 
foster a healthier community and achieve its Climate Smart San José goals, including 75 percent diversion 
of waste from the landfill by 2013 and zero waste by 2022. Climate Smart San José also includes 
ambitious goals for economic growth, environmental sustainability, and enhanced quality of life for 
San José residents and businesses. 
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California Green Building Standards Code Compliance for Construction, Waste 
Reduction, Disposal and Recycling 
The City of San José requires 75 percent diversion of nonhazardous construction and demolition debris 
for projects that quality under CALGreen, which is more stringent than the state requirement of 65 percent 
(San José Municipal Code Section 9.10.2480). 

Construction and Demolition Diversion Deposit Program 
The Construction and Demolition Diversion Deposit Program (CDDD) requires projects to divert at least 
50% of total projected project waste to be refunded the deposit. Permit holders pay this fully refundable 
deposit upon application for the construction permit with the City if the project is a demolition, alteration, 
renovation, or a certain type of tenant improvement. The minimum project valuation for a deposit is 
$2,000 for an alteration-renovation residential project and $5,000 for a non-residential project. There is no 
minimum valuation for a demolition project and no square footage limit for the deposit applicability. The 
deposit is fully refundable if C&D materials were reused, donated, or recycled at a City-certified 
processing facility. Reuse and donation require acceptable documentation, such as photos, estimated 
weight quantities, and receipts from donations centers stating materials and quantities. 

Though not a requirement, the permit holder may want to consider conducting an inventory of the 
existing building(s), determining the material types and quantities to recover, and salvaging materials 
during deconstruction. 

Envision San José 2040 General Plan Policies 
Policies in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan have been adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating utilities and service system impacts from development projects. Policies applicable to the 
Project are listed below. 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Utilities & Service Systems 

Policy IN-1.1 Provide and maintain adequate water, wastewater, and stormwater services to areas in and currently 
receiving these services from the City. 

Policy IN-3.2 Work with water retailers to provide water supply facilities that meet future growth within the City’s Urban 
Service Area and assure a high-quality and reliable supply of water to existing and future residents. 

Policy IN-3.3 Meet the water supply, sanitary sewer and storm drainage level of service objectives through an orderly 
process of ensuring that, before development occurs, there is adequate capacity. Coordinate with water and 
sewer providers to prioritize service needs for approved affordable housing projects. 

Policy MS-3.2 Promote use of green building technology or techniques that can help to reduce the depletion of the City’s 
potable water supply as building codes permit. For example, promote the use of captured rainwater, 
graywater, or recycled water as the preferred source of non-potable water needs such as irrigation and 
building cooling, consistent with Building Codes or other regulations. 

Policy MS-3.3 Promote the use of drought tolerant plants and landscaping materials for nonresidential and residential uses. 

Policy MS-17.2 Ensure that development within San José is planned and built in a manner consistent with fiscally and 
environmentally sustainable use of current and future water supplies by encouraging sustainable 
development practices, including low-impact development, water-efficient development and green building 
techniques. Support the location of new development within the vicinity of the recycled water system and 
promote expansion of the South Bay Water Recycling (SBWR) system to areas planned for new 
development. Residential development outside of the Urban Service Area can be approved only at minimal 
levels and only allowed to use non-recycled water at urban intensities. For residential development outside 
of the Urban Service Area, restrict water usage to well water, rainwater collection, or other similar 
environmentally sustainable practice. Non-residential development may use the same sources and 
potentially make use of recycled water, provided that its use will not result in conflicts with other General 



4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.14 Utilities and Service Systems 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.14-4 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

Envision San José 2040 Policies Relevant to Utilities & Service Systems 

Plan policies, including geologic or habitat impacts. To maximize the efficient and environmentally beneficial 
use of water outside of the Urban Service Area, limit water consumption for new development so that it does 
not diminish the water supply available for projected development in areas planned for urban uses within 
San José or other surrounding communities. 

Policy MS-18.4 Retrofit existing development to improve water conservation. 

Policy MS-18.12 Encourage stormwater capture and encourage, when feasible and cost-effective, on-site rainwater 
catchment for new and existing development. 

Policy MS-20.3 Protect groundwater as a water supply source through flood protection measures and the use of stormwater 
infiltration practices that protect groundwater quality. In the event percolation facilities are modified for 
infrastructure projects, replacement percolation capacity will be provided. 

4.14.3 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Impacts 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:     

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
 

a) Would the Project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? Less 
than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Project is intended to bring the Williams Groundwater 
Station in compliance with USEPA and DDW recommendations for safe drinking water and to ensure 
continued water service to SJW customers. The Project would result in the construction of new water 
treatment components at an existing facility that would tie into the existing City infrastructure as follows: 

• Water: The Project would connect to the existing water distribution system, which would ultimately 
distribute to SJW customers.  
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• Sewer: The Project is not anticipated to alter any part of the existing sewer system within or around 
the Project site.  

• Storm Drainage: As provided in Section 3.5.4, Stormwater Bioretention Basin¸ stormwater would 
discharge into the bioretention basin via two stormwater inlets. Stormwater from either the 
bioretention basin underdrain or overflow would flow into the stormwater pump station. The 
stormwater pump station would then discharge to an existing water line that discharges to the San 
Tomas Aquino Creek that runs along San Tomas Expressway. 

• Electricity and telecommunications: As provided in Section 3.5.6, Emergency Generator, the 
Project would install a diesel-powered emergency generator at the southern tip of the Project site. The 
generator would only require routine testing for operations approximately one time per year and 
would only be used during power emergencies. A concrete transformer pad would also be constructed 
south of the emergency generator. To accommodate the new Project components, approximately 
1,900,000 kW/hr. of energy would be used annually.  

Potential environmental impacts due to the excavation and trenching associated with construction are 
analyzed in the previous sections of Chapter 4, which references City of San José SPCs that include 
mandatory measures to reduce impacts, including construction related stormwater pollution and 
discharge. Compliance with these requirements would ensure temporary construction-related effects 
associated with utility improvements would be reduced. 

As provided in Section 3.7, Operations and Maintenance, operations would include a blow-off cycle for 
the wells during well start up. The water would be discharged to the existing engineered sump on-site, 
which then drains to the existing storm drain system. Once operational, the new water treatment facility 
would receive power from PG&E similar to existing operations, with the addition of the emergency 
backup generator. The backup generator would require routine annual testing, and would only be used 
during power emergencies. Chemicals and generator fuel deliveries would also occur weekly by outside 
vendors. No new staff would be required for the operation and maintenance of the new facility. For these 
reasons, Project construction and operations associated with utility improvements are not anticipated to 
cause significant environmental effects, and this impact would be less than significant. 

b) Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? Less than Significant 
Impact 

Construction and Operation 
As described in Section 3.6.3, Construction Activities, during construction, approximately 8,000 gallons 
of water would be used each day for dust control purposes (i.e., dust suppression), and would be potable 
provided by SJW via portable water meter or reclaimed water that would be trucked in. Water generated 
from construction would be discharged to the existing storm drain system, in accordance with regulatory 
storm discharge requirements (See Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality). The small increase in 
potable water demand during construction would not be substantial, and this water use would be 
temporary, terminating with the completion of construction. Water supplies for the Project site would be 
provided by SJW and would be planned such that short-term spikes in water use can be accommodated. 
Therefore, the water supply during construction would be sufficient and impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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The purpose of this Project is to ensure and secure a critical water source for SJW’s service area. When 
operational, the 15 groundwater wells at the Williams Groundwater Station would be operational and in 
compliance with USEPA and DDW regulations. As the existing facility is currently operating with 12 of 
15 wells at the site, the operation of the Project would support the full use and capacity of the existing 
water supply. Therefore, the Project would allow SJW to produce sufficient water supplies to meet future 
development during normal, dry and multiple years, as appropriate and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

c) 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? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would not include the construction or operation of facilities that would generate additional 
wastewater relative to existing conditions; therefore, the Project does not require the use of additional 
wastewater treatment services. As described in Section 3.7, Operations and Maintenance, the Project 
would not require new staff for the operation and maintenance of the new facility. Therefore, the Project 
would not exceed the City’s allocated capacity at the RWF. Therefore, Project construction and 
operations would have a less than significant impact on wastewater treatment.  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
Solid waste generated through implementation of the Project would be short-term construction-related 
solid waste, which would primarily include excavated material and potentially trees and vegetation. Solid 
waste would be managed in compliance with the City’s mandatory Construction and Demolition Diversion 
Deposit Program and any applicable recommendations of the Zero Waste Strategic Plan’s Construction 
and Demolition Program in effect at the time of construction.  

Solid waste would be off hauled to the Newby Island Landfill. According to the California Department of 
Resources and Recycling, the Newby Island Landfill is a Class III, non-hazardous waste facility with a 
daily capacity of 4,000 tons per day, a total capacity of 57,500,000 cubic yards, and a remaining capacity 
of 16,400,000 cubic yards (as of January 31, 2020) (CalRecycle, n.d.). As provided in Section 3.6.3, 
Construction Activities, it is anticipated that there would be approximately 2,000 cubic yards of excavated 
material, of which approximately 25 percent may be reused. Therefore, even in the scenario that the 
Project would not reuse any excavated material, the Newby Island Landfill would still have sufficient 
capacity to accept the approximately 2,000 cubic yards of excavated materials, in addition to, if needed, 
the removed trees and vegetation, that the Project would generate.  

Maintenance activities would include general maintenance of the facility (e.g., landscaping). It is 
anticipated that operations staff would visit approximately five to ten times weekly, not including weekly 
or as-needed chemical/fuel generator deliveries and general maintenance. As discussed in Section 4.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the anion exchange resin used to treat PFAS-contaminated groundwater 
would be transported to an offsite disposal facility, where it would be disposed of in accordance with 
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federal and state regulations. Project construction and operations would not generate solid waste in excess 
of State or local standards, or impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and for these reasons, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The disposal facility identified for disposal and recycling of construction and demolition debris are 
permitted for the types of waste that would be generated by Project construction. The Project would 
comply with applicable federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to waste, as provided above in Section 4.14.2, Regulatory Setting.  

Specifications for construction of the Project would contain requirements for the handling, storage, 
cleanup, and disposal of hazardous materials, including petroleum-based products, cement, or other 
construction pollutants. Refer to Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional 
information on hazardous materials associated with construction of the Project and how hazardous 
materials would be handled if encountered during construction. Project operations would not propose the 
use or storage of hazardous materials, including petroleum-based products, cement, or other pollutants, 
beyond those already in use in the Project area. For these reasons, Project construction and operations 
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to compliance with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

_________________________ 
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4.15 Other Environmental Topics 
Other resource areas/topics are discussed below. These resource topics include agricultural and forestry 
resources, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, and wildfire. 

4.15.1 Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
Environmental Setting 
The Project site is located upon land classified by the California Department of Conservation as Urban 
and Built-Up Land (Department of Conservation, 2022). Urban and Built-Up Land is defined as 
developed land with a density of at least 1 unit per 1.5-acre parcel or 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel, as 
well as land used for residential, industrial, and commercial purposes, golf courses, landfills, airports, 
sewage treatment, and water control structures. No Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local Importance are in the vicinity of the Project site. In addition, no 
lands in the vicinity of the Project site are enrolled in the Williamson Act Program (California 
Department of Conservation, 2021). The Project site is located within an urban area of San José and there 
is no property used for agricultural purposes adjacent to the Project site. The Project site does not contain 
any forest land and no forest or timberland is located in the vicinity of the Project site. 

Agricultural and Forestry Resource Impacts 

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? No Impact 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? No Impact 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 
No Impact 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project is located on land classified as Urban and Built-Up Land and is therefore not located in or 
near any farmland, Williamson Act contracts, or forest land. The Project would not require any rezoning 
and therefore would not result in the direct conversion of any farmland or forest land to another land use 
type. The Project would not conflict with agricultural operations or a Williamson Act contract; nor 
would the Project result in a loss of forestland. 



4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.15 Other Environmental Topics 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.15-2 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

4.15.2 Mineral Resources 
Environmental Setting 
Minerals can mean any naturally occurring element or compound, and typically includes coal, peat, and 
rock.  

The California Department of Conservation (CDC), Division of Mines and Geology uses Mineral 
Resource Zones to classify areas that contain regionally significant mineral resources (CDC, 2019). 
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ) are defined as follows: 

• MRZ-1: An area where adequate information indicates there are no significant mineral deposits 
present, or where there is little likelihood for mineral deposit presence. 

• MRZ-2: An area with adequate information indicating significant mineral deposits are present and or 
a high likelihood for mineral deposit presence. 

• MRZ-3: An area of undetermined mineral resource significance based on available data which may 
suggest or infer mineral occurrence. 

• MRZ-4: An area of unknown mineral resource significance or no known mineral occurrence. 

Pursuant to the mandate of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), the State Mining 
and Geology Board has designated: the Communications Hill Area of San José (Sector EE), bounded 
generally by the Southern Pacific Railroad, Curtner Avenue, State Route 87, and Hillsdale Avenue, as 
containing mineral deposits which are of regional significance as a source of construction aggregate 
materials. This area is located approximately 11.5 miles northeast of the Project site. Neither the State 
Geologist nor the State Mining and Geology Board has classified any other areas in San José as 
containing mineral deposits which are either of statewide significance or the significance of which 
requires further evaluation. Therefore, other than the Communications Hill area cited above, San José 
does not have mineral deposits subject to SMARA (City of San Jose, 2011).  

Mineral Resource Impacts 

a, b) 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? 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? 
No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Communications Hill Area is the only area with any known mineral deposits pursuant to the mandate 
of SMARA within the City of San José. This area is located approximately 11.5 miles northeast of the 
Project site. Additionally, no locally important mineral resource recovery sites are delineated for the 
Project area, including as in a general plan or other land use plan. Therefore, the Project would not result 
in the loss of availability of mineral resources, or otherwise interfere with the extraction of existing 
mineral resources, and there would be no impact. 
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4.15.3 Population and Housing 
Environmental Setting 
According to state data, the population of the City of San José has increased over the last 24 years by less 
than 1 percent per year, from an estimated 894,943 in 2000 to an estimated 969,491 in 2024 (California 
Department of Finance, 2024; California Department of Finance, 2012). The General Plan, which utilized 
data prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments (or ABAG), presented a projected population 
of approximately 1,440,100 people for the year 2035 (City of San José, 2011). As provided in Section 3.3, 
Background, SJW serves over 1 million people in greater San José metropolitan area and one of three 
major water suppliers in the area along with San José Municipal Water and Great Oaks Water Company.  

Between 2000 and 2024, the number of housing units in San José grew from 281,937 to 347,148, an 
increase of 65,211 units (California Department of Finance, 2024; California Department of Finance, 2012).  

The Project would be located on lands currently owned and managed by SJW, as part of their continued 
water supply operations. The Project would bring Williams Groundwater Station in compliance with 
USEPA and DDW recommendations for safe drinking water, as well as ensure continued water service to 
SJW customers.  

Population and Housing Impacts 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would generate temporary employment opportunities during its construction phases. 
Construction jobs generated by the Project would likely be filled by employees in the construction 
industry in San José and the greater Santa Clara County. Construction industry jobs generally have no 
regular place of business (i.e., development projects occur at different locations and times), and many 
construction workers are highly specialized (e.g., crane operators, steel workers, masons). Thus, 
construction workers commute to job sites throughout the region that may change several times a year, as 
dictated by demand for their specific skills. It is highly unlikely that construction workers would relocate 
to the vicinity for construction of the Project, and therefore, construction of the Project would not induce 
substantial population growth, and construction impacts would be less than significant. The Project would 
not generate any new permanent jobs.  

The Project would not involve or result in major new housing, business, or industrial developments that 
could drive population growth. As described in Section 3.3, Background, SJW serves over 1 million 
people in the greater San José metropolitan area, and the Project’s purpose is to bring the Williams 
Groundwater Station in compliance with USEPA and DDW recommendations for safe drinking, as well 
as water ensure continued water service to SJW customers. The Project would be constructed to meet 
water supply requirements for existing and future customer demands, as accounted for in the population 
growth assumptions identified within the Envision San José 2040 General Plan Update. Therefore, there 



4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
4.15 Other Environmental Topics 

Williams Road Station PFAS Treatment Facility Project  4.15-4 ESA / D202300708.00 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration   July 2025 

impacts to population and housing associated with inducing population growth from Project operations 
would be less than significant.  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project site does not contain any residential structures. The Project would not result in the demolition 
of existing housing, or otherwise cause a reduction in housing units on site or elsewhere. Therefore, there 
would be no impact.  

4.15.4 Public Services 
Environmental Setting 
Fire Protection: Fire protection services for the City are provided by the San José Fire Department 
(SJFD). The SJFD currently consists of 34 active fire stations (City of San José, n.d.-a). SJFD is a full 
service, all-hazard metropolitan fire department serving the City of San José and unincorporated areas of 
Santa Clara County, serving 1.2 million residents over 200 square miles (City of San José, n.d.-b). In 
particular, SJFD offers services including fire suppression, advanced life support, urban search and 
rescue, hazardous materials response, aircraft rescue and firefighting, fire prevention, arson investigation, 
mutual aid, and public education. The closest fire stations to the Project site are Station 14, located at 
1201 San Tomas Aquino Road, approximately 1 mile southwest of the Project site, and Station 10, 
located at 511 S Monroe Street, approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the Project site.  

Police Protection: Police protection services for the City are provide by the San José Police Department 
(SJPD). SJPD includes over 70 specialized units and assignments which include, but are not limited to, 
various patrol units such as burglary, canine, and school safety units (San José Police Department, n.d.). 
The main SJPD station is located at 201 West Mission Street, approximately 4.3 miles northeast of the 
Project site. 

Schools: There are three schools in the vicinity of the Project site. The Harker School Transitional 
Kindergarten Campus is located approximately 150 feet west of the Project site at 888 Boynton Avenue. 
Boynton High School is located approximately 300 feet west of the Project site along Boynton Avenue. 
Lynhaven Elementary School is located approximately 460 feet east of the Project site along Cypress 
Avenue.  

Parks: The City of San José Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services Department (PRNS) 
facilitates community building, healthy living, and fun at over 200 locations across San José (City of 
San José, 2024). PRNS oversees 10 regional parks, 205 neighborhood parks, 299 park playgrounds, 
46 community services, and 65 miles of trail (City of San José, 2024). The nearest recreational trail 
facilities are the San Tomas Aquino/Saratoga Creek Trail, with a trailhead located at Murdock Park, 
approximately 1.9 linear miles southwest of the Project site, and the Los Gatos Creek Trail and Bridge, 
approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the Project site. The nearest park is Starbird Park, approximately 
100 feet south across Williams Road.  
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Libraries: The City of San José is served by the San José Public Library System. The San José Public 
Library System consists of one main library (Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.) and 22 branch libraries. The 
nearest library to the Project site is the West Valley Branch Library at 1243 San Tomas Aquino Road, 
approximately 0.75 mile to the southeast.  

Public Services Impacts 

a) 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: Fire protection; Police protection; Schools; Parks; Other public facilities? Less than 
Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
Project construction may involve the use of equipment and conduct general ground disturbing activities 
that may spark fires temporarily increasing risks of emergency situations on site. Also, accidents or thefts 
could occur during construction, potentially impacting local availability of police or fire response. 
As discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.12, Transportation, the 
Project would include minor and temporary alteration of ingress and egress to the Project area for the 
construction of an upgraded driveway, as well as pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Williams 
Road and the San Tomas Expressway required by the Public Works Department in compliance with the 
City’s Complete Streets Guidelines (City of San Jose, 2018). The Project would temporarily alter 
ingress/egress to the Project site and to the intersection of Williams Road and the San Tomas Expressway, 
which could require lane closures. However, these closures would be temporary and would not result in 
the obstruction of any emergency response. Construction of the proposed pedestrian improvements and 
driveway would not inhibit emergency fire or police service times or ratios in the vicinity. 

Impacts associated with construction are not anticipated to result in the need for new public service police 
or fire facilities. The construction components and activities would not require additional police 
protection or response, need for schools, demand for parks, or need for other public facilities (including 
libraries), such that new or physically altered public facilities would be needed. For these reasons, 
construction-related impacts would be temporary and less than significant. 

Project operations would not result in new activities on site that would increase demand for fire 
protection. In the unlikely event of a fire within the Project area, including a fuel fire, fire response would 
be provided by the SJFD. As listed above, SJFD offers an array of emergency response services and 
resources. These existing services and resources are anticipated to be sufficient to manage potential fire 
incidents on site during construction and operation. Therefore, the Project would not deleteriously affect 
fire department response times and would not require additional facilities or equipment. No operational 
activities beyond routine instrument monitoring and maintenance inspections are associated with the 
Project (see Section 3.7, Operations and Maintenance, for anticipated operational activities). 
Additionally, the Project would not create demand for police services such that response times would be 
altered. The operation components and activities would not require additional demand for parks or need 
for other public facilities (including libraries), such that new or physically altered public facilities would 
be needed In addition, the Project aims to ensure continued water service to SJW customers, thereby 
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augmenting local water generation for various community uses, which may include supplying emergency 
services. For these reasons, operational-related impacts would be less than significant.  

4.15.5 Recreation 
Environmental Setting 
As provided above in Public Services, PRNS oversees 10 regional parks, 205 neighborhood parks, 299 
park playgrounds, 46 community services, and approximately 65 miles of trail (City of San José, 2024). 
The nearest park to the Project site is the approximately 9.41-acre Starbird Park, approximately 100 feet 
south across Williams Road, which features a softball/soccer field, two basketball courts, and a 
playground trail (City of San José, 2024).  

The nearest recreational trail facilities are the San Tomas Aquino/Saratoga Creek Trail, with a trailhead 
located at Murdock Park, approximately 1.9 miles southwest of the Project site, and the Los Gatos Creek 
Trail and Bridge, approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the Project site trail (City of San José, 2024).  

Recreation Impacts 

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? 
No Impact 

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? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project would involve temporary construction activities at a public utility. The Project would not 
permanently affect any existing recreational uses of nearby features and would only temporarily and 
minimally be noticeable by recreational users of nearby recreational facilities such as Starbird Park. The 
Project would not result in new housing development or other activities that would increase use, alter 
usage patterns, or increase demand for existing recreational facilities, thereby causing increased or 
accelerated physical deterioration of recreation related facilities. The Project does not propose to construct 
recreational facilities and would not result in the need for new or expanded recreational facilities. For 
these reasons, no impact would occur. 

4.15.6 Wildfire 
Environmental Setting 
According to fire hazard mapping by the CAL FIRE Forest Resource Assessment Program and the Santa 
Clara County Wildland Urban Fire Interface Map, the Project sites are not located within an area 
identified as a high fire hazard area (CalFire, 2024).  

Wildfire Impacts 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project: 
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a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? No Impact 

Construction and Operation 
Santa Clara County has developed an Emergency Operations Plan that establishes emergency 
organization, assigns tasks, specifies policies and general procedures, and provides for coordination of 
response in the event of an emergency (Santa Clara County, 2020). This plan does not designate specific 
emergency response or evacuation routes within or surrounding the Project area; therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? Less than Significant Impact 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? Less than Significant Impact 

Construction and Operation 
The Project sites are not within a high fire hazard area and, in the unlikely event of a fire, the potential to 
expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires is low. The topography of the Project sites 
is generally flat. Prevailing winds are primarily from a northwest direction. As discussed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, the undeveloped portions of the Project site are dominated by trees, nonnative 
annual grasses and ruderal vegetation or are barren. The use of construction equipment and the possible 
temporary on site storage of fuels and/or other flammable construction chemicals could pose an increased 
fire risk resulting in injury to workers or the public during construction. However, contractors would be 
required to comply with hazardous materials storage and fire protection regulations, which would reduce 
the potential for fire creation, and ensure that the risk of hazards related to fires during construction would 
be less than significant. Compliance with existing safety regulations and widely-accepted industry 
standards would reduce the hazard to the public and the environment. The local fire agency would be 
responsible for enforcing the provisions of the fire code. Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant.  

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? Less than 
Significant Impact 

As discussed above, the Project site is not located in an area with a high fire hazard risk. The Project site 
is relatively flat and at low elevation. Furthermore, the Project would not include the construction of any 
habitable structures. The Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks resulting from 
post-fire land changes. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

_________________________ 
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4.16 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —      

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
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, 
substantially 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? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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)? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

4.16.1 Discussion 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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? Less than Significant Impact with 
Mitigation 

Based upon background research, site visits, and the analysis contained herein, with implementation of 
mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study and listed below, the Project does not have the 
potential to 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. Any potential short-term increases in potential 
effects to the environment during construction, and long-term effects on the environment during Project 
operation, are mitigated to a less-than-significant level, as described throughout the Initial Study.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Nesting Birds. (see 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Roosting Bats. (see 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Crotch’s Bumble 
Bee. (see Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Overwintering 
Monarch Butterflies. (see Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Cultural Resources Awareness Training. (see Section 4.4, 
Cultural Resources, above) 

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)? Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, the environmental analysis in this document was 
conducted to determine if there were any Project-specific effects that are peculiar to the Project or its site. 
In addition to this requirement, Section 15065(a)(3) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may 
have a significant effect on the environment where there is substantial evidence that the project has 
potential environmental effects “that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.”18 
If cumulative impacts could occur, cumulative analysis asks whether the project’s contribution to the 
significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. 

The potential for Project-generated impacts to contribute to a significant cumulative impact would arise if 
they are located within the same geographic area. In addition to the geographic scope, cumulative impacts 
can be determined by timing of the other projects relative to the Project. Schedule is particularly 
important for construction-related impacts. For a group of projects to generate cumulative construction 
impacts, they must be temporally as well as spatially proximate. There are no commercial, industrial, or 
capital improvements projects located within a ½-mile of the Project site that would be under construction 
at the same time as the Project.19,20 

The Project’s impacts to geology and soils and hazards and hazardous materials are site specific and, 
therefore, would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact to those resources. There are no 
cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project site that the Project would contribute cumulatively to for 
aesthetics, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, or utility and service system 
impacts. With implementation of the identified mitigation measures and City Standard Project 
Conditions, the Project would not result in cumulatively considerable contributions to significant 
biological resources, hydrology and water quality, noise, or cultural or tribal cultural resources. 

The Project’s cumulative impact on land use was determined to be less than significant, as the Project 
would not alter land use in a manner that would modify the existing service population. Implementation 
of the Project would marginally contribute to criteria pollutants and global GHG emissions. As discussed 
in Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Project’s individual criteria 
pollutant was below the BAAQMD threshold criteria, and the Project would comply with the City’s 

 
18  Cumulatively considerable is defined in Section 15065(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines as “the incremental effects of an 

individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” 

19  Public GIS Viewer, Capital Project Management System. https://csj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=
08100780d5ea4b8ea06ce4f6127a686a. 

20  Public GIS Viewer, Key Economic Development Projects. https://csj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/attachmentviewer/index.
html?appid=95eb2c4821e54ff7b19a55278e742f85.  

https://csj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/%E2%80%8Cindex.html?id=%E2%80%8C08100780d5ea4b8ea06ce4f6127a686a
https://csj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/%E2%80%8Cindex.html?id=%E2%80%8C08100780d5ea4b8ea06ce4f6127a686a
https://csj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/%E2%80%8Cattachmentviewer/%E2%80%8Cindex.%E2%80%8Chtml?appid=95eb2c4821e54ff7b19a55278e742f85
https://csj.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/%E2%80%8Cattachmentviewer/%E2%80%8Cindex.%E2%80%8Chtml?appid=95eb2c4821e54ff7b19a55278e742f85
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy Compliance Checklist measures; it would thus have a less than 
significant cumulative impact. Therefore, there would be a less than significant cumulative impact. As 
discussed in Section 4.2, with mitigation health risk impacts would be reduced to less than significant; 
therefore, the Project would not contribute to a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Construction Air Quality. (see Section 4.2, Air Quality, above) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Nesting Birds. (see 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Roosting Bats. (see 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Crotch’s Bumble 
Bee. (see Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Overwintering 
Monarch Butterflies. (see Section 4.3, Biological Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Cultural Resources Awareness Training. (see Section 4.4, 
Cultural Resources, above) 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Construction Noise Logistics Plan. (see Section 4.11, Noise and 
Vibration, above) 

Based on the above discussion, the Project would not have cumulatively considerable contributions to 
significant cumulative impacts. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

Impacts to air quality (e.g. fugitive dust during construction), water quality (e.g., inadvertent release of 
pollutants), hazardous materials (e.g., exposure to hazardous materials), and noise (e.g., substantial 
temporary increase in ambient noise levels) by the Project could directly affect human beings, and all 
impacts discussed above could indirectly affect human beings. However, compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations as discussed in this document, mandatory compliance with the 
Standard Project Conditions, and implementation of the identified mitigation measures would avoid these 
impacts. This analysis has identified no other direct or indirect adverse effects on human beings. No 
further mitigation would be required. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Construction Air Quality. (see Section 4.2, Air Quality, above) 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Soil Hazard Management Plan. (see Section 4.8, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, above) 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Construction Noise Logistics Plan. (see Section 4.11, Noise and 
Vibration, above) 

_________________________ 
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CHAPTER 5 
Lead Agency and Consultant 

5.1 Lead Agency 
City of San José 
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement  

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor  
San José, CA 95113  

Bethelhem Telahun, Planner 
Phone: 408-535-5624  
Email: bethelhem.telahun@sanjoseca.gov 

5.2 Consultant 
Environmental Science Associates (ESA) 

575 Market Street, Suite 3700 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

• Meryka Dirks, Project Director 

• Tiffany Edwards, Project Manager 

• Vince Molina, Deputy Project Manager/Utilities and Service Systems/Other Resource Sections 

• Erika Walther, Biological Resources 

• Sharon Melesurgo, Biological Resources 

• Heidi Koenig, Cultural Resources/Tribal Cultural Resources  

• Kathy Cleveland, Historic Resources 

• Jyothi Iyer, Energy/Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Joneil Manansala, Energy/Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Noise and Vibration 

• Michael Burns, Geology and Soils/Hazards and Hazardous Materials/Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Emily Kline, Geology and Soils/Hazards and Hazardous Materials/Hydrology and Water Quality/
Other Resource Sections 

• Chris Sanchez, Noise and Vibration 

• Jon Teofilo, Transportation 

• Juliana Medan, Transportation 

mailto:bethelhem.telahun@sanjoseca.gov
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