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1. ProjectTitle

Clawiter Road Industrial Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address

City of Hayward

Planning Division

777 B Street

Hayward, California 94541

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Elizabeth Blanton, Associate Planner
Elizabeth.Blanton@hayward-ca.gov
(510) 583-4206

4. Project Location

The project site encompasses approximately 26 acres located at 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road in
the City of Hayward. The site is on the east side of Clawiter Road just north of its intersection with
State Route 92 (SR 92) and consists of six assessor’s parcel numbers (APN): 439-0080-003-07, 439-
0080-003-12, 439-0080-003-10, 439-0080-003-09, 439-0080-010-00, and 439-0080-005-02. A
railroad spur bisects the site from east to west.

Figure 1 shows the location of the project site in the regional context. Figure 2 shows an aerial view
of the project site and immediate surroundings. Figure 3 shows site photographs.

5. Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address

Hines
101 California Street, Suite 1000
San Francisco, California 94104

6. General Plan Designation

Industrial Corridor (IC)

/. Zoning

General Industrial (IG) north of the railroad spur and Industrial Park (IP) south of the spur.
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Figure 1 Regional Location
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Figure 2 Project Site Location
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8. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The project site is surrounded by industrial uses to the north, east, south and west. Neighboring
uses include commercial vehicle service and repair shops, garages, recycling facilities, warehousing,
manufacturing, machining and metal fabrication facilities, and one research and development
industrial park. SR 92 runs parallel to the southeast edge of the site. The SR 92/Clawiter Road
interchange is located southwest of the project site.

The project site is located in an urban business park and industrial area and is surrounded by
existing development and major highways. Figure 3 shows photographs of the site and surrounding
area. The site is relatively flat and developed with an existing manufacturing facility and vehicle
storage yard. Most of the site is paved or covered by existing structures. Vegetation on-site and in
the area is primarily ornamental landscaping. There are approximately 53 existing redwood trees
along the southern project site adjacent to SR 92, along with some parking lot trees in the western
parking lot.

The project site was used for agricultural purposes with associated agricultural and/or residential
structures until it was developed in the late 1960s by GILLIG for bus manufacturing purposes. GILLIG
ceased bus manufacturing operations in 2017 and is currently in the process of vacating the site.
The southern portion of the project site is not developed with structures but is leased to an
automobile auction company for vehicle parking and delivery vehicle parking. The northern portion
of the project site is currently improved with:

= 196,000 square-foot former manufacturing building
= 28,000 square-foot warehouse

= 35,000 square-foot fabrication and machine building
= 7,000 square-foot, two-story office building

= 3,000 square-foot building

= Ancillary structures including water testing canopy, drying area for parts, and hazardous waste
storage.

9. Description of Project

The project would involve demolition of four existing on-site structures, ancillary structures, and on-
site improvements in order to develop an industrial park consisting of four industrial core and shell
structures totaling approximately 616,000 square feet and a transformer yard. The project includes
a lot line adjustment to establish a lot for each building, for a total of four lots. Although the City will
be approving the core and shell in the initial project approval, this analysis assumes occupied
buildings and associated equipment for the purposes of the CEQA analysis. Three of the proposed
buildings (Building 1, 2, and 3) would be designed for occupation by industrial uses allowed in the IP
and IG zoning districts, which could consist of, but not be limited to, manufacturing, research and
development, warehouses and distribution, and wholesale establishments. A fourth building
(Building 4) is proposed to be occupied by a data center which would house computer servers for
private clients and would be designed to provide 49 megawatts (MW) of information technology (IT)
power. Building 4 would incorporate variable speed drives and variable frequency drives on fans and
motors, LED lighting, and an electronic power management system for the data center. Table 1
summarizes details of the proposed project, and Figure 4 shows the proposed site plan.
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Figure 3a Site Photographs

View of the northern project site looking northeast from the southwest corner of the site

View of the northern project site looking west from the eastern area of the site
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Figure 3b Site Photographs
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The project would also involve the construction of a new 49 megavolt amps (MVA) transformer yard
at the northeast portion of the site. The transformer yard would connect to the nearby Pacific Gas
and Electric (PG&E) Eastshore Power Substation located 0.4 miles south of the project site via two
transmission lines traveling in one route to the substation, as shown in Figure 2 and detailed below
under Off-site Improvements. The transformer yard would distribute power to the data center and
would include four 34.5-kilovolt (kV) feeders between the transformer yard and the data center’s
35kV switchgear. The transformer yard would cover approximately 34,000 square feet north of
Building 2 and east of Building 4, adjacent to the existing railroad right of way and railroad spur, as
seen in Figure 4. The components of the transformer yard would range from 18 to 70 feet in height.

Building Architecture and Design

Buildings 1 through 3 would be single-story concrete tilt up structures. Building 4 would be a three
story streel structure with custom metal panels. Proposed elevations of the structures are shown in
Figure 5 and a rendering of the project is shown in Figure 6. Building 4 would provide rooftop
screening walls that would extend to a height of 108 feet to screen mechanical equipment on the
roof which would house the air and ventilation infrastructure for the building’s evaporative cooling
system.

The buildings would have various architectural details to increase the level of design and visual
interest on elevations which are visible from SR 92 and Clawiter Road. The buildings would have
multiple building materials and colors on their elevations, including areas of glass, wood siding,
concrete in various neutral colors, metal, and various glazing. The buildings would include
articulation in plane and parapet heights and would have pronounced main entries. Figure 5 shows
representative elevations of the proposed one-story and three-story buildings. The project would
include a gateway sign along Clawiter Road consisting of the Hayward “H,” and would provide a
public art feature facing SR 92 between Buildings 1 and 2.

Access and Parking

Access to buildings 3 and 4 north of the railroad easement would be provided by two driveways on
Clawiter Road. The driveways would be approximately 35 feet in width, as per the Hayward
Standard Detail 110, and would be in similar locations as the existing driveway entrances to the site.
Access to buildings 1 and 2 would also be provided off Clawiter Road, through an existing
ingress/egress access easement from the adjacent property, as shown in Figure 4. Due to the
railroad spur separating the northern and southern portions of the project site, connectivity within
the site between the two northern buildings and two southern buildings is infeasible. However,
emergency access between the northern and southern project sites across the railroad spur is
proposed.

Building 3 would provide over 180 feet of turning area in the northern driveway for trucks accessing
one of the 26 proposed loading docks. As detailed in Table 1, 320 vehicle parking spaces and 45
trailer parking spaces would be provided throughout the project site. Of the 320 vehicle spaces, 19
would be ADA accessible and 31 would be clean air/electric vehicle (EV) charging spaces.

Initial Study 7
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Table 1 Project S ummary

Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Attachment VII

Building Features

Use and Size (sf)

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Height (feet)

Industrial:

Office:

0.34

40’6” (exterior)
32’ (interior)

Vehicle and Bicycle Parking (number of spaces)

Standard Parking Spaces
Trailer Parking Spaces
ADA

Clean Air/EV

Bicycle Parking

Landscaping
Landscaped Area (sf)

Parking Lot Trees

63 Standard
0
5
8

4 Short-term

4 Long-term

61,444
5,000

Industrial: 51,720
Office: 5,000

0.31

40’6” (exterior)

32’ (interior)

53 Standard
0
4
6

4 Short-term

4 Long-term

82,949 (combined buildings 1 and 2)

20

10

Industrial: 208,931
Office:

0.46

47’ (exterior)

36’ (interior)

114 Standard
45
6
11

9 Short-term

9 Long-term

65,437

16

5,000

Data Center: 273,526
Office: 5,000

0.97

89’11” (exterior)

87’ (interior)

42 Standard
0
2
6

3 Short-term

3 Long-term

58,326

12

615,621

0.54

272 Standard
45
17
31

20 Short-term
20 Long-term

206,712

58

sf = square feet

ADA = Americans with Disabilities Act compliant
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Figure 4 Proposed Site Plan
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Figure 5 Proposed Building 1 and Building 4 North and West Representative Elevations
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Figure 6 Proposed Rendering of Building 1 and Building 2 Southwest Elevation
I el e ’ -

#,
.

R

I
RINE

AL
ik

I..
INEEIT AR R B

V1 IETEEL IR BT AT

oyl

Initial Study



Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

Common Space and Landscaping

Buildings 1 and 2 would provide approximately 12,000 square feet of employee amenity area, which
would include various seating areas for individual or group settings, shade structures, landscaping,
and areas for potential food truck turn out and parking. Building 3 would provide approximately
4,000 square feet of employee amenity area along the south side of the building, which would
include seating areas and shade structures, special paving, and an exercise/stretching area. Building
4 would provide 586 square feet of employee amenity area with seating.

Landscaping would be provided along the perimeters of the proposed buildings within the proposed
stormwater treatment areas, within the common area between Building 1 and 2, and along the
perimeters of the project site. The project would provide approximately 207,000 square feet of
landscaped areas in total. The project would require the removal of 67 protected trees and the
preservation of 45 protected trees. There are approximately 53 existing redwood trees located
along the southern and southeastern perimeter of the site. The project would include the removal
of 14 redwood trees from this area. Upon implementation, over 250 trees would be planted
throughout the project site, including 58 parking lot trees. The final location of the transmission line
alignment would determine whether additional trees would need to be removed, which would be
then be replaced with an equal value tree pursuant to the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.

Utilities

Utility services to the project site, including water, sanitary sewer, storm drain, fire protection, and
police protection would be provided by the City of Hayward. The proposed project would connect
into existing water infrastructure located along Clawiter Road and sewer infrastructure between the

northern and southern project site that connects to Clawiter Road. Solid waste collection and
recycling would be provided by Waste Management of Alameda County.

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) would provide gas and electric services to the project site. The
project would also involve the construction of a transformer yard and two overhead transmission
lines to connect to the nearby existing PG&E substation to handle the electricity requirements of the
proposed data center. The proposed data center is anticipated to use 23 2.5-MW standby
generators and one 600-kW standby generator for backup power sources.

The project would also include new stormwater collection and conveyance systems designed to
mimic the existing conditions of the site. Portions of the project site drain to the west, east, and
south sides of the site. The grading and drainage design would include approximately 31,065 square
feet of bioretention planters in accordance with the stormwater treatment requirements for new
development projects per the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City of
Hayward. The project storm drain systems also include stormwater detention as needed to comply
with development requirements of the Alameda County Flood Control & Water Conservation
District (the District). The District requires that the discharge flow rate of development projects be
less than or equal to the pre-development discharge flow rate. Stormwater treatment and
detention needs would be met through a combination of bioretention planters, underground storm
drain pipes, and stormwater pumps.

Green Building Features

The proposed buildings would be designed to comply with CALGreen requirements, which includes
solar ready roof designs, LED lighting, and low-flow appliances. In addition, the City of Hayward
adopted a Reach Code ordinance in March 2020 which encourages all-electric non-residential




Attachment VII
Initial Study

buildings and has more advanced standards than California Building Code (CBC) requirements. The
project would comply with the Reach Code checklist and requirements, including those related to
the provision of Electric Vehicle Charging Stations (EVCS).

The buildings would be designed with white roofing to reduce heat absorption and cooling demand.
In addition, two percent skylights on the buildings would reduce lighting demand during daytime
hours.

Building 4 would use an evaporative cooling system which would eliminate the need for cooling
towers and would allow the data center to accommodate a wider temperature range compared to
typical data centers. Building 4 would also have a dual plumbing system to allow for future
connection to the City’s purple pipe reclaimed water system.

The Building 4 tenant is committed to working with the local utility to procure a 100 percent
renewable energy mix by 2025. In addition, the Building 4 tenant is committed to achieving net-zero
carbon by 2040. The analysis in Section 4 below does not account for these commitments, as a
conservative approach.

Off-site Improvements

The transformer yard would require construction of two PG&E overhead 230kV transmission lines
connecting to the PG&E Eastshore Substation 0.4 miles to the south, as shown in Figure 2. The
transmission lines would be supported by approximately six to ten steel poles, ranging in height
from 85 to 145 feet. The typical distance between structures would be 700 to 900 feet. The
transmission line poles would require a foundation ranging 7 to 10 feet in diameter and 45 feet in
depth. The transmission line length would be approximately 0.6 to 0.8 miles, along the alignment
shown in Figure 3. The transmission lines would be included in a PG&E project submitted to the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).

Construction and Grading

Construction of the structures and on-site facilities is expected to occur over approximately 15
months and would involve the following general phases:

1. The first phase of construction would involve demolition and removal of the existing
improvements and structures on-site, which would take approximately three months.

2. The second phase would include initial site preparation to remove remnant concrete
foundations and remaining miscellaneous debris and vegetation within the development area to
prepare it for rough grading, which would take approximately one month.

3. The third phase would include grading of the site to prepare it for construction activities, which
would involve up to approximately 29,000 cubic yards (CY) of soil exported from the site. This
phase would take approximately two months.

4. The fourth phase would involve construction and painting of the industrial park structures and
on-site amenities, which would take approximately eight months.

5. The fifth phase would involve paving and striping of the parking areas, as well as the installation
of site landscaping, lighting, and signage, which would take approximately one month.

Construction of the on-site transformer yard and off-site transmission line improvements would
start in 2022 and last approximately eight months.

Initial Study 13
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For Buildings 1, 2, and 3, because the topography of the site is generally flat, and no underground
structures are proposed, minimal subsurface excavation would be required. For Building 4,
excavation for utilities would extend to depth of up to 15 feet below the proposed base elevation.

10. Required Approvals

The following approvals and permits from the City of Hayward would be required for the proposed
project:

= Major Site Plan Review

= Conditional Use Permit

= Lot Line Adjustment

= Demolition Permit

=  Grading Permit

=  Building Permit

=  Water and Wastewater Connection Approval

11. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

= California Public Utilities Commission: Transformer yard approval
= (California Public Utilities Commission: Transmission line approval

12. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.17¢

On September 15, 2020, the City of Hayward sent the lone Band of Miwok Indians an Assembly Bill
(AB) 52 notification letter via certified mail. Under AB 52, Native American tribes have 30 days to
respond and request further project information and request formal consultation. The City did not
receive a request for formal consultation under AB 52. Copies of AB 52 correspondence for this
project are included in Appendix I.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics O  Agriculture and B Air Quality
Forestry Resources

[ | Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O Energy

[ | Geology/Soils B Greenhouse Gas B  Hazards & Hazardous
Emissions Materials

O Hydrology/Water Quality O  Land Use/Planning O  Mineral Resources

O Noise O  Population/Housing O  Public Services

O Recreation O  Transportation B Tribal Cultural Resources

O Utilities/Service Systems O  Wildfire B Mandatory Findings

of Significance

Determination

Based on this initial evaluation:

O | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ | | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

O | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

O | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
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O | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project,
nothing further is required.

December 4, 2020

Signature Date
Elizabeth Blanton Associate Planner
Printed Name Title
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Environmental Checklist

1 Aesthefics

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista? O O [ ] O

b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway? O O [ | O

c. Innon-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 a 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? O O [ | O

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views in the area? O O [ | O

Impact Analysis

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

A scenic vista is generally defined as an expansive view of highly valued landscape as observable
from a publicly accessible vantage point. According to the Hayward 2040 General Plan, the City’s
scenic vistas are designated as views of natural topography, open grass and vegetation, the East Bay
hills, and the San Francisco Bay shoreline. The project site is developed with a manufacturing facility
and vehicle storage and is located in an industrial, developed area within the City. The project would
not impact natural topography or open grasslands or impacts views of these scenic resources
because the site does not contain natural resources such as grasslands and the site is already
generally flat and partially paved with a surface parking lot and a spur line. In addition, there are no
views of the East Bay hills or San Francisco Bay shoreline available from or through the site from
public viewpoints such as roads, trails or parks due to the distance from such features and the
intervening buildings and vegetation.
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The proposed transmission line route would also not impact scenic vistas because the route travels
through developed areas with no natural topography, open grassland, or views of the shoreline. The
East Bay Hills can be seen from SR 92 but the hillsides are far in the distance and views are already
partially obstructed by existing transmission lines. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The closest designated state scenic highway is a portion of I-580 at the northern edge of the City,
approximately 4.5 miles north of the project site (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans]
2019). The project site is not visible from [-580, and therefore the proposed project would not
damage scenic resources from there.

In addition to I-580, SR 92 is designated as an Alameda County scenic highway in the Alameda
County Scenic Route Element, and the project site is adjacent to and visible from SR 92. There are
no rock outcroppings or historic buildings which would be impacted by the project. The project
would remove 67 protected trees on-site, including 14 redwood trees along the southern project
site adjacent to SR 92. However, the redwood trees that would be removed are in low health and
the remaining on-site trees that would be removed would be replaced by approximately 250 on-site
trees. The proposed transmission lines would also not impact scenic resources from SR 92 because
the route is in a developed area with no scenic resources and there are existing transmission lines
traveling across SR 92 to the nearby PG&E substation. Therefore, the project’s impacts on scenic
resources would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.  Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from a 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?

The project is in an urbanized area. Construction of the project would alter the visual character of
the project site by increasing the building coverage over existing conditions with new structures and
installing two overhead transmission lines. However, the surrounding area is developed with
industrial structures and existing overhead transmission lines, which is similar to the proposed
project. The project would improve the existing visual character of the site with an updated
industrial development with structures that incorporate various building materials and colors in the
building elevations, including areas of glass, IPE wood siding, concrete in various neutral colors,
metal, and various glazing, as shown in Figure 5. In addition, the project would provide landscaping
along the perimeters of the proposed buildings and the project site. Over 250 trees would be
planted throughout the project site as part of the project, including 58 parking lot trees, which
would also improve the character of the site compared to existing conditions.

As detailed under Table 1, Buildings 1 through 3 would range from 38 to 43 feet in height, which
would not exceed the maximum allowable height of 75 feet in the IG and IP zones. Building 4 would
be approximately 88 feet in height, which would exceed the 75 height limits. The project requires
Major Site Plan Review, and pursuant to Section 10-1.1604 of the Hayward Municipal Code (HMC),
building height may be increased through Major Site Plan Review approval upon findings that the
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increase is necessary to provide a more beneficial site layout or will result in public
benefits/amenities that could not be achieved under current zoning standards. As shown in Figure 4,
Building 4 would be located on the north-east side of the site and set back from Clawiter Road and
SR 92. Building 4 would also include roof-top screening walls consistent with the design of the
building to screen the mechanical equipment. This building design with the increased building
height would include a greater setback from Clawiter Road as well as roof screening.

The proposed project would also include a transformer yard, which would require construction of
two PG&E overhead 230kV transmission lines connecting to the PG&E Eastshore Substation. The
transformer yard would be sited away from Clawiter Road and away from SR 92, behind three of the
proposed buildings and near the existing railroad right of way and railroad spur. The overhead
transmission line infrastructure would resemble the existing transmission lines in the area and those
connected to other data centers in the vicinity.

Upon approval of the requested discretionary actions, development of the proposed project would
comply with City zoning standards, including height regulations, yard and lot area, and front and
side setbacks. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The project site is in an urbanized area with moderate to high levels of existing light typical of
industrial areas and highways. The surrounding industrial, commercial, and roadway uses generate
light and glare along all sides of the project site. Primary sources of light adjacent to the project site
include interior and exterior lighting associated with the existing industrial and commercial
buildings, vehicle headlights, and streetlights. The primary source of glare adjacent to the project
site is the sun’s reflection from the on-site vehicle storage yard and metallic, glass and light-colored
surfaces on buildings.

The project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the area by increasing the number
and size of buildings on the site which would have windows, exterior lighting, parking lot lighting,
and internal lighting. No highly-reflective glass or metallic elements are proposed as part of the
proposed project. Building 1 and Building 2 would be located adjacent to SR 92, which travels east
and west, and could impact drivers from sun reflection during the morning or afternoon. Building 2
would not impact drivers as it would be located lower in elevation than SR 92 due to the nearby
overpass. Building 1’s southern and western elevation would have limited windows, which are
consistent with the surrounding development, and would be partially blocked by existing redwoods
and proposed landscaping along the southern project site.

The project would also introduce light and glare from headlights from vehicles entering and exiting
the project. However, the project would replace an existing source of glare in the area from the
existing on-site vehicle storage lot. The project would be required to comply with Section 10-1.1606
of the HMC, which requires light from the project to be confined to the property and not

create light or glare upon adjacent properties or public rights-of-way. The sources of light and glare
from the project would be generally similar to existing sources of light and glare on and surrounding
the site and would be consistent with other uses in the area. Therefore, the project would not
create a new source of substantial light or glare and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources

2  Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,

or Farmland of Statewide Importance

(Farmland), as shown on maps prepared

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and

Monitoring Program of the California

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? O O O |
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural

use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ ]
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))? O O O [ |
d. Resultin the loss of forest land or

conversion of forest land to non-forest

use? O O O [ |
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? O O O [ |

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

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

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

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

The project site is located in an urbanized area of Hayward and is designated for Industrial Corridor
land use in the City’s General Plan. Neither the project site nor adjacent properties are identified as
any of the farmland types under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program or enrolled in
Williamson Act contracts, nor do they support forest land or resources (California Department of
Conservation [DOC] 2016). The project site is not located on or adjacent to agricultural land or forest
land and the project would not involve development that could result in the conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural uses. For these reasons, the proposed project would have no impact with
respect to conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to
non-agricultural use; conflict with existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contract; result in
the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or other conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural use.

NO IMPACT
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Air Quality
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O [ | O O
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? O [ | O O
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O O [ | O
d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? O O O [ |

Environmental Setting

The project site is located in the Southwestern Alameda County subregion of the San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD). This subregion is bordered on the east by the East Bay hills and on the west by
the San Francisco Bay (Bay), and most of the area is flat. This subregion is indirectly affected by
marine air flow and sea breezes, although less so than regions closer to the Golden Gate Bridge. The
climate is also affected by its close proximity to the Bay. During warm weather, the Bay cools the air
it comes in contact with, while during cold weather the Bay warms the air. The normal northwest
wind pattern carries this air onshore during the daytime while bay breezes draw air from the land
offshore at night. Wind speeds are moderate in this subregion with annual average wind speeds of
approximately seven miles per hour close to the Bay and approximately six miles per hour further
inland. Air temperatures are moderated by the subregion's proximity to the Bay and to the sea
breeze. Average maximum temperatures are in the mid-70 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) during the
summer months and in the high 50°F to low 60°F during the winter months (BAAQMD 2017a).

Air pollutant emissions in the SFBAAB are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources.
Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources. Point
sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack. Examples
include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat. Area sources are
distributed widely and include those such as residential and commercial water heaters, painting
operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some consumer products. Mobile sources
refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are
classified as either on-road or off-road. On-road sources may be operated legally on roadways and
highways. Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction
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equipment. Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural environment such as when high
winds suspend fine dust particles (BAAQMD 2017a).

Air pollution sources in this subregion include light and heavy industry, and motor vehicles, and
pollution potential is relatively high during the summer and fall. When the Pacific high pressure
system dominates, low mixing depths and Bay and ocean wind patterns can concentrate and carry
pollutants from other cities to this area, adding to the locally-emitted pollutant mix. The polluted air
is then pushed up against the East Bay hills. In the wintertime, the air pollution potential in
southwestern Alameda County is moderate. Increasing motor vehicle traffic and congestion in the
subregion may increase Southwest Alameda County pollution as well as that of its neighboring
subregions (BAAQMD 2017a).

Regulatory Setting

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has set primary national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) for ozone (0s), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide
(50,), particulate matter with diameters of up to ten microns (PMp) and up to 2.5 microns (PMs),
and lead (Pb). Primary standards are those levels of air quality deemed necessary, with an adequate
margin of safety, to protect public health. In addition, California has established health-based
ambient air quality standards (known as the California ambient air quality standards [CAAQS]) for
these and other pollutants, some of which are more stringent than the federal standards.

As the local air quality management agency, the BAAQMD is required to monitor air pollutant levels
to ensure that state and federal air quality standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop
strategies to meet them. Depending on whether or not standards are met or exceeded, the SFBAAB
is classified as in “attainment” or “non-attainment.” The BAAQMD is in non-attainment for the
federal and state ozone standards, the state PMyo standard, and the federal and state PM,s
standards (BAAQMD 2017b). Table 2 describes the health effects associated with criteria pollutants
for which the BAAQMD is in non-attainment.

Table 2 Health Effects Associated with Non-Aftainment Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Adverse Effects

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in
humans and animals and risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage.

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PMipoand PM,s)?  pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).

1 More detailed discussions on the health effects associated with exposure to suspended particulate matter can be found in U.S. EPA’s
Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter, October 2004.

Source: U.S. EPA 2018a

The 2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Plan), adopted by BAAQMD as an update to the 2010 Clean Air Plan,
provides a regional strategy to protect public health and the climate. To fulfill state ozone planning
requirements, the 2017 control strategy includes all feasible measures to reduce emissions of ozone
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precursors (reactive organic gases [ROG] and nitrogen oxides [NOx]) and reduce transport of ozone
and its precursors to neighboring air basins. In addition, the 2017 Plan builds upon and enhances the
BAAQMD’s efforts to reduce emissions of fine particulate matter and toxic air contaminants (TACs;
BAAQMD 2017c).

In 2006, the U.S. EPA reduced the national 24-hour PM; s standard regarding short-term exposure to
fine particulate matter from 65 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?3) to 35 pg/m?3. Based on air
guality monitoring data for the 2006-2008 cycle showing that the region was slightly above the
standard, the U.S. EPA designated the SFBAAB as non-attainment for the 24-hour national standard
in December 2008. This triggered the requirement for the BAAQMD to prepare a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) submittal to demonstrate how the region would attain the standard.
However, data for both the 2008-2010 and the 2009-2011 cycles showed that PM; s levels in the
Basin currently meet the standard. On October 29, 2012, the U.S. EPA issued a proposed rule-
making to determine that the SFBAAB now attains the 24-hour PM; s national standard. Based on
this, the SFBAAB is required to prepare an abbreviated SIP submittal, which includes an emission
inventory for primary (directly-emitted) PMs, s, as well as precursor pollutants that contribute to
formation of secondary PM in the atmosphere; and amendments to BAAQMD New Source Review
(NSR) to address PM; s (adopted December 2012). However, key SIP requirements to demonstrate
how the region will achieve the standard (i.e., the requirement to develop a plan to attain the
standard) will be suspended as long as monitoring data continues to show that the SFBAAB attains
the standard. In addition to preparing the “abbreviated” SIP submittal, the BAAQMD has prepared a
report entitled Understanding Particulate Matter: Protecting Public Health in the San Francisco Bay
Area (BAAQMD 2012). The report helps guide the BAAQMD’s on-going efforts to analyze and reduce
PM in the Bay Area in order to better protect public health.! The SFBAAB will continue to be
designated as nonattainment for the federal 24-hour PM, s standard until such time as the BAAQMD
elects to submit a “redesignation request” and a “maintenance plan” to the U.S. EPA, and the U.S.
EPA approves the proposed redesignation.

A number of communities within the Bay Area experience relatively high exposure to TACs as
compared to other communities. For this reason, the BAAQMD established the Community Air Risk
Evaluation (CARE) program in 2004 to identify impacted communities. The project site is located in
the Western Alameda County impacted community of the BAAQMD’s Community Health Protection
Program. The BAAQMD prioritizes these impacted communities in the design and implementation
of air pollution mitigation strategies via the Clean Air Communities initiative (BAAQMD 2014).

Sensitive Receptors

Ambient air quality standards have been established to represent the levels of air quality considered
sufficient, with a margin of safety, to protect public health and welfare. They are designed to
protect that segment of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under
14; the elderly over 65; persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise; and people with
cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. The BAAQMD defines sensitive receptors as
facilities or land uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the
effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and the chronically ill (BAAQMD 2017). These
facilities include residences, schools, and hospitals. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project
site are residences located approximately 0.2 mile to the east and a school, the California Crosspoint

1 PM is made up of particles that are emitted directly, such as soot and fugitive dust, as well as secondary particles that are formed in the
atmosphere from chemical reactions involving precursor pollutants such as oxides of nitrogen, sulfur oxides, volatile organic compounds,
and ammonia.
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Academy, located approximately 0.2 mile to the north. The City of Hayward has not yet adopted
environmental justice policies or associated thresholds as part of their General Plan; however, the
project site is located in an area defined as a disadvantaged community per Senate Bill (SB) 1000
and California Health and Safety Code Section 39711 (California Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment 2018).

Air Emission Thresholds

The BAAQMD developed screening criteria in its May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines to provide
lead agencies and project applicants with a conservative indication of whether a project could result
in potentially significant air quality impacts. If a project meets the screening criteria, then the lead
agency or applicant would not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of their project’s
air pollutant emissions. For an industrial park, the Operational Criteria Pollutant Screening Sizes are
553,000 square feet, 61 acres, or 1,154 employees, and the Construction Criteria Pollutant
Screening Sizes are 259,000 square feet, 11 acres, or 577 employees. The proposed project would
include four industrial structures totaling approximately 616,000 square feet, which would exceed
the Operational Criteria Pollutant Screening Size of 553,000 square feet and the Construction
Criteria Pollutant Screening Size of 259,000 square feet and would occupy an approximately 26-acre
site, which would exceed the Construction Criteria Pollutant Screening Size of 11 acres. As a result,
the BAAQMD significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, shown in Table 3, are used to
evaluate the project’s potential air quality impacts.

Table 3 BAAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Pollutant/Precursor Construction Emissions (average lbs/day) Operational Emissions (average lbs/day)
ROG 54 54

NOx 54 54

PMio 82! 82

PMy s 541 54

Fugitive Dust Construction Dust Ordinance or None

other Best Management Practices

Ibs/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PMxo = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or
less; PMas = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

! The construction thresholds for PMio and PM..s emissions apply to exhaust emissions only.
Source: BAAQMD 2017a

The BAAQMD also provides a preliminary screening methodology to conservatively determine
whether a proposed project would exceed CO thresholds. If the following criteria are met, a project
would result in a less-than-significant impact related to localized CO concentrations:

= The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program (CMP) established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, regional
transportation plan, and local congestion management agency plans;

= Project-related traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
44,000 vehicles per hour; and
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= Project-related traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g.,
tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, below-grade
roadway).

For health risks associated with TAC and PM s emissions, the BAAQMD May 2017 CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines state a project would result in a significant impact if the any of the following thresholds
are exceeded (BAAQMD 2017a):

= Non-compliance with Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan;

= |ncreased cancer risk of > 10.0 in a million;

= Increased non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index (Chronic or Acute); or

* Ambient PM;s increase of > 0.3 pg/m?® annual average

In addition, a project would have a cumulatively considerably impact associated with health risks
from TAC and PM, s emissions if the aggregate total emissions of all past, present, and foreseeable
future sources within a 1,000 foot radius of the fenceline of the source plus the project’s
contribution exceed any of the following thresholds (BAAQMD 2017a):

= Non-compliance with Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan;

= |ncreased cancer risk of >100.0 in a million;

= Increased non-cancer risk of > 10.0 Hazard Index (Chronic or Acute); or

* Ambient PM;s increase of > 0.8 ug/m?® annual average

The BAAQMD provides recommended odor screening distances for the siting of new odor sources,
which are shown in Table 4. A significant impact would potentially occur if the project would site a
new odor source within the specified distances of existing sensitive receptors.
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Table 4 BAAQMD Odor Screening Distances

Land Use/Type of Operation Screening Distance
Wastewater Treatment Plant 2 miles
Wastewater Pumping Facilities 1 mile
Sanitary Landfill 2 miles
Transfer Station 1 mile
Composting Facility 1 mile
Petroleum Refinery 2 miles
Asphalt Batch Plant 2 miles
Chemical Manufacturing 2 miles
Fiberglass Manufacturing 1 mile
Painting/Coating Operations 1 mile
Rendering Plant 2 miles
Coffee Roaster 1 mile
Food Processing Facility 1 mile
Confined Animal Facility/Feed Lot/Dairy 1 mile
Green Waste and Recycling Operations 1 mile
Metal Smelting Plants 2 miles

Source: BAAQMD 2017a

Impact Analysis

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

The California Clean Air Act requires air districts to create a Clean Air Plan that describes how the
jurisdiction will meet air quality standards, and these plans must be updated every three years. The
most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2017 Plan. The control strategy of the
2017 Plan includes measures related to stationary sources, transportation, energy, buildings,
agriculture, natural and working lands, waste management, water, and super-greenhouse gas (GHG)
pollutants (BAAQMD 2017c).

The 2017 Plan focuses on two paramount goals (BAAQMD 2017c):

=  Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale by attaining all state and national air
quality standards and eliminating disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk
from TACs; and

=  Protect the climate by reducing Bay Area GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by
2030, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

Under BAAQMD’s methodology, a determination of consistency with the 2017 Plan should
demonstrate that a project:

= Supports the primary goals of the 2017 Plan;
® Includes applicable control measures from the 2017 Plan; and
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=  Would not disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures in the 2017 Plan.

A project that would not support the 2017 Plan’s goals would not be considered consistent with the
plan. On an individual project basis, consistency with BAAQMD’s quantitative thresholds is
interpreted as demonstrating support for the 2017 Plan’s goals. As shown in the discussion under
Thresholds 2 and 3 (see below), the project would not result in exceedances of the BAAQMD's
thresholds for criteria air pollutants with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and thus
would not conflict with the 2017 Plan’s goal to attain air quality standards. Furthermore, as shown
in Table 5, the proposed project would include applicable control measures from the 2017 Plan and
would not disrupt or hinder implementation of such control measures. Therefore, project impacts
related to consistency with the 2017 Plan would be less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1.

Table 5 Project Consistency with Applicable Control Measures of 2017 Plan

TR9: Bicycle and Pedestrian Access and Consistent. The project would include 20 short-term and 20 long-
Facilities. Encourage planning for bicycle and term bicycle parking spaces. In addition, as a condition of approval,
pedestrian facilities in local plans, e.g., general the project applicant would be required to contribute financially to a
and specific plans, fund bike lanes, routes, paths  future roadway project that would entail installation of a bicycle
and bicycle parking facilities. lane on Clawiter Road.

EN2: Decrease Electricity Demand. Work with Consistent. The proposed project would be required to comply with
local governments to adopt additional energy- all energy efficiency standards of Title 24 (including the California
efficiency policies and programs. Support local Energy Code and CALGreen) that are in effect at that time. For
government energy efficiency program via best example, the current 2019 CALGreen standards require inspections
practices, model ordinances, and technical of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency. The Title 24
support. Work with partners to develop standards are updated every three years and become increasingly
messaging to decrease electricity demand more stringent over time. In addition, the project would be required
during peak times. to comply with the City’s Reach Code (Ordinance No. 20-05), which

includes more stringent requirements in some areas than the Title
24 standards. For example, the City’s Reach Code requires
installation additional electric vehicle charging stations and
achievement of greater energy efficiency than required under the
Title 24 standards for nonresidential land uses. Furthermore, the
proposed data center in Building 4 would utilize direct evaporative
cooling units for climate control that lower indoor temperatures by
cooling incoming air with evaporated water for approximately two
percent of the year. For the remainder of the year, these units
would be able to supply outdoor air directly to the interior without
further conditioning because outdoor temperatures would be
sufficiently cool. After the cooling air has absorbed heat from the
computer servers, the heated air would then be removed via arrays
of rooftop exhaust fans. This design would reduce the project’s
energy consumption related to climate control as compared to
conventional data centers, which tend to use a combination of more
energy-intensive chillers and heat rejection equipment.
Furthermore, all buildings would have white roofs, which would
reflect sunlight and thereby reduce the cooling demand for the
proposed buildings. Lastly, according to SB 100, renewable energy
resources must supply 100 percent of retail sales of electricity in
California to end-use customers by 2045.
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Control Measure Evaluation

BL1: Green Buildings. Collaborate with partners  Consistent. The proposed project would be required to comply with

such as KyotoUSA to identify energy-related all energy standards of CALGreen and the City’s Reach Code
improvements and opportunities for on-site (Ordinance No. 20-05) that are in effect at that time as well as local
renewable energy systems in school districts; sustainability requirements. For example, the current 2019
investigate funding strategies to implement CALGreen standards require a minimum 65 percent diversion of
upgrades. Identify barriers to effective local construction/demolition waste, use of low-pollutant emitting
implementation of the CALGreen (Title 24) exterior and interior finish materials, and dedicated circuitry for
statewide building energy code; develop electric vehicle charging stations. The CALGreen standards are
solutions to improve updated every three years and become increasingly more stringent
implementation/enforcement. Work with over time. In addition, the City requires 100 percent recycling of all
ABAG’s BayREN program to make additional asphalt, concrete, and similar materials (City of Hayward 2020c).

funding available for energy-related projects in
the buildings sector. Engage with additional
partners to target reducing emissions from
specific types of buildings.

WR2: Support Water Conservation. Develop a Consistent. The proposed project would be required to comply with
list of best practices that reduce water all water conservation standards of CALGreen that are in effect at
consumption and increase on-site water that time. For example, the current 2019 CALGreen standards
recycling in new and existing buildings; require a 20 percent reduction in indoor water use relative to
incorporate into local planning guidance. specified baseline levels. The CALGreen standards are updated every

three years and become increasingly more stringent over time. In
addition, in compliance with State requirements, the City of
Hayward requires projects with new landscaped area of 500 square
feet or greater and renovated landscaped area of 2,500 square feet
or greater to comply with the City’s Bay-Friendly Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (HMC Chapter 10, Article 12), which requires
implementation of water conservation best practices for landscape
irrigation. The project would also be required to comply with the
City’s water conservation regulations outlined in HMC Section 11-
2.47, which is a list of best practices that reduce water consumption.

Source: BAAQMD 2017c

Mitigation Measure
See Mitigation Measure AQ-1 under item (b).

Significance After Mitigation

As detailed further under item (b), implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce net
new operational criteria air pollutant emissions to below the BAAQMD thresholds, thereby
achieving project consistency with the 2017 Plan. As such, implementation of Mitigation Measure
AQ-1 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

The project’s construction and operational emissions were estimated primarily using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod uses project-specific
information, including the project’s land uses, square footages for different uses (e.g., industrial
park, surface parking lot), and location, to model a project’s emissions.
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Construction emissions modeled include emissions generated by construction equipment used on-
site and emissions generated by vehicle trips off-site associated with construction, such as worker
and vendor trips. CalEEMod estimates construction emissions by multiplying the amount of time
equipment is in operation by emission factors. Construction of the proposed project was analyzed
based on the applicant-provided construction schedule, equipment list, and soil export volume. It is
assumed that all construction equipment used would be diesel-powered. This analysis assumes that
the project would comply with all applicable regulatory standards. In particular, the project would
be required to comply with BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3 (Architectural Coatings) and HMC Section
10-8.32(g) (Grading and Clearing — Performance Standards - Dust Control).

Operational emissions modeled include mobile source emissions (i.e., vehicle emissions), energy
emissions, area source emissions, and stationary source emissions. Mobile source emissions are
generated by vehicle trips to and from the project site and were estimated using the trip generation
rates provided by Kittelson & Associates in the Traffic Study (Appendix H). Emissions attributed to
energy use include natural gas consumption for space and water heating. Area source emissions are
generated by landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products and architectural coatings.
Stationary source emissions include emissions from testing of the anticipated 24 backup generators.
Estimated emissions were calculated outside of CalEEMod using emission factors for representative
Tier Il generators (CAT 3516C [2.5 MW] and C18 [600 kW] generators), conservatively assuming
maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator or an average of 3.3 total
operational hours per day (see Appendix A for representative generator specifications). Operational
emissions from existing uses were also modeled in CalEEMod using the trip generation rates
provided by Kittelson & Associates in the Traffic Impact Analysis and were subtracted from the
project’s emissions to calculate net new operational emissions.

Construction Emissions

Criteria Air Pollutants

Project construction would involve demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction,
paving, and architectural coating activities that have the potential to generate air pollutant
emissions. Table 6 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions of ROG, NOx, PM1 and
PM s during project construction. As shown in Table 6, project construction emissions for all criteria
pollutants would be below the BAAQMD thresholds of significance. Therefore, project construction
would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
SFBAAB is non-attainment, and construction impacts related to criteria air pollutants would be less
than significant.

Table 6 Project Construction Emissions

ROG NOx PM; (exhaust) PM, 5 (exhaust)
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 53.51 50.7 1.2 1.1
BAAQMD Thresholds (Ibs/day) 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM1o = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; PMas = particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; Ibs/day = pounds per day; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

1 Analysis is conservative in that it assumes architectural coating (painting) all the buildings at the same time.

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.1 “Overall Construction-Mitigated Construction” emissions). Emissions are
the highest of winter and summer emission estimates.
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Fugitive Dust

Site preparation and grading may cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter
into the local atmosphere. The BAAQMD has not established a quantitative threshold for fugitive
dust emissions but rather states that projects that incorporate best management practices (BMPs)
for fugitive dust control during construction would have a less than significant impact related to
fugitive dust emissions. The project would be required to implement dust control measures during
grading and clearing activities per HMC Section 10-8.32, which includes requirements to use
watering or dust palliative to contain dust and to immediately remove any earth material spilling or
accumulating on a public street. Therefore, construction-related fugitive dust emissions would be
less than significant.

Operational Emissions

Table 7 and Table 8 summarize the project’s estimated net new average daily and annual
operational criteria air pollutant emissions, respectively, taking into account emissions generated by
existing uses (i.e., the existing vehicle storage area used by an automobile auction company).? As
shown therein, net new average daily and annual emissions would exceed the BAAQMD thresholds
for NOx emissions, primarily due to high emissions associated with testing and maintenance of the
anticipated 24 backup generators. Emissions would not exceed other average daily or annual
thresholds. Because average daily and annual NOx emissions would exceed the thresholds, project
operation would potentially result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of NOx emissions, and
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be required.

2 Air pollutant emissions associated with the existing use of the project site as a vehicle storage area for an automobile auction company
is limited to mobile sources (i.e., vehicle trips to and from the project site). No air pollutant emissions associated with area or energy
sources are assumed to be part of the baseline because the existing buildings on-site are currently vacant.
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Table 7 Estimated Average Daily Operational Emissions

Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source

Area Sources 14.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.2 2.3 0.2 0.2
Mobile Sources 2.7 12.5 11.6 3.2
Stationary Sources?! 1.6 87.7 0.7 0.7
Total Proposed Project Emissions 19.8 127.5 12.6 4.2
Existing Emissions 1.2 4.7 4.9 13
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 18.1 97.8 7.6 2.8
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PMio = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; PMas = particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; Ibs/day = pounds per day; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

1 Conservatively assumes maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator, or an average of 3.3 total
operational hours per day.

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and generator
calculation sheets. Emissions for area, energy, and mobile sources are the highest of winter and summer emission estimates.

Table 8 Estimated Annual Operational Emissions

Annual Emissions (tons/year)

Emissions Source

Area Sources 2.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.1 0.4 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile Sources 0.4 1.8 1.6 0.4
Stationary Sources?! 0.3 16.0 0.1 0.1
Total Proposed Project Emissions 3.6 22.8 1.8 0.6
Existing Emissions 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 33 17.6 1.1 0.3
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 15 10
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PMio = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; PMas = particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

1 Conservatively assumes maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator, or an average of 3.3 total
operational hours per day.

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and generator
calculation sheets.
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Mitigation Measure

AQ-1  Generator Operational Restrictions

One of the following measures shall be implemented to reduce average daily nitrogen oxide (NOx)
emissions from generator operation for maintenance and testing purposes to a less than significant
level:

= Generator operation for maintenance and testing purposes shall be limited so that the
combined operation of the generator engines for testing and maintenance purposes does not
exceed 600 hours (25 hours per generator) in any consecutive 12-month period. The operator
shall retain records that include the dates and times of all reliable testing. The Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) regulates the maximum number of hours of operation
of the generators for maintenance and testing. The BAAQMD will issue individual Permits to
Operate for each generator (or groups of generators) as they are constructed. The conditions in
each Permit to Operate will be enforceable by the BAAQMD. Prior to issuance of an occupancy
permit for Building 4, the applicant shall provide a letter to the Director of Development
Services from the BAAQMD and/or a qualified consultant that documents that the sum of the
hours of operation permitted and regulated by BAAQMD for the data center combined does not
exceed 600 hours in any consecutive 12-month period. This letter shall include a copy of the
BAAQMD-approved Permit to Operate. Any change to the number of generators, the model of
generators, or the number of hours the generators will be tested shall require additional air
quality analysis. Request for such change shall be made to the City of Hayward Development
Services Department with documentation that total emissions from maintenance and testing for
the data center would not exceed the significance thresholds for NOx on both an average daily
period (54 pounds per day) and annual averaging period (10 tons per year). This documentation
shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Manager or designated representative of the
Development Services Department prior to the issuance of any planning permits approving
changes to the generators; OR:

=  The future tenant of Building 4 shall comply with the offset requirements in Section 2-2-302 of
BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 (New Source Review) as part of the air permitting process for the
proposed generators. These requirements are enforced for any facility with the potential to
emit more than 10 tons per year of NOx or precursor organic compounds. For facilities that have
the potential to emit more than 10 tons per year but less than 35 tons per year, offsets must be
purchased at a 1:1 ratio from the BAAQMD’s Small Facility Banking Account or, if the Small
Facility Banking Account is exhausted or the permit applicant owns or controls offsets, the
permit applicant must provide the required offsets. For facilities that have the potential to emit
more than 35 tons per year, federally-enforceable offsets must be purchased at a 1.15:1 ratio.
Offsets represent ongoing emission reductions that continue every year, year after year, in
perpetuity. The BAAQMD regulates the use of offsets for new air emission sources. The
BAAQMD will issue individual Permits to Operate for each generator (or groups of generators)
as they are constructed and will include offset requirements as part of the Permits to Operate.
The conditions in each Permit to Operate will be enforceable by the BAAQMD. Prior to issuance
of an occupancy permit for Building 4, the applicant shall provide a letter to the Director of
Development Services from the BAAQMD and/or a qualified consultant that documents that the
required offsets have been purchased. This letter shall include a copy of the BAAQMD-approved
Permit to Operate. Any change to the number of generators or the model of generators or an
increase in the number of hours the generators will be tested shall require additional air quality
analysis. Request for such change shall be made to the City of Hayward Development Services
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Department with documentation that additional offsets will be purchased, as necessary, to
reduce total emissions from maintenance and testing for the data center such that emissions
would not exceed the significance thresholds for NOx on both an average daily period (54
pounds per day) and annual averaging period (10 tons per year). This documentation shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Manager or designated representative of the
Development Services Department prior to the issuance of any planning permits approving
changes to the generators.

Significance After Mitigation

Table 9 and Table 10 summarize mitigated average daily and annual operational criteria air pollutant
emissions, respectively, assuming testing is limited to 600 total hours per year (or 25 hours per
generator per year), which equates to an average of one total hour per day. As shown therein, the
project’s mitigated average daily and annual net new emissions would not exceed BAAQMD
thresholds.

Table 9 Mitigated Average Daily Operational Emissions — 600 Annual Hours of
Generator Operation

Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Emissions Source

Area Sources 14.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.2 2.3 0.2 0.2
Mobile Sources 2.7 12.5 11.6 3.2
Stationary Sources 0.8 43.8 0.3 0.3
Total Proposed Project Emissions 18.5 56.5 12.1 3.7
Existing Emissions 1.2 4.7 4.9 1.3
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 17.3 53.9 7.2 2.4
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

Ibs/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides, PMio = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or
less, PMa.s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and generator
calculation sheets. Emissions for area, energy, and mobile sources are the highest of winter and summer emission estimates.

Initial Study 35



Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

Table 10 Mitigated Annual Operational Emissions — 600 Annual Hours of Generator
Operation

Annual Emissions (tons/year)

Emissions Source

Area Sources 2.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.1 0.4 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile Sources 0.4 1.8 1.6 0.4
Stationary Sources 0.1 8.0 0.1 0.1
Total Proposed Project Emissions 3.3 9.8 1.7 0.5
Existing Emissions 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 3.1 9.6 1.1 0.3
BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 15 10
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM1o = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; PMas = particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and generator
calculation sheets.

Table 11 and Table 12 summarize mitigated net new average daily and annual operational criteria
air pollutant emissions, respectively, assuming compliance with BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2. To
prevent the Small Facility Banking Account from over-withdrawal by facilities with new backup
generators, the BAAQMD determines a facility’s eligibility to obtain emission reduction credits from
the Small Facility Banking Account by calculating the backup generators’ potential to emit assuming
emergency operation for 100 hours per year per backup generator in addition to the permitted limit
for readiness testing and maintenance (typically 50 hours per year or less per backup generator;
BAAQMD 2019). However, once applicability of offsets is determined, the potential to emit used to
determine the actual offset requirement is calculated using only the permitted limit for readiness
testing and maintenance. Using this methodology, the facility’s potential to emit at full build-out
would be greater than 10 tons per year, assuming 150 hours of operation annually (conservatively
assumes the maximum permitted 50 hours for testing and maintenance and 100 hours for
emergency operation per BAAQMD guidance; see Appendix A for calculations). Therefore, the
future tenant of Building 4 would be required to offsets prior to the issuance of the facility’s permit
to operate. The exact amount of offsets to be provided will be determined during BAAQMD’s
permitting process but will be required at a minimum 1:1 ratio.? . As a result of providing the
required offsets for BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2, the project’s mitigated average daily and annual
net new emissions would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds. Therefore, implementation of either
option provided in Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

3 Generators installed and offset prior to the Facility NOx PTE reaching 35 tpy are required to provide offsets at a 1:1 ratio. Once the
Facility NOx PTE reaches 35 tpy, offsets are required at a 1:1.15 ratio.
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Table 11 Mitigated Average Daily Operational Emissions - Compliance with BAAQMD
Regulation 2, Rule 2

Average Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

Emissions Source

Area Sources 14.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.2 2.3 0.2 0.2
Mobile Sources 2.7 12.5 11.6 3.2
Stationary Sources 1.6 87.7 0.7 0.7
Total Proposed Project Emissions 19.8 127.5 12.6 4.2
Existing Emissions 1.2 4.7 4.9 13
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 18.1 97.8 7.6 2.8
o (et
BAAQMD Thresholds 54 54 82 54
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

Ibs/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM1o = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or
less; PMas = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

1 The future tenant of Building 4 will provide offsets at the ratio required per BAAQMD Rule 2-2-302 as determined during BAAQMD's
review of the Authority to Construct application at a minimum 1:1 ratio. To provide a conservative estimate of project impacts, this
analysis assumes emissions would be offset at the minimum 1:1 ratio. However, if the facility’s potential to emit is greater than 35 tons
per year as calculated using BAAQMD guidance, the future tenant of Building 4 would be required to offset emissions at a 1.15:1 ratio,
which would further reduce emissions below those estimated herein.

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and generator
calculation sheets. Emissions for area, energy, and mobile sources are the highest of winter and summer emission estimates.
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Table 12 Mitigated Annual Operational Emissions - Compliance with BAAQMD
Regulation 2, Rule 2

Annual Emissions (tons/year)

Emissions Source

Area Sources 2.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.1 0.4 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile Sources 0.4 1.8 1.6 0.4
Stationary Sources 0.3 16.0 0.1 0.1
Total Proposed Project Emissions 3.6 22.8 1.8 0.6
Existing Emissions 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.2
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 33 17.6 1.1 0.3

Offset Purchase Required by BAAQMD

Regulation 2, Rule 21 N/A 16.0 N/A N/A
Mitigated Net New Emissions (Net New 33 1.6 1.1 0.3
Emissions — Offset Purchase)

BAAQMD Thresholds 10 10 15 10
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM1o = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less; PMas = particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District

1 The future tenant of Building 4 will provide offsets at the ratio required per BAAQMD Rule 2-2-302 as determined during BAAQMD's
review of the Authority to Construct application at a minimum 1:1 ratio. To provide a conservative estimate of project impacts, this
analysis assumes emissions would be offset at the minimum 1:1 ratio. However, if the facility’s potential to emit is greater than 35 tons
per year as calculated using BAAQMD guidance, the future tenant of Building 4 would be required to offset emissions at a 1.15:1 ratio,
which would further reduce emissions below those estimated herein.

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.2 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and generator
calculation sheets.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

As discussed above under Sensitive Receptors, the nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are
residences located approximately 0.2 mile to the east and California Crosspoint Academy located
approximately 0.2 mile to the north. The project’s potential to expose these sensitive receptors to
substantial concentrations of CO and TACs is discussed in the following subsections.

Localized Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard.
Localized CO hotspots can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots
can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO
concentration exceeds the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the federal
and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm (CARB 2016).

38



Attachment VII

Environmental Checklist
Air Quality

As stated in the BAAQMD May 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the proposed project would result
in a less than significant impact related to local CO concentrations if the project is consistent with an
applicable CMP; would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than 44,000
vehicles per hour; and would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g.,
tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, below-grade roadway).

The CMP network routes nearest to the project site are Clawiter Road, SR 92, and Industrial
Boulevard/Parkway West. The segment of Clawiter Road north of SR 92 to Winton Avenue, which
runs immediately west of the project site, currently operates at LOS B/C during PM peak hour; the
segment of SR 92 between the Toll Plaza and Interstate 880 that runs immediately south of the
project site currently operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour; and the segment of Industrial
Boulevard between Clawiter Road and Mission Boulevard, which runs approximately 0.2 mile east of
the project site, currently operates at LOS B/C during PM peak hour. The LOS standard for these
roadways is LOS E (Alameda County Transportation Commission 2018). A CMP analysis was not
conducted as part of the CEQA analysis as Level of Service (LOS) thresholds are not considered CEQA
impacts per Senate Bill 743. However, based on the trip generation and distribution show in the
CEQA Transportation Analysis report (Kittelson & Associates 2020, Appendix H), the project would
generate up to 181 peak hour trips that would travel on Clawiter Road between Winton Avenue and
SR 92 with 50 percent of trips (i.e., approximately 91 trips) traveling on the segment of SR 92
between the Toll Plaza and Interstate 880. These additional project-related peak hour traffic
volumes are not anticipated to cause LOS to fall below acceptable levels such that the project would
conflict with the CMP.

The highest volume intersection that would accommodate project traffic is the Industrial Boulevard
and Clawiter Road (east) intersection. Weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes at this intersection
under cumulative (2035) plus project conditions would be approximately 2,404 vehicles which is
substantially below the 44,000 vehicle-per-hour threshold described above (Figure 12 in Appendix
H). Furthermore, none of the study area intersections are located in areas where vertical and/or
horizontal mixing is substantially limited. Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial CO concentrations, and impacts would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Construction Impacts

One of the main sources of TACs in California is diesel engines that emit exhaust containing solid
material known as diesel particulate matter (DPM; CARB 2020). Construction-related activities
would result in temporary project-generated emissions of DPM exhaust emissions from off-road,
heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation, grading, building construction, and other
construction activities.

Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period.
Construction of the proposed project would occur over approximately 15 months. The dose to
which the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a
function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of
exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that
a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the Maximally Exposed
Individual. The risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed exposure
occurs over a longer period of time. According to the California Office of Environmental Health
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Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors
to toxic emissions, should be based on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments
should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project. Thus, the duration
of proposed construction activities (i.e., 15 months) is approximately two percent of the total
exposure period used for health risk calculation. Current models and methodologies for conducting
health-risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 30, and 70 years,
which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities,
resulting in difficulties in producing accurate estimates of health risk (BAAQMD 2017a). Therefore,
this analysis qualitatively discusses potential health risks associated with construction-related
emissions of TACs, focusing on construction activities most likely to generate substantial TAC
emissions and the duration of such activities relative to established, longer-term health risk
exposure periods.

Maximum PM3o and PM, s emissions would occur during demolition activities, which would last for
approximately one month. PM emissions would decrease for the remaining construction period
because activities such as building construction and architectural coating would require fewer
pieces of construction equipment. While the maximum DPM emissions associated with demolition
activities would only occur for a portion of the overall construction period, these activities represent
the maximum exposure condition for the total construction period. The duration of demolition
activities would represent less than one percent of the total exposure period for a 70-year health
risk calculation. Furthermore, there are no sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site.
Therefore, DPM generated by project construction would not create conditions where the
probability is greater than 10 in one million of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed
Individual or to generate ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs that exceed a
Hazard Index greater than one for the Maximally Exposed Individual. Thus, project construction
activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations, and impacts
would be less than significant.

Operational Impacts

The proposed data center would require 23 2.5-MW standby generators and one 600-kW standby
generator with maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator. These
standby generators would require air permits from the BAAQMD because they would generate TAC
emissions in the form of DPM. Therefore, a health risk assessment was prepared to evaluate
whether TAC emissions exposure at the Maximum Exposed Individual Resident (MEIR) would exceed
the BAAQMD health risk criteria. The following discussion is based on the results of this health risk
assessment, which is included in full as Appendix B.

A Tier 1 health risk assessment (HRA) was completed following the California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA; 2015) guidelines using air dispersion modeling
conducted via the U.S. EPA’s AERMOD dispersion model and the California Air Resources Board'’s
(CARB) Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program Version (HARP) risk analysis tool, consistent with
BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5, with the exception that Tier 2 breathing rates adjusted using the 95"
percentile (high end) were utilized to provide a conservative estimate of risk. A Tier 1 analysis is a
point estimate analysis using OEHHA-specified exposure parameters and exposure durations that
are based on standards and guidelines developed by OEHHA to be protective of human health. The
24 proposed standby diesel generators were modeled as point sources of emissions at their
proposed locations adjacent to Building 4 using the manufacturer exhaust system characteristics
and the particulate matter exhaust emissions rate for representative Tier 2 generators (CAT 3516C
[2.5 MW] and C18 [600 kW] generators). This analysis conservatively assumes maximum permitted
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operations of 50 hours per year for each generator, although the actual maintenance and testing
routine is anticipated to only require bimonthly 15-minute operation of each generator (i.e., six
hours per year per generator). Version 19121 of the CARB HARP 2.0 was used to calculate the
potential risk values associated with the worst case one-hour and average annual toxic emission
concentrations at surrounding receptors. The MEIR receptor was determined to be located
approximately 1,210 feet east of the project site (see Figure 7). Cancer risk was evaluated for the
MEIR using the OEHHA intake rate derived method, the U.S. EPA-recommended lifetime residency
period of 70 years and the fraction of time-at-home OEHHA assumptions for only age bins greater
than 16 years of age because a school (Impact Academy of Arts and Technology) is located within
the one-in-a-million cancer risk isopleth.

The BAAQMD has health risk criteria for cancer risk, non-cancer risk (i.e., chronic and acute), and
annual average PM, s concentration. Cancer risk is expressed as the maximum number of new
cancer cases projected to occur in a population of one million people due to exposure to a cancer-
causing substance. Potential acute health risks include severe symptoms that develop rapidly and
lead quickly to a health issue due to exposure to a harmful substance, whereas chronic health risks
include health crises, such as lung inflammation, immune suppression, and immune sensitization,
which develop due to exposure to a harmful substance over a long period of time. The BAAQMD
considers compliance with a Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan to indicate project impacts
are less than significant. The City of Hayward’s Community Risk Reduction Plan is encompassed in
the Hayward 2040 General Plan; however, measures related to the reduction of communitywide
exposure to TAC and PM,.s emissions are not directly applicable to the proposed project. Therefore,
the following quantitative thresholds recommended by the BAAQMD are utilized in this analysis to
evaluate project-level impacts to local community risks and hazards associated with TACs and PMs
(BAAQMD 2017; see discussion under Air Emission Thresholds).

Table 13 summarizes the project-level health risk results associated with operation of the proposed
standby generators at the MEIR receptor located approximately 1,210 feet east of the project site
(see Figure 7). As shown in Table 13, the excess cancer risk, chronic health risk, and annual average
PM. s concentration at the MEIR would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds. Because the excess cancer
risk at the MEIR is greater than one in one million, the proposed project would be required to equip
all generators with Best Available Control Technology (BACT) pursuant to BAAQMD Regulation 2,
Rule 5 Section 2-5-301, which would further reduce cancer risk, chronic hazard, and annual average
PM..s concentration at the MEIR below the BAAQMD significance thresholds. As a result, the project
would also not be inconsistent with SB 1000.
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Figure 7 Location of MEIR and Cancer Risk Contours
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Table 13 Health Risks from Generator Operation (50 Hours Per Year at 1,210 Feet)

Excess Cancer Risk Chronic PM, s Annual Average
Scenario (per million) Health Risk:2 (ng/m3)
MEIR 4.4 8.9E-04 0.004
BAAQMD Significance Threshold >10 >1 >0.3
Threshold Exceeded? No No No

PM. s = particulate matter measuring 2.5 microns or less in diameter; pug/m? = micrograms per cubic meter; MEIR = maximum exposed
individual resident; OEHHA = Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment; DPM = diesel particulate matter

1 Noncancer health impacts are determined by dividing the airborne concentration at the receptor by the appropriate Reference
Exposure Level (REL) for that substance. A REL is defined as the concentration at which no adverse noncancer health effects are
anticipated. Because noncancer health impacts are assessed as the ratio of airborne concentration versus the REL, the resulting hazard
index is unitless.

2There is no acute reference exposure level for diesel exhaust to calculate acute health risk. Furthermore, except for unusual
circumstances of high exposure, OEHHA does not recommend acute analysis for DPM.

Source: Appendix B

The BAAQMD requires assessment of health risks associated with the aggregate total of all past,
present, and foreseeable future sources within a 1,000-foot radius from the fence-line of the project
site. Six permitted emission sources were identified within 1,000 feet of the project’s fence line
using BAAQMD'’s Stationary Source Screening Analysis Tool (BAAQMD 2020):

= Bay Equipment and Repair (3393 Enterprise Avenue; ID 3255) — coating operations/abrasives
blasting

= Berkeley Farms, Inc. (25500 Clawiter Road; ID 11596) — boilers, generators

= Customer Commercial Dry Cleaners (3201 Investment Boulevard, Suite A; ID 12249) — dry
cleaning operations

= [llumina, Inc. (25861 Industrial Boulevard; ID 20398) - generators

= JJr's Truck Repair and Maintenance (25601 Clawiter Road; ID 21185) — coating operations

= Breakwater 76 (3500 Breakwater Avenue; ID 111545) — gasoline dispensing facility

In addition, one highway (State Route 92) and a railroad line are located within 1,000 feet of the
project site.

The health risk associated with the aggregate total of all past, present, and foreseeable future
sources within a 1,000-foot radius from the fence line of the project site is summarized in Table 14.
As shown therein, the cumulative cancer risk, chronic hazard index, and annual average PM;s
concentrations associated with existing and proposed TAC sources would not exceed BAAQMD
cumulative thresholds at the MEIR. Therefore, no cumulative impact would occur, and the project
would also not be inconsistent with SB 1000.
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Table 14 Cumulative Impacts — MEIR

Annual Average PM; s

Cancer Risk Concentration

Source (in one million) Chronic Hazard Index (ng/m3)
Proposed Project 4.4 8.9E-04 0.004
Stationary Source — ID 115961 1.6 2.6E-03 0.071
Stationary Source — ID 32551 0.0 0.0 0.040
Stationary Source — ID 211851 0.0 2.1E-04 0.0
Stationary Source — ID 203981 0.6 1.3E-03 0.001
Stationary Source — ID 111545? 0.2 1.0E-03 0.0
Stationary Source — ID 122491 0.5 1.3E-03 0.0
State Route 92 48.4 0 0.593
Railroad 2.0 0 0.003
Cumulative Total 57.7 7.0E-03 0.712
BAAQMD Cumulative Threshold 100 10.0 0.8
Threshold Exceeded? No No No

PM. = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; pg/m? = micrograms per cubic meter; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality
Management District; MEIR = Most Exposed Individual Resident

1 Calculated using values provided by the BAAQMD and the BAAQMD Risk and Hazards Emissions Screen Calculator Beta 4.0 (BAAQMD
2019; Flores 2020). All stationary sources are located more than 984 feet (300 meters) from the MEIR; however, the BAAQMD does not
provide distance multiplier values for distances greater than 984 feet. Therefore, this analysis conservatively assumes a distance of 984
feet from the MEIR for all stationary sources, which provides an overestimate of cumulative cancer risk, chronic hazard, and annual
average PMzs concentrations at the MEIR.

Source: Appendix B

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

Project construction could generate odors associated with heavy-duty equipment operation and
earth-moving activities. Such odors would be temporary in nature, would dissipate quickly with
distance, and would be limited to the duration of construction in the vicinity of the project site. The
proposed project would be consistent with the existing uses of the project site and surrounding
properties, which include general industrial uses. HMC Section 10-1.150 prohibits the creation of
nuisances, including odors, that are detrimental to or incompatible with adjacent properties so as to
create dangerous, noxious, or objectionable conditions. In addition, HMC Section 10-1.1607(D)
prohibits uses, activities, and processes that emit excessive odors within industrial districts, and
HMC Section 10-1.3030(f) requires implementation of adequate safeguards against the emission of
odors as part of the conditions of approval for site plan review. Furthermore, the project would be
required to adhere to BAAQMD Regulation 7 (Odorous Substances), which sets restrictions on the
discharge of odorous substances. Adherence to existing laws and regulations would ensure that the
project operation would not create objectionable odors. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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4 Biological Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? O [ ] O O

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

c. Have asubstantial 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? O O O [ |

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? O O O [ |

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

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? O O O [ |
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Existing Setting

The project site is located in an urban business park and industrial area and is surrounded by
existing development and major highways. The site is relatively flat and developed with an existing
manufacturing facility and vehicle storage yard. Most of the site is paved or covered by existing
structures. Vegetation is limited primarily to parking lot and perimeter trees for landscaping.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project 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
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The project site, including off-site improvement area for transmissions lines, has no natural or native
vegetation communities that would support special status animal species. However, the project site
includes several uninhabited buildings and ancillary structures. These structures may present
suitable habitat for pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii), and western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus). If bat species are present on the
project site, construction activities such as building demolition or tree removal could result in
impacts to special status bats. Impacts to these species are potentially significant and mitigation is
required.

Although vegetation communities observed in the project site are primarily non-native, ornamental,
and/or disturbed, the site could be used by numerous species of migratory birds that utilize the
ornamental trees and surrounding landscaping as nesting habitat. Ornamental trees along the
transmissions line route could also be used by migratory birds. Native bird nests are protected by
California Fish & Game Code (CFGC) Section 3503. The nesting season generally extends from
February 1% through August 31t in California but can vary based upon annual climatic conditions.
Thus, construction activities could also result in the direct take of birds or their nests during
vegetation removal, or disturbance-related nest abandonment. Mitigation is required to reduce
potential impacts on nesting birds.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure would be required to avoid or reduce the proposed project’s
potentially significant impacts to nesting birds and special status wildlife.

BIO-1  Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Efforts

If project construction activities occur during the nesting season (between February 1%t and August
31%) a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds no more than 14
days prior to construction. The survey shall include the entire project site and a 300-foot buffer to
account for nesting raptors. If nests are found the qualified biologist shall establish an appropriate
species-specific avoidance buffer of sufficient size to prevent disturbance by project activity to the
nest (up to 300 feet for raptors, up to 150 feet for all other birds). The qualified biologist shall
perform at least two hours of pre-construction monitoring of the nest to characterize "typical" bird
behavior.

During construction, active nests identified during the preconstruction survey shall be monitored by
the qualified biologist to determine if construction activities are causing any disturbance to the bird
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and shall increase the buffer if it is determined the birds are showing signs of unusual or distressed
behavior associated with project activities. Atypical nesting behaviors that may cause nest
abandonment include, but are not limited to, defensive flights, vocalizations directed towards
project personnel/activities, standing up from a brooding position, and flying away from the nest.
The qualified biologist shall have authority, through the resident engineer, to order the cessation of
all project activities if the nesting birds exhibit atypical behavior that may cause nest failure (nest
abandonment and loss of eggs and/or young) until a refined appropriate buffer is established. To
prevent encroachment, the established buffer(s) should be clearly marked by high visibility material.
The established buffer(s) should remain in effect until the young have fledged or the nest has been
abandoned as confirmed by the qualified biologist. The monitoring biologist, in consultation with
the resident engineer and project manager shall determine the appropriate protection for active
nests on a case by case basis using the criteria described above. The qualified biologist shall prepare
a nest monitoring report at the time monitoring has been completed. The report will document the
methods and results of the monitoring, and the final status of the nest (i.e., successful fledging of
the nest, nest depredation, nest failure due to construction activity).

BIO-2  Special-status Bat Species Avoidance and Minimization

Focused surveys to determine the presence/absence of roosting bats shall be conducted prior to the
initiation of demolition of buildings and removal of mature trees large enough to contain crevices
and hollows that could support bat roosting. If no bats or signs of roosting by bats are observed, no
further actions are required. If bats or signs of roosting by bats are observed, a qualified biologist
will prepare specific recommendations for either partial dismantling to cause bats to abandon the
roost, or humane eviction, both to be conducted during seasonal periods of bat activity, if required.
If active maternity roosts are identified, the roost shall not be removed during the breeding season
(April 15 to August 31) to the extent practicable. If a structure or tree containing a maternity roost
must be removed during the breeding season then measures recommended by the qualified
biologist shall be implemented to remove or relocate bats from the roost prior to the onset of
demolition activities. Such measures may include removal of roosting site during the time of day the
roost is unoccupied or the installation of one-way doors, allowing the bats to leave the roost but not
to re-enter.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would ensure protection of nesting birds
and special-status bat species that may be on-site during construction activities. These measures
would reduce the potentially significant impact to special-status species to a less than significant
level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

c. Would the project 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?

The project site is developed with urban uses. No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community exists on the project site and proposed transmission line route. According to the U.S.
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Fish and Wildfire Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory, there are no wetlands located
within or in the vicinity of the project site (USFWS 2019). The nearest wetlands are Estuarian and
Marine wetlands located approximately one mile southwest of the project site near the San
Francisco Bay. Therefore, the project would have no impacts on riparian habitat or protected
wetlands.

NO IMPACT

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

The project site is developed and primarily has ornamental vegetation. Land use in the vicinity is
industrial and commercial with no connectivity to natural habitats and therefore does not support
substantial wildlife movement. No impacts to wildlife movement corridors would occur as a result of
project activities

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, included in Hayward Municipal Code (HMC) Chapter 10,
Article 15, requires a permit for removal of native trees four inches and greater in trunk diameter
and all trees eight inches and greater in trunk diameter. A permit is also required for the removal or
cutting of branches over one inch in diameter, or disfigurement of any Protected Tree, among other
requirements.

According to the Preliminary Landscape Plan and Tree Protection Plan, there are 116 protected
trees on-site (Appendix C). The project would require the removal of 67 of the protected trees and
the preservation of 45 protected trees in order to accommodate on-site structures, parking, the
transformer yard, and the on-site portion of the transmission lines from the transformer yard to the
existing PG&E substation. The project would not require the removal of off-site trees for the off-site
portion of the proposed transmission lines. The total estimated value of the 67 trees to be removed
is $47,730. Because a number of protected trees proposed for removal are at the request of the City
due to their declining health, the estimated value of tree the project would be responsible for
replacing is $33,440.

The Landscape Plan for the project includes over 250 new trees. Of the trees that would comply
with the HMC requirement for replacement with an equal value tree or trees as those trees planned
for removal, the project would provide on-site trees which value approximately $42,450. This would
exceed the required mitigation requirement of $33,440.

In addition to the required replacement of the 67 protected trees proposed for removal, the project
would need to maintain the 45 protected trees that are proposed to remain. The protected trees
retained on the project site have the potential to decline or die during construction or if they are
inadequately maintained. The Tree Protection Plan recommends measures to protect these retained
protected trees. Therefore, mitigation is required to protect these trees during and after
construction to ensure long-term health and sustainability of the preserved protected trees.
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Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure would be required to avoid or reduce the proposed project’s
potentially significant impacts to protected trees.

BIO-3 Tree Preservation Measures

As outlined in the Tree Protection Plan (Traverso Tree Service, June 2019), the following tree
preservation measures are required to protect trees that will be preserved in place as required by
HMC Chapter 10, Article 15.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEASURES

1. Establish a Tree Protection Zone around each tree to be preserved. For design purposes, the
Tree Protection Zone shall be the dripline or property line for trees. No grading excavation,
construction or storage of materials shall occur within the protection zone.

2. Spread a 4” thick layer of arborist wood chips beneath the driplines of the redwoods along the
southeast property line, up to the proposed limit of grading.

3. Prior to construction or grading, but after wood chips are spread, the contractor shall install 6’
chain-link fencing to construct a temporary Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) around the redwoods
along the southeast property line, as indicated on the tree protection plan.

4. TPZ fencing shall remain in an upright sturdy manner from the start of grading until the
completion of construction. Fencing shall not be adjusted or removed without consulting the
project arborist.

5. Trees to be preserved may require pruning to provide clearance and/or correct defects in
structure. All pruning shall be performed by an ISA Certified Arborist or Certified Tree Worker
and shall adhere to the latest edition of the ANSI Z133 and A300 safety standards as well as the
ISA Best Management Practices for Tree Pruning with a tree pruning permit from the City. The
pruning contractor shall have the C-27/D-49 license specification.

6. All tree work shall comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as well as California Fish and
Wildlife Code 3503-3513 to not disturb nesting birds. To the extend feasible tree pruning and
removal should be scheduled outside of the breeding season. Breeding bird surveys should be
conducted prior to tree work by a qualified biologist. Qualified biologists should be involved in
establishing work buffers for active nests if needed.

CONSTRUCTION MEASURES

1. Prior to beginning work, the contractors working in the vicinity of trees for preservation are
required to meet with the Project Arborist at the site to review all work procedure, access
routes, storage areas and tree protection measures.

2. Any grading, construction, demolition or other work that is expected to encounter tree roots
should be monitored by the Project Arborist. Any necessary root pruning shall be performed by
a qualified arborist and not by construction personnel. Roots shall be cleanly pruned with a
handsaw or sawzall, immediately covered with wet burlap, and kept moist until backfilled.

3. Should TPZ encroachment be necessary, the contractor shall contact the project arborist for
consultation and recommendations.
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4. The contractor shall keep TPZs free of all construction-related materials including but not
limited to debris, fill soil, equipment. The only acceptable material is mulch spread out beneath
the trees.

5. If damages should occur to any tree during construction, it should be evaluated as soon as
possible by the Project Arborist so that appropriate treatments can be applied. If the damages
to tree result in removal, removed tree shall be replaced to its appraised value provided by the
Project Arborist and approved by City Landscape Architect.

LANDSCAPING MEASURES

1. Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) fencing shall remain in place with the same restrictions until
landscape contractor notifies and meets with project arborist. Fences may not be relocated or
removed without permission of the Project Arborist.

2. Proposed irrigation trenching shall be done by hand and shall occur as far from the redwoods
along the southeast property line as possible. Permanent drip irrigation shall be provided to all
preserved redwoods.

3. Wood chips shall not be removed; processed mulch made of organic chipped wood in dark
brown color may be placed on top of the wood chips for aesthetics.

4. Avoid all fill work, grade changes, and trenching within driplines unless it is performed by hand.
Pipes shall be threaded under or through large roots without damaging them.

5. Any additional tree pruning needed for clearance during construction must be performed by a
qualified arborist and not by construction personnel with a tree pruning permit from City
Landscape Architect. Trees shall be irrigated on a schedule to be determined by the Project
Arborist. Each irrigation session shall be wet the soil within the Tree Protection Zone to a depth
of 30 inch.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would ensure preservation and maintenance of
existing on-site protected trees during and after construction activities. These measures would
follow the local tree ordinance and would reduce the potentially significant impact to protected
trees to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

There are no habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other similar
plans that govern activities on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
with a habitat conservation plan.

NO IMPACT
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5 Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O O O [ |
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O [ | O O
c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? O O [ | O

Cultural Resources Setting

This section provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on cultural resources, including historical
and archaeological resources, as well as human remains. The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) requires a lead agency determine whether a project may have a significant effect on
historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21084.1) and tribal cultural resources
(PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be
eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), a resource included in a
local register of historical resources, or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).

A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;
Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b]).

PRC, Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it:
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a. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

b. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or

c. Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.

Rincon Consultants prepared a cultural resources study in support of the project in August and
September 2020, which includes a cultural resources records search, Native American consultation,
a field survey, and historical resources evaluation, and preparation a memorandum to summarize
the results (Appendix D). Rincon received search results of the California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS) at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) located at Sonoma State
University on August 25, 2020. The search was performed to identify previously recorded cultural
resources, as well as previously conducted cultural resources studies within the project site and a
0.5-mile radius surrounding it. The CHRIS search included a review of available records at the NWIC,
as well as the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the CRHR, the Office of Historic
Preservation Historic Properties Directory, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the
Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list, and historic maps.

The NWIC records search identified 29 cultural resources studies conducted within a 0.5-mile radius
of the project site, one of which included the project site. The study that includes the project site
consists of an archaeological report for the Hayward-San Leandro Transportation Corridor and did
not identify cultural resources within the project site. The NWIC records search also identified four
previously recorded cultural resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site. One, P-01-
001783, which intersects the project site, is a linear resource recorded as the Union Pacific Railroad.
Although several segments of the resource have been recorded, a review of the documentation
provided by NWIC reveals the segment intersecting the project site has not been subject to formal
recordation and evaluation. Two segments in Alameda County were recommended eligible for state
or federal designation. A segment located in Tracy, California was recorded as the Central Pacific
Railroad/Transcontinental Railroad, Niles-Sacramento Line and was recommended eligible for listing
in the CRHR under Criterion 1. It was not evaluated for the NRHP. In addition, the Southern Pacific
Railroad Dumbarton Cutoff—including as contributing elements the Southern Pacific Dumbarton
Bridge and the Southern Pacific Newark Slough Bridge—was recommended eligible for the NRHP
under Criteria A, B, and C. The Dumbarton Bridge was recommended individually eligible for listing
in the NRHP under Criterion A. Additional segments of the resource were either recommended
ineligible for listing in the NRHP and/or CRHR—often due to a loss of integrity—or were recorded
without being evaluated.

As a result of the field survey, one property on the project site, the Gillig Brother bus manufacturing
facility, was recorded and evaluated for historical resources eligibility on California Department of
Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 series forms. The property is an industrial facility consisting of five
large industrial and office buildings and six smaller ancillary buildings. Among these, the
Manufacturing Building and a nearby ancillary building, both completed by 1968, are the oldest
buildings on the property. The Manufacturing Building is a sprawling, highly altered industrial
building. Its irregular plan owes to the successive additions constructed on the north, east, and west
elevations between 1968 and 2004. Constructed between 1968 and 1974, the Fabrication and
Machining Building is utilitarian industrial building is a prefabricated industrial building. It has also
been subject to multiple additions, the last of which was a sizable rear extension built sometime
between 1993 and 2002. As detailed further in Appendix D, the study ultimately concluded the
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property was ineligible for listing in the NRHP, CRHR, or for local designation due to a lack of
architectural or historical significance and integrity.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57

The proposed project involves demolition of the four existing on-site structures. One property
within the project site was recorded and evaluated through the field survey completed for this
project, the former Gillig Brother bus manufacturing facility at 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road. As
discussed in the Cultural Resources Study included in Appendix D, the property is recommended
ineligible for federal, state, and local designation as a result of this study and therefore does not
qualify as a historical resource under CEQA. The CHRIS records search also confirmed that the Union
Pacific Railroad (P-01-001783) intersects the project site. Other segments of this linear resource
have been previously evaluated and have been found eligible or ineligible for federal and state
designation. However, regardless of any potential historical resources eligibility the segment
intersecting the project site may possess, the project would not directly affect the resource. Further,
the setting of the rail line has substantially changed since the historic period and the proposed
development would be consistent with the resource’s current setting. As such, the project would
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.5

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.57?

The project site and off-site transmission line route have been disturbed by previous development
and no archaeological resources have been recorded within the project site. Rincon Consultants
archaeologists reviewed historical aerials and topographic maps from HistoricAerials.com. These
images were reviewed to identify potential cultural resource concerns on the project site. Aerial
imagery from 1946 to 1966 depicts the project site as undeveloped land next to the Union Pacific
Railroad with development emerging by 1968 (NETR Online 2020). Imagery from 1980 to 2002
depict the project site through further development into its current condition. Historic topographic
maps from 1899 to 1966 confirm the site’s history of undeveloped land with the Union Pacific
Railroad to the east-northeast. The 1969 historic topographic map depicts the project site with
emerging development through the 1980 topographic map. The project site has been disturbed by
grading and site preparation as well as construction of the buildings and surface parking lots.

Although no archaeological resources are known to exist within the project site, there is always the
possibility of unanticipated discoveries during ground disturbance. Impacts to unknown
archaeological resources would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be
required.
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Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is required.

CR-1 Unanticipated Archaeological Resources.

If archaeological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work within 50 feet
of the find shall be halted and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall be contacted immediately
to evaluate the find. If necessary, the evaluation may require preparation of a treatment plan and
archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility. If the discovery proves to be eligible for the CRHR and
cannot be avoided by the project, additional work, such as data recovery excavation, may be
warranted to mitigate any significant impacts to historical resources.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce potential impacts to unanticipated
archeological resources to less than significant levels.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No cemeteries are known to exist within the project site; however, the discovery of human remains
is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human remains are found, the State of
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance may occur until
the county coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the county
coroner would be notified immediately. If the human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the
coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which will determine and
notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD will complete the inspection of the site within 48
hours of being granted access to the site. With adherence to existing regulations, impacts to human
remains would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
1. Result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation? O O | O
2. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O O O [ |

Energy Setting

Energy use relates directly to environmental quality because it can adversely affect air quality and
can generate GHG emissions that contribute to climate change. Fossil fuels are burned to create
electricity, heat and cool buildings, and power vehicles. Transportation energy use is related to the
fuel efficiency of cars, trucks, and public transportation; choice of different travel modes such as
auto, carpool, and public transit; and miles traveled by these modes.

Energy use is typically quantified using the British thermal unit (Btu). The Btu is the amount of
energy that is required to raise the temperature of one pound of water by 1 degree Fahrenheit. As
points of reference, the approximate amount of energy contained in a cubic foot of natural gas, a
kilowatt hour (kWh) of electricity, and a gallon of gasoline are 1,000 Btus, 3,400 Btus, and 123,000
Btus, respectively. Natural gas usage is expressed in U.S. therms with one U.S. therm equal to
100,000 Btu.

Electricity and Natural Gas

In 2018, California used approximately 284,436 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of electricity, 31 percent of
which was from renewable resources (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2020a and 2020b).
California also consumed approximately 12,666 million U.S. therms of natural gas in 2018 (CEC
2020a). The project would be supplied electricity by PG&E. Table 15 and Table 16 show electricity
and natural gas consumption, respectively, by sector and in total for PG&E. In 2018, PG&E supplied
approximately 28 percent of the total electricity and approximately 38 percent of the total natural
gas used in California (CEC 2020a).

Initial Study 55


http://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx

Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

Table 15 Electricity Consumption in the PG&E Service Area in 2018

Agriculture

and Water Commercial | Commercial Mining and
Pump Building Other Industry Construction Residential | Streetlight Total Usage

5,831.5 30,148.4 4,265.6 10,518.6 1,593.7 27,700.3 310.6 80,368.7

Notes: All usage expressed in gigawatt-hours
Source: CEC 2020a

Table 16 Natural Gas Consumption in PG&E Service Area in 2018

Agriculture

and Water Commercial Commercial Mining and
Pump Building Other Industry Construction NG ELE] Total Usage

37.2 899.1 59.0 1,776.0 190.2 1,832.8 4,794.4

Notes: All usage expressed in million U.S. therms.
Source: CEC 2020a

Petroleum

In 2018, approximately 40 percent of the state’s energy consumption was used for transportation
activities (United States Energy Information Administration 2020). Californians presently consume
over 17 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels per year (CEC 2020c). Though California’s population
and economy are expected to grow, gasoline demand is projected to decline from roughly 15.6
billion gallons in 2017 to between 12.1 billion and 12.6 billion gallons in 2030 (a 19 percent to 22
percent reduction) in response to both increasing vehicle electrification and higher fuel economy for
new gasoline vehicles (CEC 2018a).

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Construction

Project construction would require energy resources primarily in the form of fuel consumption to
operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators. Temporary power may
also be provided for construction trailers and electric construction equipment. Table 17 summarizes
the anticipated energy consumption from construction equipment and vehicles, including
construction worker trips to and from the project site, which was calculated based on the inputs and
assumptions for the air quality modeling as detailed in Section 3, Air Quality. As shown therein,
project construction would require approximately 40,700 gallons of gasoline and approximately
90,521 gallons of diesel fuel.
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Table 17 Proposed Project Construction Energy Usage

Fuel Consumption (gallons)

Source Gasoline Diesel
Construction Equipment & Hauling Trips - 90,521
Construction Worker Vehicle Trips 40,700 -

See Appendix E for energy calculation sheets.

Energy use during construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used
would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In addition, construction
contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of California Code of Regulations, Title
13, Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road
diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary fuel
consumption. Construction equipment would be subject to the U.S. EPA Construction Equipment
Fuel Efficiency Standard, which would also minimize inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel
consumption.

Electrical power would be consumed to construct the project, and the demand, to the extent
required, would be supplied from existing electrical infrastructure in the area. However,
construction activities would require minimal electricity consumption and would not be expected to
have any adverse impact on available electricity supplies or infrastructure. In addition, per
applicable regulatory requirements such as 2019 CALGreen, the project would be required to
comply with construction waste management practices to divert a minimum of 65 percent of
construction and demolition debris. These practices would result in efficient use of energy necessary
to construct the project. Furthermore, in the interest of cost-efficiency, construction contractors
would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or unnecessary. Therefore, project construction
would not result in potentially significant environmental effects due to the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy, and impacts would be less than significant.

Operation

Energy consumption during project operation would consist of transportation fuels for employee,
delivery, and other vehicle trips; diesel fuels for backup generator testing; natural gas usage for
space and water heating as well as natural-gas powered equipment; and electricity usage for
exterior and interior lighting, appliances, computer servers; and any electrically-powered heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning equipment. Table 18 summarizes estimated net new operational
energy consumption for the proposed project, accounting for the energy consumption of existing
uses. As shown therein, project operation would require net new annual consumption of
approximately 188,615 gallons of gasoline and 41,817 gallons of diesel fuel for transportation fuels,
110,597 MWh of electricity, 11,803 million Btu of natural gas, and 203,730 gallons of diesel fuel for
generator testing.* The project would provide a transformer yard and two overhead transmission
lines to connect to the nearby PG&E substation to handle the electricity requirements of the
proposed data center in Building 4.

4 Energy consumption associated with the existing use of the project site as a vehicle storage area for an automobile auction company is
limited to consumption of transportation fuels for vehicle trips. No electricity or natural gas consumption is assumed to be part of the
baseline because the existing buildings on-site are currently vacant.
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Table 18 Net New Operational Energy Usage

Source Energy Consumption

Transportation Fuels?

Gasoline 188,615 gallons 20,707 MMBtu
Diesel 41,817 gallons 5,330 MMBtu
Electricity

Buildings 1 to 3 and Parking Lot 2,997 MWh 10,226 MMBtu
Building 4 107,600 MWh 367,131 MMBtu
Natural Gas Usage 11,803 MMBtu 11,803 MMBtu
Generator Diesel Fuel? 203,730 gallons 25,967 MMBtu

kBtu = thousand British thermal units, MMBtu = million British thermal units

! Transportation fuel estimates are based on net new vehicle miles traveled associated with the proposed project, accounting for
existing uses.

2 Assumes maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator and that diesel fuel consumption rates for
generator testing at 100 percent load with fan are approximately 42.7 gallons per hour for the 600-kW generator and 175.3 gallons per
hour for the 2.5-MW generators based on specification sheets for representative generators (see Appendix A for generator
specifications).

See Appendix E for transportation energy calculation sheets.

The project would be required to comply with all standards set in the latest iteration of California
Code of Regulations, Title 24, and the City’s Reach Code (Ordinance No. 20-52), which would
minimize the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources by the built
environment during operation. California’s CALGreen standards (California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Part 11) require implementation of energy-efficient light fixtures and building materials into
the design of new construction projects. Furthermore, the 2019 California Energy Code (California
Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) require newly-constructed buildings to meet energy
performance standards set by the CEC. These standards are specifically crafted for new buildings to
result in energy efficient performance so that the buildings do not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy. For example, according to the CEC, nonresidential buildings
will use about 30 percent less energy under the 2019 California Energy Code as compared to the
2016 California Energy Code, mainly due to lighting upgrades (CEC 2018b). In addition, per
CALGreen, all plumbing fixtures used in the proposed buildings would be high-efficiency fixtures,
which would minimize the potential the inefficient or wasteful consumption of energy related to
water and wastewater. In addition, the City’s Reach Code, which would apply to the proposed
project, includes more stringent requirements in some areas than the Title 24 standards. For
example, the City’s Reach Code requires installation of solar panels and additional electric vehicle
charging stations and achievement of greater energy efficiency than required under the Title 24
standards for nonresidential land uses. Furthermore, the proposed data center in Building 4 would
utilize direct evaporative cooling units for climate control that lower indoor temperatures by cooling
incoming air with evaporated water for approximately two percent of the year. For the remainder of
the year, these units would be able to supply outdoor air directly to the interior without further
conditioning because outdoor temperatures would be sufficiently cool. After the cooling air has
absorbed heat from the computer servers, the heated air would then be removed via arrays of
rooftop exhaust fans. This design would reduce the project’s energy consumption related to climate
control as compared to conventional data centers, which tend to use a combination of more energy-
intensive chillers and heat rejection equipment. In addition, all buildings would have white roofs,
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which would reflect sunlight and thereby reduce the cooling demand for the proposed buildings.
Furthermore, the project’s use of nonrenewable energy resources would be further reduced over
time because the percentage of electricity generated by renewable resources supplied by PG&E
continues to increase to comply with state requirements through Senate Bill (SB) 100, which
requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to
33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. Therefore,
the project’s built environment would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy during project operation.

The data center industry evaluates the efficiency of data centers using the Power Usage
Effectiveness (PUE) factor. The PUE is calculated by dividing the total demand of the data center by
the critical IT load. The closer the PUE is to a value of 1, the more efficient data center operations
are. Table 19 summarizes the range and relative efficiency level associated with different PUE
factors. As shown therein, a PUE between 1.5 and 2.0 is considered “efficient” while a PUE between
1.2 to 1.5 is considered “very efficient.” The global average PUE for data centers is currently 1.59
(Uptime Institute 2020).

Table 19 Power Usage Effectiveness Factors and Efficiency Levels

Power Usage Effectiveness Factor Level of Efficiency

3.0 Very Inefficient
25 Inefficient

2.0 Average

1.5 Efficient

1.2 Very Efficient

Source: 42U 2020

The proposed data center in Building 4 would be designed to provide up to 37.8 MW of critical
information technology (IT) load. The project would have a peak load of 49 MW, however, during
average operating conditions, the project would have a total load of 40.7 MW and an expected
critical IT load of 37.8 MW. Accordingly, at peak operating capacity, the PUE for the proposed
project would be 1.30;> however, the average annualized PUE for the proposed project would be
1.08.5 As shown in Table 19, a PUE between 1.2 and 1.5 is considered “efficient,” and a PUE of 1.2
and below is considered “very efficient.” Therefore, under peak conditions, the project would
operate at an “efficient” level, and under average operating conditions, the project would operate
at a “very efficient” level. Furthermore, the proposed data center would be a hyperscale data
center, which is capable of achieving higher server utilization rates than a traditional data center.
The proposed data center would also incorporate variable speed drives and variable frequency
drives on fans and motors, LED lighting, and an electronic power management system. These
features would further ensure the efficient use of energy by data center operations.” Furthermore,

5 Peak demand of 49 MW divided by peak critical IT load of 37.8 MW

5 Average demand of 40.7 MW divided by expected critical IT load of 37.8 MW

7 The tenant of Building 4 has committed to procuring a 100 percent renewable energy mix by 2025, which would reduce the project’s
consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. However, for the purpose of providing a conservative estimate of project impacts
related to energy consumption, this commitment is not considered in the analysis.
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the proposed data center operations would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of electricity.

The project would include Clean Air/EV spaces in accordance with the requirements of the City’s
Reach Code, which would encourage the use of electric vehicles and reduce gasoline fuel
consumption by employee vehicle trips. In addition, the project would include 40 bicycle parking
spaces that would facilitate employees’ use of alternative transportation. Furthermore, the project
would include employee amenity areas, including seating, an area for potential food truck parking,
and a fitness system, which would reduce employee vehicle trips to off-site destinations during the
work day. In addition, because use of the backup generators would be limited to routine
maintenance and extended power outages, deliveries to re-supply diesel fuel stored on-site would
be infrequent and only on an as-needed basis. In addition, vehicles driven by future employees of
the project would be subject to increasingly stringent federal and state fuel efficiency standards,
minimizing the potential for the inefficient consumption of vehicle fuels. Therefore, transportation
fuel consumption by employee and delivery vehicle trips would not be wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary.

Maintenance and emergency use of the backup generators would not result in the wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy because routine maintenance would only be
conducted periodically based on the minimum requirements to ensure reliability and operation
would only occur during infrequent extended power outage events.

Overall, project operation would consume electricity, natural gas, and gasoline and diesel fuels.
However, because of project design features that would maximize energy efficiency and
conservation, overall project operation would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources. Therefore, operational energy impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Hayward'’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) was adopted by the Hayward City Council on July 28, 2009 and
incorporated into the City’s General Plan in 2014 (City of Hayward 2014). The purpose of the CAP is
to advance Hayward in becoming a more environmentally and socially sustainable community.
Those policies in the CAP specifically pertaining to energy efficiency and renewable energy include
NR-4.1 through NR-4.15 relating to energy-efficient design of new development and renewable
energy generation. As detailed further in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project
would be consistent with applicable policies from the City’s CAP. In addition, as described under
guestion (a), the project would implement a host of energy efficiency design measures. Therefore,
the proposed project would not interfere with the energy-related measures of the CAP and
therefore would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency. As such, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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/  Geology and Sails

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1. 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? O O O [ |
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O n O
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? O u O O
4. Landslides? O O O [ |
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O n O
c. Belocated 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,
liguefaction, or collapse? O u O O
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or
indirect risks to life or property? O n O O
e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater? O O O n
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? O [ ] O O
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Setting

Geotechnical Investigations for the proposed project were prepared by Cornerstone Earth Group in
January 2020. One report was prepared for Buildings 1, 2, and 3 and one report was prepared for
Building 4. Both reports are included in Appendix F. The purpose of the investigations were to
evaluate physical and engineering properties of the subsurface soils, engineering analysis to prepare
recommendations for site work and grading, building foundations, flatwork, retaining walls, and
pavements. Much of the analysis in this section is based on the information in this report.

Seismic Setting

Similar to much of California, the site is located in a seismically active region. The United States
Geological Survey (USGS) defines active faults as those that have had surface displacement within
the Holocene period (about the last 11,000 years). Surface displacement can be recognized by the
existence of cliffs in alluvium, terraces, offset stream courses, fault troughs and saddles, the
alignment of depressions, sag ponds, and the existence of steep mountain fronts. Potentially active
faults are those that have had surface displacement during the last 1.6 million years, and inactive
faults have not had surface displacement within that period. Several faults are within and near the
site, including the San Andreas Fault and the Hayward Fault. The Hayward Fault is the closest major
fault to the project site and is one of ten major faults that make up the San Andreas Fault Zone. As a
result of its location and geologic setting, the City of Hayward is subject to a variety of seismic and
geologic hazards, including fault rupture, strong ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides.

Ground Shaking

Seismically induced ground shaking covers a wide area and is greatly influenced by the distance of
the site to the seismic source, soil conditions, and depth to groundwater. The USGS and Associated
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) have worked together to map the likely intensity of ground-shaking
throughout the Bay Area under various earthquake scenarios. The most intense ground-shaking
scenario mapped in the Bay Area assumes a 6.9 magnitude earthquake on the Hayward Fault
system. The predicted ground-shaking from such an earthquake would be “very violent” or “violent
throughout the City of Hayward (ABAG 2016).

2

Liquefaction and Seismically Induced Settlement

Liquefaction is defined as the sudden loss of soil strength due to a rapid increase in soil pore water
pressure resulting from seismic ground shaking. Liquefaction potential is dependent on such factors
as soil type, depth to ground water, degree of seismic shaking, and the relative density of the soil.
When liquefaction of the soil occurs, buildings and other objects on the ground surface may tilt or
sink, and lightweight buried structures (such as pipelines) may float toward the ground surface.
Liquefied soil may be unable to support its own weight or that of structures, which could result in
loss of foundation bearing or differential settlement. Liquefaction may also result in cracks in the
ground surface followed by the emergence of a sand-water mixture. Figure 9-2 of the 2040 General
Plan Background Report shows that the project site is located in an area of liquefaction potential
(City of Hayward 2014b).

Landslides

Landslides result when the driving forces that act on a slope (i.e., the weight of the slope material,
and the weight of objects placed on it) are greater than the slope’s natural resisting forces (i.e., the
shear strength of the slope material). Slope instability may result from natural processes, such as
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the erosion of the toe of a slope by a stream, or by ground shaking caused by an earthquake. Slopes
can also be modified artificially by grading, or by the addition of water or structures to a slope.
Development that occurs on a slope can substantially increase the frequency and extent of potential
slope stability hazards.

Areas susceptible to landslides are typically characterized by steep, unstable slopes in weak
soil/bedrock units which have a record of previous slope failure. There are numerous factors that
affect the stability of the slope, including: slope height and steepness, type of materials, material
strength, structural geologic relationships, ground water level, and level of seismic shaking. The
project site is located in a generally flat, developed area.

Expansive Soils

Expansive soils can change dramatically in volume depending on moisture content. When wet, these
soils can expand; conversely, when dry, they can contract or shrink. Sources of moistures that can
trigger this shrink-swell phenomenon include seasonal rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility leakage,
and/or perched groundwater. Expansive soil can develop wide cracks in the dry season, and changes
in soil volume have the potential to damage concrete slabs, foundations, and pavement. Special
building/structure design or soil treatment are often needed in areas with expansive soils. The
geotechnical investigations identify the presence of expansive soils as a potential hazard at the
project site.

Erosion

Erosion is the wearing away of the soil mantle by running water, wind or geologic forces. It is a
naturally occurring phenomenon and ordinarily is not hazardous. However, excessive erosion can
contribute to landslides, siltation of streams, undermining of foundations, and ultimately the loss of
structures. Removal of vegetation tends to heighten erosion hazards. The City of Hayward enforces
grading and erosion control ordinances to reduce these hazards.

Impact Analysis

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving 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?

According to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) and the Geotechnical Reports, there
are no known faults located on or adjacent to the project site (DOC 2020). The nearest known faults
are the Hayward and Calaveras faults which are respectively 3.5 miles and 11 miles from the project
site, respectively. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial
adverse impacts associated with surface fault rupture. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

The project site is located in an area of relatively high seismic potential. The faults in the area are
capable of generating earthquakes that could produce violent to very violent ground shaking at the
project site. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Working Group on California Earthquake
Probabilities estimates that each region of California will experience a magnitude 6.7 or larger
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earthquake in the next 30 years. Additionally, there is a 63 percent chance of at least one magnitude
6.7 or greater earthquake occurring in the Bay Area region between 2007 and 2036 (Appendix F).

The faults considered capable of generating significant earthquakes near the project site include:

= Hayward fault, 3.5 from the site
= Calaveras fault, 11 miles
= San Andreas fault, 15 miles

=  Monte Vista-Shannon fault, 15 miles

The effects of earthquake-related ground shaking could include damage to the proposed structures,
as well as damage to streets and utilities, and impacts to workers or people on the project site.
However, compliance with the current CBC requirements would ensure that the proposed
structures and transmissions lines would be able to: (1) resist minor earthquakes without damage;
(2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage, but with some non-structural damage;
and (3) resist major earthquakes without collapse, but with some structural as well as nonstructural
damage. By adhering to applicable State and City building code requirements, the direct or indirect
impacts from development of the proposed project as they relate to strong seismic ground shaking
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

c. Would the project 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?

According to the Geotechnical Investigations, the northern and southern project site is not located
on an area susceptible to lateral spreading. However, the northern and southern project site is
located within a state-designated liquefaction zone (DOC 2020). The factors known to influence
liguefaction potential include grain size, relative density, groundwater conditions, effective
confining pressures, and intensity and duration of ground shaking. Loose, saturated, near-surface,
cohesionless soils exhibit the highest liquefaction potential, while dense, cohesionless soils and
cohesive soils exhibit low to negligible liquefaction potential. The Geotechnical Investigation
indicated that there are several layers on the project site which could potentially experience
liguefaction-induced settlement ranging from 0.1 to 3.1 inches for Buildings 1 through 3 and 0.46 to
0.66 for Building 4, which could result in differential settlement up 1.5 inches at the southwest
portion of building 3 and 0.75 inch for the northwest and eastern portions of Building 3 and Building
1, Building 2, and Building 4 (Appendix F).

In addition, loose unsaturated sandy soils can settle during strong seismic shaking. The project site
near Buildings 1 through Building 3 could experience up to 0.7 inches of movement after a strong
seismic event and the project site near Building 4 could experience 0.36 inches of movement after a
strong seismic event. With the potential for liquefaction and settlement, the Geotechnical
Investigation concluded that from a geotechnical viewpoint, the project is feasible provided the
considerations included in Mitigation Measure GEO-1 below are addressed in the project design.
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Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure is required:

GEO-1 Geotechnical Considerations

The project applicant shall implement the Foundation Recommendations set forth in Section 7
(Foundations) of the Geotechnical Investigations prepared by Cornerstone Earth Group for Buildings
1, 2, 3, and 4 in January 2020. Recommendations include but are not limited to the seismic design
criteria (Section 7.2) and shallow foundations (Section 7.3).

In addition, a comprehensive site-specific design-level geotechnical exploration shall be prepared as
part of the design process. The exploration may include borings and laboratory soil testing to
provide data for preparation of specific recommendations regarding grading, foundation design,
corrosion potential, and drainage for the proposed project. The recommendations set forth in the
design-level geotechnical exploration shall be implemented.

Significance After Mitigation

According to the Geotechnical Investigations, the proposed structures may be supported on shallow
foundations provided the specific recommendations in the reports are followed. Therefore,
implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the liquefaction and unstable geologic
soil impacts through foundational design to tolerate total and differential settlement. Impacts from
liquefaction or unstable soils would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

The project site and surroundings are generally flat and developed. There are no steep slopes
located on or near the site or proposed transmission line route. Therefore, there is no potential for
landslides at the site. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Construction of the proposed project would require earthwork activities to prepare the site for the
construction of the industrial structures. As the proposed project would disturb over one acre of
land, the applicant would be required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-
DWQ or 2009-0009-DWQ General Permit) to comply with Clean Water Act (CWA) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements. Compliance with these requirements would
include preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would specify Best
Management Practices (BMP) to reduce erosion during construction activities. In accordance with
HMC Section 10-3.705, the project applicant is also required to prepare and implement an Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan to prevent illicit discharge. Appropriate erosion control and permanent
site surface drainage elements per the latest California Building Code would also be implemented,
which would reduce soil erosion upon completion and operation of the project. With required
implementation of these plans, permits, and BMPs, substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil would
not occur at the project site. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

The project site contains moderately expansive soils over its entire area (Appendix F). Expansive
soils can undergo significant volume change with changes in moisture content. They shrink and
harden when dried and expand and soften when wetted. These soils could impact the proposed
structures and development on-site. The Geotechnical Investigation concluded that from a
geotechnical viewpoint, the project is feasible provided the recommendations included in Mitigation
Measure GEO-1 are addressed in the project design.

Mitigation Measure

GEO-2 Geotechnical Considerations

The project applicant shall implement the Grading and Foundation Recommendations set forth in
Section 6 (Earthwork) and Section 7 (Foundations) of the Geotechnical Investigations for Buildings 1,
2, 3, and 4 prepared by Cornerstone Earth Group in January 2020.

In addition, a comprehensive site-specific design-level geotechnical exploration shall be prepared as
part of the design process. The exploration may include borings and laboratory soil testing to
provide data for preparation of specific recommendations regarding grading, foundation design,
corrosion potential, and drainage for the proposed project. The recommendations set forth in the
design-level geotechnical exploration shall be implemented.

Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would reduce expansive soils impacts by requiring
slabs-on-grade to have sufficient reinforcement and be supported on a layer of non-expansive fill,
footings to extend below the zone of seasonal moisture fluctuation, and limiting moisture changes
in the surficial soils by using positive drainage away from buildings as well as limiting landscaping
watering. Impacts from expansive soil would be less than significant with implementation of
mitigation.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

The proposed project would not include components that would require the use of septic tanks. The
proposed project would connect to the City of Hayward municipal sewer system. There would be no
impact.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

The paleontological sensitivities of the geologic units underlying the project site were evaluated in
order to determine if activity conducted under the proposed project could result in significant
impacts to paleontological resources. The analysis was based on the results of an online
paleontological locality search and review of existing information in the scientific literature
concerning known fossils within geologic units mapped within the project site. Fossil collections
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records from the Paleobiology Database and University of California Museum of Paleontology
(UCMP) online database were reviewed for known fossil localities in Alameda County (Paleobiology
Database 2020; UCMP 2020). Based on available information contained within existing scientific
literature and the UCMP database, paleontological sensitivities were assigned to the geologic units
underlying the project site. The potential for impacts to scientifically important paleontological
resources is based on the potential for ground disturbance to directly impact paleontologically
sensitive geologic units. The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has developed a system for
assessing paleontological sensitivity and describes sedimentary rock units as having high, low,
undetermined, or no potential for containing scientifically significant nonrenewable paleontological
resources (SVP 2010). This system is based on rock units within which vertebrate or significant
invertebrate fossils have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to be present.

The project site is entirely mapped as Quaternary young (middle to late Holocene) alluvium (Qa),
consisting of alluvial gravel, sand, and clay of valley areas, as well as gravel and sand of major
stream channels (Dibblee and Minch 2005). Locally, middle to late Holocene alluvial (basin) deposits
are generally very fine silty clays and clays deposited near the distal edge of alluvial fans and
adjacent to Bay Mud, which may extend partially onto the western or southern edge of the site
(Cornerstone Earth Group 2020; Appendix F). Quaternary young (middle to late Holocene)
sedimentary deposits, particularly those younger than 5,000 years old, are generally too young to
preserve paleontological resources and are determined to have a low paleontological sensitivity
according to SVP standards (2010). However, middle to late Holocene deposits may grade
downward into early Holocene to late Pleistocene deposits that could preserve fossil remains at
moderate or unknown depths. Quaternary old (early Holocene to Pleistocene) alluvial sediments
have a well-documented record of abundant and diverse vertebrate fauna throughout California.
Localities have produced fossil specimens of mammoth (Mammuthus columbi), horse (Equus), camel
(Camelops), and bison (Bison), as well as various birds, rodents, and reptiles (Agenbroad 2003;
Jefferson 2010; Paleobiology Database 2020; Savage 1954; UCMP 2020). Therefore, Quaternary old
(early Holocene to Pleistocene) alluvial deposits are assigned a high paleontological sensitivity.

Accurately assessing the boundaries between younger and older units within the project site
generally requires site-specific geochronological data, some form of radiometric dating, or fossil
analysis from nearby sites. Conservative estimates of the depth at which paleontologically sensitive
units may occur reduces potential for impacts to paleontological resources. The depths at which
these units become old enough to yield fossils is highly variable, but generally does not occur at
depths of less than 10 feet.

Project-related ground disturbance would involve cut and fill activities and grading for the proposed
building foundations. As discussed above, the project site is in an urbanized area and has been
previously developed. Given the nature of the proposed project and existing site conditions, project-
related ground disturbance (i.e., excavations) is not likely to extend below the boundary between
artificial fill and native (i.e., previously undisturbed) sediments within the project site, and is thus
unlikely to impact fossiliferous deposits. Although project implementation is not expected to
uncover paleontological resources, a remote possibility for such resources to be uncovered exists,
and therefore the potential for impacts that would be potentially significant cannot be excluded.
Therefore, impacts are potentially significant and mitigation is required.
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Mitigation Measure

GEO-2 Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources

In the event an unanticipated fossil discovery is made during the course of project development,
construction activity should be halted in the immediate vicinity of the fossil, and a qualified
professional paleontologist should be notified and retained to evaluate the discovery, determine its
significance, and determine if additional mitigation or treatment is warranted. Work in the area of
the discovery will resume once the find is properly documented and authorization is given to
resume construction work. Any significant paleontological resources found during construction
monitoring will be prepared, identified, analyzed, and permanently curated in an approved regional
museum repository under the oversight of the qualified paleontologist.

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure GEO- 2 would avoid impacts to paleontological resources in the case of
unanticipated fossil discoveries. This measure would apply to all phases of project construction and
would reduce the potential for impacts to unanticipated fossils present on site by providing for the
recovery, identification, and curation of paleontological resources.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment? O [ | O O
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases? d O [ | O

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change Setting

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period of time. The baseline against which these changes are measured
originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, such
as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated
episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record. The rate of change
has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of
thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental warming as
glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have observed acceleration in
the rate of warming during the past 150 years. Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, the understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has
led to a high confidence (95 percent or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human
activities has been the dominant cause of warming since the mid-twentieth century
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007).

GHGs are gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere. The gases widely seen
as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane, nitrous oxide, fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons, and
sulfur hexafluoride. Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the
atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such
as oceanic evaporation. GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these
gases, CO; and methane are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of
CO; are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane results from off-gassing
associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Anthropogenic GHGs, many of which have
greater heat-absorption potential than CO,, include fluorinated gases and sulfur hexafluoride
(United States Environmental Protection Agency 2020).

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates Earth’s temperature. Without the natural
heat-trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s surface would be about 34 degrees Celsius cooler (California
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Environmental Protection Agency 2006). However, emissions from human activities, particularly the
consumption of fossil fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.
Scientific modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce
more extreme climate changes during the 21% century than were observed during the 20t century.
Some of the potential impacts of climate change in California may include loss of snowpack, sea
level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and
more drought years (State of California 2018). While these potential impacts identify the possible
effects of climate change at a statewide level, in general, scientific modeling tools are currently
unable to predict what impacts would occur locally.

The City of Hayward completed a baseline 2005 GHG emissions inventory that estimated
communitywide emissions of 1,183,279 metric tons (MT) of CO, equivalents (CO.e) per year. The
primary emissions sources were transportation (approximately 62 percent), commercial/industrial
energy (approximately 20 percent), and residential energy (approximately 13 percent; City of
Hayward 2013). The City has adopted GHG reduction goals of 20 percent below 2005 emission levels
by 2020, 30 percent below 2005 emission levels by 2025, and 55 percent below 2005 emission levels
by 2030. The City is also striving to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 (City of Hayward 2020a).

Methodology

GHG emissions for project construction and operation were calculated using CalEEMod version
2016.3.2. CalEEMod calculates emissions of CO,, methane, and nitrous oxide associated with
construction activities, energy use, area sources, waste generation, and water use and conveyance
as well as emissions of CO; and methane associated with mobile sources. Operational emissions
were modeled for the year 2030 to be consistent with the State’s next GHG emission reduction
milestone target of achieving 40 percent reduction in 1990 GHG emission levels by 2030. Emissions
of all GHGs are converted into their equivalent global warming potential in terms of CO; (i.e., COze).

Electricity emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use times the carbon intensity of the
utility district per kilowatt hour (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 2017). The
project would be served by PG&E; therefore, PG&E’s specific energy intensity factors (i.e., the
amount of CO,, methane, and nitrous oxide per kilowatt-hour) are used in the calculations of GHG
emissions. The energy intensity factors included in CalEEMod are based on 2009 data by default at
which time PG&E had only achieved a 14.1 percent procurement of renewable energy. Per SB 100,
the statewide Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program requires electricity providers to increase
procurement from eligible renewable energy sources to 60 percent by 2030. To account for the
continuing effects of the RPS, the energy intensity factors included in CalEEMod were reduced
based on the percentage of renewables reported by PG&E. PG&E energy intensity factors that
include this reduction are shown in Table 20.
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Table 20 PGA&E Energy Intensity Factors

2009 2030
(lbs/MWHh) (Ibs/MWh)?
Percent procurement 14.1%* 60%
Carbon dioxide (CO,) 641.35 298.65
Methane (CH,) 0.029 0.014
Nitrous oxide (N,O) 0.006 0.003

1 Source: California Public Utilities Commission 2011

2 RPS goal established by SB 100

Because project construction is projected to begin in the first quarter of 2021, the project would be
constructed in accordance with the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Nonresidential
buildings built in accordance with the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards will use
approximately 30 percent less electricity than those constructed under the 2016 standards (CEC
2018b).2 Therefore, electricity usage for Buildings 1 through 3 was reduced by 30 percent to account
for the requirements of 2019 Title 24 standards. Based on applicant-provided information, Building
4 would consume approximately 107,600 megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity per year. Because
CalEEMod does not provide an appropriate proxy for data center operations, these energy
emissions were calculated separately using CalEEMod energy emissions factors for PG&E as
adjusted for the 2030 Renewable Portfolio Standard requirement (see Table 20).° See Appendix A
for calculations.

CalEEMod does not provide a default outdoor water use estimate for industrial park land uses;
therefore, to estimate GHG emissions associated with outdoor water use, a vegetation water use
factor for the San Francisco region of 2.43 acre-feet per year of water per acre of landscaped area
was used (Pacific Institute 2003). The project would include approximately 4.8 acres of landscaped
area, which would require approximately 11.7 acre-feet (or 3,812,456 gallons) of water per year. In
addition, all wastewater generated by the project would be treated by the Hayward Wastewater
Treatment Plant, which does not utilize septic tanks or facultative lagoons (City of Hayward 2020b).
As a result, CalEEMod was adjusted to account for 100 percent aerobic treatment of the project’s
wastewater.

The City of Hayward has achieved an approximately 77 percent solid waste diversion rate (City of
Hayward 2015); therefore, the default solid waste generation rate in CalEEMod was adjusted to
account for increased solid waste diversion.

Significance Thresholds

The majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to create significant
project-specific environmental effects. However, the environmental effects of a project’s GHG
emissions can contribute incrementally to cumulative environmental effects that are significant,
contributing to climate change, even if an individual project’s environmental effects are limited
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[h][1]). The issue of a project’s environmental effects and

8 Compliance with the City’s Reach Code (Ordinance No. 20-52) would further reduce energy usage; however, exact details on compliance
methods are not available at this stage of design. Therefore, this analysis conservatively does not include an additional reduction in
energy usage and associated GHG emissions for compliance with the Reach Code.

9 The Building 4 tenant has committed to procuring a 100 percent renewable energy mix by 2025. However, for the purposes of providing
a conservative estimate of project impacts, it was assumed that all electricity required for Building 4 would be supplied by PG&E’s
standard electricity mix for 2030 with 60 percent procurement from eligible renewable energy sources.
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contribution towards climate change typically involves an analysis of whether or not a project’s
contribution towards climate change is cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means
that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064[h][1]).

According to the CEQA Guidelines, projects can tier from a qualified GHG reduction plan, which
allows for project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through a comparison of the project’s
consistency with the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. This
approach is considered by the Association of Environmental Professionals in their white paper,
Beyond Newhall and 2020, to be the most defensible approach presently available under CEQA to
determine the significance of a project’s GHG emissions (Association of Environmental Professionals
2016). The City of Hayward has developed a CAP, which has been adopted as a part of the City’s
General Plan. However, the CAP does not demonstrate a pathway for the City to achieve the 40
percent reduction target by 2030 required by SB 32. Therefore, the CAP does not qualify as a GHG
reduction plan under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 and thus cannot be used for project tiering.
In its 2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the BAAQMD outlines an approach to determine the
significance of GHG emissions associated with land use development projects. For residential,
commercial, industrial, and public projects, the thresholds of significance for operational-related
GHG emissions are as follows:

=  Compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy
=  Annual emissions less than 1,100 MT per year of CO,e

=  Per service person emissions of 4.6 MT of COe per service person per year (residents +
employees)

As discussed above, the City has not adopted a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy; therefore, it is not
appropriate to use the first recommended threshold of significance. The BAAQMD mass emissions
threshold of 1,100 MT of CO,e per year was designed to capture 90 percent of all emissions
associated with projects in the SFBAAB and require implementation of mitigation so that a
considerable reduction in emissions from new projects would be achieved. According to the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association white paper CEQA & Climate Change, a
guantitative threshold based on a 90 percent market capture rate is generally consistent with AB 32
(California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 2008). SB 32, codified in 2016, sets a more
stringent emission reduction target of 40 percent below the 1990 level by 2030. Because the
previously established threshold of 1,100 MT of CO,e was not developed to meet the targets
established by SB 32, it is adjusted for the purposes of this analysis to meet the new, more stringent
emission reduction target of a 40 percent reduction below the 1990 level by 2030. Because
BAAQMD has not adopted a threshold for 2030 yet, this analysis uses a bright-line threshold of 660
MT of COze per year (equivalent to a 40 percent reduction of the 1,100 MT of CO,e per year
threshold based on the State’s 2030 target). The bright-line threshold is applicable to the proposed
project because the City of Hayward does not have a qualified GHG reduction plan and the project is
not a residential or mixed-use project for which impacts would be more appropriately evaluated
using a service population threshold to reflect per-person emission efficiency.
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Impact Analysis

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Construction Emissions

Project construction would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily due to the operation of
construction equipment and truck trips. Site preparation and grading typically generate the greatest
amount of emissions due to the use of grading equipment and soil hauling. The BAAQMD has not
established a quantitative significance threshold for evaluating construction-related emissions;
however, the BAAQMD does recommend quantifying and disclosing construction-related GHG
emissions. Therefore, construction-related GHG emissions were quantified for informational
purposes. Emissions generated by construction of the proposed project would be approximately
1,265 MT of CO,e, or approximately 42 MT of COe per year when amortized over a 30-year period
(i.e., the lifetime of the project).

Operational Emissions

Table 21 summarizes net new operational GHG emissions associated with the proposed project and
shows the net increase in emissions generated by the proposed project as compared to existing
uses. As shown therein, net new operational emissions associated with the proposed project would
be approximately 16,772 MT of CO,e per year in year 2030, which would exceed the threshold of
660 MT of CO,e per year. Therefore, GHG emissions would be potentially significant. It is noted that
the tenant of Building 4 has committed to achieving carbon neutrality by 2040; therefore, GHG
emissions from Building 4 along with total project emissions would decrease accordingly after year
2030. However, in accordance with guidance provided by AEP, the project’s GHG emissions are
evaluated for consistency with the State’s next milestone target year of 2030.
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Table 21 Combined Annual Emissions of GHGs

Operational

Area <1
Energy?! 15,615
Solid Waste 136
Water 155
Mobile

CO; and CH4 1,365
N,O 25
Total Proposed Project Emissions 17,296
Existing Emissions 524
Net New Emissions (Proposed Project — Existing) 16,772
BAAQMD Land Use Threshold (Adjusted for SB 32) 660
Exceeds Threshold? Yes

MT = metric tons; COze = carbon dioxide equivalents

! The Building 4 tenant has committed to procuring a 100 percent renewable energy mix by 2025. However, for the purposes of
providing a conservative estimate of project impacts, it was assumed that all electricity required for Building 4 would be supplied by
PG&E’s standard electricity mix for 2030 with 60 percent procurement from eligible renewable energy sources.

Source: See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A (Table 2.1 “Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational” emissions) and standalone
electricity emission calculations for Building 4.

Stationary Source Emissions

Standby generators are stationary sources permitted by BAAQMD. Per the BAAQMD May 2017
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, stationary source emissions should not be combined with operational
emissions but should instead be compared to the BAAQMD stationary source threshold of 10,000
MT of COze. The data center component of the project would include one 600-kW and 23 2.5-MW
standby diesel generators. Generator emissions were calculated using fuel emissions rates for Diesel
#2 for CO,, methane, and nitrous oxide from U.S. EPA data (U.S. EPA 2018b). Fuel use rates were
used for representative Tier 2 generators identified for the project (see Appendix A for generator
specifications). As shown in Table 22, total emissions generated from maximum permitted annual
generator operations at the project site would generate in approximately 2,087 MT of CO.e per
year, which would not exceed the BAAQMD's stationary source threshold of 10,000 MT CO.e.
Therefore, GHG emissions associated with generator testing would be less than significant.
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Table 22 Stationary Source GHG Emissions

Emission Source? Annual Emissions (MT of CO,e/year)

Generator Testing and Operations? 2,087
BAAQMD Stationary Source Threshold 10,000
Exceeds Threshold? No

MT = metric tons; COze = carbon dioxide equivalents
1 Conservatively assumes maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator.

Source: Appendix A

Mitigation Measure

GHG-1 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan

The project applicant shall prepare and implement a GHG Reduction Plan (GHGRP) that
demonstrates emissions reductions from project operation by approximately 16,112 MT of CO.e per
year to 660 MT of CO.e per year for the lifetime of the project, or by an amount determined
through further analysis of project GHG emissions at the time of GHGRP preparation. Potential GHG
reduction measures included in the GHGRP may include, but would not be limited to, the following:

=  Procure greater than 60 percent of the electricity consumed by Buildings 1 through 4 from
eligible renewable and zero-carbon energy sources by 2030;

= |mplement a transportation demand management program for employees, which may include
the following measures:

@ Priority parking for carpools and vanpools
@ Subsidized transit passes for employees

@ Retention of a transportation demand management coordinator or creation of a website to
provide transit information and/or coordinate ridesharing

@ Inclusion of shower and changing facilities in building design
@ Bicycle sharing
@ Emergency ride home program

@ Telecommuting or flexible schedule options to reduce transit time, vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), and associated GHG emissions

= Directly undertake or fund activities that reduce or sequester GHG emissions (“Direct Reduction
Activities”) and retire the associated “GHG Mitigation Reduction Credits.” A “GHG Mitigation
Reduction Credit” shall mean an instrument issued by an Approved Registry and shall represent
the estimated reduction or sequestration of 1 MT of COze that shall be achieved by a Direct
Reduction Activity that is not otherwise required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[c][3]). A
“GHG Mitigation Reduction Credit” must achieve GHG emission reductions that are real,
permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and in addition to any GHG emission reduction
required by law or regulation or any other GHG emission reduction that otherwise would occur
in accordance with the criteria set forth in the California Air Resources Board’s most recent
Process for the Review and Approval of Compliance Offset Protocols in Support of the Cap-and-
Trade Regulation (2013). An “Approved Registry” is an accredited carbon registry that follows
approved California Air Resources Board Compliance Offset Protocols. At this time, Approved
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Registries include American Carbon Registry, Climate Action Reserve, and Verra (California Air
Resources Board 2018). Credits from other sources will not be allowed unless they are shown to
be validated by protocols and methods equivalent to or more stringent than the California Air
Resources Board standards. In the event that a project or program providing GHG Mitigation
Reduction Credits to the project applicant loses its accreditation, the project applicant shall
comply with the rules and procedures of retiring GHG Mitigation Reduction Credits specific to
the registry involved and shall undertake additional direct investments to recoup the loss.

=  Obtain and retire “Carbon Offsets.” “Carbon Offset” shall mean an instrument issued by an
Approved Registry and shall represent the past reduction or sequestration of 1 MT of CO.e
achieved by a Direct Reduction Activity or any other GHG emission reduction project or activity
that is not otherwise required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[c][3]). A “Carbon Offset” must
achieve GHG emission reductions that are real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable,
and in addition to any GHG emission reduction required by law or regulation or any other GHG
emission reduction that otherwise would occur in accordance with the criteria set forth in the
California Air Resources Board’s most recent Process for the Review and Approval of Compliance
Offset Protocols in Support of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation (2013). If the project applicant
chooses to meet some of the GHG reduction requirements by purchasing offsets on an annual
and permanent basis, the offsets shall be purchased according to the City’s preference, which is,
in order of the City’s preference: (1) within Hayward; (2) within the BAAQMD jurisdictional area;
(3) within the State of California; then (4) elsewhere in the United States. In the event that a
project or program providing offsets to the project applicant loses its accreditation, the project
applicant shall comply with the rules and procedures of retiring offsets specific to the registry
involved and shall purchase an equivalent number of credits to recoup the loss.

The GHGRP shall be submitted by the project developer and reviewed and approved by the City
of Hayward as being in compliance with this measure prior to grading or building permit
issuance. Applicable elements of the approved GHGRP shall be reflected on project site plans
prior to certificate of occupancy. No more than 50 percent of the project’s total requisite
emission reduction over the project’s lifetime may be achieved through direct reduction
activities and carbon offsets. Condition compliance shall include monitoring and verifying
implementation of measures included in the GHGRP.

Significance After Mitigation

To implement Mitigation Measure GHG-1, the project applicant may choose to apply a wide variety
of GHG emission reduction measures to reduce project-related emissions to 660 MT of CO.e per
year. For example, the following combination of measures would reduce GHG emissions by
approximately 16,112 MT of CO,e per year, which would be sufficient to achieve the requisite
reduction specified by Mitigation Measure GHG-1:

= Supply all on-site electricity for Buildings 1 through 4 from renewable energy sources
(approximately 15,161 MT of CO.e per year, equivalent to the project’s estimated electricity
demand for Buildings 1 through 4)

=  Obtain and retire 951 Carbon Offsets (951 MT of COze per year, or six percent of the project’s
requisite GHG emission reduction)

The above combination of measures is just one example of a combination of measures the project
applicant could implement to achieve a reduction of 16,112 MT of CO,e per year. The intent of the
above list is to demonstrate that implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 is technically
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feasible, and as such, a reduction of project-related GHG emissions to at or below 660 MT of COze
per year is achievable. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would reduce
project-related emissions below the threshold of significance of 660 MT of COze per year. Impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

b.  Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

2017 Scoping Plan

The principal state plan and policy is AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,
and the follow-up, SB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels
by 2020 and the goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
Pursuant to the SB 32 goal, the 2017 Scoping Plan was created to outline goals and measures for the
state to achieve the reductions. The 2017 Scoping Plan’s goals include reducing fossil fuel use and
energy demand and maximizing recycling and diversion from landfills. The project would be
consistent with these goals through project design, which includes complying with the latest Title 24
Green Building Code and Building Efficiency Energy Standards, utilizing direct evaporative cooling
units, achieving carbon neutrality for Building 4 by 2040, designating Clean Air/EV spaces in
accordance with the requirements of the City’s Reach Code, installing white roofs and 40 bicycle
parking spaces, and constructing employee amenity areas such as a fitness system and outdoor
seating to reduce off-site vehicle trips. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

City of Hayward Climate Action Plan

Hayward’s CAP was adopted by the Hayward City Council on July 28, 2009 and incorporated into the
City’s General Plan in 2014 (City of Hayward 2014). The purpose of the CAP is to make Hayward a
more environmentally and socially sustainable community. The overall objective of the CAP is to
reduce Hayward’s GHG emissions by:

= 20 percent below 2005 baseline levels by 2020,

=  62.7 percent below 2005 baseline levels by 2040, and
= 82.5 percent below 2005 baseline levels by 2050.

In June 2020, these goals were revised to reflect California’s goal of achieving economy-wide carbon
neutrality by 2045. The City’s current goals are to reduce GHG emissions by:

= 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2025,
= 55 percent below 2005 levels by 2030, and
= 100 percent below 2005 levels (i.e., carbon neutrality) by 2045.

The CAP includes GHG reduction strategies and actions relating to transportation, land use, energy,
solid waste, carbon sequestration, climate change adaptation, and community engagement. The
proposed project includes several design features that are consistent with strategies and actions
from the City’s CAP. Policy LU-1.8, Green Building and Landscaping Requirements, states the City’s
intention to maintain and implement green building and landscaping requirements for private
development. Policy NR-4.3, Efficient Construction and Development Practices, calls for the City to
encourage construction and building development practices that maximize the use of renewable
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resources and minimize the use of non-renewable resources throughout the life-cycle of a structure.
Policy NR-4.11, Green Building Standards, requires that newly constructed buildings meet energy
efficiency design and operations standards. Policy NR-2.6, Greenhouse Gas Reduction in New
Development, calls for the City to reduce potential GHG emissions by such means as promoting infill
development and energy-efficient building design. The proposed project is an infill redevelopment
project that would be required to comply with CALGreen and other green building requirements as
well as HMC Chapter 10, Article 20 (Bay-Friendly Landscaping Ordinance). Moreover, as described in
Section 6, Energy, construction and operation of the project would not involve the wasteful or
inefficient use of energy.

Policy M-1.6, Bicycle, Walking, and Transit Amenities, encourages the development of facilities and
services to enable bicycling, walking, and transit use, and Policy M-6.2, Encourage Bicycle Use,
encourages bicycle use in all neighborhoods. In addition, Policy NR-2.10, Zero-Emission and Low-
Emission Vehicle Use, calls for the City to encourage the use of zero-emission vehicles, low-emission
vehicles, and bicycles by requiring sufficient and convenient parking facilities. The proposed project
would include 20 short-term and 20 long-term bicycle parking spaces as well as Clean Air/EV spaces
in accordance with the requirements of the City’s Reach Code, which would facilitate the use of
bicycling and electric vehicles as means of transportation for employees.

Policy NR-6.11, Reclaimed Water Usage, states the City’s policy to increase the use of reclaimed
water, and Policy NR-6.12, Dual Plumbing Systems, encourages the installation of dual plumbing
systems in new buildings to recycle graywater. Building 4 of the proposed project would include a
dual plumbing system to allow for a future connection to the City’s purple pipe reclaimed water
system. In addition, until reclaimed water is available for use, the evaporative cooling system of
Building 4 would be designed to reuse potable water a minimum of three times before discharge to
the sewer system.

Policy HQL-8.4, Urban Heat Island Effects, promotes planting shade trees with substantial canopies
to shade parking lots and reduce heat island effects. The project would include planting of over 250
trees throughout the project site, including 52 parking lot trees.

PFS-7.12, Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling, requires new development to salvage or
recycle asphalt and concrete and all other non-hazardous construction and demolition materials to
the maximum extent practicable. In accordance with CALGreen standards, the proposed project
would be required to divert at least 65 percent of its construction and demolition waste.

Given the above discussion, the proposed project would support and implement the applicable
measures of the City’s CAP, and impacts would be less than significant.

Plan Bay Area 2040

SB 375, signed in August 2008, requires the inclusion of Sustainable Communities Strategies in
Regional Transportation Plans to reduce GHG emissions. The Metropolitan Transportation
Commission and ABAG adopted a Sustainable Communities Strategy that meets the GHG reduction
targets set forth by CARB. Plan Bay Area 2040 is a state-mandated, integrated long-range
transportation, land-use, and housing plan that supports a growing economy, provides more
housing and transportation choices and reduces transportation-related pollution in the nine-county
San Francisco Bay Area (ABAG 2017). Plan Bay Area 2040 builds on earlier efforts to develop an
efficient transportation network and grow in a financially and environmentally responsible way and
will be updated every four years to reflect new priorities. The goals of Plan Bay Area 2040 related to
GHG emissions include (ABAG 2017):
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Climate Protection. Reduce per capita CO; emissions.
Healthy and Safe Communities. Reduce adverse health impacts.
Open Space and Agricultural Preservation. Direct development within urban footprint.

PwN PR

Transportation. Increase non-auto mode share.

The proposed project would redevelop an existing industrial site within the urban footprint of
Hayward with new industrial land uses. The project would be located in an area with below-average
VMT per employee and would include low-VMT supporting features such as Clean Air/EV spaces in
accordance with the requirements of the City’s Reach Code, 20 short-term and 20 long-term bicycle
parking spaces, fitness facilities, showers, and an on-site food truck space. Furthermore, the project
would increase density while decreasing parking to support no net increase in VMT per industrial
employee (Appendix H). These features would facilitate the use of non-auto transportation modes
and reduce adverse health impacts and CO, emissions associated with gasoline-powered vehicles.
Therefore, the project would be consistent with Plan Bay Area 2040, and impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials? O [ | O O

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? O | O O

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school? O | O O

d. Be located on asite that is included on a
list of hazardous material 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? O | O O

e. Fora project located in 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? O O u O

f.  Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? O O | O

g. Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires? O O [ ] O
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Setting

The project site was formerly occupied by a Gillig bus manufacturing facility and consists of four
industrial buildings on six assessor’s parcels. The former onsite bus manufacturing facility included
the use of petroleum products, solvents, adhesives, paint, and other chemicals including 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), acetone, xylene, motor oil, hydraulic oil, oily rags, absorbent, paint and
paint-related materials, zinc fume or dust, nickel, chromium, ethylene glycol,
chlorodifluoromethane, liquids with small concentrations of halogenated organic compounds, spent
non-halogenated solvents, and benzene.

Five environmental documents were reviewed for this hazards and hazardous materials section, as
follows:

= Phase | ESA, Former Gillig Corp. Facility, 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, California,
Ramboll Environ, September 2017.

=  Soil Gas Sampling Results for 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, California (redacted),
Stellar Environmental Solutions, June 2018.

= Phase | ESA, 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, California, West Environmental Services
& Technology, March 2019.

= Hayward Vapor Tables, Tables 1 and 2, Apex Companies, LLC, June 2019.

= Soil Vapor and Sub-Slab Vapor Investigation Report, 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward,
California, APEX Companies, LLC, August 2019.

In addition, the following documents available on the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) Geotracker Website or provided by RMD Environmental Solutions were reviewed:

= Phase | ESA, Gillig Corporation, 25800 Clawiter Road, Hayward, California, ERM, February 2008.
= Underground Storage Tank Removal Report, AEI Consultants, October 10, 2019.

= Lead Agency Determination for 25800 & 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, Alameda County,
RWQCB, October 31, 2019.

= Data Gap Investigation Workplan, 25800 & 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, RMD Environmental
Solutions, November 27, 2019.

= Data Gap Investigation Workplan Addendum, 25800 & 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, RMD
Environmental Solutions, January 10, 2020.

= Approval of Data Gap Investigation Workplan/Addendum and Requirement for Completion
Report — Clawiter Innovation Site, 25800 & 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, Alameda County,
RMD Environmental Solutions, January 17, 2020.

= Removal of a Double-Walled 12,000-gallon Diesel Underground Storage Tank on August 22,
2019 at Hines Property (Former Gillig Bus Manufacturing Site) located at 25800 Clawiter Road,
Hayward CA, Hayward Fire Department, March 20, 2020.

= Approval of Data Gap Investigation Completion Report and Requirement for Construction Site
Management Plan, Post-Construction Soil Vapor Monitoring Workplan, and Post-Construction
Risk Management Plan — Clawiter Innovation, 25800 & 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, Alameda
County, RWQCB, July 2, 2020.

= Response to San Francisco Bay RWQCB’s Approval of Data Gap Investigation Completion Report
and Requirement for a Post-Construction Soil Vapor Monitoring Workplan 25800 and 25858
Clawiter Road, Hayward, California, RMD Environmental Solutions, July 23, 2020.
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= Response to Letter, Withdrawal of Requirement — Clawiter Innovation, 25800 and 25858
Clawiter Road, Hayward, California, RWQCB, August 10, 2020.

= Data Gap Investigation Completion Report, 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward,
California, RMD Environmental Solutions, March 27, 2020.

= Construction Site Management Plan (revised), 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward,
California, RMD Environmental Solutions, September 22, 2020.

=  Approval of Revised Construction Site Management Plan — Clawiter Innovation, 25800 & 25858
Clawiter Road, Hayward, Alameda County, RWQCB, September 25, 2020.

=  Post-Construction Risk Management Plan (revised), 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward,
California, RMD Environmental Solutions, September 25, 2020.

= Approval of Revised Post-Construction Risk Management Plan — Clawiter Innovation, 25800 &
25858 Clawiter Road, Hayward, Alameda County, RWQCB, October 5, 2020.

The RWQCB letter dated October 31, 2019, indicates that Clawiter Innovation, LLC applied for
agency oversight of a brownfield site and that RWQCB was assigned to be the lead agency for
assessment and remediation activities. The Data Gap Investigation Completion Report indicates that
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) in subsurface media are not at levels that warrant active
remediation. However, the presence of COPCs in subsurface media warrant administrative controls
in the form of a Construction Site Management Plan (SMP) for use during project site grading and
redevelopment.

The Construction Site Management Plan provides guidance for managing soil and groundwater
during demolition and construction activities and procedures for the handling, management, and
disposal of impacted soil and groundwater, if encountered.

The Post-Construction Risk Management Plan (RMP) identifies the requirements for the long-term
management of activities at the project site to mitigate potential risks and reduce/minimize
exposure to construction workers, occupants, and other project site users associated with residual
chemical concentrations detected in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater that do not warrant active
remediation. In addition, the Post-Construction RMP indicates that the RMP is expected to be
incorporated by reference in a Covenant and Environmental Restriction on Property (Land Use
Covenant, or LUC), which will be recorded for the Site in the Official Records of Alameda County,
California.

Based on a review of these documents, the following Environmental Concerns were identified at the
project location:

Former Onsite Automobile Storage

Onsite storage of automobiles occurred at the southern portion of the property (25858 Clawiter
Road) since the 1990s. Soil gas at the automobile storage area was investigated in 2018 and 2019
and the following hazardous chemicals were detected: gasoline, benzene, toluene, xylenes,
naphthalene, trichloroethene (TCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE), trans-1,2-dichloroethene
(trans-1-2-DCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), and vinyl chloride. Benzene and vinyl chloride were
detected above the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFB RWQCB) 2019
Environmental Screening Level (ESLs) of 14 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) and 5.2 pg/m?,
respectively.

Per RMD and concurred with by RWQCB, benzene concentrations in soil vapor are heterogeneously
distributed and do not pose an unacceptable risk to future receptors. Furthermore, bioattenuation
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of benzene will occur in the presence of oxygen levels measured in the vadose zone (RWQCB,
August 10, 2020).

As reported in the Data Gap Report, the vinyl chloride concentration exceeded the ESL in only one
soil vapor sample collected at 4.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). Subsequently, five step-out soil
vapor samples were collected and vinyl chloride was not detected above laboratory reporting limits.
Both benzene and vinyl chloride concentrations greater than the ESL were located on the site
periphery or outside the footprint of the proposed buildings (RMD, March 27, 2020). The RWQCB
concurred that the extent of benzene and vinyl chloride concentrations above the ESL are limited
and not indicative of a significant release area/source zone, with RWQCB approval letters dated July
2, 2020 and August 10, 2020.

Closed UST Known Release Site

The project site (25800 Clawiter Road) is a listed as a UST site by the Hayward Fire Department
(HFD), that the case is closed with SFB RWQCB concurrence, residual soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater impacts remain present onsite at the bus wash canopy, and that closure of the UST
case stipulates that should soil and/or groundwater ‘be disturbed during future development and
contamination is found, the HFD must be notified and disposal properly managed and a clearance
for the proposed future site use obtained from the RWQCB or the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC)'.

Three USTs were formerly present onsite: a 10,000-gallon diesel UST (located west of the water
testing canopy/bush wash canopy) and two 1,000-gallon USTs located north of the water testing
canopy (formerly utilized to store gasoline, waste oil, waste paint, paint thinner, and/or diesel).
Known soil gas impacts at this location include detectable concentrations of 1,1,1-trichloroethane
(TCA), benzene, toluene, and vinyl chloride. Benzene was detected above the RWQCB 2019 ESL of
14 pug/m3. Residual soil and groundwater impacts also remain onsite in the vicinity of the former
USTs located north of the water testing canopy.

Per RMD and concurred by RWQCB, the extent of benzene concentrations above the ESL are limited
and not indicative of a significant release area/source zone (RMD, July 23, 2020 and RWQCB, August
10, 2020).

Based on the results of soil vapor sampling and analysis conducted in 2018 and 2019, the benzene
concentrations detected in soil vapor at 5 feet bgs are well below the State Water Resources Control
Board — Low Threat UST Closure Policy commercial screening levels, as a former petroleum UST Site
with a bioattenuation zone. Downgradient of the former USTs at borings GW-09 and GW-10, TPH
and VOC concentrations in groundwater do not exceed ESLs. Therefore, potential migration of
COPCs from the former UST area does not pose a potential risk to off-site receptors (RMD, March
27, 2020).

Onsite USTs

One 12,000-gallon diesel UST (located east of water testing canopy) is present onsite. Based on the
documents reviewed, 12,000-gallon diesel UST was permitted by HFD (Permit number 201904782)
for removal in July 2019 and was removed on August 22, 2019. Based on the results of soil sampling
and analysis conducted after the UST removal, diesel soil gas impacts from this UST are below the
RWQCB 2019 ESLs. A no further action letter related to the UST was issued by the Hayward Fire
Department (March 20, 2020).
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The reports reviewed indicate that a 1,200-gallon waste paint and thinner UST was noted as being
located along the southern edge of 25800 Clawiter Road, however, a ground penetrating radar
survey to evaluate the presence of the reported UST was completed and a UST was not identified.

Hazardous Materials Storage and Use Permit

The HFD issued a facility closure to Gillig for its hazardous materials storage and use permit in
December 2018. This closure document reportedly indicates that “Gillig opted not to conduct
subsurface investigation and that a subsurface investigation would be conducted as part of any Site
transfer of ownership or redevelopment.” Reportedly, the HFD also indicated that “depending on
the findings of a subsurface investigation, Gillig may be liable for cleanup of those materials.”

As required by RWQCB, the 2020 assessment documents provided include RWQCB approved soil
gas, soil, and groundwater sampling and analysis results at various locations at the project site.

Outdoor Hazardous Waste Storage Area with Known Release

Empty drums and drums containing hazardous wastes were reportedly stored outdoors near the
southeastern corner of 25800 Clawiter Road prior to 1990. This drum storage area, formerly located
near the current location of the parts fabrication building, was inspected by HFD in 1988 when they
observed over 100 empty and full drums stored onsite. HFD also reportedly observed leaks from the
drums, stained concrete and spills on the concrete and on the adjacent unpaved rail spur. In
response, the Alameda County Department of Environmental Health (ACDEH) issued a Notice of
Violation regarding the drum storage practices and spills. Although the ACDEH reportedly required
submittal of a Plan of Correction to correct the drum storage area, this document was not
completed.

Soil gas testing was completed in 2019 at the former onsite outside drum storage area (at the
current parts fabrication building) and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, 1,2,4-
trimethylbenzene and 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene were detected in soil gas onsite. Benzene was
detected at a concentration of 14.4 pg/m?3, slightly above the RWQCB 2019 ESL of 14 pg/m?3.

Based on the 2019 documents reviewed it appears that hazardous material impacts had not been
fully delineated in the former outdoor hazardous materials storage area. However, the 2020
assessment documents include RWQCB approved sampling and analysis results for this location. The
RWQCB concurred that the extent of benzene concentrations above the ESL are limited and not
indicative of a significant release area/source zone (RWQCB, August 10, 2020).

Seven Paint Spray Booths, Paint Mixing Room and Parts Priming/Painting Structure

Seven paint spray booths are present in the former manufacturing building, six booths were located
in the northwest corner of the building adjacent to the paint mixing room and one booth was
installed at the southeast corner of the building in 1990. A parts priming/painting operation was
formerly located in a separate structure to the southeast of the main manufacturing building.
Hazardous materials including paints, thinners and solvents, paint filters, and rags were stored and
used as part of the paint booth operations.

In 2018, soil gas impacts were identified adjacent to the paint spray booths, paint mixing room, and
parts priming/painting structure as follows: benzene, naphthalene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes,
and dichloromethane. Benzene was detected at a concentration of 16 pg/m3, slightly above the
RWQCB ESL of 14 pg/m3 (RMD, March 27, 2020). Based on the 2019 documents it appears that
hazardous material impacts had not been fully delineated in these three areas. However, the 2020
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assessment documents include RWQCB approved sampling and analysis results for these locations.
The RWQCB concurred that the extent of benzene concentrations above the ESL are limited and not
indicative of a significant release area/source zone (RWQCB, August 10, 2020).

Onsite Current and Former Underground Hoists

Six underground hoists (lifts) are or were reportedly present onsite at one time. Two of these onsite
hoists (at unknown locations) were reportedly removed and the excavations were filled with
concrete. As of 2017, two onsite hoists were present and reportedly still contained hydraulic oil. The
location and status of the 5" and 6™ underground hoists are unknown.

Based on the 2019 documents, it appears that hazardous material impacts from any of the
underground hoists and associated reservoir tanks/piping were not previously assessed. However,
the 2020 assessment documents include RWQCB approved sampling and analysis results all six
reported current or former hoist locations.

Alignment and Dynamometer Building

The alighnment and dynamometer structure, built in the 1990s, included the use of a dynamometer
pit and associated oil/water sump. The 2019 documents indicate the dynamometer pit was stained
and that information regarding the purpose of the oil/water sump and its discharge locations are
not understood. Based on the 2019 documents it appears that hazardous material impacts from the
past use of the alignment and dynamometer building/oil water sump have not been assessed.
However, the 2020 assessment documents reviewed include RWQCB approved sampling and
analysis results at the alignment and dynamometer building and sump.

Former Onsite Outside Steel Storage

Onsite outdoor storage of steel occurred on the eastern portion of 25800 Clawiter Road in the
1970s and 1980s; and at 25858 Clawiter Road in the 1980s. The areas of the site utilized for storage
were reportedly unpaved.

Based on the 2019 documents it appears that hazardous material impacts from the past use of the
project site for steel storage have not been assessed. However, the 2020 assessment documents
include RWQCB approved sampling and analysis results at the former steel storage areas.

Fill Material

The documents reviewed indicate that fill material from an unknown source was reportedly placed
on the eastern portion of 25800 Clawiter Road in the 1960s, prior to development of the bus
manufacturing facility.

Based on the 2019 documents it appears that potential hazardous material impacts in the fill
material area had not been assessed. However, the 2020 assessment documents include RWQCB
approved soil sampling and analysis results across the project site, including the suspected fill
material area.

Current Onsite Hazardous Material Storage Structures

In the 1990s, two covered and bermed hazardous materials storage structures were constructed on
the eastern portion of 25800 Clawiter Road. Both hazardous material drum storage structures
contain staining indicative of hazardous material releases. In 2018 and 2019, soil gas samples were
collected outside the storage areas and benzene and toluene were detected.
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Based on the 2019 documents it appears that hazardous material impacts from the hazardous
materials storage area have not been fully assessed. However, the 2020 assessment documents
reviewed include RWQCB approved soil sampling and analysis in the hazardous material storage
structures (RMD, March 27, 2020 and RWQCB, August 10, 2020).

Sanitary Sewer Mains

Two sanitary sewer mains traverse the project site (25800 Clawiter Road). In 2018 and 2019, soil gas
samples were collected along the sewer mains and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and
tri-chloromethane (chloroform) were detected. Chloroform was detected at a concentration of 35.4
ug/m?3, above the RWQCB 2019 ESL of 14 pg/m?3. The extent of chloroform concentrations, which
can be attributed to potable water (as a result of chlorination of organic matter present in raw
water supplies), are limited and not indicative of a significant release (RMD, March 27, 2020 and
RWQCB, August 10, 2020). RWQCB did not require any additional sampling along the sanitary sewer.

Onsite and Adjacent Railroad Tracks

A west-east trending Union Pacific Railroad spur rail line is located onsite through the center of the
project. In addition, railroad tracks are located along the eastern property boundary, approximately
35 feet to the east of the project site. Based on historical aerial photographs contained in the 2017
Phase | ESA, it does not appear that other railroad spurs were present onsite (Ramboll, 2017). Based
on the 2019 and 2020 documents, it appears that typical railroad corridor contaminant impacts
have not been assessed along the onsite railroad spur or eastern property boundary

Impacted Building Materials

Onsite structures built prior to 1979 may contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and/or other
hazardous building materials. The manufacturing building was constructed in 1967; the former
fabrication and machining building was constructed in 1967; warehouse B was constructed in 1998;
the bus wash facility/water testing canopy was constructed in 1999; the new office building was
constructed in 2002; and the former dynamometer building was constructed in 2003.

Above-Ground Storage Tanks

Reportedly, eight above ground storage tanks (ASTs) were once present onsite at various locations
(Ramboll, 2017). Based on the 2017 Phase | ESA, it appears that one AST was a propane tank and
three ASTs were utilized to store waste wash water (one located north of the bus wash
canopy/Water Testing Canopy and two located northwest of the former manufacturing building).
The following four ASTs were also previously present onsite, yet were removed sometime prior to
2006: one 500-gallon diesel AST located northeast of the former manufacturing building; one 500-
gallon diesel AST located north of the bus wash canopy/Water Testing Canopy; one 500-gallon paint
AST located west of the former manufacturing building; and one 500-gallon paint thinner AST
located northeast of the former manufacturing building.

Underground Sumps/Bus Wash Areas

Two underground sumps remain present onsite. A bus wash structure (Water Testing Canopy) is
located on the southern portion of the project site, at 25800 Clawiter Road. The drain for the
associated sump (unknown location) is located in the center of the bus wash structure and water in
the sump is reportedly pumped to an adjacent holding tank to be reused in the water testing
process.

Initial Study 87



Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

A second bus wash area and sump are reportedly located in the northwest corner of the former
manufacturing building and were used to collect wash water after buses were washed prior to
painting. The wash water collected in the sump was reportedly pumped to nearby holding tanks
before being processed through an evaporator.

Miscellaneous Areas of Potential Concern

Several former onsite uses of concern were noted during this review and did not appear to be
assessed for the presence of hazardous materials. These potential concern areas include:

= Onsite presence of a subsurface chassis (conveyor) system inside the former bus manufacturing
building — oils containing PCBs may have been used during operation of the subsurface conveyor

= Onsite presence of an elevator in the New Office Building — oils containing PCBs may have been
used during operation of the elevator and/or associated reservoir (Ramboll, 2017)

PFAS/PFOS

In 2019, the California SWRCB sent assessment requirements to property owners of sites that may
be potential sources of PFAS. These sites currently include select landfills, airports, wastewater
treatment facilities, and chrome plating facilities. According to the SWRCB, “PFAS are a large group
of human-made substances that do not occur naturally in the environment and are resistant to heat,
water, and oil” (SWRCB 2019).

Our October 15, 2020 review of the California 2019 Statewide PFAS Investigation online Public Map
Viewerindicates that there are no current chrome plating, airport, or landfill PFAS orders at any
facilities located within one-half mile of the project site. The nearest chrome plating PFAS order is
located approximately one mile north-northwest of the project site: High Luster Metal Finishing
located at 2466 American Ave, Hayward, California.

Landfills - CalRecycle

The closest landfills to the project site are the All Cities Landfill located at 4001 West Winton
Avenue, Hayward and the Old West Winton Landfill located at the west end of Winton Avenue in
Hayward. The landfills are adjacent to each other, located 1.6 miles northwest of the project site,
and not expected to impact the project site.

Regulatory Setting

Department of Toxic Substances Control

As a department of CalEPA, DTSC regulates hazardous waste, cleans up existing contamination, and
looks for ways to reduce the hazardous waste produced in California. DTSC regulates hazardous
waste in California primarily under the authority of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and
the California Health and Safety Code.

DTSC also administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) to regulate hazardous
wastes. While the HWCL is generally more stringent than Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
until the USEPA approves the California program, both state and federal laws apply in California. The
HWLCL lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300 common materials that may be hazardous;
establishes criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes

10 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/pfas/
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management controls; establishes permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and
transportation; and identifies some wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills.

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the DTSC, the State Department of Health Services, the
SWRCB, and CalRecycle compile and annually update lists of hazardous waste sites and land
designated as hazardous waste sites throughout the state. The Secretary for Environmental
Protection consolidates the information submitted by these agencies and distributes it to each city
and county where sites on the lists are located. Before the lead agency accepts an application for
any development project as complete, the applicant must consult these lists to determine if the site
at issue is included.

If any soil is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials, it is considered a hazardous
waste if it exceeds specific criteria in Title 22 of the CCR. Remediation of hazardous wastes found at
a site may be required if excavation of these materials is performed, or if certain other soil
disturbing activities would occur. Even if soil or groundwater at a contaminated site does not have
the characteristics required to be defined as hazardous waste, remediation of the site may be
required by regulatory agencies subject to jurisdictional authority. Cleanup requirements are
determined on a case-by-case basis by the agency taking jurisdiction.

Regional Water Quality Control Board

RWQCB regulates discharges and releases to surface and groundwater in the project area. The
RWQCB generally oversees cases involving groundwater contamination. In the RWQCB, the County
of Alameda Department of Environmental Health handles most leaking underground storage tank
cases, so the RWQCB may oversee cases involving other groundwater contaminants; i.e., Spills,
Leaks, Incidents, and Clean-up cases. In the case of spills at a project site, the responsible party
would notify the County of Alameda, RWQCB, or DTSC and a lead would be determined.

The RWQCB has established guidelines used to evaluate the potential risk associated with chemicals
found in soil or groundwater where a release of hazardous materials has occurred called
Environmental Screening Levels developed for a variety of purposes including

Hayward Fire Department

Hayward Fire Department (HFD) is designated as the City of Hayward’s Certified Unified Program
Agency (CUPA), which is overseen by the California Environmental Protection Agency and
coordinates the regulation of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes in the City. CUPA ensures
the consistent application of statewide standards during administrative, permitting, inspection, and
enforcement activities associated with hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. If a business
operated at the project site would use and store hazardous materials and generate hazardous
wastes, CUPA would require the electronic submittal of chemical and facility information, a
Hazardous Materials Business Plan, and hazardous waste generator permits to the California
Environmental Reporting System online database. If operations at the project site would include the
treatment, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous waste, HFDs Hazardous Materials Office would
regulate these activities under a tiered permitting system.

CUPA, through the Hazardous Materials Office, regulates USTs containing hazardous materials,
including installation, operation and maintenance, temporary closure, and removal and disposal of
USTs. Additionally, CUPA holds the responsibility and authority to implement the Aboveground
Petroleum Storage Act, which regulates aboveground petroleum storage tanks through
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administrative requirements, permitting, inspections, and enforcement. Any above- or underground
storage tanks present at the project site would be managed by the HFD Hazardous Materials Office.

The Hazardous Materials Office administers the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP)
Program, which aims to reduce the likelihood and impact of accidental releases of regulated toxic
and flammable substances through administrative and operational procedures, and facility
inspections. If the facility located on the project site would be regulated under the CalARP Program,
the facility would file a written Risk Management Plan with the HFD.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

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

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material 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?

Project Construction

Due to previous industrial, railroad, and agricultural uses as described in the Setting section above
and the project site’s inclusion on the RWQCB Cleanup Program Site (#015S0815) list, RWQCB LUST
Cleanup Site (#01-0701) list, and Hayward City Fire Department UST site (01-003-009601) list,
project construction could result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Although
the project site is not listed specifically as a Cortese site compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5, it is listed on multiple hazardous materials release site databases.

Since construction and occupancy of the industrial buildings would not disturb soil along the east-
west trending railroad spur that crosses the property, railroad ties, railroad ballast, and potentially
impacted soil would not be disturbed.

Due to the site’s previous agricultural and industrial uses, RWQCB approved soil gas, soil, and
groundwater sampling and analysis was conducted at various locations at the project site and were
summarized in the Data Gap Investigation Completion Report, dated March 27, 2020. The RWQCB
concurred the investigation findings in two letters dated July 2, 2020 and August 10, 2020.

However, residual soil, soil vapor, and groundwater impacts remain onsite and contaminated soils
and groundwater may be encountered onsite during demolition and site grading.

In the event that 1) impacted soil or groundwater is identified during construction activities, or 2)
soil export is necessary for completion of the project; project construction would involve the
removal of contaminated soil/groundwater during grading or excavation which would result in the
transport and disposal of hazardous materials as they are unearthed and removed from the site.
Because the release, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials could create a hazard to the
public or environment, this impact would be potentially significant and mitigation is required.
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Demolition

Demolishing the existing structures on-site could result in upset and release of hazardous materials
into the environment. Due to its age, the existing buildings, constructed between 1960 and 2003,
may contain asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), mercury, and/or lead-based paints (LBP).
Because some buildings were constructed before the federal ban on PCBs, it is possible that they are
present in light ballasts, additionally waste oils containing PCBs maybe present onsite. Demolition
could result in health hazard impacts to workers if not remediated prior to construction activities.
However, demolition and construction would be required to comply with Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 11, Rule 2, which governs the proper handling and
disposal of asbestos containing material for demolition, renovation, and manufacturing activities in
the Bay Area. These activities would also need to comply with CalOSHA regulations regarding lead-
based materials. The California Code of Regulations, Section 1532.1, requires testing, monitoring,
containment, and disposal of lead-based materials such that exposure levels do not exceed CalOSHA
standards. DTSC has classified PCBs as a hazardous waste when concentrations exceed 50 parts per
million in non-liquids; consequently, the DTSC requires that materials containing those
concentrations of PCBs be transported and disposed of as hazardous waste. Any light ballast
removed would be evaluated for the presence of PCBs and managed appropriately pursuant to
DTSC standards, which would be protective of safety during the construction phase. Compliance
with BAAQMD, CalOSHA, and DTSC policies regarding asbestos containing materials (ACM), LBP, and
PCBs, would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

Subsurface Demolition and Grading

Remaining onsite underground sumps, hoists, drains/piping, ASTs, USTs, and other unknown,
unidentified features would likely need to be removed as part of grading and construction. These
structures may contain residual liquids that would require removal prior to demolition and
removal/disposal of these structures would also need to be permitted and removed with agency
oversite. Because the release, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials could create a hazard
to the public or environment, this impact would be potentially significant and mitigation is required.

Construction

Project construction would require heavy construction equipment, the operation of which could
result in a spill or accidental release of hazardous materials, including fuel, engine oil, engine
coolant, and lubricants. Project construction would also include temporary transport, storage, and
use of potentially hazardous materials including fuels, lubricating fluids, cleaners, solvents, or
potentially contaminated groundwater or soils.

As described above, the project site was previously used for agricultural and industrial operations
indicating potential for residual chemicals in the soil associated with the previous use. Therefore,
ground-disturbing activities could expose construction workers to soil contaminated with
agricultural and industrial chemicals above the environmental safety limits.

The transport of hazardous materials would be subject to federal, state, and local regulations, which
would minimize risks associated with the transport of hazardous materials. Construction activities
that involve hazardous materials would be required to transport such materials along roadways
designated for that purpose in the County, thereby limiting risk of upset during transportation.
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Nevertheless, due to existing soil conditions, construction of the project has the potential to expose
the public, construction workers and the environment to on-site hazardous materials due to
previous industrial, railroad, and agricultural uses as described above in the Setting section above.

Therefore, construction of the project may create a potentially significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; create a
potentially significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment;
and is located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 (or similar). Construction of the project would result in a
potentially significant hazard to the public or the environment. Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through
HAZ-4 are required to manage hazardous materials.

Operation

As discussed in the Description of the Project, the proposed project involves core and shell
construction of four buildings and associated improvements. Future tenants for Buildings 1 through
3 are unknown but are anticipated to include warehouse facilities, manufacturing, and other uses
allowed under the IC designation. Building 4 would be occupied by data center uses.

Transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials during operation of the site and the buildings
would be conducted pursuant to all applicable local, State, and federal laws, including but not
limited to Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations implemented by Title 13 of the California Code
of Regulations, which describes strict regulations for the safe transportation of hazardous materials,
and in cooperation with the County’s Department of Environmental Health. As required by
California Health and Safety Code Section 25507, a business shall establish and implement a
Hazardous Materials Business Emergency Plan for emergency response to a release or threatened
release of a hazardous material. As required, the hazardous materials would be stored in locations
according to compatibility and in storage enclosures (i.e., flammable material storage cabinets and
biological safety cabinets) or in areas or rooms specially designed, protected, and contained for such
storage, in accordance with applicable regulations.

Under the California Hazard Communication Regulation, chemical manufacturers, distributors, or
importers must provide Safety Data Sheets (formerly Material Safety Data Sheets) for each
hazardous chemical to downstream users to communicate information on these hazards. All
businesses of more than ten employees must comply when employees may be exposed to
hazardous substances found in the workplace under normal conditions of use as well as in
reasonably foreseeable emergency conditions (i.e., a spill or release of a flammable chemical).
Businesses are also required to train employees on protocols in the event of a chemical spill or a
leak from a sealed container (California Department of Industrial Relations 2012).

Generally, maintenance and upkeep of facilities on-site, including cleaning of workspaces, parking
areas, restroom facilities and maintenance of landscaping occasionally require the use of various
solvents, cleaners, paints, oils/fuels, and pesticides/herbicides. In addition, potential hazardous
materials, such as fuel, paint products, lubricants, solvents, and cleaning products, may be used
and/or stored on-site. However, due to the limited quantities of these materials to be used by the
project, they are not considered hazardous to the public at large.

The Building #4 tenant is anticipated to require the use of on-site backup generators which would
require diesel fuel for operation. The potential transport, use, and storage of large quantities of
diesel fuel associated with future on-site generators would be reviewed for consistency with the
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City’s Municipal code and other regulations. Further, the potential future transformer yard may also
involve the use, transport, and storage of transformer fuel. If the Building 4 tenants or other future
tenants would require the use and storage of hazardous materials deemed as exceeding a primary
use levels based on type and storage of hazardous materials, then the tenants would be required to
be considered under a separate administrative use permit. The administrative use permits would
require discretionary approval by the City to ensure all safety requirements are met. As discussed in
Section 15, Public Services, the project would also be required to comply with the California Fire
Code as adopted by the City of Hayward, which further regulates explosive and hazardous materials
use and storage. Therefore, use or Storage of diesel or transformer fuel on-site would be required to
be in compliance with all applicable local, State, and federal laws. Compliance with relevant laws
and regulations concerning the storage, transport, and use of hazardous materials would minimize
the likelihood of hazardous materials releases from the proposed use or storage of diesel fuel, oils,
lubricants, and water treatment chemicals on the site by the project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment due to foreseeable upset or accident conditions.

Therefore, the proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or use acutely hazardous
materials such that a significant impact would occur. Operational impacts would be less than
significant.

Railway Hazards

The UPRR tracks adjacent to the project site support both passenger and freight traffic and the
tracks that bisect the site support freight traffic. Freight trains may carry hazardous materials, which
could be released during an accident. The public health risk posed by an accidental release would
depend upon the materials involved, their toxicity, and the wind direction that could carry emissions
from the release. The possibility of impact is determined by a combination of the probability of an
accident, the probability that the released cargo is hazardous, and the probability that winds are
blowing from the spill toward occupied receptor sites.

Of the infrequent daytime freight traffic, only a small percentage would involve transport of
hazardous materials, and that transport is regulated by the federal Department of Transportation
(DOT) to minimize risks of accidents or spills. In addition, because of the urban context in the site
vicinity, trains travel through the area at relatively low speeds, further minimizing the likelihood of
accidents.

Further, the California Supreme Court in a December 2015 opinion (BIA v. BAAQMD) confirmed that
CEQA is primarily concerned with the impacts of a proposed project on the environment, not the
effects of the environment on the proposed project. The proposed project would not involve
changes to the tracks or easement. Only the required emergency access would be allowed, and the
proposed project would not modify or expand access to the tracks. Therefore, the project would not
exacerbate hazards.

Overall, the proposed project would not increase or change the use of the tracks and would not
affect train operations. The risk of derailment with or without hazardous material release is
extremely low, and the proposed project would not increase potential risks. Impacts would be less
than significant.
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Mitigation Measures

HAZ-1 Regulatory Agency UST Involvement — HFD and RWQCB

Since the project site at 25800 Clawiter Road is listed as a closed HFD UST site (#01-003-009601) and
a closed RWQCB LUST site (#01-0701), the applicant shall notify the Hayward City Fire Department
UST and the RWQCB LUST of the following:

=  Current development plan and any modifications to the development plan

= |dentification of additional underground tank features, if encountered

Additionally, all UST removals and associated assessment work shall be completed under the
direction of HFD and/or RWQCB, as determined by HFD and RWQCB. The UST closure and agency
approval documents shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Hayward prior to issuance of
grading permit.

Upon identification of UST features onsite, HFD and/or RWQCB could require actions such as:
development of removal action workplans; obtaining permits for removal of USTs or other
underground features; soil excavation and offsite disposal; assessment of soil and/or groundwater
beneath the excavation; and/or completion of UST removal reports or case closure documents.

HAZ-2 Regulatory Agency Subsurface Involvement - RWQCB

Since the project site at 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road is listed as an open RWQCB Cleanup site,
the RWQCB Cleanup case #01S0815 shall continue to be utilized for agency oversight of assessment
and remediation of this project site through completion of building demolition, subsurface
demolition, and construction. The applicant shall notify the SFB RWQCB Cleanup project manager of
the following:

=  Current development plan and any modifications to the development plan

=  Former onsite use of seven above ground storage tanks that formerly contained wash water,
diesel fuel, paint, and paint thinner (Ramboll, 2017)

=  Former onsite use of an elevator that may have contained oils containing PCBs (Ramboll, 2017)

= Former onsite use of a subsurface chassis (conveyor) system that may have utilized oils
containing PCBs (Ramboll, 2017)

=  Former onsite use of two sumps for wash water at the former bus wash facilities: one at the bus
wash facility/Water Testing Canopy and one in the northwest corner of the former
manufacturing building (Ramboll, 2017)

= Other regulatory UST case listings (HFD and RWQCB) assessment work that will be completed
under the direction of other regulatory agencies

= All former environmental documents completed for the project site, including 25800 and 25858
Clawiter Road and this Initial Study document

Upon notification of the information above, RWQCB could require actions such as: development of
subsurface investigation workplans; completion of soil, soil vapor, and/or groundwater subsurface
investigations; installation of soil vapor or groundwater monitoring wells; soil excavation and offsite
disposal; completion of human health risk assessments; and/or completion of remediation reports
or case closure documents.
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If groundwater wells or soil vapor monitoring probes are identified during demolition, subsurface
demolition or construction at 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road, they will be abandoned/destroyed
with approval of RWQCB and under permit from the Alameda County Public Works Agency
(ACPWA). Demolition activities will be documented in a letter report submitted to RWQCB within 60
days of the completion of abandonment activities. Abandonment of sub-slab vapor points would be
completed with RWQCB approval and demolition activities would be documented in a letter report
to RWQCB.

The SFB RWQCB closure and agency approval documents shall be submitted and reviewed by the
City of Hayward prior to issuance of grading permit.

It should also be noted that the SFB RWQCB may determine that Alameda County Department of
Environmental Health (ACDEH) or DTSC may be best suited to perform the lead agency duties for
the assessment and/or remediation of this project site. Should the lead agency be transferred to
ACDEH or DTSC, this and other mitigation measures will still apply to these agencies.

HAZ-3 Construction Site Management Plan

The applicant shall implement the September 22, 2020 (or most recent) RWQCB approved Revised
Construction Site Management Plan (Revised SMP) (RMD Environmental Solutions 2020) at the
project site to address potential issues that may be encountered during redevelopment activities of
the property involving subsurface work. The Construction SMP objectives include:

= Communicating information to project site construction workers about environmental
conditions,

=  Presenting measures to mitigate potential risks to the environment, construction workers, and
other nearby receptors from potential exposure to hazardous substances that may be
associated with unknown conditions or unexpected underground structures, and

= Presenting protocols for management of known contaminated soil or groundwater encountered
during construction activities.

The Construction SMP identifies the project contacts, responsibilities, and notification
requirements, and outlines the procedures for Health and Safety; Soil Management; Contingency
Measures for Discovery of Unexpected Underground Structures; Erosion, Dust, and Odor
Management; Groundwater Management; Waste Management; Stormwater Management; and
Written Records and Reporting. The Construction SMP shall be reviewed and approved by the City
of Hayward prior to issuance of grading permit.

HAZ-4 Post-Construction Risk Management Plan

Following construction and during operation of the project site, the August 31, 2020 (or most
recent) Post-Construction Risk Management Plan (RMP) approved by the RWQCB shall be
implemented (RMD Environmental Solutions 2020). The RMP documents the requirements for the
long-term management of activities at the Project site to mitigate potential risks and
reduce/minimize exposure to construction workers, occupants, and other site users associated with
residual chemical concentrations detected in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater that do not warrant
active remediation.

This RMP will be incorporated by reference in a Covenant and Environmental Restriction on
Property (Land Use Covenant, or LUC), which will be recorded for the project site in the Official
Records of Alameda County, California.
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The RMP will include requirements regarding the following:

1. Land Use Expectation and Limitations — future land use at the project site will be limited to
industrial, commercial, and/or office space use

2. Project Site Development and Occupancy Modifications - modifications to the project site or
subsurface work will be conducted in accordance with the Construction SMP, and any
contaminated soils brought to the surface by grading, excavation, trenching, or backfilling shall
be managed by the Property Owner or its designee in accordance with applicable provisions of
local, state and federal law

3. Contingency Reporting - if impacted soil or groundwater is encountered during site activities,
RWQCB will be notified and upon completion of subgrade work and any offsite removal of soil
and groundwater, a report will be prepared by the Environmental Consultant or its designee and
submitted to RWQCB

4. Regulatory Access - any persons acting pursuant to RWQCB orders, shall have reasonable access
to the project site after giving reasonable notice to the Property Owner or Lessor for the
purposes of inspection, surveillance, maintenance, or monitoring.

Specifically, for contingency reporting, the reports will be uploaded to the SWRCB GeoTracker
website https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov (GeoTracker Global ID T10000013771; and the
reports will include the following information

=  Brief letter documenting RWQCB notification and the scope of work completed;
= Photographs documenting the project site conditions; and

= Recommendations for preventative and/or corrective repair needs that are identified to
maintain compliance with the RMP.

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce potential impacts by involving regulatory
agencies, creating a Construction Management Plan approved by the RWQCB, and requiring a post-
construction RMP. Implementation of these measures would reduce impacts from on-site hazardous
materials to less than significant levels.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c.  Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

The nearest school to the project site is the California Crosspoint Academy, located approximately
0.2 mile to the north. Other nearby schools include Eden Gardens Elementary School, located
approximately 0.5 miles northeast of the project site. Operation of the project would not involve the
use of hazardous materials which could impact the nearby schools. Limited amounts of diesel fuel
would be stored on-site for the backup generators, but the fuel would be stored in compliance with
applicable local, State, and federal laws. However, due to existing soil conditions, construction of
the project has the potential to expose the nearby school sites to on-site hazardous materials from
the previous industrial, railroad, and agricultural uses as described above in the Setting section
above. Therefore, mitigation would be required to reduce potential construction impacts to less
than significant levels.
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4.

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce potential impacts by involving regulatory
agencies, creating a Construction Management Plan approved by the RWQCB, and requiring a post-
construction RMP. Implementation of these measures would reduce impacts from on-site hazardous
materials on nearby schools to less than significant levels.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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?

The closest airport is the Hayward Executive Airport, located approximately 2.0 miles north of the
project site. In addition, the Oakland International Airport is located approximately 7.0 miles to the
northwest. The project site is located within the Airport Influence Area of the Hayward Executive
Airport and the Oakland International Airport. However, the project site is located outside all safety
zones for both airports (Alameda County Airport Land Use Commission 2010; 2012). Therefore, the
proposed industrial park use of the site would be compatible with the nearby airports.

The maximum height of proposed building 4 (106.3 feet) is below the minimum elevation
established by Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, for required filing with the Federal Aviation
Administration for airspace safety review, which is 200 feet above ground level. As discussed in
Section 13, Noise, noise impacts from these airports would not be significant. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Construction of the proposed project would occur within the boundary of the project site and would
not lead to street closures which would interfere with emergency evacuations or response. Further,
installation of off-site transmission lines would not require closure of streets south of SR 92. The
proposed project does not involve the development of structures that could potentially impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan, including the Hayward Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (City of Hayward 2016b). No
streets or property access points would be closed, rerouted, or substantially altered upon
implementation and operation of the project. Therefore, there would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

As described below in Section 20, Wildfire, the project site is in a developed urban area and is not
within or adjacent to a designated very high wildland fire hazard area. Therefore, the project would
not expose people or structures to a significant loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. There
would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

98



Potentially with

Attachment VII

Environmental Checklist
Hydrology and Water Quality

10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than
Significant

Less than

Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact

No Impact

Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or

waste discharge requirements or

otherwise substantially degrade surface

or ground water quality? O O

Substantially decrease groundwater

supplies or interfere substantially with

groundwater recharge such that the

project may impede sustainable

groundwater management of the basin? O O

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; O O

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoffin a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site; O O

(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 O O

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? O O

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,
risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation? O O

Conflict with or obstruct implementation

of a water quality control plan or

sustainable groundwater management

plan? O O
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Impact Analysis

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

c.(i)  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

Construction

Project construction would involve demolition of the existing on-site structures, associated facilities,
and improvements, ground-disturbing activities, and use of heavy construction equipment. Grading
and other construction activities associated with the project would have the potential to impact soil
erosion and increase sediment loads in stormwater runoff resulting from exposed or disturbed soil.
Additionally, spills, leakage, or improper handling and storage of substances such as oils, fuels,
chemicals, metals, and other substances used during various construction phases could be collected
in stormwater runoff and impact water quality of receiving water bodies (San Francisco Bay).

As part of Section 402 of the CWA, the U.S. EPA has established regulations under the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program to control both construction and operation
(occupancy) stormwater discharges. For the proposed project, the San Francisco Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) administers the NPDES permitting program and is responsible for
developing permitting requirements. The proposed project would be subject to the San Francisco
Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit (MRP) — NPDES Permit Order No. R2-2015-0049, and the provisions set forth in
Section C.3 New Development and Redevelopment. Under the conditions of the permitting program,
the applicant would be required to eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to waters of the
nation, develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for construction
activities, and perform inspections of the stormwater pollution prevention measures and control
practices to ensure conformance with the site SWPPP. Because the proposed project would disturb
at least one acre of land, the project must provide stormwater treatment and would be required to
obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ or 2009-0009-DWQ
General Permit).

In addition, in accordance with HMC Chapter 10, Article 8 (Grading and Clearing), all grading
activities must be conducted in a manner that will minimize the potential for erosion from the site.
The project applicant would be required to prepare and implement an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan that specifies control techniques that would prevent erosion during and after
construction. Therefore, with compliance with construction-related water quality and erosion
control requirements, construction of the proposed project would not violate water quality
standards, substantially alter the drainage pattern of the area such that substantial erosion or
siltation would occur and would not degrade water quality. Impacts during construction would be
less than significant.
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Operation

The proposed project would increase the total area of impervious surfaces on the project site by
approximately 87,500 square feet, which can result in a greater potential to introduce pollutants to
receiving waters. Urban runoff can carry a variety of pollutants, including oil and grease, metals,
sediment, and pesticide residues from roadways, parking lots, rooftops, and landscaped areas
depositing them into adjacent waterways via the storm drain system.

Water quality in stormwater runoff is regulated locally by the Alameda County Clean Water
Program, which includes the C.3 provisions set by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. Provision C.3 of
the MRP addresses post-construction stormwater requirements for new development and
redevelopment projects that add and/or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious area.
Because the proposed project would replace in excess of 10,000 square feet of the impervious
surface of the project site, it must comply with the C.3 provisions set by the RWQCB. Therefore, the
proposed project must meet certain criteria including: 1) incorporate site design, source control,
and stormwater treatment measures into the project design; 2) minimize the discharge of pollutants
in stormwater runoff and non-stormwater discharge; and 3) minimize increases in runoff flows as
compared to pre-development conditions.

In accordance with the C.3 requirements, the project is designed to direct runoff from roofs and
sidewalks into vegetated areas and would include 31,065 square-feet of landscaped bioretention
areas to treat runoff before entering the stormwater system. By adhering to the provisions of
NPDES Section C.3, the SWPPP, and the stormwater control plan, the proposed project would not
result in adverse effects on water quality or erosion during construction or operation. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with the applicable water quality control plan or result in
substantial erosion or siltation off-site. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

As discussed in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed project would receive its
water from the City of Hayward. Hayward receives its water from the Hetch Hetchy system, owned
and operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Hayward does not currently
use groundwater to meet the City’s water demand (City of Hayward 2016a). Therefore, the
proposed project would not rely on groundwater for its water supply and would not increase
groundwater usage such that a net deficit in aquifer volume would occur.

Development of the proposed project does not include installation of new groundwater wells or use
of groundwater from existing wells. The southern portion of the project site consists of compacted
dirt and other mostly pervious surfaces. The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces
by approximately 87,500 square-feet which could impact groundwater recharge in the area.
However, the proposed project would include landscaping and bioretention areas to allow some
recharge. Overall, the project would not directly extract groundwater such that the project would
impede sustainable groundwater management of a groundwater basin. Impacts related to
groundwater would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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c.(ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would 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?

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?

The project site is not located in a flood zone, as discussed under Item d below, and does not
contain a river or stream which would be altered and result in flooding on- or off-site. The nearest
watercourse to the site is Alameda Creek, located approximately two miles southeast. The project
would not directly alter the course of a stream or river and would not impede or redirect flood
flows. However, the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces by approximately 87,500
square-feet which would increase the volume of runoff compared to existing conditions. As
described in the Project Description, the project would include new stormwater collection and
conveyance systems designed to mimic the existing conditions of the site. Therefore, overall, the
project would not alter the drainage pattern of the site as it would continue existing drainage
patterns. Further, the project involves stormwater detention areas as needed to comply with
development requirements of the Alameda County Flood Control & Water Conservation District (the
District). The District requires that the discharge flow rate of development projects be less than or
equal to the pre-development discharge flow rate. Stormwater treatment and detention needs
would be met through a combination of bioretention planters, underground storm drain pipes, and
stormwater pumps. By controlling the rate of runoff to be equal to or less than pre-development
conditions, the project would not increase the rate of runoff such that there would be flooding on-
or off-site or such that the capacity of storm drain systems would be exceeded. As described above
under the responses to checklist questions (a), c(i), and (e), the project would comply with C.3
requirements and would not create sources of additional polluted runoff. Impacts would be less
than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the project site is located in
Flood Zone X, which is considered an area of minimal flood hazard and is outside of FEMA
designated flood zones (FEMA 2009). Therefore, the proposed project is not located within a flood
zone and impacts concerning flood hazards would be less than significant. According to the City of
Hayward General Plan, the bay area, including the project site, does not have a history or significant
risk of tsunamis (City of Hayward 2014). The project site is approximately two miles inland from the
San Francisco Bay and would not risk release of pollutants due to inundation by seiche. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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11 Land Use and Planning

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community? O O O [ |
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? O O [ | O

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

The proposed project would involve the development of an industrial park consisting of four
structures on a site currently occupied by the Gillig Bus Manufacturing facility, which is currently
vacant, and by Manheim Auto for the storage of cars and delivery vehicles. The project does not
include new roadways or similar linear features that would block movement between or within
established communities, and would not separate connected land uses, neighborhoods, or other
areas from each other. The project does include construction of a transformer yard and
transmissions lines which would connect the proposed transformer yard with the PG&E substation
to the south. The transmission lines would not block existing roadways, driveways, or limit travel or
movement. The transmission lines would be similar to the existing transmission lines in the area
connecting to the PG&E substation. No impacts would occur.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project 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?

The proposed project is consistent with the City of Hayward’s General Plan land use designation and
key Zoning Ordinance provisions as discussed below.

Hayward 2040 General Plan

The project site has a land use designation of IC (Industrial Corridor). As described in the City’s
General Plan, the IC designation is applied to areas located along Hayward’s western Urban Limit
Line and southwestern city limits. Typical building types and allowed land uses include warehouses,
office buildings, research and development facilities, manufacturing plants, business parks, and
corporate campus buildings. The proposed industrial park would allow for a data center, warehouse
facilities, manufacturing, and other uses allowed under the IC designation.
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Development standards under the IC designation include a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.8.
The proposed project would involve the development of a new industrial park with a FAR of 0.54.
Therefore, the project would be consistent with the parcel’s General Plan designation.

The City’s General Plan identifies goals and policies to guide land use patterns to strategically
accommodate future growth while preserving and enhancing the City as a whole. The proposed
project’s consistency with the City’s applicable policies is described in Table 23.

Table 23 General Plan Consistency

General Plan Goal or Policy

Proposed Project Consistency

Police LU-1.1 Jobs-Housing Balance. The City shall support
efforts to improve the jobs housing balance of Hayward
and other communities throughout the region to reduce
automobile use, regional and local traffic congestion, and
pollution.

Policy LU-1.3 Growth and Infill Development. The City
shall direct local population and employment growth
toward infill development sites within the city, especially
the catalyst and opportunity sites identified in the
Economic Development Strategic Plan.

Policy LU-1.4 Revitalization and Redevelopment. The City
shall encourage property owners to revitalize or redevelop
abandoned, obsolete, or underutilized properties to
accommodate growth.

Policy LU-3.7 Infill Development in Neighborhoods. The
City shall protect the pattern and character of existing
neighborhoods by requiring new infill developments to
have complimentary building forms and site features.

Policy LU-6.6 Property Upgrades. The City shall encourage
property owners to upgrade existing buildings, site
facilities, and landscaped areas to improve the economic
viability of properties and to enhance the visual character
of the Industrial.

Policy LU-6.7 Design Strategies. The City shall encourage
developments within the Industrial Technology and
Innovation Corridor to incorporate the following design
strategies:

1. Provide attractive on-site landscaping and shade trees
along street frontages and within employee and visitor
parking lots.

2. Screen areas used for outdoor storage, processing,
shipping and receiving, and other industrial operations
with a combination of landscaping and decorative
fences or walls.

3. Encourage consistent architectural facade treatments
on all sides of buildings.

Consistent. The project would generate additional jobs for
Hayward, which currently has about 1.0-1.5 jobs per
household (ABAG 2020). The City and region’s population
and housing needs are expected to increase (ABAG 2017).
Although this project would increase the number of jobs
in the City, overall, the City is undergoing an effort to
meet its regional housing needs. The project would
provide jobs opportunities as the City and region continue
to grow and develop more housing and would add jobs to
Hayward for residents to reduce regional trip generation.

Consistent. The proposed project is an infill project that
would involve redevelopment of an underutilized site with
a new industrial park.

Consistent. The proposed project would involve
redevelopment of an underutilized lot within a new
industrial park.

Consistent. The proposed project would be consistent
with the General Plan designation of IC and the
surrounding character of the neighborhood, which
consists of industrial research and business parks and
offices.

Consistent. The project would upgrade the site which
consists of a vacant facility and large vehicle storage site
with a new industrial park.

Consistent.

1. The project would provide landscaping along the
perimeters of all buildings and over 250 on-site trees.
The employee amenity areas would also include
landscaping.

2. The shipping/receiving areas would be located on the
northern side of buildings 1 through 3 and away from
the adjacent roadways of Clawiter and SR 92.

3. All new structures would be constructed from similar
materials and fagade treatments.

4. Rooftop equipment would be screened; building 4
includes a metal screening structure to screen the
rooftop equipment required to run the data center.
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General Plan Goal or Policy Proposed Project Consistency

4. Screen roof-top equipment with roof parapets. 5. The shipping/receiving areas at buildings 1 through 3

5. Design shipping and receiving areas and driveways to would be designed for large truck turning movements.
accommodate the turning movements of large trucks. 6. The project would be required to obtain a sign permit

for the development which would create a consistent

6. Develop coordinated and well-designed signage for
signage/wayfinding system.

tenant identification and wayfinding.

7. The project would include lighting on walkways
throughout the project site with pedestrian lights
which are approximately four feet tall. The lights
would lead to building entrances and employee
amenity areas.

7. Incorporate attractive building and site lighting to
prevent dark pockets on the site.

8. Provide pedestrian walkways to connect building
entrances to sidewalks.

9. Use landscaped buffers with trees and attractive sound
walls to screen adjacent residential areas and other
sensitive uses.

8. Pedestrian walkways around each of the buildings
would be provided, which would connect the adjacent
buildings and employee amenity areas.

9. There are no adjacent sensitive uses. A majority of the
existing redwood trees along the southern project
boundary would remain, along with new landscaping,
which would help screen the project from SR 92.

Policy 6.8 Employee Amenities. The City shall encourage Consistent. The project would provide employee showers

the provision of employee-serving amenities for major in proposed Building 4 and would provide over 15,000
employment uses within the Industrial Technology and square-feet of employee amenity areas consisting of
Innovation Corridor, such as courtyards and plazas, seating, shade structures, landscaping, and areas for food
outdoor seating areas, fitness facilities, bicycle storage trucks.

areas, and showers.

City of Hayward Zoning Ordinance

The project site has a zoning designation of IG (General Industrial) north of the railroad spur and IP
(Industrial Park) south of the spur. Pursuant to the Hayward Municipal Code (HMC), the proposed
use is an allowed use in the IG and IP zones. The project would comply with zoning regulations for IG
and IP zones. Building 4 would be approximately 88 feet, which would exceed the 75 height limits.
However, the project includes a Major Site Plan Review, and pursuant to Section 10-1.1604 of the
Hayward Municipal Code (HMC), building height may be increased through Major Site Plan Review
approval. Pending approval of the Major Site Plan Review, the project would not conflict with the
establish height regulations. Building 4 would exceed the maximum FAR of 0.8. However, Building 4
is located in the eastern corner of the site away from public roadways and the overall FAR of the site
would be less than 0.8. In addition, the project would exceed the required setback of 20 feet along
Clawiter and O feet for side and rear setbacks.

The project would not conflict with the City’s General Plan or zoning ordinance and would be
consistent with the applicable land use designation and zoning district and development standards.
Therefore, impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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12 Mineral Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state? O O O [ ]
b. Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land
use plan? O O O |

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project 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?

b.  Would the project 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?

According to the City’s General Plan, Hayward’s principal mineral resources are stone, limestone,
clay, fire clay, halite, and salt (City of Hayward 2014). There are no active mineral extraction
operations on the project site. The proposed project would include the development of an industrial
park in an industrial and business park neighborhood and would not result in a loss of available

minerals. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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13 Noise
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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? O O [ | O
b. Generation of excessive groundborne

vibration or groundborne noise levels? O O | O
c. Fora 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? O O O [ |

Background

Overview of Sound Measurement

Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being
detected by the hearing organs. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or
undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise
on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep
disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (Caltrans 2013).

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are
consistent with the human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around

4,000 Hertz and less sensitive to frequencies around and below 100 Hertz (Kinsler, et. al. 1999).
Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to
the Richter scale used to measure earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise
source, such as doubling of traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dB; dividing the
energy in half would result in a 3 dB decrease (Crocker 2007).

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy. The perception of sound is
not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources do not “sound twice as loud” as
one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive changes of 3 dBA,
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increase or decrease (i.e., twice the sound energy); that a change of 5 dBA is readily perceptible
(eight times the sound energy); and that an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (half) as
loud ([10.5x the sound energy] Crocker 2007).

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver.
The most obvious change is the decrease in level as the distance from the source increases. The
manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of sources (e.g.,
point or line, the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions). Noise levels from a
point source typically attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance (e.g.,
construction, industrial machinery, ventilation units). Noise from a line source (e.g., roadway,
pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans 2013). The
propagation of noise is also affected by the intervening ground, known as ground absorption. A hard
site, such as a parking lot or smooth body of water, receives no additional ground attenuation and
the changes in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) result from simply the geometric spreading
of the source. An additional ground attenuation value of 1.5 dBA per doubling of distance applies to
a soft site (e.g., soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees) (Caltrans 2013). Noise levels may also
be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of attenuation provided by this “shielding”
depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise levels. Natural terrain features
such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features such as buildings and walls, can significantly
alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the line of sight will provide at least a
5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA]
2017). Structures can substantially reduce exposure to noise as well. The FHWA'’s guidelines indicate
that modern building construction generally provides an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of
20 to 35 dBA with closed windows.

The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs, and the
duration of the noise are also important factors of project noise impact. Most noise that lasts for
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors
have been developed. One of the most frequently used noise metrics is the equivalent noise level
(Leq); it considers both duration and sound power level. Leq is defined as the single steady A-
weighted level equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating
levels over time. Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is the highest root mean
squared (RMS) sound pressure level within the sampling period, and Lmi is the lowest RMS sound
pressure level within the measuring period (Crocker 2007).

Noise that occurs at night tends to be more disturbing than that occurring during the day.
Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night Average Level (DNL), which is the 24-hour
average noise level with a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to

7:00 a.m.) hours; it is also measured using Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the
24-hour average noise level with a +5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
and a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Caltrans 2013). Noise levels
described by DNL and CNEL usually differ by about 1 dBA. The relationship between the peak-hour
Leq value and the DNL/CNEL depends on the distribution of traffic during the day, evening, and night.
Quiet suburban areas typically have CNEL noise levels in the range of 40 to 50 dBA, while areas near
arterial streets are in the 50 to 60-plus CNEL range. Normal conversational levels are in the 60 to 65-
dBA Leq range; ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal
Transit Administration [FTA] 2018).
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Vibration

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that
move from a source through the ground to adjacent structures. The number of cycles per second of
oscillation makes up the vibration frequency, described in terms of Hz. The frequency of a vibrating
object describes how rapidly it oscillates. The normal frequency range of most groundborne
vibration that can be felt by the human body starts from a low frequency of less than 1 Hz and goes
to a high of about 200 Hz (Crocker 2007).

While people have varying sensitivities to vibrations at different frequencies, in general they are
most sensitive to low-frequency vibration. Vibration in buildings, such as from nearby construction
activities, may cause windows, items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Vibration of building
components can also take the form of an audible low-frequency rumbling noise, referred to as
groundborne noise. Groundborne noise is usually only a problem when the originating vibration
spectrum is dominated by frequencies in the upper end of the range (60 to 200 Hz), or when
foundations or utilities, such as sewer and water pipes, physically connect the structure and the
vibration source (FTA 2018). Although groundborne vibration is sometimes noticeable in outdoor
environments, it is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. The primary concern from
vibration is that it can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants and vibration-sensitive land
uses.

Vibration energy spreads out as it travels through the ground, causing the vibration level to diminish
with distance away from the source. High-frequency vibrations diminish much more rapidly than
low frequencies, so low frequencies tend to dominate the spectrum at large distances from the
source. Discontinuities in the soil strata can also cause diffractions or channeling effects that affect
the propagation of vibration over long distances (Caltrans 2020a). When a building is impacted by
vibration, a ground-to-foundation coupling loss will usually reduce the overall vibration level.
However, under rare circumstances, the ground-to-foundation coupling may actually amplify the
vibration level due to structural resonances of the floors and walls.

Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or root mean squared
(RMS) vibration velocity. The PPV and RMS velocity are normally described in inches per second
(in./sec.). PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of a vibration
signal. PPV is often used in monitoring of blasting vibration because it is related to the stresses that
are experienced by buildings (Caltrans 2020a).

Vibration limits used in this analysis to determine a potential impact to local land uses from
construction activities, such as blasting, pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, and
excavation, are based on information contained in Caltrans’ Transportation and Construction
Vibration Guidance Manual and the Federal Transit Administration and the FTA Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (Caltrans 2020a; FTA 2018). Maximum recommended
vibration limits by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
are identified in Table 24.
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Table 24 AASHTO Maximum Vibration Levels for Preventing Damage

Type of Situation Limiting Velocity (in./sec.)
Historic sites or other critical locations 0.1
Residential buildings, plastered walls 0.2-0.3
Residential buildings in good repair with gypsum board walls 0.4-0.5
Engineered structures, without plaster 1.0-1.5

Source: Caltrans 2020a

Based on AASHTO recommendations, limiting vibration levels to below 0.2 PPV in./sec. at residential
structures would prevent structural damage regardless of building construction type. These limits
are applicable regardless of the frequency of the source. However, as shown in Table 25 and

Table 26 potential human annoyance associated with vibration is usually different if it is generated
by a steady state or a transient vibration source.

Table 25 Human Response to Steady State Vibration

PPV (in./sec.) Human Response

3.6 (at 2 Hz)-0.4 (at 20 Hz) Very disturbing

0.7 (at 2 Hz)-0.17 (at 20 Hz) Disturbing

0.10 Strongly perceptible
0.035 Distinctly perceptible
0.012 Slightly perceptible

Source: Caltrans 2020a

Table 26 Human Response to Transient Vibration

PPV (in./sec.) Human Response

2.0 Severe

0.9 Strongly perceptible
0.24 Distinctly perceptible
0.035 Barely perceptible

Source: Caltrans 2020a

As shown in Table 25, the vibration level threshold at which steady vibration sources are considered
to be distinctly perceptible is 0.035 in./sec. PPV. However, as shown in Table 26, the vibration level
threshold at which transient vibration sources (such as construction equipment passbys) are
considered to be distinctly perceptible is 0.24 in./sec. PPV. This analysis uses the distinctly
perceptible threshold for purposes of assessing vibration impacts.

Although groundborne vibration is sometimes noticeable in outdoor environments, it is almost
never annoying to people who are outdoors and the vibration level threshold for human perception
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is assessed at occupied structures (FTA 2018). Therefore, vibration impacts are assessed at the
structure of an affected property.

Sensitive Receivers

Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated
with those uses. The City’s General Plan Hazards Element defines noise sensitive receivers as
residences, schools, hospitals, libraries, religious institutions, and convalescent homes (City of
Hayward 2014). As the project site is located in an industrial and commercial area, no noise-
sensitive receivers are located adjacent to the project site. The nearest noise-sensitive receivers are
single- and multi-family residences located approximately 0.2 mile (approximately 1,000 feet) to the
east.

Vibration sensitive receivers are similar to noise sensitive receivers, such as residences, and
institutional uses, such as schools, churches, and hospitals. However, vibration sensitive receivers
also include buildings where vibrations may interfere with vibration-sensitive equipment, affected
by levels that may be well below those associated with human annoyance.

Regulatory Framework

The goals and policies contained in the Hayward 2040 General Plan Hazards Element focus on
minimizing human exposure to excessive noise by evaluating noise exposure risks and incorporating
appropriate mitigation measures (City of Hayward 2014). In support of these goals, the General Plan
contains a table of exterior noise compatibility standards for various land uses (shown in Table 27)
to determine potential noise exposure impacts. The highest level of exterior noise exposure
regarded as “normally acceptable” for office buildings is 70 CNEL and for industrial manufacturing is
75 CNEL.
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Table 27 City of Hayward Exterior Noise Compatibility Standards

Highest Level of Exterior Noise Exposure that is

Land Use Type Regarded as “Normally Acceptable”! (CNEL)
Residential: Single-Family Homes, Duplex, Mobile Home 60
Residential: Townhomes and Multi-Family Apartments and 65

Condominiums

Urban Residential Infill2 and Mixed-Use Projects? 70
Lodging: Motels and Hotels 65
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes 70
Auditoriums, Concert Hall, Amphitheaters Mitigation based on site-specific study
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports Mitigation based on site-specific study
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries 75
Office Buildings: Business, Commercial, and Professional 70
Industrial Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 75

! “Normally Acceptable” means that the specified land uses is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any building involved is of
normal conventional construction, without any special noise mitigation.

2 Urban residential infill would include all types of residential development within existing or planned urban areas (such as Downtown,
The Cannery Neighborhood, and the South Hayward BART Urban Neighborhood) and along major corridors (such as Mission
Boulevard).

3 Mixed-Use Projects would include all mixed-use developments throughout the City of Hayward.
Source: City of Hayward 2014

For interior noise, Policy HAZ 8.-7 states that for office buildings “the City shall require the design of
new office developments and similar uses to achieve a maximum interior noise standard of 45 dBA
Leq (peak hour).”

Section 4-1 of the Hayward Municipal Code contains the City’s noise regulations as amended by
Ordinance 11-03, adopted March 22, 2011. Section 4-1.03-1 establishes residential property noise
limits such that noise above 70 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. is prohibited and
a noise level of 60 dBA between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. is prohibited. The noise limit
for industrial and commercial properties is 70 dBA for all hours of the day.

Section 4-1.03.4 of the Hayward Municipal Code states that during construction no piece of
equipment shall produce a noise level exceeding 83 dBA at 25 feet from the source or 86 dBA at any
point outside the property. This section, consistent with General Plan policy HAZ-8.21, also limits
construction, alteration, or repair of structures and any landscaping activities to the hours below:

1. Sundays and holidays between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

2. Monday through Saturday between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.

If construction occurs outside of the listed hours, the limits under Section 4-1.03-1 would apply.




Attachment VII

Environmental Checklist
Noise

The City of Hayward has not adopted a significance threshold to assess vibration impacts during
construction and operation. Therefore, the Caltrans guidelines described above are used to evaluate
potential construction vibration impacts related to both potential building damage and human
annoyance.

Existing Conditions

The most common source of noise in the project site vicinity is vehicular traffic from SR 92 and
Clawiter Road, and rail noise from the adjacent rail lines at the project site. To characterize ambient
sound levels at and near the project site, two 15-minute sound level measurements were conducted
on July 30, 2020, and two 24-hour measurements was conducted on July 30 through 31, 2020.
Short-term measurement (ST) 1 was taken near the western project boundary to ascertain noise
levels from Clawiter Road; ST 2 was taken near the southern project boundary to capture the noise
levels off SR 92 and the rail lines. LT 1 was taken in the same location as ST1 to capture noise levels
from Clawiter Road, and LT 2 was taken to capture the ambient noise level near the eastern project
boundary to ascertain rail and SR 92 noise. During the hour and a half that the noise analyst was on
site on July 30, no trains traveled through on the rail lines. One freight train was observed on July 31
on the rail line adjacent to the eastern property boundary that took approximately ten minutes to
pass; this was captured during ST 2. Table 28 and Table 29 summarizes the results of the noise
measurements, and Table 30 shows the recorded traffic volumes from NM 1. Detailed sound level
measurement data are included in Appendix G.

Table 28 Project Site Noise Monitoring Results — Short Term

Measurement Approximate Distance Leq Lmax
Location Measurement Location Sample Times to Primary Noise Source (dBA)  (dBA)
ST1 Western portion of project 9:25-9:40 a.m. Approximately 20 feet to 64 77
site, adjacent to Clawiter centerline of Clawiter Road
Road
ST?2 Southern portion of project  11:38 —11:53 a.m. Approximately 50 feet to 62 76
site edge of SR92

Detailed sound level measurement data are included in Appendix G
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Table 29 Project Site Noise Monitoring Results — Long Term
Sample Time dBA Leq Sample Time dBA Leq

LT1 — Western portion of project site, adjacent to Clawiter Road, July 30-31, 2020

9:51a.m. 66 9:51 p.m. 56
10:51 a.m. 66 10:51 p.m. 59
11:51 a.m. 62 11:51 p.m. 53
12:51 p.m. 63 12:51 a.m. 50
1:51 p.m. 65 1:51 a.m. 52
2:51 p.m. 70 2:51a.m. 59
3:51 p.m. 67 3:51a.m. 61
4:51 p.m. 61 4:51 a.m. 64
5:51 p.m. 60 5:51a.m. 65
6:51 p.m. 60 6:51 a.m. 60
7:51 p.m. 57 7:51a.m. 68
8:51 p.m. 66 8:51 a.m. 77
LT1 24-hour Noise Level 67

LT2 - Eastern portion of Project Site, adjacent to rail line, July 30-31, 2020

10:10 a.m. 62 10:10 p.m. 57
11:10 a.m. 63 11:10 p.m. 53
12:10 p.m. 58 12:10 a.m. 57
1:10 p.m. 57 1:10a.m. 51
2:10 p.m. 57 2:10 a.m. 54
3:10 p.m. 60 3:10 a.m. 57
4:10 p.m. 58 4:10 a.m. 72
5:10 p.m. 58 5:10 a.m. 65
6:10 p.m. 61 6:10 a.m. 65
7:10 p.m. 57 7:10 a.m. 65
8:10 p.m. 63 8:10 a.m. 65
9:10 p.m. 58 9:10 a.m.! 65
LT2 24-hour Noise Level 63

! During the 2™ to last four-minute time slice, noise levels increased from 62 dBA to over 100 dBA. The next closest four-minute time
slice over the 24-hour period was 72 dBA; therefore, this noise level was out of character for the area and may have been caused by
someone using a tool within close proximity to the microphone. This data was removed from the measurement.

Source: Rincon Consultants, field measurements conducted on July 30 and 31, 2020, using ANSI Type Il Integrating sound level meter.
See Appendix G
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Table 30 Sound Level Monitoring Traffic Counts

Measurement Roadway Traffic Medium Trucks? Heavy Trucks?

NM 1 Clawiter Road 15-minute count 132 1 13
One-hour Equivalent 528 4 52

Percent 90% 1% 9%

Note: Detailed sound level measurement data are included in Appendix G.

1 Automobiles: all vehicles with two axles and four tires -- primarily designed to carry nine or fewer people (passenger cars, vans) or
cargo (vans, light trucks) -- generally with gross vehicle weight less than 4,500 kg (9,900 Ibs).

2 Medium trucks: all cargo vehicles with two axles and six tires -- generally with gross vehicle weight between 4,500 kg (9,900 Ibs) and
12,000 kg (26,400 lbs).

3 Heavy trucks: all cargo vehicles with three or more axles -- generally with gross vehicle weight more than 12,000 kg (26,400 Ibs).

Methodology

Construction Noise

Construction noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM)
(FHWA 2006). RCNM predicts construction noise levels for a variety of construction operations
based on empirical data and the application of acoustical propagation formulas. Using RCNM,
construction noise levels were estimated at noise sensitive receivers near the project site. RCNM
provides reference noise levels for standard construction equipment, with an attenuation of 6 dBA
per doubling of distance for stationary equipment.

Variation in power imposes additional complexity in characterizing the noise source level from
construction equipment. Power variation is accounted for by describing the noise at a reference
distance from the equipment operating at full power and adjusting it based on the duty cycle of the
activity to determine the Leq of the operation (FHWA 2018). Each phase of construction has a
specific equipment mix, depending on the work to be accomplished during that phase. Each phase
also has its own noise characteristics; some will have higher continuous noise levels than others,
and some have high-impact noise levels.

Construction activity would result in temporary noise in the project area, exposing surrounding
sensitive receivers to increased noise levels. The project would involve site preparation, grading,
building construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction noise would typically be
higher during the heavier periods of initial construction (i.e., grading) and would be lower during
later construction phases. Typical heavy construction equipment during project grading could
include backhoes, excavators, loaders, compactors, and cranes. It is assumed that diesel engines
would power all construction equipment. Construction equipment would not all operate at the
same time or location. In addition, construction equipment would not be in constant use during the
8-hour operating day.

The loudest anticipated piece of construction equipment would be an excavator, which would be
used to grade the site. At a distance of 25 feet and 100 feet, an excavator would generate a noise
level of 83 dBA Leq and 71 dBA Leg, respectively (RCNM calculations are included in Appendix G).

Groundborne Vibration

Operation of the proposed project would not include any substantial vibration sources. Thus,
construction activities have the greatest potential to generate ground-borne vibration affecting
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nearby receivers, especially during grading and excavation of the project site. The greatest vibratory
source during construction would be equipment similar to a dozer, such as an excavator. Neither
blasting nor pile driving would be required for construction of the proposed project. Construction
vibration estimates are based on vibration levels reported by Caltrans and the FTA (Caltrans 2020a,
FTA 2018). Table 31 shows typical vibration levels for various pieces of construction equipment used
in the assessment of construction vibration (FTA 2018).

Table 31 Vibration Levels Measured during Construction Activities

Equipment PPV at 25 ft. (in./sec.)

Large Bulldozer 0.089
Loaded Trucks 0.076
Small Bulldozer 0.003

Source: FTA 2018

Operational Noise Sources

Noise sources associated with operation of the proposed project would consist of low speed on-site
vehicular noise, landscaping maintenance, general conversations, and mechanical equipment (e.g.,
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning [HVAC] units, transformers, exhaust fans, and emergency
backup generators). Due to the distances and low noise levels associated with general site activities,
on-site traffic, and landscape maintenance, these sources are not considered substantial and are not
analyzed further.

On site-noise sources were modeled with SoundPLAN. Propagation of modeled stationary noise
sources was based on ISO Standard 9613-2, “Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors,
Part 2: General Method of Calculation.” The assessment methodology assumes that all receivers
would be downwind of stationary sources. This is a worst-case assumption for total noise impacts
since only some receivers would be downwind at any one time. Receivers were placed at five feet
above ground elevation. It was also conservatively assumed that all equipment would be fully
operational at 100 percent load. Locations of some of the nearby offsite buildings were entered into
the model to account for building shielding of noise levels; however, due to the number of offsite
buildings between the project and the farthest off-site receivers, not all buildings were captured in
the model. Therefore, additional noise attenuation would occur in real world conditions compared
to the model due to additional buildings in between the project’s operational noise and receivers.

GENERATORS

The project would use 23 2.5-MW generators and 1 600-kW generator on site for backup
emergency energy. The generators would not be operated other than for periodic testing and
maintenance requirements during normal facility operation. During non-emergency generator
operation, only one generator would be in operation at a time. Operation of all generators would
only occur during an emergency (power outage) and would therefore be exempt from the City’s
Noise Ordinance, per Section 4-1.03.5.

According to the project applicant, the generator enclosure specification requirements for an
individual backup generator for the project would require a noise level of 85 dBA when measured
23 feet from enclosure and five feet above grade in a free field environment with generator at full
load. This would result in a Sound Power Level of approximately 110 dBA per generator.




Attachment VII

Environmental Checklist
Noise

HEATING AND COOLING EQUIPMENT

Data Center

Conventional data center designs tend to use a combination of chillers and heat rejection
equipment like cooling towers to remove heat from the data center spaces. However, the project’s
data center design is substantially different from conventional data centers because the main data
hall cooling systems inside the building would not use refrigerants, compressors, cooling coils,
cooling towers, or chilled water systems; rather, the internal data halls would be cooled by direct
evaporative cooling units located inside the building. Accordingly, the only heating and cooling
equipment to be found outside the building’s perimeter on the site plans would be the water
storage tanks. No pumps or noise generating equipment is associated with the water storage tanks.
Therefore, no heating or cooling equipment that generates noise would be located outside of the
data center building, and as a result noise levels would be negligible from the data center heating
and cooling equipment.

Office Buildings

HVAC units used for cooling and heating the office portion of the buildings would generate noise.
HVAC units would not be used for cooling the industrial portion of the buildings. Each project
building would contain 5,000 square feet of office space. The unit used in this analysis is a 16.7-ton
Carrier 38AUD25 split system condenser (see Appendix G for manufacturer’s specifications). Each
building was assumed to contain one HVAC unit based upon one ton of HVAC per 600 sf of building
space. The manufacturer’s noise data lists the unit as having a sound power level of 85 dBA. Units
were assumed to be located on the rooftops of each building above the office portion. All HVAC
units were modeled with the center of the noise source as being three feet above the roof
elevation.

DATA CENTER MECHANICAL PENTHOUSE

The data center would contain a shielded mechanical penthouse area for fan assemblies. The
proposed exhaust fans would have a Sound Powel Level of 86 dBA. Based upon similar data center
projects, it was assumed that four fans would be in operation on the rooftop enclosed by the
penthouse. See Appendix G for specifications of the equipment.

TRANSFORMER YARD

The stationary noise impacts associated with the transformer yard would be a dry type transformer
associated with each 230 kV transmission line. For a transformer capable of handling a 230 kV line, a
transformer noise level of 58 dBA at one foot was obtained from the National Electrical
Manufacturer’s Association Dry Type Transformers for General Applications manual. See Appendix G
for specifications and references of the equipment.

Transportation Noise Sources

Analysis of impacts of the environment on a project is generally not required for CEQA compliance
(Ballona Wetlands Land Trust et al. v. City of Los Angeles). Therefore, noise exposure to new noise-
sensitive land uses from transportation noise sources has been analyzed for informational purposes
only. The project would be subject to transportation noise levels from vehicles (roadway) and from
trains (railway). Transportation noise levels were modeled from these sources simultaneously at the
project site; details on each source are described further below.
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ROADWAY

Noise levels affecting the proposed project site would be primarily influenced by traffic noise from
SR 92. Future noise levels affecting the compatibility of the project site were estimated using the
FHWA's Traffic Noise Model (TNM) traffic noise-reference levels and SoundPLAN. Traffic noise-
model inputs to SoundPLAN include the three-dimensional coordinates of the roadways, noise
receivers, and topographic features or planned barriers that would affect noise propagation; vehicle
volumes and speeds, by type of vehicle; and absorption factors.

SR 92 is an eight-lane highway with a posted speed limit of 65 miles per hour (mph). Clawiter Road is
a two-lane roadway with a posted speed limit of 35 mph. The project would develop an industrial
park, replacing an existing manufacturing area. Trip generation is based on the project’s traffic
analysis, which determined the project would result in an increase of 71 new trips over the existing
use during the peak hour (Kittelson & Associates 2020). Traffic volumes for SR 92 and Clawiter Road
used in modeling were obtained from Caltrans and the City’s General Plan and are shown in

Table 32.

Table 32 Existing and Future Traffic Volumes

Traffic Counts (Peak Hour)

Roadway Existing Existing + Project
SR 921 4,600 4,6713
Clawiter Road? 1,478 1,5493

1 Caltrans 2020b (peak hour assumed 10 percent of average daily traffic)

2 City 2014; the City General Plan does not contain roadway volumes for Clawiter Road; the closest road included, Industrial Parkway
west of Hesperian Boulevard, was used as a proxy. This segment of Industrial Parkway merges with Clawiter Road approximately 0.6
mile north of the project site.

3 Project would add 71 peak hour trips (Kittelson & Associates 2020)

The CNEL is calculated based on the peak-hour traffic volumes, which are considered representative
of the CNEL. To determine the vehicle classification mix for modeling, Caltrans vehicle classification
for SR 92 were used (Caltrans 2020b), with a mix of 98 percent automobiles, 1 percent medium
trucks, and 1 percent heavy trucks. Exterior transportation noise levels were modeled at the future
office and industrial building facades and exterior use areas, with the receivers placed at 5 feet
above ground level.

RAILWAY

During the on-site noise measurements, for the hour and a half that the noise analyst was on site on
July 30, no trains traveled through on the rail lines. One freight train was observed on July 31 on the
rail line adjacent to the eastern property boundary that took approximately ten minutes to pass. An
analysis of the rail lines indicates that the main rail line that borders the eastern property boundary
is a Union Pacific freight line spur from San Leandro to Newark, and the rail line through the site is a
minor freight line spur off this line that ends approximately 0.6 mile west of the project site. Freight
lines typically have low train volumes, with small freight spurs being used even more sparingly, and
schedules are not publicly available. A recent analysis of a Union Pacific freight line similar in use to
the San Leandro to Newark line on a Union Pacific Railroad line in El Centro, California, indicated
between two and four freight trains would pass on the line per day (Rincon Consultants 2020). As
the freight lines near the project site are also run by the Union Pacific Railroad, these assumptions
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were used for modeling purposes. For peak-hour modeling, it was assumed that one freight train
would pass on the spur rail line nearest to the project site and one freight train would run on the
main line. Defaults in SoundPLAN for conventional freight trains of three locomotives per train, 32
cars per train, and a car length of 57 feet were used.

Trains would not be expected to travel at full speed by the project site as the railways are located in
an urban area in close proximity to several at-grade street crossings. In addition, trains using the
freight spur line that runs through the project site would have to navigate a 90-degree rail turn on
the project site to join the main freight line. Per the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section
213.9(a), the maximum allowable operating speed for freight trains ranges from 10 to 80 miles per
hour, depending on track class (Class 1 through Class 5). According to an Association of American
Railroads report, in the first 39 weeks of 2019 the average speed of freight trains in the U.S. was
25.7 miles per hour (Journal of Commerce 2019). Given the aforementioned reasons and for a
conservative analysis, a speed of 40 miles per hour was used.

Methodology

The following thresholds are based on City noise standards and Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines.
Noise impacts would be significant if:

= Noise in Excess of Established Standards: The project would result in the 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.

@ Temporary: Construction noise would be significant if:
- Noise levels exceed 86 dBA at any point outside the property; or

- Construction noise is generated outside of allowable construction hours as stated in
Section 4-1.03.4 of the Hayward Municipal Code.

@ Permanent: Operational noise would be significant if:

- Per Section 4-1.03-1 of the Hayward Municipal Code, if the project’s stationary noises
sources generated noise levels exceed 70 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00
p.m. and a noise level of 60 dBA between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. at
residential property limits, or 70 dBA for all hours of the day at industrial and
commercial property limits; or

- For traffic-related noise, impacts would be significant if project-generated traffic would
result in exposure of sensitive receivers to an unacceptable increase in noise levels. For
purposes of this analysis, a significant impact would occur if project-related traffic
increases the ambient noise environment of noise-sensitive locations by 3 dB or more
where the ambient noise level exceeds the City Noise Element land use compatibility
standards (i.e., those with-project conditions that fall within the “normally
unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” land use categories). In addition, a significant
impact would also occur if project-related traffic increases the ambient noise
environment of noise-sensitive locations by 5 dB or more regardless of the ambient
noise level under with-project conditions.
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= Vibration: The project would result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels.

o This would occur if the project would subject vibration-sensitive land uses to construction-
related ground-borne vibration that exceeds the distinctly perceptible vibration annoyance
potential criteria for human receivers of 0.24 in./sec. PPV, or the residential structural
damage criteria of 0.2 PPV in./sec.

= Airport Noise: For a project located in 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, if the project exposes people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels.

* Land Use Compatibility: The project’s on-site uses would be subject to noise exceeding City
Noise Element land use compatibility standards.

o This would occur if exterior use areas of the project are subject to noise levels in excess of
70 CNEL, and interior office areas of the project are subject to noise levels in excess of
45 dBA Leg (peak hour).

a. Would the project result in 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?

Construction

Over the course of a typical construction day, construction equipment would be located as close as
25 feet to the nearest property lines but would typically be located at an average distance further
away due to the nature of construction where equipment is mobile throughout the day. Therefore,
it is conservatively assumed that over the course of a typical construction day the construction
equipment would operate at an average of 100 feet from the nearest property lines.

As described under Methodology, at distances of 25 feet and 100 feet, an excavator would generate
a noise level of 83 dBA Leq and 71 dBA Leg, respectively. Therefore, construction noise levels
associated with this equipment would not exceed the City’s construction noise threshold of 86 dBA
at any point outside the property. In addition, construction would occur within the allowed hours of
the City’s Municipal Code. Given these considerations, construction noise impacts would be less
than significant.

Operation

The project would introduce sources of operational noise to the site from mechanical equipment
such as generators, HVAC units, exhaust fans, and transformers. Assumptions for these sources are
discussed under Operational Noise Sources. Noise levels at the nearest properties from each noise
source and their combined noise levels are shown in Table 33. Receiver locations and operational
noise level contours are shown on Figure 8; on-site operation noise levels would be dominated by a
generator unit when one is being tested. As shown in Table 33, noise levels would not exceed the
residential, commercial, or industrial noise limits during any time of day. Therefore, operational
noise from the project would not exceed limits at off-site noise-sensitive receivers, and impacts
would be less than significant.
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Table 33 Operational Noise Levels

Operational Noise Levels Applicable Threshold
Receiver  Description (dBA Leg) (Day/Night dBA Leg)* Exceed Threshold?
OFF1 Industrial 67 70/70 No
OFF2 Commercial 66 70/70 No
OFF3 Commercial 61 70/70 No
OFF4 Industrial 44 70/70 No
OFF5 Industrial 40 70/70 No
OFF6 Industrial 52 70/70 No
OFF7 Industrial 45 70/70 No
OFF8 Industrial 45 70/70 No
OFF9 Industrial 47 70/70 No
OFF10 Industrial 44 70/70 No
OFF11 Industrial 43 70/70 No
OFF12 Industrial 57 70/70 No
OFF13 Residential 52 70/60 No
OFF14 Residential 54 70/60 No

See Figure 8 for operational noise contours.

1The applicable threshold for residential uses is 70 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. and 60 dBA between the hours
of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.; the applicable threshold for industrial and commercial properties is 70 dBA for all hours of the day.

Off-site Traffic Noise

The project would generate new vehicle trips that would use area roadways. The traffic noise
increases caused by project traffic were analyzed for SR 92 and Clawiter Road; the project’s net
increase of 71 peak hour trips would increase trips on these roadways by 2 and 5 percent,
respectively, during the peak hour. This traffic increase would result in a noise increase on SR 92 and
Clawiter Road of 0.1 and 0.2 dBA, respectively, to off-site land uses. Therefore, the project’s traffic
noise increases would not exceed 3 dBA, a noticeable noise increase, and off-site traffic noise
impacts would be less than significant.

Land Use Compatibility

Following the methodology discussed above in Transportation Noise Sources, noise levels at the
project’s future exterior use areas and building facades were modeled. Building fagcade noise levels
were modeled as Receivers ON1 through ON19 as shown in Table 34; shared exterior use areas
were modeled as ON20 and 21. Receiver locations are shown on Figure 9. As shown in Table 34,
noise levels from traffic noise at the potential exterior areas would not exceed 70 CNEL. Therefore,
noise levels at exterior use areas of the project would not exceed the City’s 70 CNEL and 75 CNEL
normally acceptable exterior noise standard for office and industrial uses, respectively, and would
not conflict with the City General Plan.
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Figure 8 Operational Noise Level Contours
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Standard construction techniques for buildings under the California Building Code typically achieve a
minimum 25-dBA reduction from exterior sources at interior locations when the windows are in a
closed position. Therefore, if building fagade noise levels exceed 70 dBA L., interior noise levels
would potentially exceed the City’s interior noise standard of 45 dBA L for office buildings. As
shown in Table 34, project building facade noise levels would not exceed 70 dBA Leq. Therefore,
interior noise levels at the project would not conflict with the City’s interior noise standard of 45
dBA Leg.

Table 34 Traffic Noise Levels

Receiver! Description Noise Level (CNEL) Exceed Exterior Standard?  Exceed Interior Standard?
ON1 Warehouse 65 N/A No
ON2 Warehouse 64 N/A No
ON3 Office 64 N/A No
ON4 Office 65 N/A No
ON5 Warehouse 63 N/A No
ON6 Office 59 N/A No
ON7 Warehouse 65 N/A No
ON8 Warehouse 65 N/A No
ON9 Warehouse 67 N/A No
ON10 Warehouse 69 N/A No
ON11 Warehouse 66 N/A No
ON12 Data Center 68 N/A No
ON13 Data Center 62 N/A No
ON14 Data Center 55 N/A No
ON15 Data Center 66 N/A No
ON16 Office 68 N/A No
ON17 Office 56 N/A No
ON18 Office 59 N/A No
ON19 Office 69 N/A No
ON20 Outdoor Area 61 No N/A
ON21 Outdoor Area 62 No N/A

1 See Figure 9 for transportation noise contours and receiver locations.
2The applicable exterior noise standard for office buildings and industrial uses is 70 CNEL and 75 CNEL, respectively.

3 The applicable interior noise standard for office buildings is 45 dBA Leq; @ 25 dBA reduction from building fagade noise levels is
assumed.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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b.  Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Construction activities known to generate excessive ground-borne vibration, such as pile driving,
would not be conducted by the project. The greatest anticipated source of vibration during general
project construction activities would be from equipment similar to a dozer, such as an excavator,
which may be used within 100 feet of the nearest structures to the south when accounting for
setbacks. A dozer would create approximately 0.089 in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 feet (Caltrans
2020a). This would equal a vibration level of 0.02 in/sec PPV at a distance of 100 feet.'! This would
be lower than what is considered a distinctly perceptible impact for humans of 0.24 in/sec PPV, and
the structural damage impact of 0.2 in/sec PPV. Therefore, although the equipment may be
perceptible to nearby human receptors, temporary impacts associated with the equipment would
be less than significant.

Operation of the project would not include substantial vibration sources. Therefore, operational
vibration impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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?

The closest airport is the Hayward Executive Airport, located approximately 2.0 miles north of the
project site. In addition, the Oakland International Airport is located approximately 7.0 miles to the
northwest. The noise contours from these airports do not reach the project site (Alameda County
Community Development Agency 2012). Therefore, construction workers or users of the project site
would not be exposed to substantial aircraft noise, and no impacts would occur.

NO IMPACT

1 PPVEquipment = PPVRef (25/D)" (in/sec), PPVRef = reference PPV at 25 feet, D = distance ,and n = 1.1
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14 Population and Housing

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? O O [ | O
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? O O O [ |

a. Would the project 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)?

The project would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure that would lead to
unplanned growth; the new structures would be constructed within City limits and connected to
existing infrastructure systems and would not lead to unplanned indirect growth in the area. The
project would involve the construction of an industrial park, transformer yard, and new
transmission lines; it would not involve the construction of new dwelling units and would therefore
not directly induce population growth in the City. However, the project would create jobs for the
uses within the industrial park, which could indirectly cause population growth through employee
relocations to the project area. The project site is located in a dense urban area. Therefore, many of
these employees would likely be drawn from the local population. Though some employees may
relocate to the area as a result of job opportunities resulting from the proposed project, a
substantial change in employment growth in the area would not occur.

As discussed in Section 11, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project is consistent with the
General Plan’s IC land use designation and would not induce substantial growth beyond what was
considered in the General Plan assumptions for the area. The project would be within the growth
envisioned under the City’s General Plan and would not be result in substantial population growth.
Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.  Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

There are no existing housing units or temporary housing accommodations on the project site. The
project would not displace existing housing units or people. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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15 Public Services

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the 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:
1 Fire protection? O O [ | O
2 Police protection? O O [ | O
3 Schools? O O [ | O
4  Parks? O O [ ] O
5 Other public facilities? O O [ | O

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

The Hayward Fire Department (HFD) provides fire protection services in the City and to the project

site. The HFD has nine fire stations, seven in Hayward and two in the Fairview area. The nearest fire
station to the project site is Hayward Fire Station No. 4 located approximate 1.3 miles southeast at

27836 Loyola Avenue.

The proposed project involves the development of an industrial park with four industrial structures
of approximately 616,000 square-feet, a transformer yard, and new transmission lines. The HFD
currently serves the project site and the existing manufacturing facility and vehicle storage area on
site. The project would increase the intensity of development on-site which would incrementally
increase the demand for fire and emergency response services. The City of Hayward adopted the
2015 edition of the International Fire Code and the 2016 California Fire Code as the city’s Fire Code
in 2017 (HMC Section 3-14.00), and the project would be required to comply with City requirements
for fire access and onsite fire prevention facilities. As described under Section 11, Land Use and
Planning, and Section 13, Population and Housing, the proposed project would be consistent with
the General Plan’s IC land use designation and would not generate growth beyond that anticipated
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in the General Plan. The project site is located in a developed, industrial area already served by HFD.
The development of the proposed industrial park and new transmissions lines would be consistent
with surrounding uses and would not place an unanticipated burden on fire protection services or
affect response times or service ratios such that new or expanded fire facilities would be needed.
Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

Law enforcement services in the City and to the project site are provided by the Hayward Police
Department (HPD). The project site is located within HPD Beat E, which is a specific geographic area
in the southwest portion of the City. The nearest police station to the site is located at 300 West
Winton Avenue, 3.4 miles northeast of the project site (approximately six minutes driving time). As
discussed under Impact a.1. above, the project involves the development of an industrial park with
four industrial structures of approximately 616,000 square-feet, a transformer yard, and new
transmission lines. The project site and surrounding area are currently served by HPD. The project
would increase the development intensity on-site which would incrementally increase the demand
for police services. However, the project site is located within four miles of the City’s police
headquarters and was envisioned for future industrial park development in the City’s General Plan.
In addition, the entire perimeter of the data center in Proposed Building 4 would be enclosed by an
eight-foot high security fence. Gates at the parking lot entrances would allow only permitted
personnel in the data center area. Also, a guard shack would be located near the generator yard and
transformer yard, which would reduce demand on police services. Therefore, the project would not
require the construction or expansion of police protection facilities beyond those already planned
under General Plan assumptions (City of Hayward 2013). Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

Schools in Hayward are in the Hayward Unified School District (HUSD), which operates 22
elementary, five middle, and four high schools. As described in Section 13, Population and Housing,
although the project could result in indirect population growth through employee relocation,
overall, the project would not result in direct population growth or substantial indirect population
growth. Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial increase in the number of students
attending schools operated by HUSD. In addition, the project would be required to pay HUSD
Developer Fees at $0.66 per square foot (HUSD 2020). Pursuant to Senate Bill 50 (Section 65995(h)),
payment of mandatory fees to the affected school district would reduce potential school impacts to
less than significant level under CEQA. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact with respect to schools.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

Please see Section 16, Recreation, for an analysis of impacts related to parks and recreation
resources. Impacts were found to be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

As discussed in Section 13, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not result in
substantial population growth in Hayward or growth beyond that anticipated in the City’s General
Plan. As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts related to stormwater
facilities would be less than significant. As discussed in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems,
impacts related to water and wastewater water facilities would be less than significant. No
significant impacts to other public services are anticipated. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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16 Recreation
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
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? O O [ | O
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? O O [ | O

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?

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?

The Hayward Area Recreation and Park District is an independent special use district created to
provide park and recreational services for the City (City of Hayward 2019). As discussed in Section
13, Population and Housing, the proposed project could indirectly lead to population growth
through the creation of jobs, which could increase the use of recreational facilities in the City. The
nearest recreation facility to the project site are Mt. Eden Park and Eden Greenway, which are
located approximately 0.8 miles east of the project site. As discussed in the Project Description, the
project would include approximately 16,000 square-feet of employee amenity areas that include
pathways, seating areas with landscaping and shade structures, and fitness systems along some of
the pathways. In addition, the project would be required to pay a Park Impact Fee of $0.78 per
square foot of the industrial development. Pursuant to HMC Chapter 10.16, payment of mandatory
park impact fees would reduce potential park impacts to less than significant level under CEQA.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with respect to parks and
recreational facilities.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Initial Study 135



Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

This page intentionally left blank.




Attachment VII

Environmental Checklist

Transportation
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? O O [ | O
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)? O O [ O
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? O O [ | O
d. Resultin inadequate emergency access? O O O [ |

Regulatory Setting

Senate Bill 743 and Vehicle Miles Traveled

Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed into law by Governor Brown in 2013 and tasked the State Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) with establishing new criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SB 743 requires the
new criteria to “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” It also states that alternative
measures of transportation impacts may include “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per
capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated.”

SB 743 implements changes to the method for performing transportation impact analyses under
CEQA. SB 743 requires the Governor’s OPR to identify new metrics for identifying and mitigating
transportation impacts within CEQA. In January 2018, OPR transmitted its proposed CEQA
Guidelines implementing SB 743 to the California Natural Resources Agency for adoption, and in
January 2019 the Natural Resources Agency finalized updates to the CEQA Guidelines, which
incorporated SB 743 modifications, and are now in effect. SB 743 changed the way that public
agencies evaluate the transportation impacts of projects under CEQA, recognizing that roadway
congestion, while an inconvenience to drivers, is not itself an environmental impact (Public
Resource Code, § 21099 (b)(2)). In addition to new exemptions for projects consistent with specific
plans, the CEQA Guidelines replaced congestion-based metrics, such as auto delay and level of
service (LOS), with VMT as the basis for determining significant impacts, unless the Guidelines
provide specific exceptions.
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City of Hayward

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) indicates that land use projects would have a significant impact
if the project resulted in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) exceeding an applicable threshold of
significance. In June 2020, the City of Hayward adopted the following thresholds of significance for
VMT analysis according the guidance from OPR:

= Residential: 15 percent below existing average VMT per capita for the City

=  Employment — Office: 15 percent below existing regional average VMT per employee
=  Employment — Industrial: Below existing regional average VMT per employee

= Retail: Net increase in total regional VMT

In addition, the City of Hayward has developed screening criteria to provide project applicants with
a conservative indication of whether a project could result in potentially significant VMT impacts. If
the screening criteria are met by a project, the applicant would not need to perform a detailed VMT
assessment for their project. Given that the project is an industrial park with primarily industrial
uses and other minor supporting uses, it was determined that the employment-industrial threshold
would be appropriate for the project.

Project Trip Generation

Table 35 shows the estimated trip generation from the project based on trip generation rates
provided in the CEQA Transportation Analysis prepared by Kittelson and Associates (November
2020), which concludes the project would generate approximately 1,409 net new daily trips
including 181 AM peak hour trips and 173 PM peak hour trips (Appendix H).

Table 35 Estimated Project Vehicle Trip Generation

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size (KSF) Daily Trips Out Total (o]1]3 Total
Existing Warehouse 381,586 664 50 15 65 20 53 73
Proposed Industrial Park 615,095 2,073 199 47 246 52 194 246
Total Net Trips 1,409 149 32 181 32 141 173

Notes: KSF = thousand square feet

Source: Appendix H

Impact Analysis
a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)?

Consistency with Roadway Plans, Policies, and Programs

In December 2019 California’s Third District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, automobile
delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for Positive Growth
& Preservation v. City of Sacramento). Because significance of traffic-related impacts can no longer
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be based on LOS, impacts related to consistency with roadway programs, plans, ordinance, are
policies (such as LOS standards) facilities are not addressed in this analysis.

Consistency with Transit Plans, Policies, and Programs

Transit service in the project area is provided by Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit)
through Routes 97, 86, and M. According to the CEQA Transportation Analysis (Appendix H), the
project would not substantially increase traffic levels at intersections serving local AC Transit buses
such as Routes 86, 97, and M. In addition, the project would not degrade local access to bus stops
along Clawiter Road, which can be accessed via the local sidewalk network and existing facilities
such as ADA curb ramps and crosswalks; there are no active bus stops near the project and no bus
stops abut the project driveways. Therefore, implementation of the project would not conflict with
plans, programs, and policies regarding transit facilities, or decrease the performance and safety of
such facilities.

Consistency with Pedestrian Plans, Policies, and Programs

According to the CEQA Transportation Analysis (Appendix H), the project area features sidewalks
and curb ramps that are in good condition. However, sidewalk coverage is limited, especially along
Clawiter Road adjacent to the project and the SR-92 ramps. In addition, while some high-visibility
ladder crosswalks are provided along Clawiter Road, several standard crosswalks have faded
striping.

The pedestrian access point to the north half of the project would be the proposed north driveway
along Clawiter Road, and the pedestrian access point to the south half of the project would be the
south project driveway along Clawiter Road (the central driveway is not designated as a pedestrian
access point). To access the north half of the project, pedestrians could utilize a dedicated
pedestrian walkway through the site. Pedestrians accessing the south half of the project would not
have a dedicated walkway through the access easement, but rather a path marked with yellow paint
for pedestrian access; this access path would be parallel to those used by bicycles, automobiles, and
trucks. A dedicated walkway would be available east of the easement. In addition, pedestrian
lighting would be provided at multiple locations in both the north and south site areas.

Pedestrians accessing the north half of the project, as well as pedestrians traveling along Clawiter
Road, may experience conflicts with vehicles both on-site and at the driveways. Pedestrian-oriented
treatments that would be considered as part of design review and conditions of approval include:

= Ensure that the north and central driveways on Clawiter Road are designed for pedestrian
visibility safety (sidewalks clearly delineated, improved visibility by minimizing bushes and large
signs).

= Coordinate with the City of Hayward to install warning signage (such as caution signage for
exiting vehicles) and continental crosswalks at the north and central driveways.

Pedestrians accessing the south half of the project, as well as pedestrians traveling along Clawiter
Road, may experience conflicts with vehicles both on-site and at the driveways. Pedestrians
accessing the site could face some limitations due to the lack of a dedicated pedestrian walkway and
a lack of sidewalks along Clawiter Road south of the railroad tracks. Pedestrian-oriented treatments
that would be considered as part of design review and conditions of approval include:

= With the City and existing property owner, explore options such as designing the southern
driveway on Clawiter Road for pedestrian visibility safety (e.g. improved visibility by minimizing
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bushes and large signs) and installing warning signage (such as caution signage for exiting
vehicles) and continental crosswalks at the southern driveway.

= Explore options with the existing property owner to better delineate the pedestrian access path
through the access easement with high-visibility paint and signage.

= With the City and existing property owner, explore options to install sidewalks along Clawiter
Road south of the railroad tracks.

Adherence to conditions of approval to improve pedestrian access would ensure the project would
not conflict with plans, programs, and policies regarding pedestrian facilities, or decrease the
performance and safety of such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Consistency with Bicycle Plans, Policies, and Programs
The existing bicycle facilities in the study area include:

= Class lll bike route on Clawiter Road

= Class Il buffered bike lanes on Eden Landing Road south of SR-92
= (Class lll bike route on Depot Road

= Class Ill bike route on Industrial Boulevard

= (Class Il bike route on Winton Avenue west of Clawiter Road and on the north side of Winton
Avenue east of Clawiter Road

= (Class Il bike lane on the south side of Winton Avenue east of Clawiter Road

The site plan includes bike racks around all four buildings, consistent with California Green Building
Code (CALGreen) requirements for developers to provide bicycle parking for 5 percent of the
vehicular parking spaces added on a site. 18 short-term bike racks and 18 long-term bike racks are
required, and the project has proposed to provide 22 of each, exceeding the state’s requirements by
22 percent. The project would also include showers. Per conditions of approval, the project would
financially contribute to a future roadway project that will install a bike lane on Clawiter Road. The
bicyclist access points to the project would consist of the three driveways along Clawiter Road. The
bicyclist path through the site (including through the access easement) would be delineated by
bicycle “sharrows” stenciled onto driveway pavement, indicating the bike-vehicle shared traffic lane.
The bicyclist path of travel would run parallel to the truck path of travel. Alternatively, bicyclists
accessing the site’s north half could dismount and use the internal pedestrian path on foot.

Since bicyclist access to, from, and through the project site consists of shared facilities that would
include trucks, bicyclist comfort may be affected due to conflicts with automobiles and trucks.
Potential treatments should be considered to increase bicyclist safety as part of design review and
conditions of approval. Recommended improvements include:

= Coordinate with the City of Hayward to install signage (such as bikeway signage and caution
signage) for vehicles entering or existing the project driveways.

= Ensure the on-site bike sharrows are high-visibility and are accompanied by the appropriate
signage.

The City of Hayward is currently updating its Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. At this time, the
draft plan proposes replacing the bike route along Clawiter Road with separated bike lanes. Should
separated bike lanes be installed, the property owner would be required to coordinate with the City
to provide the appropriate signage and transition markings at the project driveways.
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Adherence to conditions of approval to improve pedestrian access would ensure that the project
would not conflict with plans, programs, and policies regarding bicycle facilities, or decrease the
performance and safety of such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Design Hazards or Incompatible Uses

Project implementation would occur on existing parcels developed with warehouse and vehicle
storage uses. The implementation of the project would not alter or affect existing street and
intersection networks or involve an incompatible use. Access and movement through the project
site would be designed to support large trucks and vehicles for potential warehouse or distribution
facilities. Sufficient turning areas and access opportunities for truck and passenger vehicle access
are proposed in accordance with City requirements. No new roadways or alterations to existing
roadway design would occur. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with
the City’s design standards for vehicular access and circulation and the Fire Code. Therefore, the
project would not create a significant safety hazard due to a design feature or incompatible use.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

As described in the Regulatory Setting section above, the screening criteria for employment-
industrial threshold would be appropriate for the project. The City’s screening criterion for projects
analyzed under the employment-industrial threshold are:

* Located in areas with below average VMT per employee and/or within a half mile of a major
transit stop or corridor

= Include low VMT-supporting features that will produce low VMT per employee

= Must include features that are similar to or better than what exists today for density and
parking to support no increase in VMT per industrial employee

As shown in Figure 8 in the City’s VMT Thresholds of Significance Screening Criteria, the proposed
project is located in an area with below average VMT for industrial uses (Appendix H). In addition,
the project includes the following low-VMT supporting features:

=  Parking areas that include carpool-designated preferred area as well as electric vehicle charging
stations

= |ncentives for commuting by bicycle with bike racks and storage facilities,
fitness facilities, showers, and on-site bike sharrows

=  On-site food truck space so employees can remain in the area for lunch and food breaks

Finally, the proposed project includes features that are similar to, or better than what exists on the
project site currently, related to development intensity and parking to support no increase in VMT
per industrial employee. The project site currently has 282,000 square-feet of development, and the
project would involve redevelopment of the site with an increase in development intensity to
631,000 square-feet. This increase in square footage would allow more jobs and services to be
provided in an existing industrial area instead of resulting in the introduction of new development in
undeveloped areas. Also, the site currently has approximately 450 parking spaces, which would
decrease to about 320 parking spaces and 45 trailer parking spaces (Appendix H). Because the
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project meets the low-VMT screening criteria for industrial projects, the project would have a less
than significant impact on VMT and a detailed analysis is not required.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

An existing, active railroad spur divides access to the northern and southern portions of the site, as
shown in Figure 4. Access to the northern and southern areas of the site would both be along
Clawiter Road, through one ingress/egress easement on the south side of the project and two
driveways on the north side. In addition, existing emergency access to the railroad spur would
continue to be used for emergency access between the northern and southern project sites. The
proposed project would be required to comply with all building, fire, and safety codes and specific
development plans would be subject to review and approval by the City’s Public Works Department
and HFD. Required review by these departments would ensure the circulation system for the project
site would provide adequate emergency access. In addition, the proposed project would not require
temporary or permanent closures to roadways. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code 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:

a. 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 O [ | O O

b. Aresource 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. O [ | O O

Tribal Cultural Resources Setting

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “A project with
an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further
states that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe” and 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 Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

2. Aresource 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 these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
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AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB
52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

Impact Analysis

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is 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)?

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is 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 5024.17?

The California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted and a review of the
Sacred Lands File (SLF) requested on July 22, 2020. On July 22, 2020, the NAHC sent a response
indicating that the SLF search indicated the presence of any known cultural resources in the project
site.

On September 15, 2020, the City of Hayward mailed a notification letter on April 3, 2020 to the one
local Native American tribe that has requested notification under AB 52: the lone Band of Miwok
Indians (Appendix 1). Correspondence is included in Appendix I. Under AB 52, tribes have 30 days
from receipt of the letter to respond and request consultation. The tribe did not respond during that
window to request formal consultation under AB 52.

Nonetheless, the SLF was returned with positive results; therefore, it is possible that ground
disturbance during construction would encounter unknown tribal cultural resources or known
cultural resources that may be identified as tribal cultural resources. Thus, the project has the
potential to significantly impact tribal cultural resources through ground disturbance and looting or
vandalism of encountered resources. Mitigation is required to ensure that unanticipated discoveries
of tribal cultural resources are avoided or, where avoidance is infeasible, mitigated to a less than
significant level.

Mitigation Measure

TCR-1  Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources

In the event that cultural resources of Native American origin that may be considered tribal cultural
resources are identified during construction, all earth disturbing work within 50 feet of the find
must be temporarily suspended or redirected until an archaeologist has evaluated the nature and
significance of the find and in consultation with the on-site Native American monitor. If the
archaeologist and Native American monitor determine that the resource is a tribal cultural resource
and thus significant under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall be prepared and implemented in
accordance with state guidelines and in consultation with Native American groups. The plan would
include avoidance of the resource or, if avoidance of the resource is infeasible, the plan would
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outline the appropriate treatment of the resource in coordination with the appropriate Native
American tribal representative(s).

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would ensure that tribal cultural resources are identified properly and
preserved in the event they are uncovered during construction and would reduce impacts regarding
disrupting tribal cultural resources to a less than significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
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? O O [ ] O
b. Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years? O O [ | O
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? O O [ | O
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? O O | O
e. Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? O O [ | O
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?
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?
c. Would the project 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?
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Stormwater

As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would increase the
amount of impervious surfaces on-site and therefore would increase the volume of runoff from the
project site into the storm drain system. However, in accordance with Alameda County Flood
Control & Water Conservation District requirements, the project would control the rate of runoff
such that the rate of runoff would not increase from existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed
project would not exceed the capacity of storm drain infrastructure such that new or expanded off-
site storm water drainage facilities would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.

Water

The proposed project would receive its water from the City of Hayward. The City of Hayward
provides water for residential, commercial, industrial, governmental, and fire suppression uses. The
City owns and operates its own water distribution system and receives its water from the Hetch
Hetchy system, owned and operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).
Emergency water supplies are available through connections with Alameda County Water District
(ACWD) and East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) in case of disruption of delivery (City of
Hayward 2016a). The proposed project would connect into existing water infrastructure located
along Clawiter Road for the proposed structures and landscaping. The construction required for
connection is included in the environmental analysis throughout this report.

The City’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) assesses Hayward’s water supply reliability, and
describes the City’s anticipated water demand, water shortage contingency plans, and water
conservation strategies. The UWMP is based on the growth projections in the City’s General Plan.
Major water system projects in the near-term focus on replacing and renovating existing water
storage reservoirs to increase storage capacity and improve structural reliability. According to the
UWMP, SFPUB and the City of Hayward have sufficient supplies during normal years through 2040
but during single- and multiple-dry years, there are projected water shortages (City of Hayward
2016a). A Water Supply Agreement, which includes a Water Shortage Allocation Plan (WSAP), was
agreed to for the allocation of water supplies during shortage periods. In addition, the UWMP
includes an aggressive water shortage contingency plan which the City would implement. As
determined in the City’s UWMP, there is adequate water supply available to serve anticipated
growth in Hayward.

As described in Section 11, Land Use Planning, the proposed project is consistent with the General
Plan’s IC land use designation and is consistent with the development potential on the project site.
Moreover, as described in Section 13, Population and Housing, the project would not generate
growth beyond that anticipated in the General Plan. In addition, Building 4 would also have a dual
plumbing system to allow for future connection to the City’s purple pipe reclaimed water system,
which would reduce water demand. Therefore, there would be sufficient potable water supply to
accommodate the anticipated demand increases resulting from the proposed project. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Wastewater Generation

The City of Hayward operates the Sewer Collection System, the wastewater collection system that
collects wastewater from the majority of the residential, commercial and industrial users within the
incorporated City limits (Hayward 2016a). The wastewater collection system is comprised of about
350 miles of sewer mains, nine sewage lift stations, and 2.5 miles of force mains. Wastewater
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collected by the City is conveyed to the City-owned Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF), which is
permitted under a NPDES permit issued by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB to provide primary
through advanced secondary treatment for up to 18.5 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater
(City of Hayward 2016a). The plant currently treats an average dry weather flow of 11.1 mgd, which
gives sufficient excess capacity to accommodate growth in the City.

The project site is located in an urban area within the boundaries of the City of Hayward Sewer
Collection System. The project would connect into the existing sewer system and would not require
significant improvements other than improved connections to the sewer systems from the project
site, which are included in the environmental analysis.

The proposed project would increase existing wastewater generation on-site through the
development of an industrial park; the transformer yard or transmissions lines would not generate
wastewater. However, the project is consistent with the General Plan’s IC land use designation and
would not generate growth beyond that anticipated in the General Plan. The EIR for the City’s
General Plan found that there was adequate capacity at the WPCF to serve development under the
General Plan. Therefore, there is adequate capacity at the WPCF to service the proposed project
and no expansion of the WPCF would be required (City of Hayward 2013). Impacts would be less
than significant.

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications

A significant impact to electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities may occur if the
demand for services exceeds the capacity of local providers. Electricity and natural gas would be
provided to the project site by PG&E. Telecommunications services would be provided by AT&T, SBC
Telecom, or other providers, at the discretion of future tenants. Telecommunications are generally
available in the project area to serve the surrounding industrial and business park uses. Facility
upgrades would not likely be necessary.

As described in Section 6, Energy, the proposed project would have sufficient supplies of energy and
natural gas. The project would also provide a transformer yard and two overhead transmission lines
to connect to the nearby PG&E substation to handle the electricity requirements of the proposed
data center. Impacts of the proposed transformer yard and overhead transmissions lines are
included throughout the document.

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on local electricity, natural gas, and
telecommunications providers.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

d. Would the project 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. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The City of Hayward provides weekly garbage collection and disposal services through a Franchise
Agreement with Waste Management, Inc. (WMI), a private waste management company Solid
waste from Hayward is transported to the Altamont Landfill in Livermore, which has a total capacity
of 124.4 million cubic yards, remaining capacity of 65.4 million cubic yards, and an anticipated
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closure date of 2040 (CalRecycle 2019). The Altamont Landfill has a maximum daily capacity of
11,150 tons per day.

CALGreen requires covered projects to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum 65% of the
nonhazardous construction and demolition waste or meet a local construction and demolition waste
management ordinance, whichever is more stringent. HMC Chapter 5, Article 10 requires that
applicants for all construction and demolition projects that generate significant debris recycle 100
percent of all asphalt and concrete and 50 percent of remaining materials. Construction activities
associated with the project would be required to comply with these requirements.

Operation of the project would generate solid waste from materials and employees; the
transformer yard or transmissions lines would generate wastewater. Solid waste generation was
estimated using default data tables from CalEEMod for Industrial Park facilities. As shown in

Table 36, the project could generate 764 tons of solid waste per years, or two tons per day. This is
well within the capacity of the Altamont Landfill and would not cause the facility to exceed its daily
permitted capacity.

Table 36 Estimated Solid Waste Generation

Land Use Generation Rate* Total (tons/year) Total (tons/day)

Industrial Park 616,000 1.24 tons/1,000 sf/year 764 2

Notes: sf = square feet
Rates from CalEEMod (CAPCOA 2017)

As discussed above, the project would be required to comply with HMC Chapter 5, Article 10 for
construction waste recycling. In addition, the businesses who operate within the structures would
be required to provide recycling collections and separate recycling containers pursuant to City
Ordinance (Hayward N.D.). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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20 Wildfire
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:

a. Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? O O O [ |

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? O O O [ |

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? O O O [ |

d. Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslopes or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes? O O O [ |

a. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project, 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?

c. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project 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?

d. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
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or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

The project site is not located within or near a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or state
responsibility area. The nearest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately six
miles north of the project site in Castro Valley (CalFire 2007; 2008). Because the site is not within or
near a state responsibility area or a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, no impacts related to
wildfires would occur.

NO IMPACT
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Does the project:

a. 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? O [ | O O

b. 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)? O [ | O O

c. Have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or
indirectly? O [ | O O

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?

Based on the analysis provided throughout this Initial Study, implementation of the proposed
project would not substantially degrade the quality of the environment and would not 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 rare or endangered plants or animals, or eliminate important examples of California
history or prehistory. Biological resources are addressed in Section 4, Biological Resources. With
implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 related to nesting birds, sensitive
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bat species in the existing on-site structure, and the removal of on-site trees, the proposed project
would not substantially reduce wildlife habitat or population. Mitigation measures CR-1 and TCR-1
have been designed to reduce potential impacts to unknown archaeological and tribal cultural
resources. Based on the ability of the identified mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to
less than significant levels, the proposed project’s impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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)?

Cumulative impacts associated with some of the resource areas are addressed in the individual
resource sections above: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Water Supply, and Solid Waste (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3)). Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas impacts would be less than
significant with generator operational restrictions under Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and a
greenhouse gas reduction strategy required under Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Water supply and
solid waste impacts would be less than significant. Some of the other resource areas were
determined to have no impact in comparison to existing conditions and therefore would not
contribute to cumulative impacts, such as Mineral Resources and Agricultural Resources. As such,
cumulative impacts in these issue areas would also be less than significant (not cumulatively
considerable). The proposed project would incrementally increase traffic compared to existing
conditions. However, due to the low volume of traffic generated by the proposed project, the
proposed project would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts to nearby roadways. The
project site is located in an area with below average VMT per employee, includes low-VMT
supporting features, and has features that would increase density and decrease parking over
existing conditions. Therefore, the project would not lead to a significant cumulative increase in
VMT. The proposed project involves development of an industrial park and would be consistent with
the City’s General Plan designation. The proposed project would not result in a significant
contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts, and impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

Effects to human beings are generally associated with air quality, noise, traffic safety, geology/soils
and hazards/hazardous materials. As discussed in this Initial Study, implementation of the proposed
project would result in less than significant environmental impacts with respect to these issue areas
with mitigation incorporated. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce health impacts from on-site
generators through operational restrictions. The geotechnical recommendations Mitigation
Measure GEO-1 and GEO-2 discussed in Section 7, Geology and Soils, would ensure that soils and
grounds are stable, and that liquefaction risks are less than significant. Mitigation Measures AQ-1
and GEO-1/GEO-2 would reduce health and safety risks to human beings and would result in less
than significant impacts. Mitigation measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 would reduce impacts
associated with hazardous materials. With mitigation, the proposed project would not cause
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substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND

1.0 Infroduction

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This document includes comments received during the circulation of the Draft Initial Study-
Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS-MND) prepared for the Clawiter Road Industrial Project and
responses to those comments. The Draft IS-MND identifies the likely environmental consequences
associated with development of the proposed project and recommends mitigation measures to
reduce potentially significant impacts. This Response to Comments (RTC) Document provides a
response to comments on the Draft IS-MND. This document, together with the Draft IS-MND,
constitutes the Final IS-MND for the proposed project.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to circulate
a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (NOI) and provide the general public
with an opportunity to comment on the Draft IS-MND. The Draft IS-MND was circulated for a public
review period that began on December 4, 2020 and ended on January 4, 2021. Copies of the NOI
were mailed to local agencies and posted with the State Clearinghouse and Alameda County Clerk’s
Office. The Draft IS-MND was posted electronically on the City's website. The City of Hayward
received four comment letters on the Draft IS-MND.

1.3 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This Response to Comments (RTC) Document consists of the following chapters:

o Chapter 1.0: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC
Document and summarizes the environmental review process for the project.

o Chapter 2.0: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all
comment letters received on the Draft IS-MND. A written response for each CEQA-related
comment received during the public review period is provided. Each response is keyed to
the corresponding comment.

. Chapter 3.0: Draft IS-MND Revisions. Corrections to the Draft IS-MND that are necessary in
light of the comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify
material in the Draft IS-MND, are contained in this chapter. Underlined text represents
language that has been added to the Draft IS-MND and deleted text is indicated with

strikeout.
. Appendix 1: Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Modeling Results
. Appendix 2: Revised CEQA Transportation Analysis

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter includes written comments received during the circulation of the Draft IS-MND
prepared for the Clawiter Road Industrial Project and responses to those comments.

The Draft IS-MND was circulated for a 30-day public review period that began on December 4, 2020
and ended on January 4, 2021. The City of Hayward received four comment letters on the Draft IS-
MND. The commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s letter appear are listed
below.

Letter No. and Commenter Page No.

1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 3
2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 6
3 County of Alameda, Land and Water Division 26
4 Lozeau Drury, LLP 28

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters have been numbered sequentially
and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been assigned a number.
The responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then the
number assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the
first issue raised in comment Letter 1).

In some cases, specific changes to the text of the Draft IS-MND have been made in response to
comments received. In no case do these revisions result in a greater number of impacts or impacts
of a substantially greater severity than those set forth in the Draft IS-MND. Where revisions to the
main text are called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision.
Added text is indicated with underlined and deleted text is indicated with strikeeut. Page numbers
correspond to the page numbers of the Draft IS-MND.

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 4 e
OFFICE OF TRANSIT AND COMMUNITY PLANNING 20 o
P.O.BOX 23660, MS-10D Making Conservation
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 a California Way of Life.
PHONE (510) 286-5528

TTY 711

www .dot.ca.gov

January 4, 2021 SCH # 2020120073
GTS # 04-ALA-2020-00571
GIS ID: 21378
Alameda / 92/ 4.735
Elizabeth Blanton
City of Hayward Planning Division
777 B Street,
Hayward CA 94541

Re: Clawiter Road Industrial Project- Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)

Dear Elizabeth Blanton:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmentalreview process for the Clawiter Road Industrial Project. We
are committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal transportation
system and to our natural environment are identified and mitigated to support a
safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient fransportation system. The following
comments are based on our review of the December 2020 draft MND.

Project Understanding

The proposed projectintends to redevelop a currently industrial site into an
industrial park of four core structures, three designated for industrial uses in
accordance with current zoning. The fourth is being proposed to be a data
center. The site is accessible by Clawiter Road and State Route (SR)- 92.

Project-Related Impacts

Potential impacts to the State Right-of-Way (ROW) from project-related
temporary access points during construction should be analyzed. Mitigation for
significant impacts due to construction and noise should be identified in the
environmental documents. Project work that requires movement of oversized or
excessive load vehicles on state roadways requires a transportation permit that
is issued by Caltrans. To apply, visit: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-
operations/transportation-permits.

“Provide asafe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system to enhance California’s economy and Iivobi/iéy”
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Thank you again forincluding Caltrans in the environmentalreview process.
Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Laurel Sears
at laurel.sears@dot.ca.gov. Additionally, for future notifications and requests for
review of new projects, please contact LDIGR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

/MNak_

MARK LEONG
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Infergovernmental Review

c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide asafe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system to enhance California’s economy and Iivobi/iﬂy”
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Letter 1

COMMENTER: Mark Leong, District Branch Chief, California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)

DATE: January 4, 2021

Response 1.1

The commenter states an opinion that potential impacts to the State Right-of-Way (ROW) from
temporary access during construction and construction noise should be analyzed and mitigation
identified for potential significant impacts. The commenter also states that work which requires
movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on SR 92 would require a transportation permit
issued by Caltrans.

It is not anticipated that temporary access points to the project from state ROW or temporary
access to the state ROW would be required during construction. Construction vehicles would utilize
existing access points. Construction noise and vibration impacts were analyzed in Section 13, Noise,
of the Draft IS-MND, which was estimated using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). Construction noise and vibration impacts were
determined to be less than significant. It is acknowledged that the project would be required to
comply with Caltrans requirements for excessive load vehicles if required during construction or
operation.

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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January 4, 2021

Elizabeth Blanton

City of Hayward, Planning
777 B Street

Hayward, CA 94541

RE: Clawiter Road Industrial Project — Mitigated Negative Declaration
Dear Ms. Blanton,

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) staff has reviewed the
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed Clawiter Road Industrial
Project (Project). The Project applicant proposes to demolish the four existing on-
site structures and construct an industrial park consisting of four industrial core sites
and shell structures totaling approximately 616,000 square feet and a transformer
yard on a 26-acre site in the City of Hayward. While three of the proposed core sites
will be occupied by industrial uses, the fourth core site would be occupied by a data
center designed to provide 49 megawatts (MW) of information technology power
with 24 backup diesel generators to provide emergency power to the data center.

The Air District commends the applicant for its commitment to procure 100 percent
renewable energy mix by 2025 and to achieve carbon neutrality by 2040 for the data
center. Because the data center includes backup diesel generators, the Project will
require Air District approval of an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate for
the backup diesel generators, and, as such, the Project will be required to comply
with all applicable Air District regulations. Although the Air District’s regulations do
not currently prohibit the use of diesel generating equipment, a rulemaking effort
is underway to address backup generators at data centers. As such, the Air District
encourages the City of Hayward to go beyond current regulatory requirements and
require the project applicant to adopt the use of cleaner, non-diesel technologies.

Additionally, staff are providing the following recommendations on how the City
could enhance its CEQA analysis and minimize emissions from the Project and future

proposed data centers.

Consistency with Long-Term State Climate Goals

The MND states that the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions “are evaluated
for consistency with the State’s next milestone target year of 2030.” However, the
MND does not evaluate, disclose, nor discuss the Project's consistency with State

375 BEALE STREET, SuITE 600 « SAN FRANCISCO CA « 94105+ 415.771.6000 » WWW.bagqmd.gov
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policies requiring long-term reductions in emissions of GHGs, including the direction in Executive
Order B-55-18 to achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible and no later than 2045, and
Executive Order S-3-05 to achieve GHG emissions reductions equivalent to 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050. See Cleveland Nat’l Forest Foundation v. San Diego Ass’n of Governments
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 516 (CEQA analysis should “compare the [project’s] projected greenhouse
gas emissions ... from 2020 through 2050 with the Executive Order's goal of reducing emissions
to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.”).

Although the MND states that the data center tenant has committed to achieving carbon
neutrality/net-zero carbon by 2040, the details of this commitment are unclear. Specifically, the
MND mentions the tenant’s commitment to procure 100 percent renewable energy by 2025,
while GHG-1 specifies procurement of 60 percent renewable sources by 2030, yet the math
behind GHG-1 appears to be approaching 100 percent GHG-free electricity. Likewise, the MND
does not evaluate how the Project’s use of diesel fuel in the 24 proposed Tier 2 back up diesel
generators is consistent with carbon neutrality as soon as possible and no later than 2045. Air
District staff recommends that the City augment its GHG analysis to include an evaluation,
disclosure, and discussion of whether the Project will be consistent with the State’s policies
beyond 2030. Regardless of whether upon further evaluation the City deems that deployment
of 24 diesel backup generators is consistent with the State’s carbon neutrality target, the Air
District recommends that the City compel the project applicant to adopt alternative zero
emitting technologies, procure renewable fuel, commit to otherwise mitigate GHG emissions, or
a combination of the three.

Lastly, although the uses of buildings 1-3 are not specified, it appears that building 3 will include
26 loading docks. It is unclear if these loading docks will include electric vehicle (EV) charging
infrastructure for trucks. In accordance with Executive Order N-79-20 which calls for 100 percent
medium- and heavy-duty vehicles to be zero-emission by 2045, the Air District recommends the
City clarify if loading dock EV charging infrastructure is included and discuss how inclusion of EV
charging (or lack thereof) is consistent with Executive Order N-70-20 and the broader goals of
carbon neutrality.

Calculation of GHG Emissions

The GHG emissions for electricity use are calculated by applying an adjusted energy intensity
factor for the year 2030, however, the project is scheduled to be operating in 2023. The Air
District recommends the calculation be redone to include energy intensity factors for the year
commencing project operations.

Non-Testing/Non-Maintenance Operations

The MND should include various scenarios of backup power generation operations beyond
routine testing and maintenance. Air District staff has reviewed recent data regarding backup

(cont.)


amiller
Line

amiller
Line

amiller
Line

amiller
Line

amiller
Text Box
3

amiller
Text Box
4

amiller
Text Box
5

amiller
Text Box
2 (cont.)


Attachment VII

Elizabeth Blanton January 4, 2021
Page 3

generator usage during non-testing/non-maintenance operations at several Bay Area data
centers. Between September 1, 2019, and September 30, 2020, nearly half of the identified data
centers in Santa Clara, San Jose, and Sunnyvale operated backup diesel generators for reasons
other than routine testing and maintenance. Many of the data centers operated diesel
generators during multiple non-testing/non-maintenance events; non-testing/non-
maintenance hours of operation approached 50 hours for one generator for one event; it
appears 40 or more generators operated concurrently at two facilities; and one facility ran diesel
generators for approximately 400 hours for non-testing/non-maintenance purposes over the
course of the period. Please see Attachment 1 for details of the preliminary information on non-
testing/non-maintenance operations that the Air District has received from data centers, which
demonstrates the need to evaluate these operations. Air District staff recommends that the
MND include GHG, criteria pollutant, and toxic air contaminant (TAC) impacts due to the non-
testing/non-maintenance operations of backup power generators. Various scenarios should be
considered for non-testing/non-maintenance operations, including non-zero hours of operation
and concurrent generator operations.

Recommendations for Achieving Additional Emissions Reductions

To the extent that further analysis concludes the Project’s emissions would be cumulatively
considerable or inconsistent with the State’s climate goals, the Project may need to incorporate
mitigation measures to reduce emissions. Even if the revised analysis does not conclude the
Project’s emissions will be cumulatively considerable, the Air District encourages the City to
compel the applicant to incorporate additional emission reduction measures as a condition of
approval of the Project. These recommended measures will help ensure that the Project’s
emissions impacts are reduced to the maximum extent possible to achieve the most health
protective air quality for Bay Area residents and to achieve climate change goals established by
the State and the Air District.

The MND identifies the predominant source of the Project’s GHG emissions as electricity use
(15,615 MTCO;e per year), which would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). The Air
District commends the applicant for its commitment to procuring 100 percent renewable energy
mix by 2025 for the data center. Air District staff encourages the applicant to commit to
procuring 100 percent renewable energy for the entire project site at the onset of project
operation. This can be achieved by opting into PG&E’s Solar Choice program. Alternatively,
because the City is a member of the Community Choice Energy program, East Bay Community
Energy (EBCE), the City could opt in to EBCE’s Brilliant 100 program (carbon-free energy) or
Renewable 100 program (solar and wind energy).

According to the MND, the Project would include 24 Tier 2 diesel backup generators, designed
to provide 24 hours of emergency generation at full demand. To meet State and regional climate
goals, the Air District encourages projects go above and beyond permitting requirements. In

(cont.)
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September 2018, the Air District launched the Diesel Free by ‘33 initiative to eliminate diesel
emissions from Bay Area communities by 2033. To cut diesel use to zero by the end of 2033, the
Air District recommends that the City compel the Project applicant to use the cleanest available
technologies such as solar battery power, fuel cells, natural gas reciprocating engines, or Tier 4
generators.

Lastly, Air District staff strongly recommends that the City work with PG&E, the Air District, State
agencies, and the Project proponents for this and similar proposed data center projects to
explore alternative options to reduce GHG emissions. For example, the Air District awarded a
Climate Protection Grant of $300,000 to the City of Santa Clara to conduct a pilot project to
demonstrate the viability of replacing data center backup diesel generators with electric energy
storage systems, and the California Energy Commission (CEC) has previously provided Electric
Program Investment Charge (EPIC) awards for data center microgrids. We also encourage
proponents of the Project and future data centers to seek available grant funding for zero-
emitting alternatives to diesel backup generators.

Air District staff is available to assist the City in addressing these comments. If you have any
guestions or would like to discuss Air District recommendations further, please contact
Josephine Fong, Environmental Planner, at (415) 749-8637 or jfong@baagmd.gov, or Jakub
Zielkiewicz, Advanced Projects Advisor, at (415) 749-8429 or jzielkiewicz@baagmd.gov.

Sincerely,

e

Greg Nudd
Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer

Attachment 1: Preliminary Back-Up Diesel Engine Operations (Non-Testing/Non-Maintenance)

cc: BAAQMD Director John J. Bauters
BAAQMD Director Pauline Russo Cutter
BAAQMD Director Scott Haggerty
BAAQMD Director Nate Miley

(cont.)
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Attachment 1: Preliminary Back-Up Diesel Engine Operations (Non-Testing/Non-Maintenance)

Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
. i Estimated fuel usage
. Estimated engine load X
X . Hours of operation K during each non- . . X
Data . . Engine Size } percentage during each : Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # Engine # City (MW) (non-.testmg/non- non-testing/non- . testing/non- . Date operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)

1 1 Santa Clara 2 9 5% 90 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 2 Santa Clara 2 8.8 6% 240 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 2 Santa Clara 2 1.2 5% 29 8/17/20-8/18/20 Human error event
1 3 Santa Clara 2 1 1% 5 8/17/20-8/18/20 Human error event
1 4 Santa Clara 2 8.5 25% 390 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 4 Santa Clara 2 1 26% 58 8/17/20-8/18/20 Human error event
1 5 Santa Clara 2 9.1 31% 400 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 6 Santa Clara 2 8.9 21% 300 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 7 Santa Clara 2 8.8 24% 350 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 8 Santa Clara 2 8.8 25% 350 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 9 Santa Clara 2 8.6 22% 325 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
1 10 Santa Clara 2 9 19% 300 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
2 1 Sunnyvale 2 12.6 34% 682 Various Utility inflicted disturbance
2 2 Sunnyvale 2 14.7 41% 795 Various Utility inflicted disturbance
2 3 Sunnyvale 2 15.3 30% 828 Various Utility inflicted disturbance
2 4 Sunnyvale 2 13.8 32% 747 Various Utility inflicted disturbance
2 5 Sunnyvale 2 20.2 26% 1093 Various Utility inflicted disturbance
3 1 Santa Clara 2 0.5 1% 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
3 2 Santa Clara 2 1.4 2% 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
3 3 Santa Clara 2 36.7 40% 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
3 4 Santa Clara 2.25 0.2 1% 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
3 5 Santa Clara 2.25 31.7 36% 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
3 6 Santa Clara 2.25 37.3 36% 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
4 1 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 33% 25 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 2 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 33% 25 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 3 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 33% 25 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 4 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 33% 25 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 5 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 33% 25 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 6 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 33% 32 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 7 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 33% 32 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 8 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 33% 32 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 9 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 33% 32 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 10 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 33% 32 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 11 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 33% 32 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 12 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 33% 38 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line

Page 1 of 11

10




Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
Estimated engine load Estimated fuel usage
X . Hours of operation g. during each non- . . X
Data Engine # Cit Engine Size (non-testing/non percentage during each testing/non Date Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # & ¥ (MW) ) & non-testing/non- ) & . operation
maintenance) . . maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)

4 13 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 33% 38 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 14 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 33% 38 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 15 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 33% 38 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 16 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 33% 38 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 17 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 43% 33 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 18 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 43% 33 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 19 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 43% 33 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 20 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 43% 33 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 21 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 43% 33 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 22 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 43% 41 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 23 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 43% 41 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 24 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 43% 41 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 25 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 43% 41 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 26 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 43% 41 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 27 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 43% 41 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 28 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 43% 49 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 29 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 43% 49 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 30 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 43% 49 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 31 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 43% 49 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 32 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 43% 49 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 33 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 52% 34 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 34 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 52% 34 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 35 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 52% 34 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 36 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 52% 34 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 37 Santa Clara 2.25 0.4 52% 34 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 38 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 52% 43 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 39 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 52% 43 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 40 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 52% 43 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 41 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 52% 43 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 42 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 52% 43 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 43 Santa Clara 2.25 0.5 52% 43 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
4 44 Santa Clara 2.25 0.6 52% 51 8/16/2020 Lightning strikes to transmission line
5 1 Santa Clara 2 5 46% 325 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding

5 2 Santa Clara 2 6 58% 400 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding

6 1 Santa Clara 2 41.9 30% 200 8/17/20-8/18/20 utility outage
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
Estimated engine load Estimated fuel usage
X . Hours of operation g. during each non- . . X
Data Engine # Cit Engine Size (non-testing/non percentage during each testing/non Date Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # & ¥ (MW) ) & non-testing/non- ) & . operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)
6 2 Santa Clara 2 47.7 22% 180 8/17/20-8/18/20 utility outage
6 3 Santa Clara 2 13 2% 20 8/17/20-8/18/20 utility outage
6 4 Santa Clara 2 37.2 54% 500 8/17/20-8/18/20 utility outage
6 5 Santa Clara 2 37.3 38% 250 8/17/20-8/18/20 utility outage
6 6 Santa Clara 2 41.7 0% 20 8/17/20-8/18/20 utility outage
7 1 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 1 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 1 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 2 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 2 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 2 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 3 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 3 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 3 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 4 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 4 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 4 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 5 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 5 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 5 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 6 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 6 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 6 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 7 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 7 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 7 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 8 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 8 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 8 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 9 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 9 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 9 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 10 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 10 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 10 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
. i Estimated fuel usage
. Estimated engine load X
X . Hours of operation K during each non- . . X
Data . . Engine Size ) percentage during each : Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # Engine # City (MW) (non-.testmg/non- non-testing/non- . testing/non- . Date operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)
7 11 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 11 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 11 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 12 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 12 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 12 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 13 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 8/18/2020 Power outage
7 13 Santa Clara 2.5 3.5 48% 600 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 13 Santa Clara 2.5 2.5 48% 480 8/14/2020 Power outage
7 14 Santa Clara 2 3.7 45% 220 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 14 Santa Clara 2 4.9 55% 370 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 15 Santa Clara 2 3.7 45% 210 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 15 Santa Clara 2 0.4 50% 390 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 16 Santa Clara 2 3.7 45% 220 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 16 Santa Clara 2 4.9 5% 1.5 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 17 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 1.4 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 17 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 0.2 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 18 Santa Clara 2 3.7 40% 210 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 18 Santa Clara 2 4.9 55% 400 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 19 Santa Clara 2 5.5 50% 360 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 19 Santa Clara 2 4.9 60% 410 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 20 Santa Clara 2 5.5 50% 370 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 20 Santa Clara 2 4.9 60% 410 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 21 Santa Clara 2 5.5 50% 370 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 21 Santa Clara 2 4.9 60% 410 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 22 Santa Clara 2 5.5 50% 370 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 22 Santa Clara 2 4.9 60% 410 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 23 Santa Clara 2 5.5 20% 150 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 23 Santa Clara 2 0.7 15% 14 9/6/2020 Power outage
7 24 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 1 8/17-8/18 Power outage
7 24 Santa Clara 2 0.1 5% 1 9/6/2020 Power outage
8 1 Santa Clara 2 0.3 5% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 1 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 2 Santa Clara 2 0.3 5% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 2 Santa Clara 2 0.3 5% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
. i Estimated fuel usage
. Estimated engine load X
X . Hours of operation K during each non- . . X
Data . . Engine Size ) percentage during each : Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Engine # City (non-testing/non- . testing/non- Date )
Center # (MW) ) non-testing/non- ) . operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)
8 3 Santa Clara 2 0.3 6% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 3 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 4 Santa Clara 2 0.3 7% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 4 Santa Clara 2 0.2 8% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 5 Santa Clara 2 0.2 10% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 5 Santa Clara 2 0.2 8% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 6 Santa Clara 2 0.2 9% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 6 Santa Clara 2 0.2 7% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 7 Santa Clara 2 0.2 15% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 7 Santa Clara 2 0.2 8% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 8 Santa Clara 2 0.2 13% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 8 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 9 Santa Clara 2 0.2 9% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 9 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 10 Santa Clara 2 0.2 12% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 10 Santa Clara 2 0.2 7% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 11 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 11 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 12 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 12 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 13 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 13 Santa Clara 2 0.2 7% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 14 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 14 Santa Clara 2 0.2 7% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 15 Santa Clara 2 0.2 12% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 15 Santa Clara 2 0.2 11% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 16 Santa Clara 2 0.3 10% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 16 Santa Clara 2 0.2 9% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 17 Santa Clara 2 0.3 9% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 17 Santa Clara 2 0.2 9% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 18 Santa Clara 2 0.2 7% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 18 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 19 Santa Clara 2 0.2 10% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 19 Santa Clara 2 0.2 8% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 20 Santa Clara 2 0.2 9% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
Estimated engine load Estimated fuel usage
X . Hours of operation g. during each non- . . X
Data Engine # Cit Engine Size (non-testing/non- percentage during each testing/non- Date Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # & ¥ (MW) ) & non-testing/non- ) & . operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)

8 20 Santa Clara 2 0.2 7% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 21 Santa Clara 2 0.2 17% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 21 Santa Clara 2 0.2 12% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 22 Santa Clara 2 0.2 8% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 22 Santa Clara 2 0.2 8% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 23 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 23 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
8 24 Santa Clara 2 0.2 6% 2 11/27/2019 System-wide power quality event
8 24 Santa Clara 2 0.2 5% 2 2/15/2020 System-wide power quality event
9 1 Santa Clara 2 8.4 65% 524 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
9 2 Santa Clara 2 5.6 60% 400 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
9 3 Santa Clara 2 2.6 50% 300 8/17/20-8/18/20 Equipment failure

9 4 Santa Clara 2 2.9 1% 20 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
9 5 Santa Clara 0.23 6.5 7% 10 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 1 Santa Clara 2 9 50% 256 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 2 Santa Clara 2 9 50% 256 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 3 Santa Clara 2 9 50% 256 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 4 Santa Clara 2.06 4 60% 296 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 5 Santa Clara 2.06 4 60% 296 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 6 Santa Clara 2.06 4 60% 296 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 7 Santa Clara 3 7 40% 1280 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 7 Santa Clara 3 4 40% 731.5 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 8 Santa Clara 3 7 40% 1280 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 8 Santa Clara 3 4 40% 731.5 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 9 Santa Clara 3 7 40% 1280 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 9 Santa Clara 3 4 40% 731.5 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 10 Santa Clara 3 7 40% 1280 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 10 Santa Clara 3 4 40% 731.5 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 11 Santa Clara 3 5 50% 780 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 12 Santa Clara 3 5 50% 780 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 13 Santa Clara 3 5.5 50% 930 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 14 Santa Clara 3 5 50% 780 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 15 Santa Clara 3 5.5 50% 930 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 16 Santa Clara 3 5.5 50% 930 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 17 Santa Clara 2.75 9 70% 625 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
Estimated engine load Estimated fuel usage
X . Hours of operation g. during each non- . . X
Data Engine # Cit Engine Size (non-testing/non- percentage during each testing/non- Date Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # & ¥ (MW) ) & non-testing/non- ) & . operation
maintenance) . . maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)
10 18 Santa Clara 2.75 8.2 70% 525 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 19 Santa Clara 2.75 8.9 70% 615 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 20 Santa Clara 2.75 11.3 70% 975 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 21 Santa Clara 2 4 60% 238 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 22 Santa Clara 3 5.5 50% 930 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 23 Santa Clara 3 5.5 50% 930 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 24 Santa Clara 3 5.5 50% 930 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 25 Santa Clara 2.75 8.3 70% 530 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 26 Santa Clara 2.75 8.3 70% 530 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 27 Santa Clara 2.75 8.3 70% 530 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 28 Santa Clara 2.75 8.3 70% 530 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 29 Santa Clara 3 11.6 60% 1786 Power bump
10 29 Santa Clara 3 4 60% 616 Power bump
10 29 Santa Clara 3 3.5 60% 539 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 29 Santa Clara 3 3 60% 462 Power bump
10 29 Santa Clara 3 2.7 60% 416 Power bump
10 29 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Power bump
10 29 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage
10 30 Santa Clara 3 10.1 60% 1555 Utility outage
10 30 Santa Clara 3 5.5 60% 847 Power bump
10 30 Santa Clara 3 4 60% 616 Utility outage
10 30 Santa Clara 3 3.7 60% 569.8 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 30 Santa Clara 3 2.8 60% 431 Power bump
10 30 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage
10 30 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage
10 31 Santa Clara 3 11.5 60% 1771 Utility outage
10 31 Santa Clara 3 4 60% 616 Utility outage
10 31 Santa Clara 3 3.7 60% 569.8 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 31 Santa Clara 3 3 60% 462 Power bump
10 31 Santa Clara 3 2.7 60% 416 Power bump
10 31 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage
10 31 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage
10 32 Santa Clara 3 11.6 60% 1786 Utility outage
10 32 Santa Clara 3 4 60% 616 Utility outage
10 32 Santa Clara 3 3 60% 462 Power bump
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
Estimated engine load Estimated fuel usage
X . Hours of operation g. during each non- . . X
Data Engine # Cit Engine Size (non-testing/non percentage during each testing/non Date Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # & ¥ (MW) ) & non-testing/non- ) & . operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)

10 32 Santa Clara 3 3 60% 462 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 32 Santa Clara 3 2.7 60% 416 Power bump

10 32 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage

10 32 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage

10 33 Santa Clara 3 11.6 60% 1786 Utility outage

10 33 Santa Clara 3 4 60% 616 Utility outage

10 33 Santa Clara 3 3.7 60% 569.8 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 33 Santa Clara 3 3 60% 462 Power bump

10 33 Santa Clara 3 2.8 60% 431.2 Power bump

10 33 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage

10 33 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage

10 34 Santa Clara 3 11.6 60% 1786 Utility outage

10 34 Santa Clara 3 4 60% 616 Utility outage

10 34 Santa Clara 3 3.7 60% 569.8 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 34 Santa Clara 3 3 60% 462 Power bump

10 34 Santa Clara 3 2.9 60% 447 Power bump

10 34 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage

10 34 Santa Clara 3 1 60% 154 Utility outage

10 35 Santa Clara 3 6 40% 450 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 36 Santa Clara 3 2 40% 150 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 37 Santa Clara 3 5.5 40% 412 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 38 Santa Clara 3 5.5 40% 412 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 39 Santa Clara 3 5.5 40% 412 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
10 40 Santa Clara 2.75 8.3 70% 530 8/17/20-8/18/20 State Emergency Load Shedding
11 1 Santa Clara 2 5.8 25% 390 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 1 Santa Clara 2 4.1 25% 390 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 2 Santa Clara 2 4.7 31% 280 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 2 Santa Clara 2 3.9 31% 280 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 3 Santa Clara 2 5.6 28% 380 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 3 Santa Clara 2 4.3 28% 380 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 4 Santa Clara 2 5.4 43% 605 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 4 Santa Clara 2 3.5 43% 605 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 5 Santa Clara 0.23 6 17% 27 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 5 Santa Clara 0.23 3.5 17% 27 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request

11 6 Santa Clara 2 4.5 17% 75 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
. i Estimated fuel usage
. Estimated engine load X
X . Hours of operation K during each non- . . X
Data . . Engine Size ) percentage during each : Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Engine # City (non-testing/non- . testing/non- Date )
Center # (MW) ) non-testing/non- ) . operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)
11 7 Santa Clara 2 4.7 8% 75 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request
11 8 Santa Clara 2 4.7 8% 100 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request
11 9 Santa Clara 2 4.7 9% 100 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request
11 10 Santa Clara 2 4.8 11% 100 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request
11 11 Santa Clara 0.23 4.8 7% 30 8/17/20-8/18/20 Power supplier request
12 1 Santa Clara 0.23 2.9 14% 87 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 2 Santa Clara 2 43 8% 160 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 3 Santa Clara 2 42.8 6% 160 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 4 Santa Clara 2 38 15% 420 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 5 Santa Clara 2 24 55% 500 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 6 Santa Clara 2 10 6% 160 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 7 Santa Clara 2 10.4 7% 160 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 8 Santa Clara 2 42.1 30% 250 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 9 Santa Clara 2 41.8 30% 250 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 10 Santa Clara 2 10.3 1% 50 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
12 11 Santa Clara 2 10 7% 160 8/17/20-8/18/20 Utility outage
13 1 Santa Clara 2 19.8 37% 80.3 Various Utility power outages; power blips, UPS/board repair
13 2 Santa Clara 2 20.4 37% 82.5 Various Utility power outages; power blips, UPS/board repair
13 3 Santa Clara 1.25 14.96 43% 527 Various Utility power outages; power blips, UPS/board repair
13 4 Santa Clara 1.25 14.94 42% 525 Various Utility power outages; power blips, UPS/board repair
13 5 Santa Clara 1.25 14.92 43% 523 Various Utility power outages; power blips, UPS/board repair
14 1 Santa Clara 2.7 1.9 22% 90 11/27/2019 Utiilty sag event
14 2 Santa Clara 2.7 1.9 32% 95 11/27/2019 Utiilty sag event
14 3 Santa Clara 2.7 1.9 1% 57 11/27/2019 Utiilty sag event
14 4 Santa Clara 2.7 1.9 34% 99.75 11/27/2019 Utiilty sag event
14 5 Santa Clara 2.7 4.4 41% 422 8/18/2020 Mandatory load transfer
14 6 Santa Clara 2.7 6.3 32% 445 8/18/2020 Mandatory load transfer
14 7 Santa Clara 2.7 4.7 2% 139 8/18/2020 Mandatory load transfer
14 8 Santa Clara 2.7 4.5 48% 123 8/18/2020 Mandatory load transfer
15 1 Santa Clara 2 14 65% 693
15 2 Santa Clara 2 14 65% 693
15 3 Santa Clara 2 14 65% 693
15 4 Santa Clara 2 14
15 5 Santa Clara 2 14
15 6 Santa Clara 2.5 14 19% 486

Page 9 of 11
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
Estimated engine load Estimated fuel usage
X . Hours of operation g. during each non- . . X
Data Engine # Cit Engine Size (non-testing/non percentage during each testing/non Date Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # & ¥ (MW) ) & non-testing/non- ) & . operation
maintenance) . . maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)

15 7 Santa Clara 2.5 14
16 1 Santa Clara 2 2.4 2% 45.6 7/31/2020 Utility power outage
16 2 Santa Clara 2 2.4 18% 48 7/31/2020 Utility power outage
16 3 Santa Clara 1.5 2.4 30% 40.8 7/31/2020 Utility power outage
16 4 Santa Clara 1.5 2.4 25% 38.4 7/31/2020 Utility power outage
17 1 San Jose 2 2 14% 80 11/26/2019 Commercial power outage
17 2 San Jose 2 2 14% 80 11/26/2019 Commercial power outage
18 1 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/16/2020 Utility power outage
18 1 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/25/2020 Utility power outage
18 2 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/16/2020 Utility power outage
18 2 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/25/2020 Utility power outage
18 3 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/16/2020 Utility power outage
18 3 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/25/2020 Utility power outage
18 4 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/16/2020 Utility power outage
18 4 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/25/2020 Utility power outage
18 5 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/16/2020 Utility power outage
18 5 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/25/2020 Utility power outage
18 6 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/16/2020 Utility power outage
18 6 San Jose 2 1.5 30% 150 8/25/2020 Utility power outage
19 1 San Jose 1.5 4 20% 200 8/19/2020 Substation transformer power equipment failure
19 2 San Jose 1.5 4 17% 190 8/19/2020 Substation transformer power equipment failure
19 3 San Jose 1.5 4 50% 290 8/19/2020 Substation transformer power equipment failure
19 4 San Jose 1.5 4 60% 310 8/19/2020 Substation transformer power equipment failure
19 5 San Jose 1.5 4 53% 300 8/19/2020 Substation transformer power equipment failure
19 6 San Jose 1.5 4 40% 280 8/19/2020 Substation transformer power equipment failure
20 1 Santa Clara 3 4.1 42% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 1 Santa Clara 3 3.5 42% 350 9/7/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 1 Santa Clara 3 1.5 42% 150 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 2 Santa Clara 3 4.1 37% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 2 Santa Clara 3 3.6 37% 360 9/7/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 2 Santa Clara 3 2.6 37% 250 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 3 Santa Clara 3 4.1 40% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 3 Santa Clara 3 3.6 40% 360 9/7/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 3 Santa Clara 3 1.8 40% 180 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 4 Santa Clara 3 4.1 38% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding

Page 10 of 11
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Attachment VII

Preliminary back-up diesel engine operations (non-testing/non-maintenance) for select facilities in Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and San Jose

September 1, 2019 - September 30, 2020

Facility operator data, based on facility responses to BAAQMD's 9/25/20 data request and follow-up conversations. Data may be refined and additional information may be available during follow-up|

discussions.
. i Estimated fuel usage
. Estimated engine load X
X . Hours of operation K during each non- . . X
Data . . Engine Size ) percentage during each : Explanation of non-testing/non-maintenance
Center # Engine # City (MW) (non-.testmg/non- non-testing/non- . testing/non- . Date operation
maintenance) . ) maintanence operation
maintenance operations
(gallons)
20 4 Santa Clara 3 3.6 38% 360 9/7/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 4 Santa Clara 3 1.4 38% 150 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 5 Santa Clara 3 4.2 20% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 5 Santa Clara 3 1.1 20% 120 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 6 Santa Clara 3 4.1 17% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 6 Santa Clara 3 13 17% 130 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 7 Santa Clara 3 4.1 18% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 7 Santa Clara 3 1.4 18% 140 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 8 Santa Clara 3 4.1 19% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 8 Santa Clara 3 1.4 19% 140 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 9 Santa Clara 3 4.2 15% 420 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 9 Santa Clara 3 1.1 15% 110 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 10 Santa Clara 3 4.1 29% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 10 Santa Clara 3 13 29% 130 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 11 Santa Clara 3 4.3 18% 430 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 11 Santa Clara 3 1.4 18% 140 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 12 Santa Clara 3 4.1 19% 410 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 12 Santa Clara 3 1.4 19% 140 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 13 Santa Clara 3 4.1 3% 120 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 13 Santa Clara 3 1.2 3% 40 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 14 Santa Clara 3 4 2% 120 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 14 Santa Clara 3 13 2% 40 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 15 Santa Clara 3 4 2% 160 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 15 Santa Clara 3 1.3 2% 50 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 16 Santa Clara 3 2 30% 20 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 16 Santa Clara 3 1.5 30% 20 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 17 Santa Clara 3 0.9 10% 20 8/17/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
20 17 Santa Clara 3 0.8 10% 20 8/18/2020 State Emergency Load Shedding
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Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

Letter 2

COMMENTER: Greg Nudd, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD)

DATE: January 4, 2021

Response 2.1

The commenter provides a summary of the proposed project, commends the project applicant for
committing to procure 100 percent renewable energy by 2025 and achieve carbon neutrality by
2040, and states that the project will require BAAQMD approval of an Authority to Construct and
Permit to Operate for the proposed diesel generators and compliance with all applicable BAAQMD
regulations. The commenter further encourages the City to go beyond current regulatory
requirements by requiring the project applicant to use cleaner, non-diesel technologies for its
backup generators.

The tenant of Building 4 has committed to procure 100 percent renewable energy by 2025 and
achieve carbon neutrality by 2040. As acknowledged in Section 3, Air Quality, of the Draft IS-MND,
the proposed backup diesel generators would require a BAAQMD permit to operate, and the
operator would be required to comply with all applicable BAAQMD regulations.

The commenter’s opinion encouraging the use of non-diesel technologies for backup generators is
noted. The tenant of Building 4 considered using available alternative technologies including gas-
fired turbines, flywheels, gas-fire reciprocating internal combustion engines, batteries, fuel cells,
and alternative fuels. However, the tenant determined that none of these technologies could meet
the needs of the proposed data center because they were commercially or technically infeasible
and/or would not achieve the tenant’s goal of 99.999 percent reliability (an industry-specific
performance standard for data centers) during an emergency.

Response 2.2

The commenter requests an evaluation of the project’s consistency with long-term State goals for
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including Executive Orders (EQ) B-55-18 and S-3-05. The
commenter also opines that the details of the applicant’s commitment to carbon neutrality by 2040
are unclear. In addition, the commenter expresses confusion over the characterization of the
applicant’s commitment to procure 100 percent renewable energy by 2025 as stated in the IS-MND.

The IS-MND uses a threshold of significance of 660 MT of CO.e per year to evaluate GHG emissions
impacts. This threshold was calculated by reducing the BAAQMD’s adopted threshold of significance
of 1,100 MT of CO.e per year, which is consistent with the target of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 of
reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, by 40 percent to be consistent with the State’s 2030
target under SB 32 of reducing GHG emissions from 1990 levels by 40 percent by 2030. In
accordance with the recommendations of the Association of Environmental Professionals, this
threshold is intended to evaluate whether the project would impede “substantial progress” toward
meeting the reduction goals identified in Senate Bill (SB) 32, EO S-3-05, and EO B-55-18.1 The court’s

1 Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP). 2016. Final White Paper Beyond 2020 and Newhall: A Field Guide to New CEQA
Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Climate Action Plan Targets for California. https://www.califaep.org/images/climate-change/AEP-
2016_Final_White_Paper.pdf (accessed January 2021).

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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opinion in Cleveland Nat'l Forest Foundation v. San Diego Ass'n of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th
497, 516 determined that the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) did not abuse its
discretion by declining to adopt EO S-3-05 as its threshold of significance because EO S-3-05 did not
outline a specific pathway to achieve its goals. As in the Cleveland Nat’ Forest Foundation case, the
State has not yet adopted a pathway to achieving its long-term 2045 and 2050 GHG emissions
reductions targets outlined in EO B-55-18 and S-3-05, respectively; therefore, it is not necessary for
the City of Hayward in this matter to use these goals as thresholds of significance. Furthermore, the
court’s decision focused on the adequacy of the GHG emissions analysis prepared for the SANDAG
2010 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which had a
planning horizon of 40 years (i.e., 2050). In its opinion, the court stated that the EIR should consider
the RTP/SCS’s long-range GHG emissions for year 2050 because implementation of the RTP/SCS
would result in “downstream impacts” by “influenc[ing] travel behavior and GHG emissions for
several decades, perhaps longer.” However, this recommendation is not applicable to the proposed
project, which would be operational prior to 2030 and would not result in “downstream impacts.”

In response to this comment, clarifying language has been added to Section 8, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, of the Draft IS-MND. These changes are shown in Chapter 3, Draft IS-MND Text Revisions,
of this Response to Comments document.

As stated in the Project Description — Green Building Features of the Draft IS-MND, and consistent
with the standard methodology for calculating GHG emissions, the analysis of the project’s
environmental impacts conservatively does not account for the commitments of the tenant of
Building 4 to procure a 100 percent renewable energy mix by 2025 or to achieve carbon neutrality
by 2040. Accordingly, as described in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft IS-MND
(specifically under Methodology and in Table 21, the analysis of the project’s GHG emissions
assumes the project’s electricity mix would only meet legislative and regulatory requirements
established by SB 100, which mandates that Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) achieve 60 percent
renewable electricity by 2030. Given this conservative assumption, Mitigation Measure GHG-1
includes a provision for the project applicant to rely on eligible renewable and zero-carbon energy
sources for more than 60 percent of the electricity consumed by Buildings 1 through 4 by 2030. For
the purposes of demonstrating the feasibility and effectiveness of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, the
discussion under Significance under Mitigation in this section demonstrates that a scenario in which
the project applicant implements the requirements of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 by securing 100
percent of electricity for all on-site buildings from renewable energy sources and purchasing Carbon
Offsets for mitigating the remainder of emissions would be effective in reducing the project’s GHG
emissions to a less-than-significant level.

Response 2.3

The commenter requests more information on whether the proposed loading docks for Building 3
would include electric vehicle charging infrastructure and requests an evaluation of the project’s
consistency with EO N-79-20.

The proposed project does not include EV infrastructure for the loading docks at Building 3 at this
time; however, the proposed project includes core and shell structures, and the tenant of Building 3
is not known at this time. Therefore, it is possible that the future tenant may choose to install EV
infrastructure. In addition, in response to this comment, the project applicant is evaluating the cost
of including EV infrastructure at this stage of design and construction and may elect to include this
in the project design as part of the construction drawings. However, as detailed in Section 8,

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft IS-MND, the project’s impacts related to GHG emissions
would be adequately mitigated to a less-than-significant level through implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1. Nevertheless, the text of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 in Section 4.8, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, of the IS-MND has been revised to incorporate the commenter’s suggestion.
Revisions are shown in Chapter 3, Draft IS-MND Revisions.

EO N-79-20 sets statewide goals that 100 percent of in-state sales of new passenger cars and trucks
will be zero-emission by 2035 and 100 percent of in-state sales of medium- and heavy-duty trucks
and buses will be zero-emission by 2035 for drayage trucks and by 2045 for all operations where
feasible. To achieve this goal, the governor directed the California Air Resources Board and other
state agencies to develop regulations and take appropriate actions. Future tenants of the proposed
project would be required to comply with all applicable legislation, policies, and regulations
established in furtherance of EO N-79-20. Consistent with the discussion under Response 2.3, the
goals set forth in EO N-79-20 were not utilized as thresholds of significance in the Draft IS-MND
because the State has not yet adopted a pathway to achieve these long-term goals. Consequently, it
is not necessary for the City to use the goals identified by the commenter as thresholds of
significance for this project.

Response 2.4

The commenter recommends using the energy intensity factors for year 2023 (the project’s buildout
year) instead of year 2030 in the modeling of the project’s GHG emissions.

As stated under Methodology in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft IS-MND,
“Operational emissions were modeled for the year 2030 to be consistent with the State’s next GHG
emission reduction milestone target of achieving 40 percent reduction in 1990 GHG emission levels
by 2030.” As a result, the GHG emissions analysis uses energy intensity factors and vehicle emission
factors for year 2030 to calculate project emissions. This approach is appropriate because it
provides an apples-to-apples comparison between project emissions and the significance threshold
that was calculated based on reducing the BAAQMD’s mass emission threshold of 1,100 MT of COze
per year by 40 percent to 660 MT of CO,e per year to account for the State’s SB 32 target.

Response 2.5

The commenter recommends evaluating the project’s criteria air pollutant, GHG, and toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions under various scenarios of backup power generation operations
beyond routine testing and maintenance.

Non-testing/non-maintenance events during which the proposed diesel backup generators would
operate are expected to be predominantly power outage events. During these events, the proposed
diesel backup generators would emit criteria air pollutant, GHG, and TAC emissions. However,
outages are often unplanned and unpredictable, and quantification of these emissions requires a
number of unvalidated, unverifiable, and speculative assumptions related to the following factors,
each of which has the ability to significantly influence the results of air pollutant and GHG emissions
modeling:

= The duration of the power outage
= The number of power outages in a given year

= The number and location of backup generators in simultaneous use (e.g., some generators are
redundant to provide reliability should one or more generators fail during an emergency)

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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=  Whether use of the backup generators during the outage is continuous or variable, which
depends on actual power demand during an outage, which is in turn dependent on numerous
factors including level of occupancy, time of day, day of week, weather, rate of use, etc.

= The load points of each generator in use (e.g., 25 percent, 50 percent, 100 percent)

= Local meteorological and background air quality conditions at the time of the outage, which
may be impacted by events that often occur concurrently with power outages such as wildfires

As a result, modeling the air pollutant and GHG emissions generated during non-testing/non-
maintenance events would be speculative and would likely provide results that are not useful for
meaningful evaluation of the project’s environmental impacts. In addition, the vast majority of non-
testing/non-maintenance events provided by the BAAQMD in Attachment 1 of their letter occurred
during the two heat and storm events in August and September of 2020. During these events, the
Governor issued two executive orders suspending the current state law that prohibits voluntary
operation of backup generators. As a result, operators of data centers voluntarily operated their
generators to shed the electric load that could be routed to others to avoid rolling blackouts at the
request of the Governor and the California Energy Commission. Accordingly, these events did not
constitute emergency operations because the data centers had access to electricity at the time and
would not have been subject to outages. The sole reason the backup generators were operated
during that time was to assist other electricity customers in the state. The last time this law was
suspended was during the 2001 energy crisis; therefore, this is a rare occurrence and it would be
speculative to evaluate associated impacts.

Furthermore, air quality permitting of backup generators generally does not include modeling of
emissions during non-testing/non-maintenance events, as is the practice of BAAQMD and numerous
other air districts throughout the state. CEQA requires evaluation of whether a project may have a
significant effect on the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record
(Public Resources Code Section 21082.2[a]). Argument and speculation are not considered to be
substantial evidence (Public Resources Code Section 21082.2([c]), and if the lead agency finds a
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and
terminate discussion of the impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). For the reasons stated above,
impacts associated with non-testing/non-maintenance operation of the proposed diesel backup
generators is too speculative to be meaningfully evaluated; therefore, this analysis is not required
under CEQA. Section 3, Air Quality, of the Draft IS-MND includes an analysis of the air quality
impacts associated with routine testing and maintenance of the anticipated 24 backup generators,
conservatively assuming maximum permitted operations of 50 hours per year for each generator. As
shown in Tables 7 and 8, emissions of nitrogen oxide would be significant, and implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, either
through limiting the total hours of annual permitted operations or through the purchase of offsets
(see Tables 9 through 12 for mitigated emissions). As shown in Tables 13 and 14, emissions of toxic
air contaminants would not exceed the BAAQMD project-level or cumulative thresholds for health
risk; therefore, impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant.

Response 2.6

The commenter suggests the incorporation of additional emission reduction measures as conditions
of approval for the proposed project, including procurement of 100 percent renewable energy for
the entire project site at the onset of project operation and use of cleanest available technologies
for backup power generation (such as solar battery power, fuel cells, natural gas, or Tier 4 diesel

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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generators). The commenter recommends the City work with PG&E, BAAQMD, State agencies, and
project applicants to reduce GHG emissions from data center projects.

As determined in Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft IS-MND, emissions from the land
use development component of the proposed project would be potentially significant and would
require implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, which may include reliance on 100 percent
renewable energy at the onset of project operation. However, GHG emissions associated with the
stationary source component of the project (i.e., the diesel backup generators) would not exceed the
BAAQMD's stationary source threshold; therefore, no mitigation is required for GHG emissions
associated with the diesel backup generators.

The text of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, has been revised
to incorporate the commenter’s suggestion to coordinate with PG&E and BAAQMD to reduce GHG
emissions, as shown under Response 2.3.

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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From: Roe, Dilan, Env. Health <Dilan.Roe@acgov.org>

Sent: Saturday, December 5, 2020 8:49 AM

To: Robert Goldassio <Robert.Goldassio@hayward-ca.gov>; Hugh Murphy <Hugh.Murphy@hayward-
ca.gov>

Cc: Elizabeth Blanton <Elizabeth.Blanton@hayward-ca.gov>; Khatri, Paresh, Env. Health
<paresh.khatri@acgov.org>

Subject: RE: Notice of Intent to Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration - Clawiter Road Industrial Project -
201906718

Good Morning Robert and Hugh:

This site definitely requires environmental oversight during site redevelopment — although case closure
was granted by the Regional Water Board in 2015 it was limited to petroleum contamination form
leaking underground storage tanks. Additional data was collected subsequent to the closure however
this data should be reviewed by an environmental agency relative to site redevelopment and a
determination made whether additional data collection/remediation is warranted associated with other
historic land use rather the USTs and to oversee at a minimum the design and installation of vapor
mitigation systems at the site.

Dilan Roe, PE
Chief — Land & Water Division
510-567-6767
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Attachment VII

City of Hayward
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

Letter 3

COMMENTER: Dilan Roe, PE, County of Alameda Land and Water Division
DATE: December 5, 2020

Response 3.1

The commenter states that the project site requires environmental oversight during redevelopment
because case closure for the site was limited to petroleum contamination from leaking underground
storage tanks (LUST).

The commenter is correct in stating that case closure for the site was limited to LUSTs. As described
in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft IS-MND, residual soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater impacts remain present onsite. As discussed in the Draft IS-MND, the applicant applied
for Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) oversight in a letter from the RWQCB dated
October 31, 2019. Given existing potential hazards on site, the Draft IS-MND includes Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 which requires environmental regulatory agency involvement and
oversight for the current development plan, remediation, and through completion of building
demolition, subsurface demolition, and construction. In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3
requires the implementation of the RWQCB approved Construction Site Management Plan.

Response 3.2

The commenter adds that the additional site investigations prepared for the site should be reviewed
by an environmental agency relative to redevelopment plans to determine if additional
collection/remediation is warranted, and the environmental agency should oversee the design and
installation of vapor mitigation systems.

As mentioned in the Draft IS-MND, the RWQCB reviewed the additional site investigations and
concurred with the investigation findings in two letters dated July 2, 2020 and August 10, 2020. As
described under Response 2.1, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, the project sponsor is required to
coordinate with the RWQCB on the most up-to-date development plans. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2
requires coordination with RWQCB for potential soil vapor investigations.

Responses to Comments on the Draft IS-MND
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Elizabeth Blanton, Associate Planner

City of Hayward

777 B St.

Hayward, CA 94541

Email: Elizabeth.Blanton@hayward-ca.gov

Via E-Mail

January 4, 2021

Re: Comment on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Clawiter Road Industrial Project

Dear Ms. Blanton:

| am writing on behalf of the Laborers International Union of North America, Local
Union 304 and its members living in and around the City of Hayward (“LIUNA”) regarding
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) prepared for the Clawiter
Road Industrial Project, an industrial park proposed for a 26-acre site located at 25800
and 25858 Clawiter Road in the City of Hayward (the “Project”). After reviewing the
IS/IMND, we conclude that it fails to analyze all environmental impacts and implement all
necessary mitigation measures. LIUNA respectfully requests that the City Planning
Department prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”) for the Project pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code section 21000, et
seq.

These comments have been prepared with the assistance of wildlife biologist
Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D. and environmental consulting firm Soil/Water/Air Protection
Enterprise (“SWAPE?”). Dr. Smallwood’s comment and curriculum vitae are attached as
Exhibit A hereto and are incorporated herein by reference and entirety. SWAPE’s
comment and curriculum vitae are attached as Exhibit B hereto and are incorporated
herein by reference in their entirety.

l. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project proposes to demolish four existing on site structures, ancillary
structures, and on-site improvements and develop an industrial park consisting of four
industrial core and shell structures totaling approximately 616,000 square feet and a
transformer yard. Three of the proposed buildings would be designed for occupation by
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industrial uses allowed in the IP and IG zoning districts, and the fourth building is
proposed to be occupied by a data center and would be designed to provide 49
megawatts of information technology power.

Il LEGAL STANDARD

As the California Supreme Court has held, “[i]f no EIR has been prepared for a
nonexempt project, but substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that
the project may result in significant adverse impacts, the proper remedy is to order
preparation of an EIR.” Communities for a Better Env’t v. South Coast Air Quality Mgmt.
Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 319-320 (CBE v. SCAQMD) (citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75, 88; Brentwood Assn. for No Drilling, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 491, 504-505). “Significant environmental effect” is
defined very broadly as “a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the
environment.” Pub. Res. Code (“PRC”) § 21068; see also 14 CCR § 15382. An effect on
the environment need not be “momentous” to meet the CEQA test for significance; it is
enough that the impacts are “not trivial.” No Oil, Inc., 13 Cal.3d at 83. “The ‘foremost
principle’ in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature intended the act to be read so as to
afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the
statutory language.” Communities for a Better Env’t v. Cal. Res. Agency (2002) 103
Cal.App.4th 98, 109 (CBE v. CRA).

The EIR is the very heart of CEQA. Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of
Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1214 (Bakersfield Citizens); Pocket Protectors
v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 927. The EIR is an “environmental
‘alarm bell’ whose purpose is to alert the public and its responsible officials to
environmental changes before they have reached the ecological points of no return.”
Bakersfield Citizens, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1220. The EIR also functions as a “document of
accountability,” intended to “demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency
has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.” Laurel
Heights Improvements Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392. The
EIR process “protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.”
Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927.

An EIR is required if “there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record
before the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment.”
PRC § 21080(d); see also Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927. In very limited
circumstances, an agency may avoid preparing an EIR by issuing a negative declaration,
a written statement briefly indicating that a project will have no significant impact thus
requiring no EIR (14 CCR § 15371), only if there is not even a “fair argument” that the
project will have a significant environmental effect. PRC, §§ 21100, 21064. Since “[t]he
adoption of a negative declaration . . . has a terminal effect on the environmental review
process,” by allowing the agency “to dispense with the duty [to prepare an EIR],” negative
declarations are allowed only in cases where “the proposed project will not affect the
environment at all.” Citizens of Lake Murray v. San Diego (1989) 129 Cal.App.3d 436,
440.
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Where an initial study shows that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, a mitigated negative declaration may be appropriate. However, a mitigated
negative declaration is proper only if the project revisions would avoid or mitigate the
potentially significant effects identified in the initial study “to a point where clearly no
significant effect on the environment would occur, and...there is no substantial evidence
in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have
a significant effect on the environment.” PRC §§ 21064.5 and 21080(c)(2); Mejia v. City of
Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 331. In that context, “may” means a reasonable
possibility of a significant effect on the environment. PRC §§ 21082.2(a), 21100,
21151(a); Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927; League for Protection of Oakland'’s
etc. Historic Res. v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 896, 904-05.

Under the “fair argument” standard, an EIR is required if any substantial evidence
in the record indicates that a project may have an adverse environmental effect—even if
contrary evidence exists to support the agency’s decision. 14 CCR § 15064(f)(1); Pocket
Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 931; Stanislaus Audubon Society v. County of Stanislaus
(1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 150-51; Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of
Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1602. The “fair argument” standard creates a “low
threshold” favoring environmental review through an EIR rather than through issuance of
negative declarations or notices of exemption from CEQA. Pocket Protectors, 124
Cal.App.4th at 928.

The “fair argument” standard is virtually the opposite of the typical deferential
standard accorded to agencies. As a leading CEQA treatise explains:

This ‘fair argument’ standard is very different from the standard normally
followed by public agencies in making administrative determinations.
Ordinarily, public agencies weigh the evidence in the record before them
and reach a decision based on a preponderance of the evidence.
[Citations]. The fair argument standard, by contrast, prevents the lead
agency from weighing competing evidence to determine who has a better
argument concerning the likelihood or extent of a potential environmental
impact. The lead agency’s decision is thus largely legal rather than factual; it
does not resolve conflicts in the evidence but determines only whether
substantial evidence exists in the record to support the prescribed fair
argument.

Kostka & Zishcke, Practice Under CEQA, §6.29, pp. 273-274. The Courts have explained
that “it is a question of law, not fact, whether a fair argument exists, and the courts owe no
deference to the lead agency’s determination. Review is de novo, with a preference for
resolving doubts in favor of environmental review.” Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at
928 (emphasis in original).

CEQA requires that an environmental document include a description of the
project’s environmental setting or “baseline.” CEQA Guidelines § 15063(d)(2). The CEQA
“baseline” is the set of environmental conditions against which to compare a project’s
anticipated impacts. CBE v. SCAQMD, 48 Cal.4th at 321. CEQA Guidelines section
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15125(a) states, in pertinent part, that a lead agency’s environmental review under
CEQA:

...must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a
Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant.

See Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99,
124-25 (“Save Our Peninsula”).) As the court of appeal has explained, “the impacts of the

project must be measured against the ‘real conditions on the ground,” and not against
hypothetical permitted levels. /d. at 121-23.

. DISCUSSION

A. The IS/MND Fails to Establish an Accurate Baseline for Sensitive
Biological Resources and Fails to Disclose and Properly Mitigate
Impacts of the Project on Numerous Sensitive Species.

Expert biologist Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D. reviewed the IS/MND and supporting
documents and visited the Project site on December 30, 2020. Based on his observations
of the site and review of the IS/MND, Dr. Smallwood points out numerous shortcomings in
the baseline assessment of the presence of species at the site, failure to evaluate impacts
that will result from the Project, and numerous instances where the IS/MND’s assertions
are insufficient or not supported by substantial evidence. See Exhibit A.

1. The IS/MND fails to establish an accurate baseline for sensitive
biological resources.

Dr. Smallwood notes that the IS/MND lacks any sort of biological survey on the
site, or any desktop analysis of what species might fly through the area or breed on site.
Ex. A, p. 3. The IS/MND states that the Project site “has no natural or native vegetation
communities that would support special status animal species.” IS/MND, p. 46. However,
special-status species make use of whatever environmental conditions are available to
them, with volant wildlife certainly making use of their aerohabitat, which Dr. Smallwood
notes the IS/MND fails to consider at all. Ex. A, p. 3.

Dr. Smallwood observed 12 species of vertebrate wildlife at the Project site, saw
bird nests in deciduous trees lacking foliage, and saw birds flying over and across the
site, birds perched on and next to the site, and some foraging on the site. /d. at 1. Dr.
Smallwood also used online data bases of species detections to identify the special-
status species of wildlife likely to occur at the Project site and in the Project area. /d. at 3.
This research resulted in 61 special-status species of vertebrate wildlife documented very
close to the site, nearby, and in the region. /d. Of these species, 9 are bats and 52 are
birds. /d. The bats would be vulnerable to losing roost sites, and birds could collide with
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automobiles, windows, and with the transmission lines. Id. However, without preforming
surveys on the site or any desktop analysis the IS/MND is ill-prepared to address the
potential impacts of collision mortality involving the buildings’ extensive windows, the 965
to 1,287 meters of transmission lines to the PG&E substation, and the Project-generated
traffic. /d.

cont.

2. The IS/MND fails to address the impacts on wildlife from window
collisions.

Dr. Smallwood indicates that the Project, as proposed, will result in significant
impacts on birds colliding with the Project’s clear glass windows. /d. Specifically, Dr.
Smallwood predicts “310 bird deaths per year” due to the Project. Id. at 7. The Project’s
plans show extensive use of reflective glass windows for the Project’s buildings. Based on
the IS/IMND’s depictions of the Project, Dr. Smallwood estimates that the Project would
use at least 4,248 square meters of glass on the buildings’ facades. /d. at 3. “Installed as
proposed, this glass would kill many birds.” Id. Despite emerging scientific literature
about window collisions as one of the largest sources of avian mortality worldwide, the
4 City and the IS/MND do not assess this potential impact.

In order to mitigate these potential impacts to birds, Dr. Smallwood recommends
adherence to available guidelines on building design intended to minimize collision
hazards to birds, such as those by the American Bird Conservancy (“ABC”). Id. at 13.
ABC recommends: (1) minimizing use of glass; (2) placing glass behind some type of
screening (grilles, shutters, exterior shades); (3) using glass with inherent properties to
reduce collisions, such as patterns, window films, decals or tape; and (4) turning off lights
during migration seasons. /d.

Here, there is ample evidence to support a fair argument that the Project will result
in many collision fatalities of birds, and that this may result in a significant impact. Yet the
IS/MND makes no attempt to analyze this potentially significant impact. An EIR is
required to fully analyze and mitigate this impact.

3. The IS/MND fails to address the impacts on wildlife from additional
traffic generated by the Project.

According to the IS/MND, the Project will generate an average of 1,409 new daily
vehicle trips and predicts an annual 4,288,917 vehicle miles traveled yet the IS/MND
provides no analysis of the impacts on wildlife that will be caused by an increase in traffic
5 on the roadways servicing the Project. Based on studies of traffic-caused wildlife
mortality, Dr. Smallwood estimates that the Project-generated traffic would cause
substantial, significant impacts to wildlife. Ex. A, p. 8.

Vehicle collisions with special-status species is not a minor issue, but rather results
in the deaths of millions of species each year. Dr. Smallwood explains:

Across North America traffic impacts have taken devastating tolls on
wildlife (Forman et al. 2003). In Canada, 3,562 birds were estimated killed
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per 100 km of road per year (Bishop and Brogan 2013), and the US
estimate of avian mortality on roads is 2,200 to 8,405 deaths per 100 km
per year, or 89 million to 340 million total per year (Loss et al. 2014). Local
impacts can be more intense than nationally.

Id. at 7. An EIR is needed to analyze and mitigate this potentially significant impact on
wildlife.

4. The IS/MND fails to address the impacts on wildlife from the Project’s
transmission lines.

In order to supply the proposed data center with 49 MW of electrical energy, the
Project will include a transformer yard connected to a PG&E substation via 965 to 1,287
meters of transmission lines. See IS/MND, p. 13. However, birds will collide with these
lines and the impact of such collisions has not been analyzed in the IS/MND.

Based on several studies of bird deaths with transmission lines, Dr. Smallwood
predicts the Project will cause 127 bird deaths per year as a result of the Project’s
transmission lines. Ex. A, p. 11. Additionally, without considering the effects of habitat
loss, the indirect impacts from the 49 MW energy demand would result in the annual
deaths of 147 to 306 birds and 13 to 106 bats at Project start-up, and 446 to 926 birds
and 39 to 715 bats by 2045 when PG&E is acquiring 100% renewable energy. /d. An EIR
is required to analyze and mitigate this potentially significant impact on birds.

5. The IS/MND'’s biological mitigation measures will not mitigate the
Project’s impacts on biological resources.

Dr. Smallwood also notes that Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 are
preconstruction “take-avoidance” surveys for besting birds and special-status species of
bats that would be performed just prior to the Project’s construction. /d. at 13. However,
preconstruction surveys are not a substitute for detection surveys. /d. “Pre-approval
species detection surveys are needed to (1) support negative findings of species when
appropriate, (2) inform preconstruction surveys to improve their efficacy, (3) estimate
project impacts, and (4) inform compensatory and other forms of mitigation.” /d.

While Dr. Smallwood agrees preconstruction surveys are warranted, but in fact
achieve very little since birds are capable of hiding nest sites and bats are capable of
hiding roost sites. /d. In fact, most bird nests and bat roost sites would be missed by
preconstruction surveys. /d. For this reason, compensatory mitigation is needed for the
bird nests and roosting bats that will be missed by preconstruction surveys. /d.
Additionally, preconstruction surveys will not mitigate mortality caused by collisions with
windows, automobiles, and transmission lines. /d. Dr. Smallwood also recommends
compensatory mitigation for these impacts. /d.

B. The IS/MND Relied on Unsubstantiated Input Parameters to Estimate
Project Emissions and Thus the Project May Result in Significant Air
Quality Impacts.
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The IS/MND for the Project relies on emissions calculated from the California
Emissions Estimator Model Version CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 (“CalEEMod”). Ex. B, p. 1. This
model relies on recommended default values for on-site specific information related to a
number of factors. The model is used to generate a project’s construction and operational
emissions. SWAPE reviewed the Project’s CalEEMod output files and found that the
values input into the model were unsubstantiated or inconsistent with information
provided in the IS/MND. Id. at 2. SWAPE provides substantial evidence to demonstrate
that each of the changes could result in an underestimation of the Project’s emissions. As
a result, there is a fair argument that the Project may have a significant environmental
impact on air quality and an EIR must be prepared to disclose and mitigate those impacts.

1. The air quality model contains an incorrect analysis of emissions.

SWAPE's review of the CalEEMod output files revealed that Buildings 1 to 3 and
Building 4 were modeled separately, but the IS/MND fails to mention that the buildings
would be constructed separately. /d. Since the IS/MND fails to justify the separate
modeling of Buildings 1 to 3 and Building 4, the modeling is unsubstantiated and may
underestimate the Project’s maximum daily construction-related emissions and should not
be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance. /d. at 3.

2. The air quality model made unsubstantiated changes to energy
intensity factors.

The CalEEMod output files revealed unsubstantiated manual reductions to the
default CH4, CO2, and N20O intensity factors. Id. The CHaintensity factor was reduced by
approximately 52% from the default value, the COz intensity factor was reduced by
approximately 53% from the default value, and the N20 intensity factor was reduced by
50% from the default value. Id. According to the corresponding “User Entered Comments
and Non-Default Data” tables, the justification provided for these changes is “60% RPS by
2030.” See ISIMND Appendix A, pp. 246, 247, 311. The IS/MND provides that the revised
CHg4, CO2, and N20 intensity factors and indicates that they were calculated based on the
percentage of renewables expected for the year 2030 as a result of the statewide
Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) Program. However, this justification is insufficient
for several reasons. First, simply because the state has renewable energy goals for 2030
does not ensure that these goals will be achieved locally, by the Project’s utility company
specifically. Ex. B, p. 4. Second, given that it is January 2021, and construction of the on-
site facilities is anticipated to last approximately 15 months and construction of the on-site
transformer yard and off-site transmission line is anticipated to last approximately 8
months, the Project will be operational before 2030. /d. As such, the use of energy
intensity factors for 2030 is incorrect and the revised energy intensity factors cannot be
verified. Id. This presents an issue because CalEEMod uses the CH4, CO2, and N20
intensity factors to calculate the Project’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions associated
with electricity use and by including unsubstantiated reductions to the default CH4, COz,
and N20 intensity factors, the models may underestimate the Project's GHG emissions
and should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.
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3. The air quality model uses an incorrect land use type.

According to the IS/MND, Buildings 1, 2, and 3 each include 5,000 square feet of
office space. See IS/MND, p. 8, Table 1. Buildings 1, 2, and 3 include a collective total of
322,095 square feet of industrial space and 15,000 square feet of office space. /d. Thus,
the models should have included 322,095 square feet of “Industrial Park” and 15,000
square feet of “General Office Building.” Ex. B, p. 5. However, review of the Project’s
CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the models for Buildings 1, 2, and 3 include all
337,094 square feet as “Industrial Park” and fail to include any land use space as
“General Office Building.” Id. By failing to include the proposed office space, the models
may underestimate the Project’s construction-related and operational emissions and
should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.

4. The air quality model uses an underestimated land use size and type.

According to the IS/MND, Building 4 includes 273,526 square feet of data center
space and 5,000 square feet of office space. See IS/MND, p. 8, Table 1. Therefore, the
models for Building 4 should include 273,526 square feet of “research and Development”
and 5,000 square feet of “General Office Building.” Ex. B, p. 5. However, review of the
Project’'s CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the models for Building 4 include only
273,526 square feet of “Industrial Park.” Id. at 5-6. By incorrectly modeling the proposed
data center as “Industrial Park” and failing to include the proposed office space, the
models underestimate the Project’s construction-related and operational emissions and
should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.

5. The air quality model fails to model all proposed parking spaces.

According to the IS/MND, the Project proposes 320 vehicle parking spaces and 45
trailer parking spaces. IS/MND, p. 7. As such, the models should have included at least
365 parking spaces. However, review of the Project’'s CalEEMod output files
demonstrates that only 360 parking spaces were included. See Appendix A, pp. 62, 159,
275, 310. The underestimation of parking spaces results in the underestimation of the
Project’s construction-related and operational emissions and should not be relied upon to
determine the Project’s significance.

6. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated changes to
architectural and area coating emission factors.

The CalEEMod output files show that the models include manual reductions to the
Project’s architectural and area coating emission factors. See IS/MND Appendix A, pp. 4,
34, 64, 98, 129, 160, 196, 221, 246, 277, 311. According to the User Entered Comments
and Non-Default Data tables, the justification provided for these changes is “BAAQMD
Regulation 8, Rule 3.” Id. at 3, 33, 63, 98, 129, 160, 196, 221, 246, 276, 311. Further, the
IS/IMND states “[t]his analysis assumes that the project would comply with all applicable
regulatory standards. In particular, the project would be required to comply with BAAQMD
Regulation 8, Rule 3 (Architectural Coatings).” IS/MND, p. 13. However, these

v justifications are insufficient since the IS/MND cannot simply assume that the Project’s
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compliance with BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3 will result in reduced architectural and
area coating emission factors for the proposed parking land use. Ex. B., 7. Further,
SWAPE cannot verify that the revised architectural and area coating emission factors are
14 based on BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3 alone or that the BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 3
con’t. substantiates a reduction to the default coating values without more information regarding
what category of coating will be used. /d. By including unsubstantiated reductions to the
Project’s architectural and area emission factors, the models may underestimate the
Project's ROG/VOC emissions and should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s
significance. /d. at 8.

7. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated changes to individual
construction phase lengths.

The CalEEMod output files show that the models include unsubstantiated changes
to the anticipated individual construction phase lengths. See IS/MND Appendix A, pp. 4,
34, 64, 277. In the models for Buildings 1-3, the architectural coating phase was
increased by approximately 85% from the default value and the building construction
phase was reduced approximately 12% from the default value. Ex. B, p. 8. In the models
15 for Building 4, the building construction phase was increased by approximately 15% from
the default value and the architectural coating phase was increased by approximately
85% from the default value. /d. at 9. According to the User Entered Comments & Non-
Default Data tables, the justification provided for these changes is “[a]pplicant specified
15-month schedule. Extended AC to overlap BC for more realistic conditions.” IS/MND
Appendix A, pp. 3, 33, 63, 98, 129, 160, 196, 221, 246, 276, 311. Further, the IS/MND
states that construction and painting would take approximately eight months but fails to
specify the individual building construction and architectural coating construction phase
lengths. Ex. B, p. 10. By disproportionately altering individual construction phase lengths
without proper justification, the models’ calculations are altered and underestimate
emissions and should not be relied upon to determine the significance of the Project’s air
quality impacts.

8. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated changes to off-road
equipment unit amounts.

16 The CalEEMod output files show that the off-road construction equipment unit
amounts were altered in the models, resulting in a decrease of 3 pieces of equipment.
See IS/MND Appendix A, pp. 4, 34, 64, 277. The justification provided for these changes
is “Applicant provided equipment list.” Id. at 3, 33, 63, 276. However, the IS/IMND fails to
disclose the applicant-provided construction equipment list or mention these changes. Ex.
B, p. 11. As a result, the models may underestimate the Project’s construction-related
emissions and should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.

9. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated reductions of off-road
17 equipment usage hours.

The CalEEMod output files show that the default off-road construction equipment
usage hours were manually reduced to zero. See IS/MND Appendix A, pp. 99, 130, 161,
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312. The justification provided for these changes is “Emissions from equipment calculated
in model for Buildings 1-3.” Id. at 98, 129, 160, 311. However, the IS/MND fails to mention
or justify these changes and fails to substantiate the claim that emissions associated with
construction equipment are calculated in the model for Buildings 1 to 3. Ex. B, p. 12. As a
result, the models may underestimate the Project’s construction-related emissions and
should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.

10. The air quality model fails to include the correct amount of demolition.

According to the IS/MND, the Project includes the demolition of four existing on-
site structures, ancillary structures, and on-site improvements. IS/MND, p. 4. As such, the
CalEEMod model should have included at least 269,000 square feet of building
demolition. CalEEMod calculates a default number of hauling trips based upon the
amount of demolition material inputted into the model. Ex. B, p. 13. When correctly
inputting 269,000 square feet of demolition, the model calculates a default demolition
hauling trip number of 1,224 trips. Id. However, review of the CalEEMod output files
demonstrates that the models include only 1,139 demolition hauling trips. See IS/MND
Appeneix A, pp. 8, 38, 69, 105, 136, 168. By underestimating 85 demolition haul trips, the
models underestimate emissions associated with fugitive dust, site removal, and exhaust
from hauling trucks traveling to and from the site and should not be relied upon to
determine the Project’s significance. Ex. B, p. 14.

11. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated reductions to worker
trip numbers.

The CalEEMod output files show that the number of worker trips are reduced to
zero in the models. See IS/IMND Appendix A, pp. 100, 131, 162, 313. The justification
provided for these changes is “Emissions from trips calculated in model for Buildings 1 to
3 except for BC and AC trips.” Id. at 98, 129, 160, 311. However, the IS/MND fails to
mention or justify these changes and fails to substantiate the claim that emissions
associated with trips required for construction are calculated for Buildings 1 to 3. Ex. B, p.
15. As a result, the models may underestimate the Project’s construction-related
emissions and cannot be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.

12.  The air quality model contains unsubstantiated Saturday and Sunday
vehicle trips.

According to the IS/MND, the Project is expected to generate 2,073 average daily
trips. IS/MND Appendix H, p. 13, Table 4. However, the CalEEMod output files show that
the models for Buildings 1 to 3 include only 839.35- and 246.09 trips for Saturday and
Sunday. See IS/IMND Appendix A, pp. 26, 56, 87, 300. Additionally, the CalEEMod output
files show that the models for Building 4 include 0 weekday, Saturday, and Sunday trips.
See id., pp. 122, 153, 185, 336. As such, the trip rates inputted into the models are
underestimated and inconsistent with the IS/MND, underestimating the Project’s mobile-
source operational emissions and should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s
significance. Ex. B, p. 16.
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13. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated changes to energy
use values.

The CalEEMod output files show that the lighting energy electricity, the Non-Title
24 electricity energy intensity, and the Title 24 electricity energy intensity values were
each manually reduced to zero. See IS/MND Appendix A, pp. 99, 130, 161, 312. The
21 justification provided for these changes is “Electricity emissions calculated separately.” Id.
at 98, 129, 160, 311. However, the IS/MND fails to mention these changes or provide the
separate electricity emissions calculations. Ex. B, p. 17. As such, the models may
underestimate the Project’s energy-source operational emissions and should not be relied
upon to determine the Project’s significance.

14. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated changes to
wastewater treatment system percentages.

The CalEEMod output files show that the models assume that 100% of the
Project’s wastewater would be treated aerobically. See IS/IMND Appendix A, pp. 4, 34,
64, 100, 131, 162, 277, 312. The justification provided for these changes is “All
wastewater treated at Hayward WWTP with aerobic processes. Outdoor water use
22 calculated assuming 2.43 AFY per acre of landscaped area.” Id. at 3, 33, 63, 98, 129,
160, 196, 221, 246, 276, 311. According to the City of Hayward’s website, “[{jhe WPCF
also generates its own electricity with a co-generation engine fueled by biogas, which is
produced by anaerobic digesters.” See “Surprising Sustainability at The Hayward Water
Pollution Control Facility.” City of Hayward, February 2018, available at:
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/your-environment/blog/surprising-sustainability-hayward-
water-pollution-control-facility.

As the excerpt demonstrates, anaerobic digestion is part of the wastewater
treatment process and the model is incorrect in assuming that 100% of the Project’s
wastewater would be treated aerobically. Ex. B, p. 18. By including incorrect changes to
the Project’s wastewater treatment percentages, the models may underestimate the
Project’'s GHG emissions and should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s
significance.

15. The air quality model contains unsubstantiated reductions to solid
waste generate rate.

The CalEEMod output files show that the solid waste generation rate was

23 decreased by approximately 54% and 77% in the models. See IS/MND Appendix A, pp.
4, 34, 64, 99, 130, 161, 277, 313. The justification provided for these changes is “77%
diversion rate for Hayward. Id. at 3, 33, 63, 98, 129, 160, 276, 311. However, the
IS/IMND’s justification is insufficient. Ex. B, p. 19. Simply because the City has achieved a
77% solid waste diversion rate does not guarantee the same diversion rate will be
achieved locally at the Project site. Id. Without substantial justification or additional
information regarding how the Project would achieve a 77% solid waste diversion rate,
the IS/MND cannot claim that the Citywide solid waste diversion rate would result in the
v same diversion rate at the Project-level. /d. As such, the models may underestimate the
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Project’s operational emissions and should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s
significance.

16. The air quality model contains an incorrect application of
construction-related mitigation measures.

The CalEEMod output files show that the models include the “Water Exposed
Area” construction-related mitigation measure. See IS/MND Appendix A, pp. 9, 39, 70,
105, 136, 168, 283, 319. The justification provided for the inclusion of a construction-
related mitigation measure is “Hayward Municipal Code 10-8.32.” See id, pp. 3, 33, 63,
98, 129, 160, 276, 311. However, the IS/IMND’s justification is insufficient because simply
stating the Project would comply with HMC section 10-8.32 does not justify the inclusion
of the construction-related mitigation measure in the model. Ex B., p. 20. According to the
Association of Environmental Professionals (“AEP”) CEQA Portal Topic Paper on
mitigation measures:

By definition, mitigation measures are not part of the original project
design. Rather, mitigation measures are actions taken by the lead agency
to reduce impacts to the environment resulting from the original project
design. Mitigation measures are identified by the lead agency after the
project has undergone environmental review and are above-and-beyond
existing laws, requlations, and requirements that would reduce
environmental impacts.

CEQA Portal Topic Paper Mitigation Measures.” AEP, February 2020, available at:
https://ceqaportal.org/tp/ CEQA%20Mitigation%202020.pdf, p. 5 (emphasis added). As
such, the model may underestimate the Project’s construction-related emissions and
should not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.

17. The air quality model contains an incorrect application of operational
mitigation measures.

The CalEEMod output files show that the models include several energy- and
water-related operational mitigation measures. See ISIMND Appendix A, pp. 27, 30, 57,
60, 88, 92, 123, 126, 154, 157, 186, 190, 301, 305, 337, 341. The justifications provided
for the inclusion of these mitigation measures are “Title 24 reduced by 30% for 2019
Standards,” and “Applicant-specified sustainability features.” Id. at 3, 33, 63, 98, 129, 160,
276, 311. However, these justifications, and the inclusion of the operational mitigation
measures, are incorrect. Ex. B, p. 22. Simply because the IS/MND states the Project will
comply with the aforementioned mitigation measures does not justify their inclusion in the
models, as described above. Id. The Project’s design features that address environmental
impacts but at not included as formal mitigation measures could be eliminated from the
Project’s design. Id. As such, the inclusion of the energy- and water-related operational
mitigation measures in the model is incorrect and the IS/IMND’s CalEEMod models should
not be relied upon to determine the Project’s significance.
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C. The IS/MND Failed to Evaluate Emissions from the Transformer Yard
and Thus the Project May Result in Significant Air Quality Impacts.

The proposed Project includes the development of a 34,000 square foot 49
megavolt amps (MVA) transformer yard, which “would require construction of two PG&E
overhead 230kV transmission lines connecting to the PG&E Eastshore Substation.”
ISIMND, pp. 7, 13. The construction of this transformer yard and off-site transmission line
improvements would start in 2022 and last approximately 8 months. /d. at 13. Regarding
the operation of the transformer yard, it “may also involve the use, transport, and storage
of transformer fuel.” Id. at 93.

However, the IS/MND fails to quantify and evaluate the criteria air pollutant
emissions resulting from construction and operation of the transformer yard, and therefore
underestimates the Project’s emissions. Ex. B, p. 23. Until an adequate analysis is
conducted that quantifies these impacts, the emissions generated by the transformer yard
and two overhead transmission lines remain unknown, which is a gap in the IS/MND’s
analysis of the Project’s impacts on air quality. /d.

D. An Updated Air Model Analysis Found That the Project Will have a
Significant Air Quality Impact.

To more accurately determine the Project’s construction and operational
emissions, SWAPE prepared an updated CalEEMod model using more site-specific
information and corrected input parameters. See Ex. B, pp. 23-24. SWAPE's updated
analysis demonstrates that the ROG/VOC and NOx emissions associated with the
Project’s construction all exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 54 pounds per day (“Ibs/day”).
Id. at 23. Thus, SWAPE’s updated analysis demonstrates that the Project would result in
a significant air quality impact that was not previously identified or addressed in the
IS/MND. An EIR should therefore be prepared to adequately assess and mitigate the
potential air quality impacts that the Project may have on the surrounding environment.

E. Substantial Evidence Exists to Support a Fair Argument that the
Project Will Result in Significant Health Risk Impacts from Diesel
Particulate Matter.

One of the primary emissions of concern regarding health effects for land
development projects is diesel particulate matter (“DPM”), which can be released during
Project construction and operation. DPM consists of fine particles with a diameter less
than 2.5 micrometers including a subgroup of ultrafine particles (with a diameter less than
0.1 micrometers). Diesel exhaust also contains a variety of harmful gases and cancer-
causing substances. Exposure to DPM is a recognized health hazard, particularly to
children whose lungs are still developing and the elderly who may have other serious
health problems. According to the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), DPM
exposure may lead to the following adverse health effects: aggravated asthma; chronic
bronchitis; increased respiratory and cardiovascular hospitalizations; decreased lung
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A
function in children; lung cancer; and premature deaths for those with heart or lung

disease.’

The IS/MND fails to adequately evaluate the adverse health impacts resulting from
exposure to toxic DPM emissions resulting from the Project’s construction and operational
activities. The IS/IMND estimates that the cumulative cancer risk posed to future, on-site
receptors as a result of proximity to State Route 92 would not exceed the BAAQMD
threshold of 100 in one million, based on a quantified health risk assessment (“HRA”).
See IS/IMND, p. 43. The IS/IMND also estimates that the cancer risk resulting from the
Project’s generators would be 4.4 in one million. /d. With regards to the Project’s
construction, the IS/MND states that the “project construction activities would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations, and impacts would be less than
significant.” Id. at 40. However, the IS/MND’s evaluation of the Project’s potential health
risk impacts, as well as the subsequent less-than-significant impact conclusion, is
incorrect for two reasons. Ex. B, p. 25.

First, the IS/MND’s cumulative cancer risk estimate of 57.7 in one million should
not be considered in isolation. /d. Additional impacts related to non-cancer health risks
have been documented for those people living near congested roadways and people
housed by the proposed Project will be located directly north of State Route 92.
Therefore, many of the Project’s residents will be subjected to additional non-cancer
health risks as a result of close proximity to State Route 92. Id. Despite CARB’s
recommendation to avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, the
IS/MND did not assess asthma and other non-cancer, freeway-related health risks. /d. at
26.

Second, the IS/MND’s claim that “DPM emissions associated with demolition
activities,” which “represent the maximum exposure condition for the total construction
period . . . would represent less than one percent of the total exposure period for a 70-
year health risk calculation” fails to justify the omission of a quantified construction HRA.
Id. Without making a reasonable effort to connect the Project’s air quality emissions and
the potential health risks posed to nearby receptors, SWAPE cannot verify that the
Project’s construction-related health risk impacts would be less than significant. /d. By
failing to prepare a construction HRA, the Project is inconsistent with the most recent
guidance published by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(“OEHHA”), the organization responsible for providing guidance on conducting HRAs in
California. Id. OEHHA released its most recent Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments in February 2015. See “Risk
Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.”
OEHHA, February 2015, available at:http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html.
This guidance describes the types of projects that warrant the preparation of an HRA. It
recommends that all short-term projects lasting at least two months be evaluated for
cancer risks to nearby sensitive receptors. /d., p. 8-18. Construction of the Project will

v produce emissions of DPM through the exhaust stacks of construction equipment over a

' See CARB Resources - Overview: Diesel Exhaust & Health, available at
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health.).
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construction period of approximately 15 months. IS/MND, p. 13. Therefore, per OEHHA,
SWAPE recommends that health risk impacts from the Project’s construction be
evaluated in an EIR. Ex. B, p. 27.

Third, while the IS/MND quantifies the cancer risks resulting from the Project’s
proximity to State Route 92 and the Project’s generators, the IS/MND fails to prepare an
HRA evaluating the cancer risk posed to nearby, existing receptors as a result of the
Project’s operation. /d. This is incorrect because the Transportation Analysis indicates
that the Project would generate 2,073 daily vehicle trips throughout operation, which will
result in additional exhaust, thus continuing to expose nearby sensitive receptors to
emissions. See IS/IMND Appendix H, p. 13. By failing to prepare an HRA for Project
operation, the IS/IMND is inconsistent with recommendations set forth by OEHHA’s most
recent Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments. Ex. B, p. 27. The OEHHA document recommends that exposure from
projects lasting more than six months should be evaluated for the duration of the project,
and recommends that an exposure duration of thirty years be used to estimate individual
cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual receptor (“MEIR”). See “Risk
Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.”
OEHHA, February 2015, available at:
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf p. 8-6, 8-15. Even
though the IS/MND did not provide the expected lifetime of the Project, it can reasonably
be assumed that the Project will operate for at least thirty years, if not more. Therefore,
SWAPE recommends that health risk impacts from the Project’s operation also be
evaluated, as a 30-year exposure duration vastly exceeds the 6-month requirement set
forth by OEHHA. Ex. B, p. 27. These recommendations reflect the most recent health risk
policy, and as such, SWAPE recommends that an updated assessment of health risk
impacts posed to nearby sensitive receptors from the Project’s operation be included in
an EIR for the Project. /d.

SWAPE prepared a screening-level HRA to evaluate potential impacts from Project
construction and operation. SWAPE used AERSCREEN, the leading screening-level air
quality dispersion model. SWAPE applied a sensitive receptor distance of 325 meters and
analyzed impacts to individuals at different stages of life based on OEHHA and BAAQMD
guidance utilizing age sensitivity factors. Id. at 27-31.

SWAPE found that the excess cancer risk for children and infants at a sensitive
receptor located approximately 325 meters away over the course of Project construction
and operation are approximately 140 and 190 in one million, respectively. /d. at 30-31.
Moreover, the excess lifetime cancer risk over the course of a Project operation of
30 years is approximately 350 in one million. /d. at 31. The risks to children, infants,
and lifetime residents appreciably exceed the BAAQMD'’s threshold of 10 in one million.

SWAPE's analysis constitutes substantial evidence that the Project may have a
significant health impact as a result of diesel particulate emissions. A health risk
assessment must be prepared disclosing the health risk impacts from toxic air
contaminants.
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F. Substantial Evidence Exists to Support a Fair Argument that the
Project May Result in Significant GHG Impacts

The IS/MND estimates that the Project would generate net annual GHG emissions
of 16,722 metric tons of CO2 equivalents per year (“MT CO2e/year”), which would exceed
the BAAQMD threshold of 660 MT COze/year. See IS/IMND, p. 74, Table 21. As a result,
the IS/MND implements Mitigation Measure (“MM”) GHG-1, which allows the Project to
“choose to apply a wide variety of GHG emission reduction measures to reduce project-
related emissions to 660 MT of COze/year,” and concludes the Project’'s GHG emissions
would be less than significant. /d. at 76-77. Additionally, the IS/MND relies on the
Project’s consistency with CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan, the City of Hayward’s Climate
Action Plan (“CAP”), and the Plan Bay Area 2040 in order to conclude that the Project
would have a less-than-significant GHG impact. See id. at 77-79. However, SWAPE
states that the IS/MND’s GHG analysis and subsequent less-than-significant impact
conclusion is incorrect for several reasons. Ex. B, p. 32.

First, the IS/MND estimates that the Project would generate net annual GHG
emissions of 16,722 MT COze/year but the IS/MND’s quantitative GHG analysis should
not be relied upon since it relies on an unsubstantiated air model, as discussed above. /d.

Second, MM GHG-1 should not be relied upon since it simply requires the Project
to reduce emissions to a less-than-significant level without describing which measures
would be required to reduce emissions to less-than-significant levels or how these
measures would be implemented, monitored, and enforced. /d. at 33. MM GHG-1 merely
provides examples of mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce the
Project’'s GHG emissions. /d. Additionally, by failing to require implementation of specific
mitigation measures, MM GHG-1 improperly defers mitigation to a later time. /d.

Third, the IS/MND relies on the City’s CAP, which was adopted in 2009 and “is
recommended that Hayward update its CAP at least once every 10 years.” See “Hayward
Climate Action Plan.” City of Hayward, October 2009, available at: https://www.hayward-
ca.gov/sites/default/files/Hayward CAP_FINAL 11-6-09%20-%20full%20document.pdf,
p. xx. The City’s CAP is therefore not qualified beyond 2020 yet the Project will not be
operational until at least 2021. Ex. B, p. 35.

Fourth, the IS/MND relies on CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan and Plan Bay Area 2040
to conclude the Project will have less than significant GHG impacts. However, these plans
do not qualify as adequate GHG reduction plans or Climate Action Plans (“CAPs”). /d. at
36. CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4(b)(3) and 15183(b) allow a lead agency to
consider a project’s consistency with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. When
read in conjunction, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(b)(3) and 15183.5(b)(1) make
clear that qualified GHG reduction plans or CAPs should include the following features:
inventory; establish GHG reduction goal; analyze project types; craft performance based
mitigation measures; and monitoring. See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.4(b)(3),
15183.5(b)(1); Ex. B, p. 36. Collectively these features tie qualitative measures to

$ quantitative results, which become binding via proper monitoring and enforcement by the
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4 jurisdiction, which all result in real GHG reductions for the jurisdiction as a whole, and
substantial evidence demonstrating that a project’s incremental contribution is not
cumulatively considerable. /d. Here, however, the IS/MND fails to demonstrate that these
plans include the above-listed requirements to be considered qualified GHG Reduction
Plans or CAPs for the City. /d. As such, the IS/MND leaves an analytical gap showing that
compliance with said plans can be used for a project-level significance determination for
the Project. Id. at 36-37. The MND’s GHG analysis regarding CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan
and the Plan Bay Area 2040 should therefore not be relied upon to determine the
Project’s significance. Id. at 37.

36,
cont.

IV. CONCLUSION

In light of the above comments, the City must prepare an EIR for the Project and
the draft EIR should be circulated for public review and comment in accordance with
CEQA. Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

e

Paige Fennie
LOZEAU DRURY LLP
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Shawn Smallwood, PhD
3108 Finch Street
Davis, CA 95616

Elizabeth Blanton, Associate Planner

City of Hayward

Planning Division

777 B Street

Hayward, CA 94541 1 January 2021

Dear Ms. Blanton,

I write to comment on the biological resources portion of the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) prepared for the proposed Clawiter Road Industrial
Project (City of Hayward 2020), which I understand is to be 4 industrial buildings on 26
acres at 25800 and 25858 Clawiter Road. I understand the project would include
warehousing or manufacturing in buildings up to 9o feet tall, but also a data center in
need of 49 MW of power to be delivered along about 988 m of transmission line from
the nearby PG&E substation. Renderings of the project depict expansive windows with
reflective glass, judging from the reflections depicted in the renderings.

My qualifications for preparing expert comments are the following. Ihold a Ph.D.
degree in Ecology from University of California at Davis, where I subsequently worked
for four years as a post-graduate researcher in the Department of Agronomy and Range
Sciences. My research has been on animal density and distribution, habitat selection,
interactions between wildlife and human infrastructure and activities, conservation of
rare and endangered species, and on the ecology of invading species. I authored
numerous papers on special-status species issues. I served as Chair of the Conservation
Affairs Committee for The Wildlife Society — Western Section. I am a member of The
Wildlife Society and the Raptor Research Foundation, and I've been a part-time lecturer
at California State University, Sacramento. I was Associate Editor of wildlife biology’s
premier scientific journal, The Journal of Wildlife Management, as well as of Biological
Conservation, and I was on the Editorial Board of Environmental Management. I have
performed wildlife surveys in California for thirty-five years, including at many
proposed project sites. My CV is attached.

SITE VISIT

I visited the proposed project site from 15:01 hours to 16:25 hours on 30 December
2020, at a time with clear sky and mild temperature. Although my visibility of the site
was limited by thick vegetation on the security fence, I visually scanned for vertebrate
wildlife as best I could from Clawiter Road using binoculars when needed. The site
consisted of abandoned industrial buildings and expansive impervious surface around
the buildings, but also many ornamental trees and shrubs located mostly around the
site’s perimeter. While on site, I detected 12 species of vertebrate wildlife (Table 1). In
deciduous trees lacking foliage, I saw bird nests. I saw birds flying over and across the
site, birds perched on and next to the site (Photos 1 and 2), and some foraging on site.

1
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Table 1. Species of wildlife I observed during my visit to the western edge of the

Attachment VII

proposed Clawiter Road Industrial Project 15:01 to 16:25 hours on 30 December 2020.

Species Scientific name Status? Note
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura FGC 3503.5 Flyover
California gull Larus californicus TWL Flyovers
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura Perched
Rock pigeon Columba livea Non-native Flyovers
Anna’s hummingbird Calypte anna Interacting
Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans Foraging
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos Perched
Mountain chickadee Parus gambeli In trees
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus In trees
European starling Sturnus vulgaris Non-native Flyovers
Yellow-rumped warbler Dendroica coronata In trees
House sparrow Passer domesticus Non-native In trees

1 Listed as FGC 3503.5 = California Department of Fish and Game Code 3503.5 (Birds of
prey), TWL = Taxa to Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008).

Shawn Smallwood

Photos 1 and 2. Anna’s hummingbird

(left) and mourning dove (right) perched at the project site on 30 December 2020.

During previous site visits to the area, I have seen many other species of birds near the
project, including peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus; California threatened), merlin
(Falco columbarius; California Taxa to Watch List), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus;

California Species of Special Concern), and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus;

California Fully Protected). As part of the Pacific Flyway and being located next to the
Bay, there’s naturally a lot of bird traffic through the area. This traffic is important to

the impacts analysis that is needed for the project (below).

47




Attachment VII

BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS ASSESSMENT

Based on my review of the IS/MND, there appears not to have been any sort of
biological survey on site, nor any desktop analysis of what species might fly through the
area or breed on site. The apparent reason for this shortfall was given on p. 46: “The
project site, including off-site improvement area for transmissions lines, has no natural
or native vegetation communities that would support special status animal species.”
However, special-status species often make use of whatever environmental conditions
are available to them. Special-status species of volant wildlife certainly make use of
their aerohabitat, which the IS/MND fails to consider at all.

Without having performed surveys on site nor any sort of desktop analysis, the IS/MND
is ill-prepared to address potential impacts of collision mortality involving the buildings’
extensive windows, the 965 to 1,287 m of transmission lines to the PG&E substation,
and project-generated traffic. Below I address these potential impacts, in addition to
potential indirect impacts from collision mortality at the most likely sources of the 49
MW of energy needed for the project’s data center.

As a first step, one needs to know which special-status species of wildlife likely occur in
the project area. I used online data bases of species detections to identify these species,
a step the IS/MND should have taken. Table 2 lists 61 special-status species of
vertebrate wildlife documented very close to the site (within a mile or two), nearby
(within about 4 miles) and in the region. Of these species, 9 species are bats and 52 are
birds. The bats would be vulnerable to losing roost sites, whereas the birds could collide
with automobiles, with windows, or with the transmission lines.

Window Collisions

A prominent feature of the project plans depicted in the IS/MND (p. 11) is the abundant
use of reflective glass windows. Based on depictions of the project in the IS/MND, I
estimate the project would use at least 4,248 square meters (m2) of glass on the
buildings’ facades. Installed as proposed, this glass would kill many birds. I have
developed a basis for robustly predicting wind-window collision mortality after
reviewing reports of avian fatality monitoring among structures in a wide variety of
environmental settings, types of structures, and types of glass on structural facades.

I have reviewed reports of bird collision monitoring at 213 buildings and facades for
which bird collisions per m2 of glass per year could be calculated and averaged (Johnson
and Hudson 1976, O’Connell 2001, Somerlot 2003, Hager et al. 2008, Borden et al.
2010, Hager et al. 2013, Porter and Huang 2015, Parkins et al. 2015, Kahle et al. 2016,
Ocampo-Pefiuela et al. 2016, Sabo et al. 2016, Barton et al. 2017, Gomez-Moreno et al.
2018, Schneider et al. 2018, Loss et al. 2019, Brown et al. 2020, City of Portland Bureau
of Environmental Services and Portland Audubon 2020, Riding et al. 2020). These
study results averaged 0.073 bird deaths per m2 of glass per year (95% CI: 0.042-
0.102). This average and its 95% confidence interval provide a robust basis for
predicting fatality rates at a proposed new project.
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Table 3. eBird or iNaturalist occurrence records or my observations at or near the proposed project site.

eBird and

Species Scientific name Status? iNaturalist records
Aleutian cackling goose Branta hutchinsonii leucopareia TWL Nearby
American white pelican Pelecanus erythrorhynchos SSC1 Very close
California brown pelican Pelacanus occicentalis californicus CFP Very close
Double-crested cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus TWL Very close
White-faced ibis Plegadis chihi TWL Nearby
Sandhill crane Grus c. canadensis CT, CFP, SSC3 Nearby
Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus BCC Nearby
Long-billed curlew Numenius americanus BCC, TWL Very close
Marbled godwit Limosa fedua BCC Very close
Snowy plover Charadrius alexandrinus SSC3 Very close
California gull Larus californicus TWL Very close
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura FGC 3503.5 Very close
Osprey Pandion haliaetus TWL, FGC 3503.5 Very close
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus BGEPA, BCC, CE Nearby
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos BGEPA, BCC, CFP Nearby
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis FGC 3503.5 Very close
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis FGC 3503.5, TWL Nearby
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni BCC, CT Nearby
Rough-legged hawk Buteo regalis FGC 3503.5 Nearby
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus FGC 3503.5 Nearby
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus FGC 3503.5, TWL Nearby
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperi FGC 3503.5, TWL Nearby
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus SSC3, FGC 3503.5 Nearby
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus CFP, TWL Nearby
American kestrel Falco sparverius FGC 3503.5 Very close
Merlin Falco columbarius FGC 3503.5, TWL Nearby
Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus FGC 3503.5, TWL Nearby
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus CE, CFP Nearby
Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia BCC, SSC2 Nearby
Great-horned owl Bubo virginianus FGC 3503.5 Nearby
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eBird and

Species Scientific name Status! iNaturalist records
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus SSC3, FGC 3503.5 Nearby
Long-eared owl Asio otus SSC3, FGC 3503.5 Nearby
Barn owl Tyto alba FGC 3503.5 Nearby
Western screech-owl Megascops kennicotti FGC 3503.5 Nearby
Nuttall’s woodpecker Picoides nuttallii BCC Nearby
Lewis’s woodpecker Melanerpes lewis BCC nearby
Vaux’s swift Chaetura vauxi SSC2 Very close
Willow flycatcher Epidomax trailii CE, BCC Nearby
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi SSC2 Nearby
Oak titmouse Baeolophus inornatus BCC Nearby
Horned lark Eremophila alpestris TWL Nearby
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus BCC, SSC2 Nearby
Yellow-billed magpie Pica nuttalli BCC Nearby
Purple martin Progne subis SSC2 Nearby
Common yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas sinuosa SSC3 Very close
Yellow warbler Setophaga petechia SSC2 Nearby
Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens SSC3 Nearby
Oregon vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus affinis SSC2 Nearby
Summer tanager Piranga rubra SSC1 Nearby
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor CT, BCC Nearby
Yellow-headed blackbird X. xanthocephalus SSC3 Nearby
Lawrence’s goldfinch Spinus lawrencei BCC Nearby
Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus SSC, WBWG H In region
Townsend’s big-eared bat Plecotus t. townsendii SSC, WBWG H Nearby
Western red bat Lasiurus blossevillii SSC, WBWG H In region
Small-footed myotis Muyotis cililabrum WBWG M In range
Long-eared myotis Muyotis evotis WBWG M In region
Fringed myotis Muyotis thysanodes WBWG H In region
Long-legged myotis Muyotis volans WBWG H In region
Yuma myotis Myotis yumanensis SSC, WBWG LM Nearby
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eBird and
Species Scientific name Status! iNaturalist records
Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus WBWG LM In region

1 Listed as FT & FE = federally Threatened and Endangered, BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, BCC = federal Bird
Species of Conservation Concern, CT & CE = California Threatened and Endangered, CFP = California Fully Protected (CDFG Code
3511), FGC 3503.5 = California Fish and Game Code 3503.5 (Birds of prey), and SSC1, SSC2 and SSC3 = California Bird Species of
Special Concern priorities 1, 2 and 3 (Shuford and Gardali 2008), TWL = Taxa to Watch List (Shuford and Gardali 2008), WBWG =
Western Bat Working Group with low, medium and high conservation priorities.
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Aplying the mean fatality rate (above) to my estimate of 4,248 m2 of glass on the facades
of the project’s buildings predicts 310 bird deaths per year (95% CI: 184-437).
The 100-year toll from this average annual fatality rate would be 31,052 bird deaths
(95% CI: 18,436-43,669), which would continue until the structures are either
renovated to reduce bird collisions or they come down. The vast majority of these
deaths would be of birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and under the
recently revised California Fish and Game Code section 3513, thus causing significant
unmitigated impacts. Given the likely bird death from window collisions from the
project as currently designed, it is my opinion that the project would result in potentially
significant adverse biological impacts even with implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures. A fair argument can be made for the need to prepare an EIR to
appropriately address this impact.

Traffic Impacts on Wildlife

Project-generated traffic bears on the impacts analysis for wildlife because it collides
with and crushes wild animals crossing roads traveled by cars and trucks traveling to
and from the project. This type of impact extends far beyond the structural footprint of
the project, affecting species that more often occur elsewhere than at the project site.
The IS/MND does not address this impact. My comments below exemplify how such an
analysis might be performed and demonstrates the large magnitude of the impact that
has not been addressed.

Vehicle collisions have accounted for the deaths of many thousands of reptile,
amphibian, mammal, bird, and arthropod fauna, and the impacts have often been found
to be significant at the population level (Forman et al. 2003). Across North America
traffic impacts have taken devastating tolls on wildlife (Forman et al. 2003). In Canada,
3,562 birds were estimated killed per 100 km of road per year (Bishop and Brogan
2013), and the US estimate of avian mortality on roads is 2,200 to 8,405 deaths per 100
km per year, or 89 million to 340 million total per year (Loss et al. 2014). Local impacts
can be more intense than nationally.

In a recent study of traffic-caused wildlife mortality, investigators found 1,275 carcasses
of 49 species of mammals, birds, amphibians and reptiles over 15 months of searches
along a 2.5 mile stretch of Vasco Road in Contra Costa County, California (Mendelsohn
et al. 2009). Using carcass detection trials performed on land immediately adjacent to
the traffic mortality study (Brown et al. 2016) to adjust the found fatalities for the
proportion of fatalities not found due to scavenger removal and searcher error, the
estimated traffic-caused fatalities was 12,187. This fatality estimate translates to a rate
of 3,900 wild animals per mile per year killed. In terms comparable to the national
estimates, the estimates from the Mendelsohn et al. (2009) study would translate to
243,740 animals killed per 100 km of road per year, or 29 times that of Loss et al.’s
(2014) upper bound estimate and 68 times the Canadian estimate. An analysis is
needed of whether increased traffic in the project area would similarly result in local
impacts on wildlife.
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Increased use of existing roads will increase wildlife fatalities (see Figure 7 in Kobylarz
2001). Fortunately, wildlife roadkill is not randomly distributed, so it can be predicted.
Causal factors include types of roadway, human population density, and temperature
(Chen and Wu 2014), as well as time of day and adjacency and extent of vegetation cover
(Chen and Wu 2014, Bartonicka et al. 2018), and intersections with streams and
riparian vegetation (Bartonicka et al. 2018). For example, species of mammalian
Carnivora are killed by vehicle traffic within 0.1 miles of stream crossings >40 times
other than expected (K. S. Smallwood, 1989-2018 unpublished data). These factors also
point the way toward mitigation measures, which should be formulated in an EIR.

Predicting project-generated traffic impacts to wildlife

The IS/MND predicts 1,409 daily vehicle trips would be generated by the project. App.
E of the IS/MND predicts an annual 4,288,917 vehicle miles traveled (apparently
assuming 11.7 miles per trip). For the sake of making my point, I will assume all miles
would be driven by cars.

The project’s impacts on wildlife can be predicted to a reasonable degree of accuracy
based on what scientific monitoring has learned from bird collision impacts elsewhere
in the lower atmosphere. One type of impact to consider is blunt-force injury and death
caused by collisions with the front ends of vehicles. Assuming the average car frontal
surface area is 3.08 m?2 (average height of 1.7 m and average wheelbase of 1.81 m), then
the predicted average annual volume of airspace intercepted by cars would be 3.08 m2 x
6,900,867,453 m (1,609 m/mile x 4,288,917 miles) = 2.125 x 10°© m3.

This volume of intercepted airspace would be equivalent to the intercepted winds of 251
2.3-MW wind turbines each of which in the Altamont Pass averages about 22 bird
fatalities per year (H.T. Harvey & Associates 2020, Great Basin Bird Observatory and
H.T. Harvey & Associates 2020).! Therefore, front-end, blunt-force mortality would be
predicted, in this example, to tally 5,523 birds annually. However, it remains
unknown whether collision risk is higher or lower for vehicles traveling forward to
intercept airspace as compared to wind turbines remaining stationary to intercept wind.
Also, yet to be considered are the deaths and injuries to vertebrate wildlife caused by
crushing under tires, broadside impacts of flying birds, and turbulence-induced injuries
and deaths above, to the side, and in the wake of traveling trucks.

Based on my assumptions and simple calculations, the project-generated traffic would
cause substantial, significant impacts to wildlife. As I observed during my site visit,
truck traffic is already intense on Clawiter Road, with trucks traveling at high speeds on
a narrow road bordered by dense rows of trees and shrubs from which birds likely

! A 2.3-MW wind turbine is rated at 14 m/s. It runs an average of about 8 hours per day with a
blade area of about 210 m2. Daily volume of wind intercepted by the turbine blades is 210 m2 x
14 m/s x 8 hr x 3600 s/hr = 84.67 million ms. Fatality monitoring at the Vasco Winds and
Golden Hills projects resulted in fatality estimates that accounted for the proportion of fatalities
never found by searchers.
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ofgten fly. The additional traffic would greatly increase the collision hazard along this
road as well as along many other roads in the area. There is at least a fair argument that
can be made for the need to prepare an EIR to more thoroughly analyze this impact.
Mitigation measures to improve wildlife safety along roads are available and are
feasible, and they need exploration for their suitability with the proposed project.

Transmission Line Collisions

To supply the proposed data center with 49 MW of electrical energy, the project would
include a transformer yard connected to a PG&E substation via 965 to 1,287 m of
transmission lines (IS/MND page 13). Birds would collide with these lines. I have
recorded hundreds of avian electrocutions and line strikes on distribution circuits, as
well as hundreds of collisions with transmission lines (e.g., Photos 3-65)

Photo 3. Great egret killed in
Sacramento Valley in
December 2006 after colliding
with power lines. Photo by
Shawn Smallwood.
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Photos 4 and 5. A mallard was a distribution line collision victim (left), and a great
blue heron killed by the ground wire atop transmission lines in eastern Alameda
County (right). Photos by Shawn Smallwood.
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Photo 6. Short-eared owl injured by distribution line collision in the Sacramento
Valley. It was later euthanized at the UC Davis Wildlife Hospital. Photo by Brian
Karas.

At national scales, Rioux et al. (2013) estimated annual bird deaths with Canada’s
transmission lines within a range of 17.24 deaths/mile to 176.6 deaths/mile. Loss et al.
(2014) estimated annual bird deaths along USA power lines at 14.5/mile to 18.5/mile.
Rioux et al.’s (2013) collision fatality rates applied to the 0.6- to 0.8-mile transmission
line would predict 10 to 141 bird deaths per year, whereas Loss et al.’s (2014) rates
would predict 9 to 15 bird deaths per year.

In another study, Yee (2007) found 9.7 bird carcasses per mile along 12 kV lines on
Staten Island, Sacramento County, over 4 winter months. Assuming an adjustment
factor of 10 for the proportion of fatalities not found, the fatality rate was likely 97/mile,
and extended to the proposed project the toll would be 58 to 78 fatalities. In another
study, Hartman et al. (1992) estimated that 115 kV transmission lines spanning across
Mare Island annually killed 100 birds per mile over hay fields and 907 birds per mile
over wetlands, or 33 and 302 birds per mile of circuit line, respectively. Extending the
Mare Island fatality rates to the proposed project, the annual fatality toll caused by
avian collisions with transmission lines would be 20 to 242. In my recent review of
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wildlife impacts caused by 14 utility-scale solar projects in California, I averaged avian
collision mortality along generation tie-ins. The mean was 182.1 (95% CI: 115.5—319.3)
bird fatalities/mile/year. This rate applied to the midpoint of the range of lengths of
transmission lines in the project would predict 127 (95% CI: 81—224) bird
fatalities/year caused by the project’s transmission lines.

Indirect Impacts of 49-MW Energy Demand

The project proposes an activity that demands an unusually large energy demand of 49
MW for a single building. According to the IS/MND (p. 59), “the project’s use of ...
electricity generated by renewable resources supplied by PG&E continues to increase to
comply with state requirements through Senate Bill (SB) 100, which requires electricity
providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33
percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.”
Because we know the magnitudes of impacts to wildlife caused by renewable energy
projects, it is possible to predict the project’s impacts to wildlife caused indirectly by the
project’s demand for 49 MW of electricity. Wind projects in Contra Costa and Alameda
Counties are averaging 9.1 bird fatalities/MW /year (Table 3), which applied to the
project’s energy demand for its data center would result in 147, 268, and 446 bird
fatalities per year in 2021, 2030, and 2045, respectively. Wind projects in Contra Costa
and Alameda Counties are averaging 6.58 to 14.59 bat fatalities/MW/year (Table 4),
which applied to the project’s energy demand for its data center would result in 106 to
236, 193 to 429, and 322 to 7715 bat fatalities per year in 2021, 2030, and 2045,
respectively.

In a review of fatality monitoring at 14 of California’s utility-scale solar projects
(Smallwood 2020), I estimated 18.90 (12.96-35.77) birds/MW //year and 0.806 (0.042-
1.689) bats/MW //year. Applying these rates to the 49 MW energy demand would
predict annual fatalities of 306 (210-578) birds and 13 (1-27) bats in 2021, 556 (381-
1052) birds and 24 (1-50) bats in 2030, and 926 (635-1753) birds and 39 (2-83) bats in
2045.

Without even considering the effects of habitat loss, and depending on the source of the
renewable energy, the indirect impacts from the 49-MW energy demand would result in
the annual deaths of 147 to 306 birds and 13 to 106 bats at project start-up, and of 446
to 926 birds and 39 to 715 bats by 2045 when PG&E is acquiring 100% renewable
energy. These are substantial fatality rates that warrant the preparation of an EIR to
analyze their impacts and formulate appropriate mitigation.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The IS/MND does not analyze cumulative impacts to wildlife. Given the recently
documented 29% loss of birds across North America over the last 48 years (Rosenberg
et al. 2019) and the ongoing annual loss of millions of bats to wind turbines (Smallwood
2020), a fair argument can be made to prepare an EIR to address cumulative impacts.
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Table 3. Existing bird fatality rate estimates F and their projections to the entire
Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area upon planned build-out. Predicted fatality rates at
APWRA build-out are derived from MW-weighted mean fatality rates among all
repowered APWRA projects already monitored (Insignia2012, Brown et al. 2016,
Great Basin Bird Observatory and H. T. Harvey and Associates 2020, H. T. Harvey
and Associates 2020, Smallwood et al. 2020 and unpubl. data).

Project Monitoring Cumulative

MW Years F/MW/Yr F/Yr sum F/Yrin
APWRA

Diablo Winds? 20.46 5 21.383 437 437

Buena Vista Insignia 38.00 3 b ---

Buena VistaPb 38.00 0.06 14.211 540 977

Vasco Winds 78.20 3 2.680 210 1,187

Golden Hills 85.92 3 9.258 795 1,082

Golden Hills North | 46.00 1 10.043 462 2,444

Build-oute 207.62 9.100 2,707 5,151

a T applied the factor of 2.7 in Smallwood et al. (2020), which accounts for the difference
in bird carcass detection rates between scent-detection dogs and human searchers.
bThe results of Insignia’s 3-year monitoring effort were adjusted by the findings of
Smallwood et al. (2020)

¢ Weighted mean of fatality estimates from Diablo Winds, Buena Vista, Vasco Winds,
Golden Hills and Golden Hills North.

Table 4. Existing bird fatality rate estimates F and their projections to the entire
Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area upon planned build-out. Predicted fatality rates
are derived from MW-weighted mean fatality rates among all repowered APWRA
projects already monitored, and the high end of the range consisting of the Golden
Hills North fatality rate.

Project Monitoring Cumulative

MW Years F/MW/Yr F/Yr sum F/Yrin
APWRA

Diablo Winds2 20.46 5 4.943 101 101

Buena Vista Insignia 38.00 3 1.553 59 -—-

Buena VistaP 38.00 0.06 6.890P 262 363

Vasco Winds 78.20 3 3.205 251 612

Golden Hills 85.92 3 5.635 484 1,096

Golden Hills North | 46.00 1 14.587 671 1,767

Build-outc 297.62 6.579-14.587 | 168-372 | 3,724-6,108

a T applied the factor of 2.7 in Smallwood et al. (2020), which accounts for the difference
in bird carcass detection rates between scent-detection dogs and human searchers.
bThe results of Insignia’s 3-year monitoring effort were adjusted by the findings of
Smallwood et al. (2020)

¢ Weighted mean of fatality estimates from Diablo Winds, Buena Vista, Vasco Winds,
Golden Hills and Golden Hills North.
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MITIGATION

Measures Bio-1 and Bio-2 are preconstruction “take-avoidance” surveys for nesting
birds and special-status species of bats that would be performed just prior to
construction. I concur that these surveys should be performed. However,
preconstruction surveys are no substitute for detection surveys. Pre-approval species
detection surveys are needed to (1) support negative findings of species when
appropriate, (2) inform preconstruction surveys to improve their efficacy, (3) estimate
project impacts, and (4) inform compensatory and other forms of mitigation. I
recommend that acoustic surveys with Sonobat be performed to identify which species
of bats occur on site. Detection survey protocols and guidelines are available from
resource agencies for most special-status species. Otherwise, professional standards can
be learned from the scientific literature and species’ experts.

It should be understood that preconstruction surveys, although warranted, actually
achieve very little. Birds are very capable of hiding nest sites, and bats are very capable
of hiding roost sites. Most bird nests and bat roost sites would be missed by
preconstruction surveys. For this reason, compensatory mitigation is needed for those
bird nests and roosting bats that will be missed by preconstruction surveys.
Additionally, preconstruction surveys accomplish nothing in terms of mitigating
mortality caused by collisions with windows, automobiles and transmission lines.
Compensatory mitigation is needed for these types of project impacts to wildlife.

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION
Guidelines on Building Design to Minimize Bird-Window Collisions

If the project goes forward, it should at a minimum adhere to available Bird-Safe
Guidelines, such as those prepared by American Bird Conservancy and New York and
San Francisco. The American Bird Conservancy (ABC) produced an excellent set of
guidelines recommending actions to: (1) Minimize use of glass; (2) Placing glass behind
some type of screening (grilles, shutters, exterior shades); (3) Using glass with inherent
properties to reduce collisions, such as patterns, window films, decals or tape; and (4)
Turning off lights during migration seasons (Sheppard and Phillips 2015). The City of
San Francisco (San Francisco Planning Department 2011) also has a set of building
design guidelines, based on the excellent guidelines produced by the New York City
Audubon Society (Orff et al. 2007). The ABC document and both the New York and San
Francisco documents provide excellent alerting of potential bird-collision hazards as
well as many visual examples. The San Francisco Planning Department’s (2011)
building design guidelines are more comprehensive than those of New York City, but
they could have gone further. For example, the San Francisco guidelines probably
should have also covered scientific monitoring of impacts as well as compensatory
mitigation for impacts that could not be avoided, minimized or reduced.

Monitoring and the use of compensatory mitigation should be incorporated at any new

building project because the measures recommended in the available guidelines remain
of uncertain effectiveness, and even if these measures are effective, they will not reduce
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collision fatalities to zero. The only way to assess mitigation efficacy and to quantify
post-construction fatalities is to monitor the project for fatalities.

Road Mortality

I recommend funding wildlife crossings at strategic locations along roads used by the
project and near the Bay. I also recommend funding research into wildlife mortality
caused by car and truck traffic. Traffic-calming measures would also help, especially
along Clawiter Road and nearby roads like it, where trucks are currently driving too fast
for wildlife safety.

Transmission Lines

Transmission lines should be undergrounded to prevent avian injuries and deaths. If
built above-ground, the lines should be marked consistent with the guidelines of the
Avian Powerline Interaction Committee. Additionally, the lines should be scientifically
monitored for avian fatalities for 2 years following construction, and fatality rate
thresholds informed by monitoring should be linked to additional mitigation measures.

Measures to Rectify Impacts

Compensatory mitigation ought also to include funding contributions to wildlife
rehabilitation facilities to cover the costs of injured animals that will be delivered to
these facilities for care. Most of the injuries will likely be caused by collisions with
windows, automobiles, and transmission lines, but some will be injured for other
reasons. Many of these animals would need treatment by wildlife rehabilitation
facilities.

Thank you for your attention,

Mo oSose¥

Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D.
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Systems Ecologist, 1996 to present, Consulting in the Public Interest, www.cipi.com. Member of a
multi-disciplinary consortium of scientists facilitating large-scale, environmental planning
projects and litigation. We provide risk assessments, assessments of management practices, and
expert witness testimony.

Chairman, Conservation Affairs Committee, The Wildlife Society--Western Section, 1999-2001.
Prepared position statements and led efforts directed toward conservation issues, including
travel to Washington, D.C. to lobby Congress for more wildlife conservation funding.

Systems Ecologist, 1995-2000, Institute for Sustainable Development. Headed ISD’s program on
integrated resources management. Developed indicators of ecological integrity for large areas,
using remotely sensed data, local community involvement and GIS.

Associate, 1997-1998, Department of Agronomy and Range Science, University of California,
Davis. Worked with Shu Geng and Mingua Zhang on several studies related to wildlife
interactions with agriculture and patterns of fertilizer and pesticide residues in groundwater
across a large landscape.

Lead Scientist, 1996-1999, National Endangered Species Network. Headed NESN’s efforts to
inform academic scientists and environmental activists about emerging issues regarding the
Endangered Species Act and other environmental laws pertaining to special-status species. Also
testified at public hearings on behalf of environmental groups and endangered species.

Ecologist, 1997-1998, Western Foundation of Vertebrate Zoology. Conducted field research to
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determine the impact of past mercury mining on the status of California red-legged frogs in
Santa Clara County, California.

Senior Systems Ecologist, 1994-1995, EIP Associates, Sacramento, California. Provided consulting
services in environmental planning. Developed quantitative assessment of land units for their
conservation and restoration opportunities, using the ecological resource requirements of 29
special-status species. Developed ecological indicators for prioritizing areas within Yolo
County to receive mitigation funds for habitat easements and restoration.

Post-Graduate Researcher, 1990-1994, Department of Agronomy and Range Science, U.C. Davis.
Under the mentorship of Dr. Shu Geng, studied landscape and management effects on temporal
and spatial patterns of abundance among pocket gophers and species of Falconiformes and
Carnivora in the Sacramento Valley. Also managed and analyzed a data base of energy use in
California agriculture, and assisted with a landscape (GIS) study of groundwater contamination
across Tulare County, California.

Work experience in graduate school: Co-taught Conservation Biology with Dr. Christine
Schonewald, 1991 & 1993, UC Davis Graduate Group in Ecology; Reader for Dr. Richard
Coss’s course on Psychobiology in 1990, UC Davis Department of Psychology; Research
Assistant to Dr. Walter E. Howard, 1988-1990, UC Davis Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Biology, testing durable baits for pocket gopher management in forest clearcuts; Research
Assistant to Dr. Terrell P. Salmon, 1987-1988, UC Wildlife Extension, Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries Biology, developing empirical models of mammal and bird invasions in North
America, and a rating system for priority research and control of exotic species based on
economic, environmental and human health hazards in California. Student Assistant to Dr. E.
Lee Fitzhugh, 1985-1987, UC Cooperative Extension, Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Biology, developing and implementing a statewide mountain lion track count for long-term
monitoring of numbers and distribution.

Fulbright Research Fellow, Indonesia, 1988. Tested use of new sampling methods for numerical
monitoring of Sumatran tiger and six other species of endemic felids, and evaluated methods
used by other researchers.

Projects

Repowering wind energy projects through careful siting of new wind turbines using map-based
collision hazard models to minimize impacts to volant wildlife. Funded by wind companies
(principally NextEra Renewable Energy, Inc.), California Energy Commission and East Bay
Regional Park District, I have collaborated with a GIS analyst and managed a crew of five field
biologists performing golden eagle behavior surveys and nocturnal surveys on bats and owls. The
goal is to quantify flight patterns for development of predictive models to more carefully site new
wind turbines in repowering projects. Focused behavior surveys began May 2012 and continue.
Collision hazard models have been prepared for seven wind projects, three of which were built.
Planning for additional repowering projects is underway.

Test avian safety of new mixer-ejector wind turbine (MEWT). Designed and implemented a before-
after, control-impact experimental design to test the avian safety of a new, shrouded wind turbine
developed by Ogin Inc. (formerly known as FloDesign Wind Turbine Corporation). Supported by a
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$718,000 grant from the California Energy Commission’s Public Interest Energy Research program
and a 20% match share contribution from Ogin, I managed a crew of seven field biologists who
performed periodic fatality searches and behavior surveys, carcass detection trials, nocturnal
behavior surveys using a thermal camera, and spatial analyses with the collaboration of a GIS
analyst. Field work began 1 April 2012 and ended 30 March 2015 without Ogin installing its
MEWTs, but we still achieved multiple important scientific advances.

Reduce avian mortality due to wind turbines at Altamont Pass. Studied wildlife impacts caused by
5,400 wind turbines at the world’s most notorious wind resource area. Studied how impacts are
perceived by monitoring and how they are affected by terrain, wind patterns, food resources, range
management practices, wind turbine operations, seasonal patterns, population cycles, infrastructure
management such as electric distribution, animal behavior and social interactions.

Reduce avian mortality on electric distribution poles. Directed research toward reducing bird
electrocutions on electric distribution poles, 2000-2007. Oversaw 5 founds of fatality searches at
10,000 poles from Orange County to Glenn County, California, and produced two large reports.

Cook et al. v. Rockwell International et al., No. 90-K-181 (D. Colorado). Provided expert testimony
on the role of burrowing animals in affecting the fate of buried and surface-deposited radioactive
and hazardous chemical wastes at the Rocky Flats Plant, Colorado. Provided expert reports based
on four site visits and an extensive document review of burrowing animals. Conducted transect
surveys for evidence of burrowing animals and other wildlife on and around waste facilities.
Discovered substantial intrusion of waste structures by burrowing animals. I testified in federal
court in November 2005, and my clients were subsequently awarded a $553,000,000 judgment by a
jury. After appeals the award was increased to two billion dollars.

Hanford Nuclear Reservation Litigation. Provided expert testimony on the role of burrowing
animals in affecting the fate of buried radioactive wastes at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation,
Washington. Provided three expert reports based on three site visits and extensive document review.
Predicted and verified a certain population density of pocket gophers on buried waste structures, as
well as incidence of radionuclide contamination in body tissue. Conducted transect surveys for
evidence of burrowing animals and other wildlife on and around waste facilities. Discovered
substantial intrusion of waste structures by burrowing animals.

Expert testimony and declarations on proposed residential and commercial developments, gas-fired
power plants, wind, solar and geothermal projects, water transfers and water transfer delivery
systems, endangered species recovery plans, Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Communities
Conservation Programs. Testified before multiple government agencies, Tribunals, Boards of
Supervisors and City Councils, and participated with press conferences and depositions. Prepared
expert witness reports and court declarations, which are summarized under Reports (below).

Protocol-level surveys for special-status species. Used California Department of Fish and Wildlife
and US Fish and Wildlife Service protocols to search for California red-legged frog, California tiger
salamander, arroyo southwestern toad, blunt-nosed leopard lizard, western pond turtle, giant
kangaroo rat, San Joaquin kangaroo rat, San Joaquin kit fox, western burrowing owl, Swainson’s
hawk, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle and other special-status species.

Conservation of San Joaquin kangaroo rat. Performed research to identify factors responsible for the
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decline of this endangered species at Lemoore Naval Air Station, 2000-2013, and implemented
habitat enhancements designed to reverse the trend and expand the population.

Impact of West Nile Virus on yellow-billed magpies. Funded by Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and
Vector Control District, 2005-2008, compared survey results pre- and post-West Nile Virus
epidemic for multiple bird species in the Sacramento Valley, particularly on yellow-billed magpie
and American crow due to susceptibility to WNV.

Workshops on HCPs. Assisted Dr. Michael Morrison with organizing and conducting a 2-day
workshop on Habitat Conservation Plans, sponsored by Southern California Edison, and another 1-
day workshop sponsored by PG&E. These Workshops were attended by academics, attorneys, and
consultants with HCP experience. We guest-edited a Proceedings published in Environmental
Management.

Mapping of biological resources along Highways 101, 46 and 41. Used GPS and GIS to delineate
vegetation complexes and locations of special-status species along 26 miles of highway in San Luis
Obispo County, 14 miles of highway and roadway in Monterey County, and in a large area north of
Fresno, including within reclaimed gravel mining pits.

GPS mapping and monitoring at restoration sites and at Caltrans mitigation sites. Monitored the
success of elderberry shrubs at one location, the success of willows at another location, and the
response of wildlife to the succession of vegetation at both sites. Also used GPS to monitor the
response of fossorial animals to yellow star-thistle eradication and natural grassland restoration
efforts at Bear Valley in Colusa County and at the decommissioned Mather Air Force Base in
Sacramento County.

Mercury effects on Red-legged Frog. Assisted Dr. Michael Morrison and US Fish and Wildlife
Service in assessing the possible impacts of historical mercury mining on the federally listed
California red-legged frog in Santa Clara County. Also measured habitat variables in streams.

Opposition to proposed No Surprises rule. Wrote a white paper and summary letter explaining
scientific grounds for opposing the incidental take permit (ITP) rules providing ITP applicants and
holders with general assurances they will be free of compliance with the Endangered Species Act
once they adhere to the terms of a “properly functioning HCP.” Submitted 188 signatures of
scientists and environmental professionals concerned about No Surprises rule US Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, all US Senators.

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan alternative. Designed narrow channel marsh to increase
the likelihood of survival and recovery in the wild of giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk and
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. The design included replication and interspersion of treatments
for experimental testing of critical habitat elements. I provided a report to Northern Territories, Inc.

Assessments of agricultural production system and environmental technology transfer to China.
Twice visited China and interviewed scientists, industrialists, agriculturalists, and the Directors of
the Chinese Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Agriculture to assess the need
and possible pathways for environmental clean-up technologies and trade opportunities between the
US and China.
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Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan. Conducted landscape ecology study of Yolo County to
spatially prioritize allocation of mitigation efforts to improve ecosystem functionality within the
County from the perspective of 29 special-status species of wildlife and plants. Used a
hierarchically structured indicators approach to apply principles of landscape and ecosystem
ecology, conservation biology, and local values in rating land units. Derived GIS maps to help
guide the conservation area design, and then developed implementation strategies.

Mountain lion track count. Developed and conducted a carnivore monitoring program throughout
California since 1985. Species counted include mountain lion, bobcat, black bear, coyote, red and
gray fox, raccoon, striped skunk, badger, and black-tailed deer. Vegetation and land use are also
monitored. Track survey transect was established on dusty, dirt roads within randomly selected
quadrats.

Sumatran tiger and other felids. Upon award of Fulbright Research Fellowship, I designed and
initiated track counts for seven species of wild cats in Sumatra, including Sumatran tiger, fishing
cat, and golden cat. Spent four months on Sumatra and Java in 1988, and learned Bahasa Indonesia,
the official Indonesian language.

Wildlife in agriculture. Beginning as post-graduate research, I studied pocket gophers and other
wildlife in 40 alfalfa fields throughout the Sacramento Valley, and I surveyed for wildlife along a
200 mile road transect since 1989 with a hiatus of 1996-2004. The data are analyzed using GIS and
methods from landscape ecology, and the results published and presented orally to farming groups
in California and elsewhere. I also conducted the first study of wildlife in cover crops used on
vineyards and orchards.

Agricultural energy use and Tulare County groundwater study. Developed and analyzed a data base
of energy use in California agriculture, and collaborated on a landscape (GIS) study of groundwater
contamination across Tulare County, California.

Pocket gopher damage in forest clear-cuts. Developed gopher sampling methods and tested various
poison baits and baiting regimes in the largest-ever field study of pocket gopher management in
forest plantations, involving 68 research plots in 55 clear-cuts among 6 National Forests in northern
California.

Risk assessment of exotic species in North America. Developed empirical models of mammal and
bird species invasions in North America, as well as a rating system for assigning priority research
and control to exotic species in California, based on economic, environmental, and human health
hazards.
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Law Offices of Stephan C. Volker
Eric K. Gillespie Professional Corporation
Law Offices of Berger & Montague
Lozeau | Drury LLP
Law Offices of Roy Haber
Law Offices of Edward MacDonald
Law Office of John Gabrielli
Law Office of Bill Kopper
Law Office of Donald B. Mooney
Law Office of Veneruso & Moncharsh
Law Office of Steven Thompson
Law Office of Brian Gaffney
California Wildlife Federation
Defenders of Wildlife
Sierra Club
National Endangered Species Network
Spirit of the Sage Council
The Humane Society
Hagens Berman LLP
Environmental Protection Information Center
Goldberg, Kamin & Garvin, Attorneys at Law
Californians for Renewable Energy (CARE)
Seatuck Environmental Association
Friends of the Columbia Gorge, Inc.
Save Our Scenic Area
Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound
Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk
Alameda Creek Alliance
Center for Biological Diversity
California Native Plant Society
Endangered Wildlife Trust

and BirdLife South Africa
AquAlliance
Oregon Natural Desert Association
Save Our Sound
G3 Energy and Pattern Energy
Emerald Farms
Pacific Gas & Electric Co.
Southern California Edison Co.
Georgia-Pacific Timber Co.
Northern Territories Inc.
David Magney Environmental Consulting
Wildlife History Foundation
NextEra Energy Resources, LLC
FloDesign Wind Turbine
EDF Renewables

National Renewable Energy Lab

Altamont Winds LLC

Comstocks Business (magazine)

BioResource Consultants

Tierra Data

Black and Veatch

Terry Preston, Wildlife Ecology Research Center
EcoStat, Inc.

US Navy

US Department of Agriculture

US Forest Service

US Fish & Wildlife Service

US Department of Justice

California Energy Commission

California Office of the Attorney General
California Department of Fish & Wildlife
California Department of Transportation
California Department of Forestry

California Department of Food & Agriculture
Ventura County Counsel

County of Yolo

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education Program
Sacramento-Y olo Mosquito and Vector Control District
East Bay Regional Park District

County of Alameda

Don & LaNelle Silverstien

Seventh Day Adventist Church

Escuela de la Raza Unida

Susan Pelican and Howard Beeman

Residents Against Inconsistent Development, Inc.
Bob Sarvey

Mike Boyd

Hillcroft Neighborhood Fund

Joint Labor Management Committee, Retail Food Industry
Lisa Rocca

Kevin Jackson

Dawn Stover and Jay Letto

Nancy Havassy

Catherine Portman (for Brenda Cedarblade)
Ventus Environmental Solutions, Inc.

Panorama Environmental, Inc.

Adams Broadwell Professional Corporation
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Common name

Species name

Description

Field experience

California red-legged frog
Foothill yellow-legged frog
Western spadefoot
California tiger salamander
Coast range newt
Blunt-nosed leopard lizard
California horned lizard
Western pond turtle

San Joaquin kit fox
Sumatran tiger

Mountain lion

Point Arena mountain beaver
Giant kangaroo rat

San Joaquin kangaroo rat
Monterey dusky-footed woodrat
Salt marsh harvest mouse
Salinas harvest mouse

California clapper rail
Golden eagle

Swainson’s hawk
Northern harrier
White-tailed kite
Loggerhead shrike

Least Bell’s vireo

Willow flycatcher
Burrowing owl

Valley elderberry longhorn
beetle

Analytical

Arroyo southwestern toad
Giant garter snake
Northern goshawk
Northern spotted owl
Alameda whipsnake

Rana aurora draytonii
Rana boylii

Spea hammondii
Ambystoma californiense
Taricha torosa torosa
Gambelia sila

Phrynosoma coronatum frontale
Clemmys marmorata
Vulpes macrotis mutica
Panthera tigris

Puma concolor californicus
Aplodontia rufa nigra
Dipodomys ingens
Dipodomys nitratoides
Neotoma fuscipes luciana
Reithrodontomys raviventris
Reithrodontomys megalotus
distichlus

Rallus longirostris

Aquila chrysaetos

Buteo swainsoni

Circus cyaeneus

Elanus leucurus

Lanius ludovicianus

Vireo bellii pusillus
Empidonax traillii extimus
Athene cunicularia hypugia
Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus

Bufo microscaphus californicus
Thamnophis gigas

Accipiter gentilis

Strix occidentalis

Masticophis lateralis
euryxanthus

Protocol searches; Many detections
Presence surveys; Many detections
Presence surveys; Few detections
Protocol searches; Many detections
Searches and multiple detections
Detected in San Luis Obispo County
Searches; Many detections

Searches; Many detections

Protocol searches; detections

Research in Sumatra

Research and publications

Remote camera operation

Detected in Cholame Valley

Research, conservation at NAS Lemoore
Non-target captures and mapping of dens
Habitat assessment, monitoring
Captures; habitat assessment

Surveys and detections

Research in Altamont Pass

Research in Sacramento Valley
Research and publication

Research and publication

Research in Sacramento Valley
Detected in Monterey County

Research at Sierra Nevada breeding sites
Research at multiple locations

Research and publication

Research and report.
Research and publication
Research and publication
Research and reports
Expert testimony

71



Attachment VII
Smallwood CV 9

Peer Reviewed Publications

Smallwood, K. S. In press. The challenges of repowering. Proceedings from the Conference on
Wind Energy and Wildlife Impacts, March 2015, Berlin, Germany. Springer.

May, R., A.B. Gill, J. Koéppel, R.H.W. Langston, M. Reichenbach, M. Scheidat, S. Smallwood and
C.C. Voigt. In press. Future research directions. Proceedings from the Conference on Wind
Energy and Wildlife Impacts, March 2015, Berlin, Germany. Springer.

Smallwood, K.S. 2016. Monitoring birds. M. Perrow, Ed., Wildlife and Wind Farms: conflicts and
solutions. Pelagic Publishing. In press

Smallwood, K.S., L. Neher, and D.A. Bell. 2016. Siting to Minimize Raptor Collisions: an
example from the Repowering Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. M. Perrow, Ed., Wildlife
and Wind Farms: conflicts and solutions. Pelagic Publishing. In press

Johnson, D. H., S. R. Loss, K. S. Smallwood, W. P. Erickson. 2016. Avian fatalities at wind
energy facilities in North America: A comparison of recent approaches. Human—Wildlife
Interactions 10(1): 7-18.

Sadar, M. J., D. S.-M. Guzman, A. Mete, J. Foley, N. Stephenson, K. H. Rogers, C. Grosset, K. S.
Smallwood, J. Shipman, A. Wells, S. D. White, D. A. Bell, and M. G. Hawkins. 2015. Mange
Caused by a novel Micnemidocoptes mite in a Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos). Journal of
Avian Medicine and Surgery 29(3):231-237.

Smallwood, K. S. 2015. Habitat fragmentation and corridors. Pages 84-101 in M. L. Morrison and
H. A. Mathewson, Eds., Wildlife habitat conservation: concepts, challenges, and solutions.
John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, Maryland, USA.

Mete, A., N. Stephenson, K. Rogers, M. G. Hawkins, M. Sadar, D. Guzman, D. A. Bell, J. Shipman,
A. Wells, K. S. Smallwood, and J. Foley. 2014. Emergence of Knemidocoptic mange in wild
Golden Eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) in California. Emerging Infectious Diseases 20(10):1716-
1718.

Smallwood, K. S. 2013. Introduction: Wind-energy development and wildlife conservation.
Wildlife Society Bulletin 37: 3-4.

Smallwood, K. S. 2013. Comparing bird and bat fatality-rate estimates among North American
wind-energy projects. Wildlife Society Bulletin 37:19-33. + Online Supplemental Material.

Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, J. Mount, and R. C. E. Culver. 2013. Nesting Burrowing Owl
Abundance in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California. Wildlife Society Bulletin:
37:787-795.

Smallwood, K. S., D. A. Bell, B. Karas, and S. A. Snyder. 2013. Response to Huso and Erickson
Comments on Novel Scavenger Removal Trials. Journal of Wildlife Management 77: 216-225.

Bell, D. A., and K. S. Smallwood. 2010. Birds of prey remain at risk. Science 330:913.
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Smallwood, K. S., D. A. Bell, S. A. Snyder, and J. E. DiDonato. 2010. Novel scavenger removal
trials increase estimates of wind turbine-caused avian fatality rates. Journal of Wildlife
Management 74: 1089-1097 + Online Supplemental Material.

Smallwood, K. S., L. Neher, and D. A. Bell. 2009. Map-based repowering and reorganization of a
wind resource area to minimize burrowing owl and other bird fatalities. Energies 2009(2):915-
943. http://www.mdpi.com/1996-1073/2/4/915

Smallwood, K. S. and B. Nakamoto. 2009. Impacts of West Nile Virus Epizootic on Yellow-Billed
Magpie, American Crow, and other Birds in the Sacramento Valley, California. The Condor
111:247-254.

Smallwood, K. S., L. Rugge, and M. L. Morrison. 2009. Influence of Behavior on Bird Mortality
in Wind Energy Developments: The Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California. Journal of
Wildlife Management 73:1082-1098.

Smallwood, K. S. and B. Karas. 2009. Avian and Bat Fatality Rates at Old-Generation and
Repowered Wind Turbines in California. Journal of Wildlife Management 73:1062-1071.

Smallwood, K. S. 2008. Wind power company compliance with mitigation plans in the Altamont
Pass Wind Resource Area. Environmental & Energy Law Policy Journal 2(2):229-285.

Smallwood, K. S., C. G. Thelander. 2008. Bird Mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource
Area, California. Journal of Wildlife Management 72:215-223.

Smallwood, K. S. 2007. Estimating wind turbine-caused bird mortality. Journal of Wildlife
Management 71:2781-2791.

Smallwood, K. S., C. G. Thelander, M. L. Morrison, and L. M. Rugge. 2007. Burrowing owl
mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. Journal of Wildlife Management 71:1513-
1524.

Cain, J. W. III, K. S. Smallwood, M. L. Morrison, and H. L. Loffland. 2005. Influence of mammal
activity on nesting success of Passerines. J. Wildlife Management 70:522-531.

Smallwood, K.S. 2002. Habitat models based on numerical comparisons. Pages 83-95 in
Predicting species occurrences: Issues of scale and accuracy, J. M. Scott, P. J. Heglund, M.
Morrison, M. Raphael, J. Haufler, and B. Wall, editors. Island Press, Covello, California.

Morrison, M. L., K. S. Smallwood, and L. S. Hall. 2002. Creating habitat through plant relocation:
Lessons from Valley elderberry longhorn beetle mitigation. Ecological Restoration 21: 95-100.

Zhang, M., K. S. Smallwood, and E. Anderson. 2002. Relating indicators of ecological health and
integrity to assess risks to sustainable agriculture and native biota. Pages 757-768 in D.J.
Rapport, W.L. Lasley, D.E. Rolston, N.O. Nielsen, C.O. Qualset, and A.B. Damania (eds.),
Managing for Healthy Ecosystems, Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, Florida USA.
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Wilcox, B. A, K. S. Smallwood, and J. A. Kahn. 2002. Toward a forest Capital Index. Pages 285-
298 in D.J. Rapport, W.L. Lasley, D.E. Rolston, N.O. Nielsen, C.O. Qualset, and A.B. Damania
(eds.), Managing for Healthy Ecosystems, Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, Florida USA.

Smallwood, K.S. 2001. The allometry of density within the space used by populations of
Mammalian Carnivores. Canadian Journal of Zoology 79:1634-1640.

Smallwood, K.S., and T.R. Smith. 2001. Study design and interpretation of Sorex density
estimates. Annales Zoologi Fennici 38:141-161.

Smallwood, K.S., A. Gonzales, T. Smith, E. West, C. Hawkins, E. Stitt, C. Keckler, C. Bailey, and
K. Brown. 2001. Suggested standards for science applied to conservation issues. Transactions
of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 36:40-49.

Geng, S., Yixing Zhou, Minghua Zhang, and K. Shawn Smallwood. 2001. A Sustainable Agro-
ecological Solution to Water Shortage in North China Plain (Huabei Plain). Environmental
Planning and Management 44:345-355.

Smallwood, K. Shawn, Lourdes Rugge, Stacia Hoover, Michael L. Morrison, Carl Thelander. 2001.
Intra- and inter-turbine string comparison of fatalities to animal burrow densities at Altamont
Pass. Pages 23-37 in S. S. Schwartz, ed., Proceedings of the National Avian-Wind Power
Planning Meeting IV. RESOLVE, Inc., Washington, D.C.

Smallwood, K.S., S. Geng, and M. Zhang. 2001. Comparing pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae)
density in alfalfa stands to assess management and conservation goals in northern California.

Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 87: 93-109.

Smallwood, K. S. 2001. Linking habitat restoration to meaningful units of animal demography.
Restoration Ecology 9:253-261.

Smallwood, K.S. 2000. A crosswalk from the Endangered Species Act to the HCP Handbook and
real HCPs. Environmental Management 26, Supplement 1:23-35.

Smallwood, K.S., J. Beyea and M. Morrison. 1999. Using the best scientific data for endangered
species conservation. Environmental Management 24:421-435.

Smallwood, K.S. 1999. Scale domains of abundance among species of Mammalian Carnivora.
Environmental Conservation 26:102-111.

Smallwood, K.S. 1999. Suggested study attributes for making useful population density estimates.
Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 35: 76-82.

Smallwood, K.S. and M.L. Morrison. 1999. Estimating burrow volume and excavation rate of
pocket gophers (Geomyidae). Southwestern Naturalist 44:173-183.

Smallwood, K.S. and M.L. Morrison. 1999. Spatial scaling of pocket gopher (Geomyidae) density.
Southwestern Naturalist 44:73-82.
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Smallwood, K.S. 1999. Abating pocket gophers (Thomomys spp.) to regenerate forests in
clearcuts. Environmental Conservation 26:59-65.

Smallwood, K.S. 1998. Patterns of black bear abundance. Transactions of the Western Section of
the Wildlife Society 34:32-38.

Smallwood, K.S. 1998. On the evidence needed for listing northern goshawks (Accipter gentilis)
under the Endangered Species Act: a reply to Kennedy. J. Raptor Research 32:323-329.

Smallwood, K.S., B. Wilcox, R. Leidy, and K. Yarris. 1998. Indicators assessment for Habitat
Conservation Plan of Yolo County, California, USA. Environmental Management 22: 947-958.

Smallwood, K.S., M.L. Morrison, and J. Beyea. 1998. Animal burrowing attributes affecting
hazardous waste management. Environmental Management 22: 831-847.

Smallwood, K.S, and C.M. Schonewald. 1998. Study design and interpretation for mammalian
carnivore density estimates. Oecologia 113:474-491.

Zhang, M., S. Geng, and K.S. Smallwood. 1998. Nitrate contamination in groundwater of Tulare
County, California. Ambio 27(3):170-174.

Smallwood, K.S. and M.L. Morrison. 1997. Animal burrowing in the waste management zone of
Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Proceedings of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society
Meeting 33:88-97.

Morrison, M.L., K.S. Smallwood, and J. Beyea. 1997. Monitoring the dispersal of contaminants by
wildlife at nuclear weapons production and waste storage facilities. The Environmentalist

17:289-295.

Smallwood, K.S. 1997. Interpreting puma (Puma concolor) density estimates for theory and
management. Environmental Conservation 24(3):283-289.

Smallwood, K.S. 1997. Managing vertebrates in cover crops: a first study. American Journal of
Alternative Agriculture 11:155-160.

Smallwood, K.S. and S. Geng. 1997. Multi-scale influences of gophers on alfalfa yield and
quality. Field Crops Research 49:159-168.

Smallwood, K.S. and C. Schonewald. 1996. Scaling population density and spatial pattern for
terrestrial, mammalian carnivores. Oecologia 105:329-335.

Smallwood, K.S., G. Jones, and C. Schonewald. 1996. Spatial scaling of allometry for terrestrial,
mammalian carnivores. Oecologia 107:588-594.

Van Vuren, D. and K.S. Smallwood. 1996. Ecological management of vertebrate pests in
agricultural systems. Biological Agriculture and Horticulture 13:41-64.

Smallwood, K.S., B.J. Nakamoto, and S. Geng. 1996. Association analysis of raptors on an
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agricultural landscape. Pages 177-190 in D.M. Bird, D.E. Varland, and J.J. Negro, eds., Raptors
in human landscapes. Academic Press, London.

Erichsen, A.L., K.S. Smallwood, A.M. Commandatore, D.M. Fry, and B. Wilson. 1996. White-
tailed Kite movement and nesting patterns in an agricultural landscape. Pages 166-176 in D.M.
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