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INITIAL STUDY

Environmenta! Checklist and Evaluation for the County of Santa Clara

File Number: ALUC-22-003 Date: 12/02/22

Project Type: Government APN(s): Multiple

Norman Y. Mineta San Jose

Project Location International Airport including parcels | GP Designation: Multiple

/ Address: within its Airport Influence Area

Owner’s Name: | N/A Zoning: Multiple

Applicant’s Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Urban Service Area: San José,
Name: Commission (ALUC) Santa Clara

Project Description

The Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) serves as a policy making bedy for lands around Norman Y.
Mineta San José International Airport (S)C) through adoption of a Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) 1o guide orderly
development of the area surrounding SJC. The ALUC makes land use consistency delerminations for certain types of land usc
approvals which occur within an dirport Influence Area (AIA) designated in the CLUP. The CLUP lunctions to implement State
law (Public Utilities Code Section 21670 et scq.) that requircs safeguarding the general welfare of the inhabitants in the vicinity
of 8IC and those who use SIC. The ALUC scope includes review of proposed adoptions or ameudments to a local agency’s
General Plan, Specific Plan(s), Zoning Ordinance, and building regulations for consistency with the CLUP aud that would aflect
the population and properly within the AIA. If the ALUC determines that a project or policy under its purview is inconsistent
with CLUP policies such as policies applicable to noise and safety, the referring agency may only proceed il the referring agency
overrules the ALUC’s detcrmination by a 2/3 vote of the entire legislative body.

This initial study involves reviewing an amendment to the SIC CLUP that mnodifies the boundaries of the AlA. The intentiou of
the proposed AIA modification is to ensure that CLUP land use mcasures that minimize public exposure to noise and safety
hazards within areas surrounding SJC align with the noise and safety boundaries in the new Airport Master Plan. This action will
be undertaken pursuant to the ALUC’s authority under Public Utilities Code § 21670 1 seq. The amendment will affect parcels
within the Cities of San Jos¢ and Santa Clara.

The purpose of npdating the SJIC AIA is to have the AlA correspond with the forecasted 2040 operational levels at SIC.
Currently, the ALA has hisloric traffic models that arc not reflective of projected traffic numbers or modern aircraft. The
proposed AIA will maintain the same safeguarding cffects of the cxistiug AIA with an area that is consistent with the forecasied
2040 operational levels. The forccasted 2040 opcrational levels are based on data prepared and analyzed for the Norman T.
Mineta San José International Airport Noise Assessment for the Master Plan Ervironmental Impact Report hy BridgeNet
International. The SIC AILA update is intended to provide a comprehensive, self-contained noise and safety hazard evaluation of
SJC, that provides a clear and readily understandable document with associated mapping showing the parccls most affected by
SJC operations.

The AIA defines the referral boundary for SJC that applies when the cities of San José or Santa Clara propose an action that
amends their General Plan, adopts or amends any Specific Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and building regulation where the changes
apply 1o parcels within the SIC AIA. The affected city must first refcr the proposed action to the ALUC for a consistency
determination before it may take final action. The proposed ATA boundary was developed by using easily identifiable features,
including street arterials, rail lines and waterways, to identily the CLUP policy application boundary.

The proposed AIA boundary was developed pursuant to information provided within the BridgeNet Intemnational data scts and
was prepared to be consistent with the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contours and the Safety Zones noted within
the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport Noise Assessment for the Master Plan Environmental Impact Report. The
65 dB CNEL contour was decmed sufficient to ensure thal, with few exceptions, scnsitive uses would be included within the
proposed AIA. Furthermore, no portion of the revised 65 dB CNEL boundary or Safety Zones lie outside of the proposed ALA
boundary. Additionally, no new areas within the proposed ATA are located within any Safety Zone. Therefore, potential
development restrictions on the parcels being added to the AIA are limited to building heights and noise related restrictions and
mitigations for new areas within the 65db CNEL or higher noise level contours.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. AESTHETICS
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SETTING: Aesthetics will not be affected by the proposed AIA boundary as the boundary itseif has
no bearing on the type or design of any structure.

DISCUSSION: There are no anticipated potential adverse impacts to aesthetic resources due to this
project. The proposed AIA would have no direct effect upon any parcel as the AIA boundary has no
physical / visual component and is simply a line of demarcation on a map where modification of the
land use policies or building regulations applicable to a parcel within the AIA must be reviewed by the
ALUC for compatibility with the SJC CLUP policies. The SJIC CLUP addresses height, noise and
safety standards but would not adversely affect aesthetic aspects of a project. Therefore, the approval
of the proposed AIA boundary would not have any adverse significant impacts on aesthetic resources.

MITIGATION: None required.

I B. AGRICULTURE / FOREST RESOURCES




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

Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodelogy provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
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SETTING: Agriculturally zoned parcels do not exist within the existing or the proposed SJC AIA.

DISCUSSION: SJC is located adjacent to downtown San José in a densely populated urban area with
little or no agricultural potential anywhere within the proposed AIA. Therefore, approval of the project
will not have any potential adverse impacts to agricultural resources. Moreover, although there is no
land designated for agriculture, the use of land within the proposed SIC AIA for agricultural purposes
is not inconsistent with the SJC CLUP.

MITIGATION: None Required.




C. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicabie air guality management district or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

IMPACT
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substantial pollutant
concentrations?
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adversely attecting a substantial
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SETTING: Air quality has improved in the Santa Clara Valley appreciably since stringent air quality
standards were initially mandated by the Clean Air Act of 1970. Current Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) analysis dcsignates Santa Clara County as being in “marginal nonattainment” for
ground-level ozone. With ejght-hour average concentrations of 73 parts per billion (ppb), Santa Clara
County exceeds the federal National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) of 70 ppb?. Santa Clara
County is also in federal nonattainment for 24-hour PM2..5, with a daily average value over three
consecutive years of 48 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’), exceeding the NAAQS of 35 pg/m?,
However, Santa Clara County PM2.5 is currently rated as “good” for annual average concentrations of
less than 12 pg/m?.

DISCUSSION: Revision of the SJC AIA will not result in the introduction of new long-term pollution
sources. Additionally, revision of the SIC AIA will not intensify any of the pollutants noted in the
previous paragraph. The proposed AIA revision would not have any significant effect on the amount or
type of construction that would occur in the area that could affect air pollution levels. As discussed in
the Population and Housing section (N) of this document, adoption of the proposed AlA boundary will
not result in substantial displacement of development that could result in secondary air quality impacts
(¢.g., traffic emissions). It is anticipated that quieter and more fuel-efficient airplanes will have
widespread use by the year 2040, which will improve air quality in the affected area.

MITIGATION: None Required.

| D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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SETTING: The Guadalupe River, San Tomas Aquino Creek and Los Gatos Creek are the only creeks
/ wetlands located within the proposed AJA area. The California Tiger Salamander has been identified
within two miles of the far south end of the proposed AlA. Agriculturally zoned parcels do not exist
within the present or proposed SIC AlA.

DISCUSSION: There are no anticipated potential adverse impacts to any biological / agricultural or
woodland resources due to this project. Similar to the discussion in the Aesthetic section (A) above, the
proposed AIA would have no impact upon any parcel as the AIA boundary has no physical / visual
component, instead is only a demarcation line on a map where modification of the land use policies or
building regulations applicable to a parcel within the AIA must be reviewed for compatibility with the
ALUC SJC CLUP policies. Any modifications to land use policies or building regulations to a parcel
outside of the AIA, where ALUC has no jurisdiction, is not subject to a compatibility review.

The proposed AlA revision would not foster development or other activities that could impact species
or their habitats. One of the existing safety goals included in the SJC CLUP is to incorporate policies
that avoid land uses that attract raptors to areas immediately adjacent to runways that could cause a
hazard to aviation safety. These land uses include, but are not limited to, landfills and composting
facilities. These existing policies would not be affected by the proposed AIA revision. As discussed in
the Population and Housing section (N) of this document, adoption of the proposed ATA boundary
would not result in substantial displacement of development that could result in secondary biological
impacts (relocation of urban development to areas with sensitive biological habitat). Therefore,
approval of the AlA revision would not have any adverse effects on biological resources.

MITIGATION: None Required.
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SETTING: Cultural resources such as the Gonzalez-Peralta and Luis Maria Peralta Adobes, Fallon
House, James Lick Mansion, and the Mission Santa Clara-de-Asis exist within the existing A1A. The
Mission Santa Clara-de-Asis will be removed from AIA protections with the proposed AIA boundary

revision.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not have potential impacts to cultural
resources. The proposed ALA boundary will not change any underlying city land use policies and
ordinances or laws or regulations applicable to cultural resources.

MITIGATION: None Required.

F. ENERGY
IMPACT
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SETTING: There are currently three energy geunerating plants within the SJC AIA. These three plants

would remain in the SIC AIA.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not have potential impacts to energy
usage or energy sources. The likelihood of the proposed AIA boundary promoting development that
could exacerbate energy demand beyond a significant level would be insignificant. See sections K
(Land Use) and N (Population and Housing).

MITIGATION: None Required.

G. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
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G. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
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SETTING: The entire area of both the existing AIA and the proposed AIA lies within the Santa Clara
County Liquefaction Hazard Zones and within the State Seismic Hazard Zones. The very northern area
of the existing AlA lies within the County Compressible Soils Hazard Zones and the County Dike
Failure Flooding Hazard Zones, neither of which are located within the proposed AIA boundary.
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DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not intensify potential impacts to
geology and / or soils. The proposed AIA boundary will not promote development or other activities
that would impact geology and / or soils.

MITIGATION: None required.

I K. GREENHMOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

IMPACT
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may have a significant impact on
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policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose ofreducing
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SETTING: There are few parcels with point source pollution contributors (e.g., sewage treatment
plants, oil refineries, paper and pulp mills, chemical, automobile, and electronics manufacturers, or
other factories) that are included in the proposed AIA expansion areas that would become subject to
ALUC compatibility determinations,

DISCUSSION: The proposed AIA boundary change does not affect any existing land use. None of the
parcels with these uses are within the CLUP’s designated safety zones. Therefore, the only potential
effect of the ATA boundary change on GHG emissions would be minor limitations on the intensity of
future such uses to ensure compatibility with the CLUP’s height and noise policies. Application of the
CLUP’s necise and height policies to point sources of GHG emissions would not increase GHG
emissions.

Similarly, the change in the ATA boundary does not significantly change the allowed intensity of other
uses. As discussed in sections K (Land Use) and N (Population and Housing), approval of the proposed
AIA boundary will not result in significant displacement of residentjal, commercial, industrial, or other
uses that could lead to increased vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, the cumulative effect of individual
automobiles on greenhouse gas emissions will also be insignificant. Furthermore, with government
mandates encouraging electric vehicle usage, the anticipated greenhouse gas emissions from
automobiles should remain stable, if not reduced or significantly reduced, in the near and distant future.

MITIGATION: None required.

I,

HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

IMPACT
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WOULD THE PROJECT:

Poteitially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with

in =

Less Than
Significant
|mpact

Impaet

in the
Prior £(R

Bu tiall
Mitigalad by
Uniformly Applicatie
Development

Source

a)  Create a significant hazard Lo the
3,4,5
public or the enviromment through
the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significani hazard to the
3,5
public or the environment (hrough
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of harardous materials into
the environment?

¢)  Emil hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
malgrials, substances, or waste
within 1/4 milc of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant {o
Govemment Code Section 65962.5
and, as a resull, would it creale a
signilicant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an
22a
airporl land use plan reforral area or,
where such a plan has not been
adopted, within twoe miles ofa
public airport or public use airport,
or in {he vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project resultin a
salety hazard, or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the
project arca?

f}  Impair implementation of or
48
physically interfere with an adopted
eImergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

g)  Expose people or structurcs either
17g
directly or indirecily to a significani
risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

g

d

[

g

.

O

O

g

<

46

47

SETTING: There are a wide variety or current and historic land uses within the SJIC AIA, many of
which may use hazardous materials or be contaminated with hazardous wastes,

DISCUSSION: One of the main purposes of the SJIC AIA is to help decision makers avoid making
land use decisions that could increase safety hazards for people residing or working in or around the

airport. Thus, reducing airport-related hazards within the vicinity of the airport is an essential
component of establishing the boundaries of an AIA. The proposed AIA refines which parcels have the

possibility of negative consequences (e.g., airplane crashes) due to airport operations based on the
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updated SJC airport master plan and ensures that the adoption or amendment of any land use policies
or building regulations would be subject to review by the ALUC for consistency with the SJC CLUP,
including the CLUP’s safety policies. The CLUP’s safety policies also address off-airport safety
compatibility concerns including restrictions on the aboveground storage of fuel or other hazardous
materials. As explained above, there is no change to the ATA boundary with respect to the parcels in
the designated safety zones. The existing high-risk areas will remain within the proposed AlA
boundary, and, as such, the proposed ATA boundary will have no negative Hazard or Hazardous
Materials impacts.

MITIGATION: None required.

J. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

IMPACT
Substaritially
Potential | LessThen Mitigated by | SOURCE
Would the project: Y Signilean! —'—E‘?s:ir:r::’:": No impactf Analyzes ] Unfomiy )
ncan hpati the Prior Applicable
Hmpast IMMR%E e ER e;oil?clese :
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste i ﬁ E ] i i 34,36
discharge requirements or othcrwise
substantially degrade surtace or ground water
quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwaier supplies [] (1 ] | [] ] 3.4
or inleriere subsiantially will groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable proundwater management ot the
basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage Il O O 3 Il | 3,17,
pattern ot 'the sile or arca, including through
the alteration of the course ol a siream or
niver or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in 2 manner which would;
i) Resultin substantial ercsion or siliaticn on- | O O [l L] 3, 17p
or off-site
1T} Substantially incrcasc the rate or amouni of | | O ] | 1,3, 5, 36,
surtace runotl in & manner which would 2la
result in looding on- or offsite;
TIT) Create or contribute runoff waler which [] | ] @ [] O 1.3.5
would exceed the capacity ol exisling or
planned stormwater drajuage systems or
provide substantial additional sources ol
polluted ranoff; or
IV} Impede or redireci food Aows? | | | Il O 3, 17p, 18b,
18d
d) 1In {lood hazard, isunami, or seiche zones, O (1 [l ] | 3, 18b, 18d
risk release of pollutants due lo project
inundation?
e}  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a | | | Il | 2,3,4,17p

water quality control plan or suslainable
groundwater managerment plan?

SETTING: The Guadalupe River, San Tomas Aquino Creek and Los Gatos Creek are the only creeks
/ wetlands located within the proposed AIA area. There are areas subject to flooding near the northern
end of the proposed AIA that will no longer by subject to ALUC review whereas there are areas
subject to flooding near the southern end of the proposed AJA that would become subject to ALUC
review.
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DISCUSSION: No potential impacts to hydrology and / or water quality are anticipated due to a
revision of the AIA boundary. Furthermore, the proposed AlA boundary would have a negligible
likelihood of promoting development or other activities that would impact drainage / runof,
water quality, ground water or hydrology. Any development that may occur would be subject to
all applicable water quality laws, regulations and ordinances.

MITIGATION: None required.

K. LAND USE

IMPACT
Polenially ;-;_E@m Less Than i;{l?s’ n“l u | SOURCE
olenji Lal €55 L
WOULD THE PROJECT: Sianicant | ~win | ‘Sinicant | Molmpacf anshvzesin] SRR
Impact Mitigaticn Impact the Priof )
In rat EIR Dﬂ?i’.ﬂ’ﬂ
Pdlicies
a) Physically divide an established L] ! U 4 L] L] 2,4
comumunily?
by Cause a sipnificant environmental impact D D @ ] D |:| 8a, 9, 1%

due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an envirommental
effect?

SETTING: The predominant land uses within the existing and proposed SJC AIA are urban with
essentially no agricultural uses beyond those of individual “backyard” gardens. The proposed AIA
boundary was developed by using readily identifiable features (e.g., street arterials, rail lines, and
waterways), The only exception to this methodology is the area surrounding Bellarmine College
Preparatory. Bellarmine College Preparatory includes one large 17.5-acre lot whereas surrounding
parcels are between 5,000 and 20,000 square feet. The street grid immediately surrounding Bellarmine
College Preparatory does not lend itself to using the streets immediately adjacent to the campus
without gerrymandering the line more artificially than using the chosen configuration. Furthermore,
bifurcating this large 17.5-acre parcel, consisting of the main campus, into two separate jurisdictional
zones could possibly complicate future development of the campus. To avoid this situation, and to
ensure the campus is afforded AlA protections, the entire campus was included within the AIA
boundary.

DISCUSSION:

To ensure consistency between an amended CLUP and the land use policies of the affected local
jurisdictions, state law requires that, within 180 days upon receipt of an ALUC approved CLUP
amendment, the affected local jurisdiction(s) shall amend their General Plan(s) if necessary to address
any inconsistencies with the amended CLUP, (Government Code § 65302.3). Therefore, after approval
of a CLUP amendment revising the ATA boundary, the Cities of San José and Santa Clara may need to
amend their General Plan or otherwise adopt regulations pertaining to the following:

1. Require avigation easements throughout the new AIA (policy G-5 of the CLUP);

2. Require property owner or tenant notification of the proximity of the property to the Airport
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(policy N-5 of the CLUP);

3. Require maximum 45 dB interior noise for residential construction / reconstruction within the
noise contours pursuant to guidelines shown in Table 4-1 of the SIC CLUP (policy N-4 and
Table 4-1 of the SIC CLUP); and

4. Adopt General Plan land use restrictions reflecting the proposed AIA boundary.

As discussed in Section N (Population and Housing), the proposed AIA boundary will not significantly
displace development or otherwise directly or indirectly result in any other adverse land use impacts.

Revised CNEL boundaries associated with the updated AIA will remove select parcels near the south
end of the updated AlA area from CNEL restrictions. Other select parcels in this area will be newly
subject to CNEL restrictions. The removal and addition of parcels—due to revised AIA and CNEL
boundaries—is alse true of parcels along the western flank of the updated ATA area from downtown
San José southward as well as select parcels along the eastern flank of the updated AIA area from
downtown San José northward. (See Figures 1 and 2 on Pages 2 and 3 of this report.) Being included
in the ATA will require that any proposed amcndments to the general plans, specific plans, zoning
regulations, or building regulations affecting these areas must first be submitted to and reviewed by the
ALUC for consistency with the CLUP before being adopted.

The SJIC CLUP’s height policies require that any structure that penetrates the Federal Aviation
Regulations Part 77 surfaces (FAR Part 77) or exceeds 200 feet is presumed to be a hazard to air

navigation and incompatible with the CLUP use unless the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
issues a “No Hazard Determination.” (SIC CLUP, pp. 4-5, Policies H-1, H-2, T-1, T-2.) The CLUP’s
noise compalibility policies establish acceptable and unacceptable noise limits for different types of
land uses. (SJIC CLUP, pp. 4-5 through 4-6, policies N-1 through N-1, Table 4-1.) Compliance with
these policies will have a beneficial impact the occupants of the affected properties and would not
result in any significant displacement of development or any other adverse land use impacts.

MITIGATION: None required.

L. MINERAL RESOURCES

IMPACT
Subsianilaliy
Less Than - SOURCE
Poteniially | Signficani | | ess Than %@%ﬁx
WOULD THE PROJECT: Signilicant With Signifgent | No | Apaveed | PRPR
Impagt Mitiyation |mpact Impact | in the Prior
Ineo I ER mﬁﬂl
Policies
a) Resullin the lass of availability of aknown L] L] L [ ] L 1,2, 3, 6,44)
minera) resource that would be of vahe to
the region and the residents of Lhe state?
b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally- O O 0 X O O 1,2,3,6,
impariani mineral resource recovery site 8a

delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

SETTING: No known mineral resources of any significance exist within either the present AIA
boundary or within the proposed ALA boundary.
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DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed ATA boundary will not have potential impacts to mineral
resources. The proposed ATA boundary will not promote development or other activities that would
impact mineral resources.

MITIGATION: None required.

b)

c)

[ ™. NOISE
IMPACTS
Subglantially
Less Than e SOURCE
Poteniially Significant Less Than Anatyzed inf MTTQ%“%K
WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN: Sianficant iith Significant | No | thePrior | pill
|mpact Mitigagion Impact Impact EIR 5 .
Incoporated Developmen
Policies
a) {ieneralion of a substantizl lemporary or ] ] 1 4 E] [l 8a, 13,222,

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 45
the vicinity of the project in excess of

standards established in the local gencral plan

or neise crdinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Generation of cxcessive ground-bome ] ] O E 1 1 13, 45
vibration or ground-bome noise levcls?
For a projcet located within the vicinity ol a ] Ol X 0 O O 1,5, 22a

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

SETTING: The major source of noise within the vicinity of the existing and proposed AIA boundary
is aircraft operations at SIC. Other major sources of temporary noise are California’s Great American
and Levi’s Stadium. The fast two sources have irregular noise levels which can be significant for
several hours on select days.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed ATA boundary will result in the application of safety, height,
and noise policies to new development within the modeled 65 dB CNEL contour for noise generated
by SJC aircraft operations. The intention of the proposed ATA boundary is to protect those around the
airport from excessive noise associated with airport operations (namely aircraft approach, landing, and
departure). Conversely, approval of the proposed AIA boundary will remove CLUP protections for
areas that are in the current AIA that will no longer be within the modeled 65 dB CNEL noise contour.

The areas being removed under the proposed ATA boundary are generally located between Highway
237 and Tasman Drive from Great America Parkway to the Guadalupe River; between Tasman Drive
and Mission College Boulevard from Great America Parkway to San Tomas Aquino Creek, which
includes California’s Great America; and between The Alameda and the Capitol Corridor tracks from
Walsh Avenue to the Rose Garden neighborhood of San José (see maps in the Environmental Setting
and Surrounding Land Uses section). These areas are already significantly developed; therefore, there
is limited potential for new development or exposure of additional people to airport noise. If the
proposed AIA amendment is adopted by the ALUC, the future adoption or amendment of land use
policies or building regulations in the removed areas will not be subject to review for compatibility
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with the 8JC CLUP as those areas wili no longer be within the modeled 65 dB CNEL noise contour.
The noise modeling and analysis by BridgeNet International reflects the projected reduction of noise at
the north end of SJC due to new aircraft types, significantly reducing much of the noise impact to
parcels in that area. The overall noise impact reduction is also reflective of the permanent non-activity
and decommissioning of Runway 11/29 along the western edge of SJC which was formally closed by
SJC and approved by the FAA and Caltrans. Therefore, the proposed change in the AIA boundary
directly reflects the revised noise contour and the parcels being removed from the AIA would no

longer be subject to excessive noise, as defined by the 65 dB CNEL contour.,

For the parcels south of the SIC airport that will be added to the proposed AIA, these will potentially
benefit from the CLUP requirements to mitigate noise impacts for new projects within the 65 CNEL

noise contour, resulting in a positive outcome by incorporating sound attenuation strategies and

materials into new construction.

MITIGATION: None required.

N.POPULATION AND HOUSING

IMPACT
Subslanijally X .
Potentially Less Than iikasted by SOURCE
WOULD THE PROJECT: Significant Signifigent anmuzet)  Unfemly
Impact Impact pr e
— — Puolicies
a) Induce substantial unplanned population ] J |:| 1,3, 4
growth in an arca, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing = I 1,2,3.4

housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

SETTING: Currently most of the area within the proposed AIA is “built out.” Near the southern end
of the proposed AlA are small pockets of greenfield redevelopment which are currently outside of the
existing ALA that, after adoption of the updated AIA, would be within the ATA. There are several large
parcels between 25 and 100 acres owned by the City of Santa Clara near the north end of the current

AlA that would be removed from the AIA.

DISCUSSION: The proposed AIA revision would add approximately 240 acres to the AIA in select
areas and eliminate approximately 1,600 acres from the AJA in other areas. The question is whether
the net effect of these changes could cause direct or indirect “growth inducing impacts” or secondary

effects (e.g., air quality, transportation, agriculture) associated with potentially displacing new

development that would otherwise be located within the proposed AIA into areas outside the proposed

ATA.

When an ATA boundary expands to cover new areas, application of the CLUP policies to those new
areas could potentially displace new development from those areas if the CLUP policies would restrict
new development that would otherwise occur in those areas. Thus, in theory, proposed development
and the accompanying increase in population might be forced to occur elsewhere. This displacement




and associated increase in population might be pushed out to the fringes of Santa Clara County or to
farther outlying areas with the ultimate outcome of possibly increasing traffic levels, noise and air
pollution within those outlying areas.

To evaluate the possibility of this occurrence, County Planning Office staff conducted a GIS-based
survey of properties near the southern end of the proposed AIA which are currently outside of the
existing AIA that would be included in the proposed AIA. The General Plan Land Use maps of the
Cities of San José and Santa Clara were used to analyze the type and density of development that could
occur in each of these areas that might be affected by the CLUP’s noise or height policies. A vacant
land analysis was also prepared to determine if vacant lands designated for development could be
negatively affected by existing CLUP policies.

As mentioned in the opening paragraph of this section, within the City of San José, approximately 240
net acres of land will be added to the AIA. Included within the 240 acres are lands between Monterey
Road (Highway) and Highway 87 near West Alma Avenue which are predominantly zoned Residential
Neighborhood, Mixed Use Neighborhood, Heavy Industrial and Urban Residential along with limited
areas zoned Open Space, Parklands, and Habitat (see Figures 1, 2 and 3 on Pages 2, 3 and 4 of this
document). None of the parcels within the 65 dB CNEL contour would have any significant
development-limiting impact after inclusion in the updated AJA. Currently, these areas are mostly fully
developed or have zoning designations that limit development such that the SJIC CLUP’s height and
noise policies would not limit development. These areas are not within the more restrictive SIC CLUP
safety zones. Future redevelopment of parcels in these areas with noise-sensitive land uses, such as
schools, religious congregations, hospitals, auditoriums, and amphitheaters, would be discouraged but
not prohibited.

The area being added at the western edge of downtown San José (approximately 80 acres) is also
mostly developed. These parcels are predominantly zoned Downtown, Residential Neighborhood and
Commercial Downtown, along with other small areas zoned Open Space, Parklands, and Habitat.
Specifically, 11 properties are currently either vacant or underdeveloped, most of which are zoned
Downtown Primary Commercial or Commercial Pedestrian. Some of the parcels in this area are
earmarked for development as part of the Diridon Station Area Plan which fully encompasses the
Google sponsored Downtown West Mixed-Use Plan area. Both items were separately considered by
the ALUC for compatibitity with the SJC CLUP policies.

At the April 30, 2014, ALUC hearing, the Diridon Station Area Plan (City File No. PP09-163) was
deemed consistent with the policies contained within the SJC CLUP. However, at the December 16,
2020, ALUC hearing, the Diridon Station Area Plan Amendment (City File No. GP20-007), was
deemed inconsistent with the SIC CLUP due to safety, height and noise policy conflicts. Additionally,
at the December 16, 2020, ALUC hearing, the General Plan Amendment and Rezoning for the
Downtown West Mixed-Use Plan (City File Nos. GP19-009, PDC19-039), was deemed inconsistent
with the SIC CLUP due to height and noise policy conflicts.

The Diridon Station Area Plan and Downtown West Mixed-Use Plan inconsistency determinations
were forwarded to the appropriate City of San José staff for consideration by the San José City
Council. On May 25, 2021, the San José City Council considered the Diridon Station Area Plan and
the Downtown West Mixed-Use Plan for a potential override vote. The City Council Action was to
accept Resolution No. 80036, assuring consistencies with the purposes set forth in California Public
Utilities Code and overruling the ALUC determination by the ALUC that the Downtown West Mixed-
Use Plan was inconsistent with the noise and height policies as defined by the Comprehensive Land
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Use Plan for the San José International Airport (CLUP). This Action was passed for publication with
an 11-0 affirmative vote. Similarly, the San José City Council action for the Downtown West Mixed-
Use Plan, was to approve Resolution No. 80019 finding the Proposed General Plan Amendment File
No. GP19-009 and Planned Development Rezoning File No. PDC19-039 are consistent with the
purposes set forth in California Public Utilities overruling the ALUC determination that the proposed
project is inconsistent with the noise and height policies as defined by the Comprehensive Land Use
Plan for the San José International Airport (CLUP). The City Council Action was to approve
Resolution No. 80019 with an 11-0 affirmative vote. Therefore, because the City Council has atready
overruled the ALUC’s inconsistency determinations, no displacement would occur from the inclusion
of additional parcels within these Plan areas in the ATA.

The maximum heights associated with the above noted proposals and the overall planning areas and
zoning designations do not exceed the established Part 77 surface height limits in the SJC CLUP. As
such, these 11 properties will not be negatively affected by the proposed AIA boundary and adoption
of the proposed AIA will not have a significant impact on future growth in this area.

In the City of Santa Clara, approximately 1,600 acres would be removed from the proposed ATA
boundary. The majority of this land is currently zoned High-Density Office / RD, Medium Density
Residential, Parks / Open Space, and Regional Commercial. These areas are already fully developed as
industrial / business parks, institutional and / or residential uses. Therefore, the potential for substantial
new development or redevelopment to occur because of the removal of these areas from the proposed
AIA is unlikely.

The area propoesed to be added to the AIA is 240 acres, which is only 0.2% of the total urban area
(125,000 acres) in the Cities of San José and Santa Clara. Therefore, any potential displacement from
the 240 acres can be easily absorbed by those cities without the need to expand beyond the existing
city boundaries. Moreover, the acreage being removed from the AIA is almost seven times larger than
the acreage being added to the AIA.

In summary, while there is the potential for marginal displacement of some development within the
proposed ATA boundary, this displacement would be more than offset by the areas removed from the
AlA. Therefore, any resulting secondary environmental impacts would be less than significant.

MITIGATION: None required.

O. PUBLIC SERVICES

IMPACT
Substanlially SOURCE
Less Than =
Potentially Significant | ess Than Analyzed M_J'g‘ff%m
WOULD THE PROJECT: Significant With Significan! | Nolmpact] i the ;ﬂ.ﬂ‘i
impact Miligalion Impact Prior EIR DEEP'—'@—”L‘?[
Intorporaied ME jici

a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of newor
physically altered povernmenial facilities,
need for new or physically altered
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governmental facililies, the construction of
which could causc significant environmenial
impacis, in order 10 maintain acceplable
service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
following public services:

it Fire Protection?

il Police Protection?

iily School facilities?

iv) Parks?

v) Other public facilities?

(]|

(N [ |

QOO0

XIKIXIRIX

OOoadn

Do

1,3,5
1,3,5
1.3,5
1,3,5,17h
13,5

SETTING: The subject area is highly urbanized and includes numerous schools, parks, the San Jos¢
and Santa Clara police stations and numerous neighborhood fire stations in both cities.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed ATA boundary will not have potential impacts to public

services,

MITIGATION: None required.

P. RECREATION

IMPACT
Subsiantiall
Less Than SubsEAtAlY
potentially | Sanficant | LeseT Anaiyzeq] Mimdtedby | SOURCE
WOULD THE PROJECT: Sipnificant Wit Significant | Nolmpact] inthe “—;Z—“NJ;
Impact Mitinalion Impact Prior EIR DL
Incorporsie Doveiopment
Edncies
a)  Increase Lhe use of exising neighborhood | D ] P D L] 1,2,4.5,
and regional parks or other recrcational 17h
facilitics such thal substantial physical
delcrioration of the facility would oceur or be
accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilitics or require the |:| | D B D D 1,3.4,5

conslruciion or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse
physical elfect on the environment?

SETTING: Several parks currently exist within the present AIA boundary. These include the Ulistac
Natural Area, Lick Mill Park, Live Oak Park, Guadalupe Gardens, the Guadalupe River Trail, and

numerous smaller neighborhood parks.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will net have potential impacts to recreation /
recreational opportunities. The proposed AIA would remove the Ulistac Natural Area from the AIA,
but this would have no effect on this resource because it is undeveloped parkland. No significant
parkland is located within the area being proposed to be added to the revised AlA.

MITIGATION: None required.

Q. TRANSPORTATION

IMPACT

WOULD THE PROJECT:

YES

NO

S0URCE
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) Less Than 5—%?—“““—""—“
Poientiall Shnficant Less Than M_n;ggm
Sigatfican o Sianificant | No impact) Analyzed in icable
Milizalion Impact the Priop
{impact S Deyelopment
43S ¥ incoported ER o o
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or [l | O] ] [ > 1.
4, 5,6,7,
policy addressing the circulation system, 49, 52
including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian [acililies? | | | | O
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA E o,
49, 50,
Guidelines Seclion 150643, subdivision 52
{b3%
¢)  Substantially increase hazards ducto a 3,
5,67,
geomelric design fealure {e.g., sharp curves O ] ] [l L] 52
or dangerous interseclions) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d) Resultin inadequale emergency access? 1.
3, 5,48, O 0 ] O 1

52

SETTING: The existing and proposed AIA area has significant transportation resources within its
boundaries: US Highway 101, Interstates 280 and 880, California Highway 87 (Guadalupe Parkway).
The northern boundary of the existing AIA is California Highway 237, and Montague and Central
Expressways traverse different areas of both the existing and the proposed AIA. Diridon Station serves
train lines that traverse the existing and proposed AIA. Diridon Station serves as part of the boundary
for the proposed AlA and is within one block of the existing ATA boundary.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not have potential adverse transportation
or traffic related impacts. As discussed under the Population and Housing section (N), the proposed
AIA boundary could result in minor displacement of development from areas added to the ATA;
however, any resulting secondary environmental impacts associated with that development would be
less than significant.

MITIGATION: None required.

R. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

IMPACT
1 1 Substantisfy
Potentialy | Sianficant | Less Than Milipsted by | SOURCE
WOULD THE PROJECT: Significant Ml!_\ﬁm Sopilicant | No Impact A{\:lg;@ inl %
| ct Miligalion | t & Prior

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cuttural value to
a California Nalive American tribe, and thal
is:
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i

Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resouvrces Code section 5020.1(k), or

A resource delermined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by subslantial evidence, to he sipnificant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivisian (¢} of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
erileria set forth in subdivision {¢) of
P'ublic Resource Code Section 5024.1,
the Icad agency shall consider the
sipnificance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

SETTING: No known tribal cultural resources exist within either the existing or proposed ATA

boundary.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not have potential impacts to tribal
cultural resources. The proposed AIA boundary will not promote development or other activities that
would impact tribal or cultural resources.

MITIGATION: None required.

S. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

IMPACT
Substarniall
Less Than 2UDSEMTE N
potertialy | Sionficent | Less Than Milgated bt | SOURCE
WOULD THE PROJECT: Siqaificant With Significant | Mompsct ] the Prior | S1IOTRY
Impact Miligation Impact EIR ‘é‘g‘gﬁm
Incomosaled Palicies
a) Require or resultin the relocation or ] L] L X L] L] 3,6,70
constraction of new or expanded waler,
wastewater trealment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could
causc signilicant environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available {0 O O O O 1 1,3,6,24b

serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years
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¢)

d

<)

Result in a detcrmination by the waslewater
lreatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has inadequaie
capacity 1o serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s
exisiing commitmenis?

Generaie solid waste in excess of Slale or
local standards, or in excess of Lhe capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid waste redoction
goals?

Be in non-compliance with federal, state,
and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

O
O X
O

O

1,3.6,70

SETTING: The San José-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility is located approximately one mile
northeast of the current northern AIA boundary and 1.5 miles northeast of the proposed northern AIA
boundary. As noted in Section F (Energy) above, currently there are three energy generating plants

within the SJC AIA. These three plants would remain within the proposed SJIC ALA.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not have potential impacts to utilities or
service systems. The proposed AIA boundary will not promote development or other activities that
would impact utilities and / or service systems.

MITIGATION: None required.

T. WILDFIRE
IMPACT
Less Than Substanually

If located in or near state responsibility Potentially | Simncant | Less Than Analyzed Mgbiahmdlbg SOURCE

areas or lands classitied as very high tire Signifigant With Sionificant | Nolmpact | ~in the %

hazard severity zones, would the project: Impact Mlllﬂﬂmu Impact Prior EIR Davelogment

Incarporeted Policies

a)  Substantially impair an adopted emergency L | [ | [] [] 1,2,3.6,
response plan or emergency evacuation 44
plan?

b)  Tuc to slope, prevailing winds, and other ] 1 O ] I 1 1,2,3,
factors, exacerbatc wildfire risks, and 6,8a
thercby expose project occupanis to,
polluiant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of s wildfire?

¢} Require the insiallatinn or maintenance of ] I 1 X O [l 1,2, 4,5,
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 17h

bresks, emergency water sources, power
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate
[ire sk or that may result in temporary or
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d}

ongoing impacts to the environment?

Expose people or structires to significant
risks, including downslope or downslrcam
flooding or landslides, as a result of mnolT,

post-fire slope instability, or drainage

changes?

]

1,3,4.5

SETTING: There are no forest lands or woodlands within either the existing or the proposed ALA

boundaries.

DISCUSSION: Approval of the proposed AIA boundary will not have potential wildfire impacts. The
proposed AlA boundary will not promote development or other activities that would impact wildfire-

prone arcas.

MITIGATION: None required.

U. MANDATORY FINDING OF SIGNIFICANCE

IMPACT
WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO
Substantially
Potentiall Lass Than Less Th Miligated by SOURCE
ﬁ_a.‘lli Significant % Analyzed in Uniform
ianiteant | wilh Miigation Signdicant | no ympaet || the Prior EIR licable
impac Ingoporated Impact Deavelopment
Policigs
a) Have the potential to substantially L] _D r_.[ d L] | | 1to 52

degrade the quatity of the
environment, subslantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife
specics, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, (hreaten 1o
climinate a plant or anirnal
community, substantially reduce
the number or resiricl the range ofa
rare or endangered plani or animal
or eliminate important examples of
Lthe major periods of California
history or prehistory?
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b) Have impacts that are individually J | O | | | 11w 52

limited, bul cumulatively
considerable (*“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the
incremental offects of an individual
project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, Lhe effects
of other current projects, and the
effects of prubable future
projects)?

Have environmental effects, which O O | < J ] 11052
will cause subsianiial adverse
effecis on human beings, either
directly or indirectty?

DISCUSSION:

a) No Impact. The proposal is a change in the location of a demarcation line that designates what is,
and what is not, within the San José International Airport (SIC) Airport Influence Area (AIA) for
purposes of defining applicability of the SJC CLUP based on the modeled 65 CNEL noise contour.
The AIA boundary realignment does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce
the number, or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

b) No Impact. The proposed ATA boundary realignment will not have a cumulatively considerable
environmental impact. As discussed in the analyses provided in this Initial Study, the proposed project
was found to bave no significant adverse environmental impacts. Tbe incremental effects of the
proposed project are not cumulatively significant when viewed in context of the past, current, and / or
probable future projects.

¢} No Impact. The proposed project is a revision to the AIA boundary as shown in the SIC CLUP. As
described in the various sections above, the proposed project would not have environmental effects
that would cause substantial adverse effects to human beings, either directly or indirectly. To the
contrary, the proposed project would adjust the AIA boundary to reflect the updated 65 CNEL noise
contour and would therefore reduce adverse effects on human beings.
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Initial Study Source List*

35. CA Regional Water Quality Control Board, Walter
Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Region [1995]

36. Santa Clara Valley Water District, Private Well Water
Testing Program |12-98]

37. SCC Nonpoint Source Pollution Contrel Program,
Urban Runoff Management Plan [1997]

38. County Environmental Health / Septic Tank Sewape
Disposal System - Bulletin “A”

39, County Environmental Health Department Tests and
Reports

Archacological Resources
40, Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University

41. Site Specilic Archacological Reconnaissance Report

Geological Resnurces
42. Site Specific Geologic Report

43, S1ate Department of Mines and Geology, Special Report #42
44, State Department of Mines and Geology, Special Reporl
#146

45, - e e

Hazards & Havardous Materials
46.5ection 21151.4 of California Public Resources Code
47, State Depariment of Toxic Substances, Hazardous Waste
and Substances Sites List
48, County Office of Emergency Services Emergency
Response Plan [1994 version]

Transportation/Traffic
49. Transportation Research Board, “1lighway
Capacity Manual”, Special Report 209, 1995,
50. SCC Congeslion Management Agency, “Maonitoring and
Conformance report” {Current Edition)
51. Official County Road Book
52, Site-specilie Trafiic Impact Analvsis Report

*1tems listed in bold are the most important sources and
should be referred to during the first review of the project,
when they are available. The planner should refer to the
other sourees for a particular environmental factor if the

former indicates a potential environmental impaet,






