October 4, 2021

Kraig Tambornini
Senior Planner
City of Gilroy
7351 Rosanna Street
Gilroy, CA 95020
Re:

Project Garlic Industrial Subdivision Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
Response to Public Comments

Dear Kraig,
EMC Planning Group and Hexagon Transportation Consultants staff have reviewed
public comments that were received during the 30‐day public review period (July 30,
2021 to August 30, 2021) for the above referenced mitigated negative declaration (MND).
The lead agency (City of Gilroy) is not required to respond to public comments on the
proposed MND, but the Planning Commission and City Council are required to
consider all comments prior to considering adoption of the MND and approval of the
project.
Our responses to these comments are intended to help the Planning Commission and
City Council in their decision‐making about the proposed project. We are only
providing responses to environmental issues, as well as comments on the environmental
review (CEQA) process.
The following public comments were received, and are attached to this letter:
1. Gilroy Bicycle Pedestrian Commission, dated August 29, 2021;
2. Caltrans, dated August 30, 2021;
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3. Teamsters Joint Council No. 7, dated August 30, 2021;
4. Santa Clara Valley Water District, dated August 30, 2021;
5. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, dated August 30, 2021; and
6. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, dated August 31, 2021.

Gilroy Bicycle Pedestrian Commission (August 29, 2021)
The Gilroy Bicycle Pedestrian Commission submitted a comment letter on August 29,
2021, which is attached to this response letter. Generally, this comment letter does not
raise environmental issues, but rather recommends additions to the proposed project
that may encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel to and from the project site. Our
responses to these comments are provided below.
1.

The proposed project includes a trail easement and 12‐foot‐wide paved trail
that would connect with a future bike trail, to be constructed by others, on the
West Branch Llagas Creek (aka Miller Slough) levee to promote and encourage
residents and commuters to mode shift from vehicles to cycling and walking.

2.

The proposed project includes mitigation requiring the preparation and
implementation of a Transportation Demand Management plan, which would
include measures that would result in a reduction of vehicle miles traveled,
reduction of required amount of parking, and/or an increase in the use of
alternate transportation modes. Please refer to mitigation measure TR‐1 in the
initial study/mitigated negative declaration.

3.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

4.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

5.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

6.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.
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7.

The commenter reiterates the various options that could be included in the
project’s Transportation Demand Management program according to the
mitigation measures in the Transportation section of the initial study. However,
this comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

8.

The commenter presents various options that could be include in the project’s
Transportation Demand Management program. However, this comment does
not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed project and therefore,
no response is necessary.

9.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

10. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.
11. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.
12. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.
13. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.
14. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.
15. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

Caltrans (August 30, 2021)
The California Department of Transportation, District 4 (Caltrans) submitted a comment
letter on August 30, 2021, which is attached to this response letter. Our responses to
these comments are provided below.
1.

Mitigation measure TR‐1 has been modified to require annual monitoring
reports by the end users to demonstrate effectiveness.

Kraig Tambornini
City of Gilroy
October 4, 2021, Page 4

2.

Hexagon Transportation consultants conducted the following supplemental
queueing analysis for the subject ramps.

US 101 Southbound Off‐ramp to Tenth Street/SR 152
The existing queue lengths at the US 101 southbound off‐ramp to Tenth
Street/SR 152 were obtained from the TRAFFIX level of service calculations at
the ramp intersection with Tenth Street and verified based on field
observations. Observations in the field showed that the peak‐hour southbound
queue length on this off‐ramp do not extend onto the freeway mainline. In fact,
the queue length reported by TRAFFIX appears to be longer than the actual
maximum queue length observed in the field, representing a more conservative
queue length estimate. The queuing analysis at the US 101 Southbound Off‐
Ramp to Tenth Street/SR 152 is summarized in the table below.
With the addition of the project traffic, the queue lengths for the southbound
left‐turn movement are projected to increase. The analysis indicates that the
addition of trips from the proposed project would result in an increase of the
projected southbound left‐turn queue length by approximately 6 vehicles
during the AM peak‐hour and 3 or less vehicles during the PM and Saturday
peak hours. However, the projected queues would continue to be
accommodated entirely on the ramp and would not extend back and disrupt
the freeway mainline, and no improvements would be necessary. No changes
to the MND are required.
Per Movement
Queue Length
(vehicles)
Ramp/Scenario

SBT/L

SBR

US 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to Tenth Street/SR 152
Existing Storage Capacity (ft):
Existing

Background

Background Plus Project

AM
PM
SAT
AM
PM
SAT
AM
PM
SAT

23
49
58
33
63
64
39
66
66

Per Movement Queue Length

1

20
28
24
26
40
32
24
38
32

Maximum Queue (ft):
Existing Storage - Maximum
Queue (ft):
Notes:
1
Queue lengths were obtained from Traffix assuming 25 feet per vehicle.
2
SBT/L = southbound shared through and left; SBR = southbound right

(feet)
2

1

2

SBT/L

SBR

Total

2,000

1,900

3,900

575
1,225
1,450
825
1,575
1,600
975
1,650
1,650

500
700
600
650
1,000
800
600
950
800

1,075
1,925
2,050
1,475
2,575
2,400
1,575
2,600
2,450

1,650

950

2,450

350

950

1,450
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US 101 Northbound Diagonal On‐ramp from SR 152
Field observation conducted on two separate occasions (August 2 and
September 9, 2021, between 7:30‐9:00 AM) revealed that currently, the ramp
meter at the US 101 northbound diagonal on‐ramp from westbound SR 152 is
not operational during neither the AM nor PM peak hours. During the AM
peak‐hour, the meter signal was a constant green ball while it was completely
off during the PM peak‐hour. Therefore, no standing queues were observed
within this ramp.
Assuming the ramp meter was operational during the AM peak‐hour (direction
of commute traffic) at the completion of the proposed project, as shown on
Table 10 of the TA report, this ramp is projected to serve a total of 667 AM
peak‐hour trips under background plus project conditions. The ramp currently
has a queue storage capacity of approximately 1,050 feet (approximately 42
vehicles). Assuming a meter rate of 900 vehicles per hour, the projected traffic
volume could be served by the meter service rate and the queue accommodated
within the loop on‐ramp. Therefore, no improvements would be necessary. No
changes to the MND are required.
3.

Air quality impacts are discussed in Section D3, Air Quality, of the initial study.
Mitigation measures presented in the initial study would reduce significant air
quality impacts to a less than significant level. The City could consider Caltrans
requests for “on‐site short and long‐term truck parking, on‐site truck
maintenance and on‐site zero emission truck infrastructure to improve safety,
reduce pollution and emissions;” however, they are not required to mitigate the
project’s air quality impacts to less than significant. No changes to the MND are
necessary.

4.

Visual impacts are discussed in Section D1, Aesthetics, of the initial study. The
conclusions in the initial study indicate that the proposed landscape plan
sufficient mitigate the visual impacts of the proposed project. No further
mitigation measures are necessary.

5.

According to the Project Gilroy – Phase 1 and 2 Stormwater Control Plan,
Hydrology, and Hydraulic Analysis prepared in April 2021 by Kimley Horn (also
found in Appendix A of the initial study), all of the detention ponds have an
infiltration rate of 0.25 in/hour and the biofiltration treatment systems include a
minimum planting medium depth of 24 inches, which must sustain a minimum
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infiltration rate of five (5) inches per hour throughout the life of the project and
must maximize runoff retention and pollutant removal. Detention ponds 1, 6,
and 7 have a drain time of 29 hours, detention ponds 2, 3, and 8 have a drain
time of 34.2 hours, and detention ponds 4 and 5 have a drain time of 31.6 hours.
The detention facilities would be privately owned and maintained by the
project owner. An Operations and Maintenance Agreement will be recorded
against the property where the owner will be required to hire a third‐party
Qualified Stormwater Practitioner (QSP) to perform inspections two times per
year. The owner will be required to provide the third‐party inspection
report/results to the city. No changes to the MND are necessary.
6.

On site soil hazards are discussed in Section D9, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, in the initial study. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was
prepared for the project site and is included as Appendix G of the initial study.
The conclusions in the Phase I ESA reported that no recognized environmental
conditions, controlled recognized environmental conditions, or historical
recognized environmental conditions associated with the property were
identified during the assessment. The report concluded that no further
investigation was recommended. No changes to the MND are necessary.

7.

Construction noise is discussed in Section D13, Noise. This comment does not
raise other environmental issues.
No changes to the MND are necessary.

8.

This comment is noted. Transportation impacts and mitigation measures are
discussed in Section D16, Transportation/Traffic. No changes to the MND are
necessary.

9.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary. However, the following
information is provided. The Transportation Analysis report made the
recommendation to install ADA‐compliant curb ramps at all corners of the
Camino Arroyo/SR 152 intersection enhancing the existing pedestrian crossings
at this intersection. In addition, recommendations also were made to provide a
crosswalk and pedestrian signal phase/ADA‐compliant curb ramps along the
west leg of the Cameron Boulevard/SR 152 intersection, providing pedestrian
access between the project site and the existing shopping center located at the
southwest corner of the intersection.
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There are currently no pedestrian or bicycle facilities along the project site
frontage. With the proposed development of the project, new pedestrian
facilities, including sidewalks along the entire project site frontage, crosswalks
at new and existing intersections, pedestrian signal phase at signalized
intersections, and ADA‐compliant curb ramps will be provided within the
project area enhancing pedestrian connectivity in the immediate project site
area. No changes to the MND are necessary.
10. This comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the proposed
project and therefore, no response is necessary.

Teamsters Joint Council No. 7 (August 30, 2021)
The Teamsters Joint Council No. 7 submitted a comment letter on August 30, 2021,
which is attached to this response letter. Our responses to these comments are provided
below.
1.

This comment is introductory and does not raise an environmental issue. No
response is necessary.

2.

This comment provides a summary of the commentors concerns, which are
addressed below for each of the topics identified in this comment.

3.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue. No response is necessary.

4.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue. No response is necessary.

5.

CEQA Guidelines section 15063(d) states that an initial study shall contain an
identification of the environmental setting. Environmental setting information
is provided throughout the initial study in sufficient detail to assess the
proposed project’s environmental effects on the existing setting. The
commentor identifies only one resource area, biological resources, where he
believes the environmental setting is not adequate because it fails to
acknowledge the Canada del los Osos Ecological Reserve as part of the
environmental setting for the proposed project.
According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Lands/Planning/Canada‐de‐los‐Osos‐ER), the ecological
reserve consists of 4,200 acres and is located approximately ten miles east of
Gilroy in southern Santa Clara County, in the southern portion of the Mt.
Hamilton Range. The reserve is north of, but not adjacent to, State Route 152.
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Access is from Jamieson Road, a small county paved road off of Cañada Road,
approximately three miles south of the junction of Gilroy Hot Springs Road,
and six miles northeast of the junction of Highway 152.
Biological resources potentially impacted by the proposed project were
analyzed in 2020 by Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc., and in 2021 by Patrick
Furtado, Associate Biologist, and Janet Walther, Principal Biologist with EMC
Planning Group. There is no evidence to suggest that project impacts would
occur beyond the immediate vicinity of the project site.
The commentor implies that the traffic associated with the proposed project
that would travel on State Route 152 – Pacheco Pass could impact the ecological
reserve, but provides no evidence that such traffic would affect the Reserve.
According to the transportation analysis (TA) prepared for the proposed
project, based on existing travel patterns in the study area, the anticipated
service area for the proposed project, and the locations of complementary land
uses, approximately 5% of the delivery station traffic and approximately 15% of
the industrial site traffic would be generated from/headed to neighborhoods
and communities east of the project site and would utilize SR 152 to/from the
east. Hexagon Transportation Consultants estimates that no more than 8% of
the industrial site traffic and no more than 2% of the delivery station traffic
would continue to travel on SR 152, east of SR 156, representing a maximum of
140 weekday trips and 34 weekend day trips on this segment of SR 152. By
comparison, the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume along the segment of SR
152, east of SR 156, collected by Caltrans in August 2020 (latest available count
data available) is just over 40,000 vehicles in both directions. The project traffic
would represent approximately 0.3% of the roadway segments ADT volume.
Given the distance of the Reserve from State Route 152 and the current high
frequency of traffic, the minor addition of trips along the route as a result of the
proposed project are not expected to impact the Reserve.
The commentor also implies that the construction of the project site with
impervious surfaces would have a hydrological effect on the Reserve, but
provide no evidence for this claim. The project site has an elevation of
approximately 180 feet above sea level. Elevations at the Reserve range from
approximately 800 to 1,500 feet above sea level.
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The commentor sites Cañada de los Osos – Coyote Creek as being one of the
most prominent features of the Reserve. Cañada de los Osos – Coyote Creek is
an approximately 27,000‐acre part of the Upper Coyote watershed
(https://indicators.ucdavis.edu/cwip/watersheds). The project site is located in
the adjacent Pajaro River watershed and changes in land use at the project site
would not impact the Upper Coyote watershed.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
6.

The VMT analysis presented in the project’s TA report (Chapter 3 of the report)
shows that with implementation of the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program being proposed by the project applicant, the project’s VMT
would be reduced by approximately 3.93 miles per job, or employee, reducing
the project’s VMT to 15.3 miles per employee, below the established impact
threshold of 17.12 miles per employee and thus, reducing the project impact to
less than significant. Employment VMT can interchangeably be referred to as
per employee or per job (one employee = one job).
This comment states that the VMT analysis is deficient. It describes the VMT
evaluation of the project by using excerpts from the TA report that describe the
analysis methodology and impact thresholds. As summarized in the paragraph
and documented in the TA report, the VMT analysis was based on OPR’s
technical recommendations regarding assessment of VMT, thresholds of
significance, and mitigation measures, comparing citywide VMT (or baseline
VMT) to the project’s VMT. This comment continues by stating that
“Presumably, included in the analysis should be the activity of the delivery
drivers (who are employees, contractors, and gig workers, in the form of FLEX
drivers) who deliver packages that have arrived at the warehouse.” The
paragraph references back to the report again to a paragraph in the report that
states that the project would generate trips associated with the employees
(including all on‐site associates, managers, dispatchers, and drivers) and trips
associated with the delivery of goods.
As explained in the Project VMT Projections section, Chapter 3 of the TA report
(and referenced in comment paragraph 3.2 above), “The proposed project
would generate trips [and therefore VMT] associated with the employees
(including all on‐site associates, managers, dispatchers, and drivers) and trips
associated with the delivery of goods.” For clarification on which “employees”
are referred to in the above statement, and the expressed confusion in the
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comment distinguishing between employees and contract drivers, there would
be two types of employees: those employed directly by the delivery station and
industrial facility (including on‐site associates/workers, managers, dispatchers)
and those employed by a third party (such as the van drivers and Flex drivers).
As explained in the first paragraph of the “Delivery Station Site Operations”
subsection, Chapter 1, page 1, of the TA report, the project would contract
Delivery Service Partner (DSP) Program drivers, or simply referred to as van
drivers. In addition, the project would also contract Flex Program drivers, or
Flex drivers, who consist of private contractors using personal vehicles to make
deliveries. Therefore, all drivers (van and Flex drivers) would be contract
employees, and employees, as referred to throughout the TA, include on‐site
workers as well as contract van and Flex drivers. However, for the purpose of
the transportation analysis, the employees represent trips to and from the site,
regardless of whether they are employed by the project or by a third party. On
a daily basis, ALL employees would arrive to/depart from the project site at the
beginning/end of their work shift, respectively, and all employee trips were
accounted for in the analysis of the project.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
7.

See Response 6 above. Employees include all on‐site workers, including
contract van and Flex drivers. The employee trips (and VMT) represent
passenger vehicle trips as employees arrive to the site at the beginning of their
work shift and leave the site at the end of their work shift. Employee trips were
conservatively assumed to be all new trips to the site, although it is likely that
some of these trips could be Gilroy residents currently traveling outside of
Gilroy for employment and with implementation of the project would instead
travel to the project site, significantly reducing the number of miles they
currently travel each day. Since it is not easily determined where future
employees currently work, conservatively, all employee trips are assumed to be
new trips instead of displaced trips.
Trips associated with the delivery of goods, made by delivery vans, would
originate at the project site and return to the project site once the deliveries
were completed. Contrary to the origin/destination of current employee trips,
the origin of current delivery vans to the Gilroy and surrounding communities
in the South County is known. Currently, because of the lack of similar delivery
stations as the proposed project in the South County area, last‐mile deliveries to
the South County area originate from one of the existing last‐mile delivery
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stations to the north, such as the Milpitas facility. Each delivery van originating
from the north must travel 30 to 40 miles each way between one of the existing
delivery stations to the north and the South County communities. With
implementation of the proposed project, delivery vans would no longer have to
travel from and to the north to make deliveries in South County, reducing the
travel distance of the delivery vans. The travel of delivery vans from the north to
the South County area in the morning and then back northbound in the
evening is evident today by simply observing vehicles traveling on US 101
north of Gilroy. For this reason, it is assumed in the analysis of the project that
the daily VMT associated with the delivery of goods (delivery van trips) is
projected to decrease with the implementation of the project. Miles traveled
while making deliveries by the Flex‐Drivers also can be expected to be reduced,
since some of these trips would have the opportunity to originate and terminate
within the South County area, reducing the number of Flex‐Driver deliveries
that originate from the north.
In summary, the analysis of the project presented in the TA report includes the
following:


A CEQA VMT analysis based on the projected total number of trips (and
trip length) made by ALL employees (including all on‐site workers and
contract van and Flex drivers) that would occupy the proposed delivery
station and adjacent industrial building.



The assumption that VMT associated with the delivery van trips (as the
delivery vans travel to make deliveries) would be reduced from existing
conditions because delivery van trip length would be reduced as these
vans would no longer have to travel 30‐40 miles each way from existing
facilities to the north. Each delivery van trip that is originated and
terminated within Gilroy represents an average reduction of
approximately 70 miles per day. Therefore, VMT associated with the
delivery of goods is anticipated to decrease from existing conditions.



A local transportation analysis (per General Plan policies) based on the
daily and peak‐hour number of trips estimated to be generated by the
project. This includes all vehicular trips to and from the site.

No changes to the MND are necessary.
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8.

The study referenced in this comment regarding the NV5 letter is a trip
generation study prepared by NV5. The study presents average trip generation
rates for delivery stations derived from data collected at four 24‐hour delivery
stations located in California. The study does not provide any type of findings
related to VMT for any of the sites studied, nor does it state that some of the
trips to the site were made by non‐employees and therefore were not accounted
for in the trip generation rates. As typical trip generation studies are performed,
the NV5 study collected traffic count data at the four study locations to derive
trip generation rates for each facility. Trip generation counts account for ALL
traffic accessing a facility without differentiating whether it is a driver,
dispatcher, manager, contract/non‐contract employee, or any other person
arriving to/leaving the site.
No changes to the MND are necessary.

9.

The NV5 study is not a quality check of the VMT analysis prepared for the
project. As discussed in the previous response, the NV5 study is a trip generation
study that was prepared to derive average trip generation rates for delivery
stations since trip generation rates specific to this type of facilities are not
available in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
manual. The NV5 study has no connection to the VMT analysis. Contrary to
what the comment states, no employees were excluded from either the trip
generation estimates or the VMT analysis for the project. As described in the
TA report, the project was evaluated as a 141,360 square‐foot delivery station
(plus an additional 266,220 s.f. General Light Industrial land use), not as a
warehouse or any other type of land use. In fact, evaluating the proposed
project as a warehouse would result in significantly less traffic generated by the
project as warehouse land use (ITE land use code #150) has lower trip
generation rates compared to the delivery station and General Light Industrial
(ITE land use code #110) land use (daily trip generation rate for warehouse land
use is 1.74 trips per 10,000 s.f. of gross floor area, compared to 12.05 for the
delivery station and 4.96 for the general light industrial use). Therefore, the
land use and trip generation rates utilized provide a more conservative
evaluation of the project compared to the warehouse land use.
The trip generation rates utilized in the analysis are appropriate for the
evaluation of a delivery station (and industrial land use) and therefore are
representative of a last‐mile delivery station making Amazon, or any other
delivery company, a suitable candidate to occupy the facility.
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No changes to the MND are necessary.
10. See Response to 7 above. The comment consists of an opinion and does not
provide any factual evidence. The comment does not refer to any specific
CEQA issues or inadequacies of the MND. No changes to the MND are
necessary.
11. The TA and MND consist of the evaluation of a delivery station. Due to the lack
of readily available published information pertaining specifically to delivery
stations, the analysis of the project was performed based on anticipated project‐
specific information and information from other existing similar facilities, such
as the Milpitas Amazon delivery station. The analysis of the project did not
assume that some van/Flex drivers currently have to drive from Gilroy to
Milpitas to fetch packages to be delivered in Gilroy, although this could be the
case, and if in fact this is the case, the VMT associated with these van/Flex
drivers would be reduced with the implementation of the project as they would
no longer have to drive to Milpitas to fetch packages, as the comment suggests.
The comment also implies that the TA assumed all van/Flex drivers (referring
to them in the comment as “approximately 300 non‐employees”), would
originate from within Gilroy and will circulate about the City morning and
night. The evaluation of the project presented in the TA utilizes the Gilroy
Travel Demand Forecasting model to project origin and destination of all
employee trips, including van and Flex drivers. The study never assumed or
described in the report that van/Flex drivers would represent all Gilroy
residents. In addition, the delivery vans are not anticipated to “circulate the city
morning and night” but are anticipated to serve the existing demand that the
existing delivery vans originating from outside of Gilroy serve.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
12. (a) As described in 7 above, the analysis of the project does not rely on
information regarding current van/Flex drivers making the trip to the Milpitas
delivery station and to Gilroy (displaced trips, which would result in a
reduction of VMT) but conservatively assumes that all employee trips to the
proposed project facility represent new trips.
(b) Information on the number of packages and VMT per shift of each of the
current van and Flex drivers is irrelevant for the evaluation of the proposed
project.
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(c) The projected decrease in daily VMT as a result of the implementation of the
proposed delivery station, as stated in the TA report, would be associated with
the delivery van trips. The reduction in VMT can be estimated by multiplying
the project’s estimated number of daily delivery van trips by the average
distance traveled between the nearest delivery station to the north (Milpitas
station) and Gilroy/South County, or approximately 30‐40 miles per delivery
van trip. Assuming a total of 223 daily delivery vans (as proposed by the
project) representing one outbound (out for deliveries) and one inbound (after
completion of deliveries) trip, this calculates to a total reduction of
approximately 13,380 daily VMT.
(d) The comment assumes there will be a growth in the number of packages to
be delivered South County as a result of the construction of the proposed
project. However, the comment does not provide any factual evidence to
demonstrate the projected growth it mentions. The proposed delivery station is
projected to serve the existing demand in the South County area. An increase in
demand would augment the need and support for the proposed project.
(e) See response (c) above.
(f) The analysis of the project assumes all employees, including van and Flex
drivers, would originate from all parts of the Bay Area, including the
mentioned Cities of Gilroy, San Jose, San Martin, Milpitas, and others as
projected with the use of the Gilroy TDF model. The VMT analysis takes into
account all trips made by all employees to and from the project site, as it
conservatively assumes all these trips would be new trips generated by the
project, not displaced existing trips.
(g) The Milpitas Amazon delivery station is used as reference in the TA because
it is the nearest existing delivery station to the South County, and most likely
the last‐mile station where the day‐to‐day deliveries to the South County
communities originate. The comment is correct in that the analysis presented in
the project TA relies on information from existing Amazon delivery station
facilities. This is due to the lack of readily available published information
pertaining specifically to delivery stations, such as the proposed project, and
mainly because the project is proposed to have similar daily operations as the
Amazon facilities. Evaluating the project based on an Amazon last‐mile
delivery station characteristics makes Amazon, or any other delivery company,
a suitable candidate to occupy the facility.
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No changes to the MND are necessary.
13. See response 7 above. No changes to the MND are necessary.
14. See responses 7, 11, and 12 (g) above. The commenter does not present a fair
argument that the proposed project would result in environmental impacts
requiring preparation of and environmental impact report (EIR). No changes to
the MND are necessary.
15. The project site is zoned General Industrial Planning Unit Development (M‐
2/PUD). Pursuant to the City’s municipal code, the intent of the M‐2 general
industrial district is to provide areas in Gilroy suitable for large‐scale
manufacturing, assembly, storage, distribution and wholesaling of materials.
The proposed project includes warehouses and office uses on the property,
which are both unconditionally permitted in the M‐2 general industrial district
(refer to the City municipal code section 30.23.10). The PUD requires minimum
of seventy‐five percent (75%) of the land area of those parcels designated as
being in a PUD planned unit development combining district shall be used for
uses permitted by the base zoning district. Other land uses to a maximum of
twenty‐five percent (25%) of the PUD land area may be permitted in
accordance with a planned unit development approval.
City staff has determined that the proposed project is consistent with the intent
and requirements of the M‐2 General Industrial Zoning District and associated
PUD. No changes to the MND are necessary.
16. See response 15 above. The comment consists of an opinion and does not
provide any factual evidence. The comment does not refer to any specific
CEQA issues or inadequacies of the MND.
17. As stated in the comment and mentioned in the TA report, the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual does not include trip
generation rates for last‐mile delivery stations, such as the proposed project.
Similar land uses included in the ITE manual include high‐cube transload and
short‐term storage warehouse (ITE land use #154), high‐cube fulfilment center
warehouse, both sort and non‐sort (ITE land use #155), and high‐cube parcel
hub warehouse (ITE land use #156). However, none of the above ITE land uses
accurately represent the proposed project. As prescribed in the ITE Trip
Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition, when trip generation information for a
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study land use is not available/compatible with an ITE Land Use Code
definition, local trip generation data should be collected.
The collection of trip generation counts at other existing delivery stations in
California was performed and summarized by NV5 in their document titled
Delivery Station California Trip Generation Study, February 2021 (included as
an Appendix in the TA). This document was provided by the project applicant
for our review and consideration as the needed data for the evaluation of the
project. Hexagon conducted a thorough review of the document, including
collected count data, and concluded that the results of the trip generation study
were somewhat inconclusive, with average trip generation rates for the four
study sites ranging from 0.09 to 0.67 during the AM peak‐hour and from 0.37 to
0.93 during the PM peak‐hour. However, Hexagon also acknowledge that this
study provided the most applicable information for the analysis of the project,
and instead of looking at the average trip generation rates derived from all four
of the sites studied, Hexagon looked at each of the studied sites individually.
Considering the results of the study for the individual sites, one of the study
sites (Site C) was of similar size to the proposed project (128,000 s.f.) and had
the highest trip generation during the AM and PM peak hours, which would
provide the most conservative analysis of the proposed project out of the four
studied sites. Additionally, the trips estimated to be generated by the proposed
project based on the trip generation rates for Site C were compared to
anticipated daily project site vehicular activity information provided by the
project applicant. The trip generation estimates based on the Site C trip
generation rates were higher than those estimated based on the anticipated
daily project site vehicular activity. For this reason, the project trip generation
for the proposed delivery station was estimated based on trip generation rate
information for Site C of the trip generation study, which was determined to be
the most conservative information.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
18. See response 17 above. No changes to the MND are necessary.
19. See response 17 above. The Delivery Station California Trip Generation Study is
included as Appendix D of the TA report, which is included as Appendix H of
the initial study. No changes to the MND are necessary.
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20. The information contained in the Delivery Station California Trip Generation
Study was utilized in the project TA to estimate the number of trips generated
by the proposed project, not VMT. As prescribed in the ITE Trip Generation
Handbook, 3rd Edition, when trip generation information for a study land use
is not available/compatible with an ITE Land Use Code definition, local trip
generation data should be collected.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
21. The project VMT was estimated utilizing the Gilroy TDF model. The Santa
Clara Countywide VMT Evaluation Tool was utilized to quantify the effect of
the proposed project‐sponsored TDM measures. The project is clearly identified
throughout the TA report and MND as a delivery station, never concealed from
the public as the comment implies. The proposed delivery station was not
evaluated as an industrial land use either but as a last‐mile delivery station
based on information from other similar existing facilities. However, in
addition to the delivery station, the TA also includes the analysis of the
proposed industrial building. Therefore, the evaluation of the proposed project
is determined to be adequate as presented in the project TA report.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
22. The project is clearly identified throughout the TA report as a delivery station
and was evaluated as such. The analysis presented in the project TA is based on
information from existing Amazon delivery station facilities of various sizes
and locations within California. Information obtained from the existing
facilities includes information on daily and peak‐hour trip generation rates, trip
arrival and departure characteristics, and hourly vehicular activity which was
also compared to project‐specific information on anticipated daily vehicular
activity at the delivery station. Evaluating the project based on an Amazon last‐
mile delivery station characteristics makes Amazon, or any other delivery
company, a suitable candidate to occupy the facility.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
23. See response 22 above. The proposed delivery station was not evaluated as an
industrial land use as the comment implies but as a last‐mile delivery station
based on information from other similar existing facilities. In addition to the
delivery station, the TA also includes the analysis of the proposed industrial
building. No changes to the MND are necessary.
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24. The proposed project was evaluated using the appropriate information and
following CEQA requirements and guidelines. Therefore, the evaluation of the
proposed project is determined to be adequate as presented in the project TA
report. No changes to the MND are necessary.
25. There is no development proposed for the third parcel and therefore,
development of that parcel was not addressed in the project initial
study/mitigated negative declaration. Development of the proposed project, as
well as development of the third parcel, consistent with the general plan
designation of General Industrial, was evaluated in the 2040 Gilroy General
Plan program EIR. Impacts were identified and mitigation measures presented
in the general plan program EIR. Project‐specific CEQA analysis will be
conducted if and when development is proposed on the third parcel. No
changes to the MND are necessary.
26. Hubs are not included in the project description. Evaluation of an unknown
number and location of hubs as “cumulative projects” in this initial study
would be speculative. No changes to the MND are necessary.
27. The effect of implementing the proposed project on the surrounding
transportation network was evaluated in the project TA. As presented in the TA
report, the proposed project would result in the addition of project traffic to the
roadway network in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Outside of the
immediate vicinity of the project site, traffic volumes are anticipated to remain
unchanged (deliveries are being made today and the project would only change
the origin of the delivery trip) or to decrease (delivery vans on US 101 would no
longer need to travel from and to the north). No changes to the MND are
necessary.
28. See response 26, above. The application submitted to the City of Gilroy does not
include the end user for either the industrial warehouse or the last mile
delivery station. However, understanding that Amazon could be an end user,
the TA utilized data from an Amazon facility in the transportation evaluation.
Hubs are not included in the project description. Evaluation of an unknown
number and location of hubs as “cumulative projects” in this initial study
would be speculative. No changes to the MND are necessary.
29. The commenter presents a discussion about CEQA requirements and case law
regarding mitigation measures and states that the “mitigation measures, by the
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project proponent’s own application materials, are insufficient.” However, the
commenter does not indicate how the application materials are insufficient. No
changes to the MND are necessary.
30. Delivery drivers (van and Flex drivers) were not excluded from the VMT
analysis nor assumed to be netted to zero miles because of the Milpitas delivery
station, as the comment implies. Both van and Flex drivers were included in the
calculation of VMT for the project. This is described in more detailed in
Response 7 above.
The proposed compressed work week TDM measure would apply to all on‐site
employees and van drivers. Employees working a compressed work week
schedule would be assigned a four‐day/40‐hour work week. This is the
proposed TDM measure that would have the greatest effect on reducing
employee VMT, requiring 80% of all employees to participate in a compressed
work week schedule. The other proposed TDM measures (Ridesharing
Program and Commuter Benefits, Transit Passes, and Bike Racks), would not be
applicable to contract workers, such as van and Flex drivers. The Ridesharing
Program and Commute Benefits and the Transit Passes programs are required
to have a 20 to 25% of eligible employees participation rate. The project would
be required to achieve the proposed employee participate rate described for
each TMD measure. No changes to the MND are necessary.
31. As described in the VMT analysis in the TA report (Chapter 3), the VMT
reduction associated with the proposed TDM measures was quantified with the
use of the Valley Transportation Authority’s (VTA) Santa Clara Countywide
VMT Evaluation Tool. The “NV5 Letter”, as the comment refers to, refers to a
memo prepared by NV5, dated May 14, 2021, describing the proposed TDM
program for the project. The document describes the proposed TDM measures
for the project and presents an estimated percent reduction in VMT associated
with each TDM measure. The listed percent reductions in VMT presented in the
NV5 Letter are based on other studies, as the comment notes, and are provided
on this letter for informational purposes only. The anticipated VMT reductions
listed on the NV5 Letter were not in any way utilized to calculate the reduction
in VMT for the project.
The comment also shows concern in regard to the study not referencing “any
impact from “compressed work weeks”, reducing the number of shifts workers
work in a week, or otherwise any reference to what employers can do with
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regards to the work week in order to encourage transit use”. Compressed work
weeks is a known effective method to reduce VMT simply because instead of
employees commuting to work five days a week (10 directional trips), they only
have to commute to work 4 days a week (8 directional trips), reducing the total
number of miles traveled by each employee. The proposed compressed work
week TDM measure would apply to all on‐site employees and van drivers,
including drivers. Eighty percent (80%) of employees is the target goal of the
compressed work week TDM measure, not the number of employees that this
measure is applicable to, as the comment suggests. The compressed work week
TDM measure is applicable to 100% of all on‐site employees and van drivers.
As mentioned on the MND, the TDM program would be prepared prior to
issuance of an occupancy permit and the end users of the project will be
required to submit annual monitoring reports demonstrating the project is
achieving the required employee participation for each of the proposed TDM
measures. No changes to the MND are necessary.
32. The mitigation measure has been modified to clarify that it is not optional. The
TDM measures presented are required and when implemented, would reduce
the VMT to less than significant. The applicant may suggest substitutions to
these measures that are equally or more effective than the presented measures.
Should substitutions be suggested, the applicant shall provide evidence that the
measures are equally or more effective than those presented in this mitigation
measure. End users of the project shall submit annual monitoring reports to the
City of Gilroy to demonstrate effectiveness. See the revised MND for the
revised, clarifying language.
33. The comment states that the “NV5 Letter” (NV5’s memo describing the
proposed TDM program for the project) states that the compressed work week
TDM measure is the only measure out of the four proposed measures that
would apply to delivery drivers, then states that, “plain reading [of the source
referenced in the NV5 Letter for the compressed work week TDM measure]
and reasonable inference would show that this mitigation could not be
applicable to delivery drivers.” As stated before, the proposed compressed
work week TDM measure would apply to van drivers. The comment consists of
an opinion and does not provide any factual evidence. The comment does not
refer to any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the MND. No changes to
the MND are necessary.
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34. See response to 32 above.
Additionally, without a TMD program that provides the evidence that the
impact is reduced to a less‐than‐significant level, the applicant will not receive a
permit to occupy the buildings. All mitigation measures in the MND will be
included as conditions of project approval. Therefore, the mitigation measure is
fully enforceable through permit conditions.
35. Regarding zoning and general plan consistency, see response to 15 above. The
initial study/MND are adequately prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. No further changes to the MND are necessary, and
no further environmental study is necessary.
36. The initial study and MND are adequate and no further environmental review
is necessary.

Santa Clara Valley Water District (August 30, 2021)
The Santa Clara Valley Water District submitted a comment letter on August 30, 2021,
which is attached to this response letter. Our responses to these comments are provided
below.
1.

The proposed project includes a Class I bike trail along the project site
boundary from Renz Lane to the northwest corner of the project site, as
presented on the project plans and the site plan presented as Figure 4 in the
initial study. It is anticipated that this Class I bike trail will connect with future
Class I bike trails on Renz Lane and on West Branch Llagas Creek (aka Miller
Slough, aka Ronan Channel). The city’s bicycle and pedestrian plans show a
future Class I bike path along Ronan Channel north of the project site.
However, the construction of the path on Renz Lane and/or on West Branch
Llagas Creek is not included in this project. There are no
improvements/modifications proposed within Valley Water’s right‐of‐way. No
changes to the MND are necessary.

2.

No impacts would occur to these plantings as no improvements/modifications
are proposed within Valley Water’s right‐of‐way. No changes to the MND are
necessary.
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Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (August 30, 2021)
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority submitted a comment letter on August
30, 2021, which is attached to this response letter. Our responses to these comments are
provided below.
1.

Since the implementation of the Senate Bill (SB) 743 legislation, which requires
the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for the evaluation
of CEQA impacts on transportation systems due to land use decisions, the City
of Gilroy Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) model has been used to calculate
VMT in Gilroy. The use of the Gilroy TDF model to calculate VMT for the
evaluation of projects was mainly due to this being the available tool to
calculate VMT in Gilroy at the time SB 743 took effect. Additionally, the Gilroy
model had been recently updated to reflect existing and planned transportation
network and travel patterns with the adoption of the Gilroy 2040 General Plan
in November 2020. In the case of the proposed project, the Gilroy model was
the preferred methodology for the calculation of VMT due to the proposed
change to the planned roadway network (elimination of the planned Cameron
Boulevard extension) that would occur with the implementation of the project.
Projecting future traffic conditions with the project and the elimination of the
planned Cameron Boulevard extension required the use of the Gilroy TDF
model.
As explained in the Transportation Analysis report for the project, the City of
Gilroy does not have adopted VMT guidelines or impact thresholds. As such,
the City of Gilroy has been relying on OPR VMT guidelines and impact
threshold recommendations for the CEQA evaluation of projects in Gilroy. The
Gilroy 2040 General Plan was the first adopted document in Gilroy that applied
OPR’s current CEQA guidelines and impact thresholds, which includes
15 percent (%) below baseline conditions as the threshold to identify potential
VMT impacts. The citywide average daily VMT per capita and per job serves as
the baseline from which a project is evaluated. Therefore, for the evaluation of
the proposed project, and for consistency with the City of Gilroy General Plan,
the VMT analysis applied OPR’s recommended 15% below baseline conditions
impact threshold. This represents an impact threshold of 15% below the
citywide average employment VMT of 20.14 miles per job (or 17.12 miles per
job), as calculated by the Gilroy TDF model.
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Based on Gilroy model VMT projections and the above‐described impact
threshold, the proposed project was determined to have a VMT impact, which
would require TDM measures to reduce the project VMT levels to below the
impact threshold. However, the Gilroy model does not have the capability to
quantify VMT reductions due to TDM measures, such as those being proposed
by the project. For this reason, the effect of the TDM measures was quantified
with the use of the VTA’s Santa Clara Countywide VMT Evaluation Tool.
Using the VMT Evaluation Tool, the project VMT was estimated without and
with the proposed TDM measures. The estimated net change in VMT
(quantified by the VMT Evaluation Tool to be a reduction of 3.93 miles per job)
was determined to be the effect the TDM measures would have on the project
VMT. This VMT reduction was applied to the project VMT obtained from the
Gilroy TDF model to verify (as shown in the VMT Evaluation Tool calculations)
that the proposed TDM measures would reduce the project VMT to below the
identified impact threshold. Thus, for this analysis, the VMT Evaluation Tool
was only used to quantify the change in VMT that would result with
implementation of the proposed TDM measures.
Although, for the reasons explained above, the VMT analysis for the project
was completed with the use of the Gilroy TDF model, VMT results obtained
from the model are shown to be similar to the results obtained from the VTA
VMT Evaluation Tool, which uses data from VTA’s countywide TDF model.
This is because the Gilroy model is based on the VTA’s Bi‐County TDF model.
Several differences between the two models cause the VMT calculations to be
slightly different, however, such as:
•

The Gilroy model is more focused on simulating travel patterns between
Gilroy/South Santa Clara County and the three AMBAG counties: San Benito,
Santa Cruz and Monterey counties. As a result, the Gilroy model base year
traffic assignments on US‐101 and other facilities in the larger Gilroy area
compare much better against observed traffic counts and travel patterns than
those developed with the VTA model. This indicates that the Gilroy model,
as could be expected, is more accurate in producing existing travel patterns,
which affects VMT’s, in the southern part of Santa Clara County than the
VTA model.
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•

The TAZ and roadway system in Gilroy used in the Gilroy model is much
more refined. The Gilroy model has 262 TAZ’s representing the larger Gilroy
area versus 59 TAZ’s in the VTA model.

•

The Gilroy land use data used in the Gilroy model represents 2017
development levels while the VTA model land uses are based on 2015 land
use assumptions.
The citywide employment VMT per job (baseline) obtained from the VMT
Evaluation Tool was 21.25 miles per job, compared to 20.14 miles per job
obtained from the Gilroy Model. Furthermore, the project VMT obtained from
the VMT Tool was 20.93 miles per job compared to 19.23 obtained from the
Gilroy model, with both methods showing a reduction in VMT from baseline
conditions. The proposed TDM measures would reduce the project VMT levels
below the impact thresholds for both, those calculated with the VMT Tool and
the Gilroy model.
Although the City of Gilroy has been working towards developing guidelines
for the evaluation of VMT, there is not an actual document that summarizes
these guidelines. The City continues to rely on and plans to model their future
guidelines on OPR’s CEQA guidelines. Perhaps the use of the word Draft
Guidelines which was meant to describe the City’s decision to base VMT
evaluations on OPR guidelines was misleading and lead to believe the City has
drafted a document summarizing these guidelines, when in fact it is just a plan
to their future guidelines.

2.

This comment is noted. The comment does not refer to any specific CEQA
issues or inadequacies of the mitigated negative declaration. The
recommendations made on this comment should be taken into consideration by
City staff and implemented as feasibly possible. No changes to the MND are
necessary.

3.

This first comment does not refer to any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies
of the mitigated negative declaration. The recommendation for contribution to
traffic signal improvements along 10th Street/SR 152 for enhanced congestion
management could be taken into consideration by City staff.
Regarding the two nearby freeway interchanges, the Transportation Analysis
for the project, as a conservative approach, assumes that all project traffic
accessing US 101 would do so via the US 101/Tenth Street/SR 152 interchange.
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The US 101/Tenth Street/SR 152 interchange is located approximately half one
mile west of the project site, compared to the US 101/Leavesley Road
interchange, which is located more than 2 miles north of the project site. By
assuming that all project traffic originating from/heading to US 101 would
utilize the Tenth Street/SR 152 interchange, we are assuming worst case
scenario rather than distributing project traffic to two interchanges.
As requested by the commenter, an evaluation of the ramp meters at the US
101/Tenth Street/SR 152 interchange was conducted. There are two freeway on‐
ramps at this interchange that would serve project traffic: the US 101
northbound diagonal on‐ramp from SR 152 and the US 101 southbound loop
on‐ramp from SR 152.

US 101 Northbound Diagonal On‐ramp from SR 152
Field observation conducted on two separate occasions (August 2 and
September 9, 2021, between 7:30‐9:00 AM) revealed that currently, the ramp
meter at the US 101 northbound diagonal on‐ramp from westbound SR 152 is
not operational during neither the AM nor PM peak hours. During the AM
peak‐hour, the meter signal was a constant green ball while it was completely
off during the PM peak‐hour. Therefore, no standing queues were observed
within this ramp.
Assuming the ramp meter was operational during the AM peak‐hour (direction
of commute traffic) at the completion of the proposed project, as shown on
Table 10 of the TA report, this ramp is projected to serve a total of 667 AM
peak‐hour trips under background plus project conditions. The ramp currently
has a queue storage capacity of approximately 1,050 feet (approximately
42 vehicles). Assuming a meter rate of 900 vehicles per hour, the projected
traffic volume could be served by the meter service rate and the queue
accommodated within the loop on‐ramp.

US 101 Southbound Loop On‐ramp from SR 152 Analysis
The ramp meter at the US 101 southbound loop on‐ramp from westbound SR
152 was observed to be operational during the PM peak‐hour (direction of
commute traffic) only. However, during the two‐hour long field observations,
no standing queues longer than two vehicles were observed within this ramp.
The measured meter rate was approximately 5 seconds per vehicle per lane, or
720 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl), or a total of 1,460 vehicles per hour for
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the two ramp lanes. Conservatively assuming a maximum ramp capacity of 900
vph for both lanes and based on the existing arrival distribution and projected
traffic volumes, it is estimated that the southbound loop on‐ramp would
adequately serve the projected traffic volumes without resulting in long
standing queues at the ramp meter. The results of the analysis are summarized
in the table on the following page. No changes to the MND are necessary.
4.

See response to the Caltrans letter, comment number 1.
No changes to the MND are necessary.
US 101 SB Loop On-Ramp from WB SR 152
Time
Interval
Existing
5:00-5:15
5:15-5:30
5:30-5:45
5:45-6:00

Ramp
Meter
Arrival
Rate Counts Distribution Volumes

Queue
Length

225
225
225
225
900

79
71
89
92
331

24%
21%
27%
28%
100%

79
71
89
92
331

0
0
0
0
0

Background
5:00-5:15 225
5:15-5:30 225
5:30-5:45 225
5:45-6:00 225
900

79
71
89
92
331

24%
21%
27%
28%
100%

116
104
130
135
485

0
0
0
0
0

24%
21%
27%
28%
100%

124
111
139
144
518

0
0
0
0
0

Background Plus Project
5:00-5:15 225
79
5:15-5:30 225
71
5:30-5:45 225
89
5:45-6:00 225
92
900
331

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (August 31, 2021)
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority submitted an email on August 31,
2021, which is attached to this response letter. Our responses to these comments are
provided below.
Since the implementation of the Senate Bill (SB) 743 legislation, which requires the use of
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for the evaluation of CEQA impacts
on transportation systems due to land use decisions, the City of Gilroy Travel Demand
Forecasting (TDF) model has been used to calculate VMT in Gilroy. The use of the Gilroy
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TDF model to calculate VMT for the evaluation of projects was mainly due to this being
the available tool to calculate VMT in Gilroy at the time SB 743 took effect. Additionally,
the Gilroy model had been recently updated to reflect existing and planned
transportation network and travel patterns with the adoption of the Gilroy 2040 General
Plan in November 2020. In the case of the proposed project, the Gilroy model was the
prefer methodology for the calculation of VMT due to the proposed change to the
planned roadway network (elimination of the planned Cameron Boulevard extension)
that would occur with the implementation of the project. Projecting future traffic
conditions with the project and the elimination of the planned Cameron Boulevard
extension required the use of the Gilroy TDF model.
As explained in the Transportation Analysis report for the project, the City of Gilroy
does not have adopted VMT guidelines or impact thresholds. As such, the City of Gilroy
has been relying on OPR VMT guidelines and impact threshold recommendations for
the CEQA evaluation of projects in Gilroy. The Gilroy 2040 General Plan was the first
adopted document in Gilroy which applied OPR’s current CEQA guidelines and impact
thresholds, which includes 15 percent (%) below baseline conditions as the threshold to
identify potential VMT impacts. The citywide average daily VMT per capita and per job
serves as the baseline from which a project is evaluated. Therefore, for the evaluation of
the proposed project, and for consistency with the City of Gilroy General Plan, the VMT
analysis applied OPR’s recommended 15% below baseline conditions impact threshold.
This represents an impact threshold of 15% below the citywide average employment
VMT of 20.14 miles per job (or 17.12 miles per job), as calculated by the Gilroy TDF
model.
Based on Gilroy model VMT projections and the above‐described impact threshold, the
proposed project was determined to have a VMT impact, which would require TDM
measures to reduce the project VMT levels to below the impact threshold. However, the
Gilroy model does not have the capability to quantify VMT reductions due to TDM
measures, such as those being proposed by the project. For this reason, the effect of the
TDM measures was quantified with the use of the VTA’s Santa Clara Countywide VMT
Evaluation Tool.
Using the VMT Evaluation Tool, the project VMT was estimated without and with the
proposed TDM measures. The estimated net change in VMT (quantified by the VMT
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Evaluation Tool to be a reduction of 3.93 miles per job) was determined to be the effect
the TDM measures would have on the project VMT. This VMT reduction was applied to
the project VMT obtained from the Gilroy TDF model to verify (as shown in the VMT
Evaluation Tool calculations) that the proposed TDM measures would reduce the
project VMT to below the identify impact threshold. Thus, for this analysis, the VMT
Evaluation Tool was only used to quantify the change in VMT that would result with
implementation of the proposed TDM measures.
Although, for the reasons explained above, the VMT analysis for the project was
completed with the use of the Gilroy TDF model, VMT results obtained from the model
are shown to be similar to the results obtained from the VTA VMT Evaluation Tool,
which uses data from VTA’s countywide TDF model. This is because the Gilroy model is
based on the VTA’s Bi‐County TDF model. Several differences between the two models
cause the VMT calculations to be slightly different, however, such as:


The Gilroy model is more focused on simulating travel patterns between
Gilroy/South Santa Clara County and the three AMBAG counties: San Benito, Santa
Cruz and Monterey counties. As a result, the Gilroy model base year traffic
assignments on US‐101 and other facilities in the larger Gilroy area compare much
better against observed traffic counts and travel patterns than those developed with
the VTA model. This indicates that the Gilroy model, as could be expected, is more
accurate in producing existing travel patterns, which affects VMT’s, in the southern
part of Santa Clara County than the VTA model.



The TAZ and roadway system in Gilroy used in the Gilroy model is much more
refined. The Gilroy model has 262 TAZ’s representing the larger Gilroy area versus
59 TAZ’s in the VTA model.



The Gilroy land use data used in the Gilroy model represents 2017 development
levels while the VTA model land uses are based on 2015 land use assumptions.



The citywide employment VMT per job (baseline) obtained from the VMT
Evaluation Tool was 21.25 miles per job, compared to 20.14 miles per job obtained
from the Gilroy Model. Furthermore, the project VMT obtained from the VMT Tool
was 20.93 miles per job compared to 19.23 obtained from the Gilroy model, with
both methods showing a reduction in VMT from baseline conditions. The proposed
TDM measures would reduce the project VMT levels below the impact thresholds
for both, those calculated with the VMT Tool and the Gilroy model.
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No changes to the MND are necessary.
This concludes our response to public comments. Please let me know if you have any
questions.
Sincerely,

Teri Wissler Adam
Senior Principal
Enc:
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Letter #2

DISTRICT 4
OFFICE OF TRANSIT AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
P.O. BOX 23660, MS–10D | OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
www.dot.ca.gov

August 30, 2021

SCH #: 2021070525
GTS #: 04-SCL-2020-00929
GTS ID: 21211
Co/Rt/Pm: SCL/152/10.72

Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner
City of Gilroy
7351 Rosanna St
Gilroy, CA 95020
Re: Project Garlic Industrial Subdivision Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
Dear Kraig Tambornini:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Project Garlic Industrial Subdivision. 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 transportation system. The following comments
are based on our review of the July 2021 Draft MND.
Project Understanding
The project proposes to develop a 59.7-acre parcel along SR-152 in three phases.
Phase 1 would include the construction of a 141,360 square foot delivery station,
including 16,824 square feet of office space and 124,536 square feet of warehouse
space. Phase 2 would include construction of a 266,220 square foot industrial building,
including 10,000 square feet of office space and 256,220 square feet of warehouse
space. Phase 3 would be set aside for future commercial uses.
1

Travel Demand Analysis
Caltrans commends the Lead Agency in developing the Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan to reduce employee VMT, therefore working towards
meeting the State’s goal of a 15-percent reduction. The project VMT analysis and
significance determination are undertaken in a manner consistent with the Office of
Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory. The proposed measures identified
in the TDM plan should be documented with annual monitoring reports to
demonstrate effectiveness.
“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner
August 30, 2021
Page 2

2

Highway Operations
Appendix H, Transportation Analyses, Table 10. Please note that the actual ramp
capacity may be lower than the capacity assumed in the ramp analysis due to surges
in freeway demand during peak periods. To understand the full impacts of the project
on the affected freeway segments, Caltrans recommends that an updated queuing
analysis be performed for the following ramp terminal intersections to determine
whether vehicle queues can be accommodated within the ramps:
භ US 101 southbound off-ramp to Tenth Street/SR-152
භ US 101 northbound diagonal on-ramp from SR-152
Vehicle queues due to project-added traffic shall be accommodated within the
ramps and multimodal safety should not impacted.

3

Freight
Due to a general shortage in truck parking options withing the greater San Francisco
Bay Area, and especially in Santa Clara County, Caltrans is working to better
understand the needs of truck drivers and find better ways to accommodate them to
improve roadway conditions, reduce congestion and increase safety for both truck
drivers and the traveling public.
The San Francisco Bay Area is also a nonattainment area for particulate matter 2.5
microns or less in diameter which is primarily generated through the combustion of
diesel fuel from trucks and other heavy-duty equipment. Due to these overall
concerns, we request considerations for on-site short and long-term truck parking, onsite truck maintenance and on-site zero emission truck infrastructure to improve safety,
reduce pollution and emissions.

4

5

Aesthetics
Views of agricultural land and other open space areas can be considered scenic
views. Depending on viewer sensitivity, the visual impact of the project may be greater
than stated in the visual analysis. Caltrans recommends that the project decrease
spacing between tree plantings or plant larger sized trees to provide greater screening
to soften buildings and added paved surfaces.
Hydrology
Please include information regarding the detention times and infiltration rates of the
basins, as well information on who will maintain these facilities.

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner
August 30, 2021
Page 3
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Hazardous Waste
Due to previous agricultural land uses, project areas of proposed soil excavation
should be tested and characterized for contaminants, including pesticides and
herbicides. The following tests are recommended:
භ
භ
භ
භ
භ
භ
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CAM 17 Metals - EPA 6010
TPH-mo, TPH-d - EPA 8015-M
TPH-g - EPA 8015-M
Cr6+ - EPA 7199
Pesticides - EPA 8081A
Herbicides - EPA 8151

Construction-Related Impacts
Potential impacts to the State Transportation Network (STN) from project-related
temporary access points should be analyzed. Mitigation for significant impacts due to
construction and noise should be identified. 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/trafficoperations/transportation-permits. Prior to construction, coordination may be required
with Caltrans to develop a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to reduce
construction traffic impacts to the STN.
Lead Agency
As the Lead Agency, the City of Gilroy is responsible for all project mitigation, including
any needed improvements to the STN. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.
Equitable Access
If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, those facilities must meet
American Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards after project completion. As well, the
project must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction. These
access considerations support Caltrans’ equity mission to provide a safe, sustainable,
and equitable transportation network for all users.
Encroachment Permit
Please be advised that any permanent work or temporary traffic control that
encroaches onto the State Right-of-Way (ROW) requires a Caltrans-issued
encroachment permit. As part of the encroachment permit submittal process, you
may be asked by the Office of Encroachment Permits to submit a completed
encroachment permit application package, digital set of plans clearly delineating the
State ROW, digital copy of signed, dated and stamped (include stamp expiration
date) traffic control plans, this comment letter, your response to the comment letter,
“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner
August 30, 2021
Page 4
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and where applicable, the following items: new or amended Maintenance
Agreement (MA), approved Design Standard Decision Document (DSDD), approved
encroachment exception request, and/or airspace lease agreement. Your
application package may be emailed to D4Permits@dot.ca.gov.
To download the permit application and to obtain more information on all required
documentation, visit https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep/applications..

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Llisel Ayon at
Llisel.Ayon@dot.ca.gov. Additionally, for future notifications and requests for review of
new projects, please email LDIGR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

MARK LEONG
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review
c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Letter #4
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yvonne Arroyo
Kraig Tambornini
Kraig Tambornini; Usha Chatwani
EXTERNAL - Project Number: GPA 20-01, Z 20-07, TM 20-07, AS 20-21 and CUP 20-02 Project Title: Project
Garlic Industrial Subdivision
Monday, August 30, 2021 4:58:03 PM
image001.png

CAUTION: This email originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Dear Mr. Tambornini,
Due to time constraints, Valley Water is submitting the following e-mail comments on the proposed
mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the subject project:

1

2

The project description is vague on whether it includes all proposed work on Valley Water’s right of
way for West Branch Llagas Creek (called Miller Slough in the MND) for a proposed future trail
connection. Any proposed trail connection will require a Joint Use Agreement with the City of Gilroy
approved by our respective governing board/council. Additionally, any proposed modification to the
West Branch Llagas Creek right of way requires approval from the United States Department of
Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service as the federal sponsor who constructed the
West Branch Llagas Creek flood protection improvements and from Valley Water as the owner of the
right of way and flood protection improvements. The MND must include all proposed improvements
to be constructed as part of the project and address all impacts to Valley Water’s right of way due to
and resulting from the construction and future operation of a public trail or additional CEQA
documentation will need to be prepared by the City of Gilroy, as the Lead Agency, to cover any work
proposed on Valley Water’s right of way. Valley Water is a Responsible Agency, under CEQA, for
approving any future work on its right of way.
The MND states that the riparian corridor ends at the inboard top of bank of the levee; however,
mitigation plantings were installed and still remain on the outboard levee slope as part of the flood
protection improvements. The biological resources section should address these plantings, discuss
their relation to the riparian corridor, and any impacts that may occur to them as a result of any
planned construction on Valley Water’s right of way.
Please let me know if you have any question regarding our comments.
YVONNE ARROYO
Senior Water Resources Specialist
Community Projects Review Unit
YArroyo@valleywater.org
Tel. (408) 630-2319 Cell. (408) 529-3792
CPRU Hotline (408) 630-2650 / CPRU@valleywater.org

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org
Clean Water . Healthy Environment . Flood Protection

Letter #5

1

2

2
cont.
3

4

Digitally signed by Brent Pearse
DN: cn=Brent Pearse, o=Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority, ou=Planning and
Programming, email=brent.pearse@vta.org, c=US
Date: 2021.08.30 15:48:12 -07'00'

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Pearse, Brent
Kraig Tambornini
Swierk, Robert
EXTERNAL - VMT Analysis Follow Up
Tuesday, August 31, 2021 2:14:35 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when opening
attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Hi Kraig,
We wanted to follow up on a few other observations that were made regarding the Gilroy Garlic
Industrial project review. This email is NOT meant for the public record.
In reviewing the IS/MND for the proposed Project Garlic industrial subdivision, we noticed that two
different tools / data sources were used in the VMT analysis in the Transportation section of the
IS/MND. The City’s travel demand model was used to estimate the current year and year 2040
threshold, as well as the project VMT prior to mitigation measures, while the Santa Clara Countywide
VMT Evaluation Tool (which incorporates data from the VTA countywide travel demand model) was
used to estimate the VMT reduction resulting from the mitigation measures.
We wanted to point out that OPR’s Technical Advisory on implementing SB 743 states that “When
using models and tools for those various purposes, agencies should use comparable data and
methods, in order to set up an “apples‐to‐apples” comparison between thresholds, VMT estimates,
and VMT mitigation estimates” (page 30).
In reviewing the IS/MND during the public comment period, we weren’t sure from the
documentation provided why the City/Hexagon choose to use the two different data sources, which
is why we recommended in our comment letter that further documentation be provided. If you are
interested, perhaps we can schedule a call of City staff, Hexagon and VTA staff at some point to
discuss the VMT analysis approach for this project, as well as any best practices to apply to future
projects. I'd be happy to coordinate a meeting if you like.
Regards,
Brent
Brent Pearse (He/Him)
Transportation Planner
Direct 408-550-4559
Office 408-546-7985

Community Development Department
Planning Division (408) 846-0451
Draft Revised MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION
City of Gilroy
7351 Rosanna St.
Gilroy, CA 95020
City File Number: GPA 20-01, Z 20-07, AS 20-21, TM 20-07, CUP 20-02
Post Approval HP 21-03
Project Description:
Name of Project:

Project Garlic Industrial Subdivision

Nature of Project:

The project includes a general plan amendment (eliminate the planned
Cameron Boulevard extension through the property) and the subdivision
of the 59.7-acre property into three parcels, with future development
occurring in three phases: Phase 1 includes construction of 141,360
square foot delivery station, including 16,824 square feet of office and
124,536 square feet of warehouse; Phase 2 includes construction of a
266,220-square foot industrial building, including 10,000 square feet of
office space and 256,220 square feet of warehouse; and Phase 3 would be
for future commercial uses, with development proposed as part of Phase 3
subject to a separate CEQA review process.

Project Location:
Location:
Northeast corner of Pacheco Pass Highway (SR 152) and Camino Arroyo.
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 841-18-082
Entity or Person(s) Undertaking Project:
Name:
Address:
Staff Planner:

Steve Beauchamp
8775 Folsom Boulevard, Suite #200, Sacramento, CA 95826
Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner

Initial Study:
An initial study of this project was undertaken and prepared for the purpose of ascertaining
whether this project might have a significant effect on the environment.
A copy of this study is attached.
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Findings & Reasons:
The initial study identified potentially significant effects on the environment. However, this
project has been mitigated (see Mitigation Measures below which avoid or mitigate the effects)
to a point where no significant effects will occur. On the basis of the whole record, there is no
substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the environment. The following
reasons will support these findings:
 The proposal is a logical component of the existing land use of this area.
 Identified adverse impacts are proposed to be mitigated and a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program have been prepared.
 The proposed project is consistent with the adopted goals and policies of the General Plan
of the City of Gilroy.
 City staff independently reviewed the Initial Study, and this Negative Declaration reflects
the independent judgment of the City of Gilroy.
 With the application of the following Mitigation Measures the proposed project will not
have any significant impacts on the environment.
 The Gilroy Planning Division is the custodian of the documents and other material that
constitute the record of proceedings upon which this decision is based.

Mitigation Measures
Air Quality
AQ-1

Prior to issuance of building permits, subject to review and approval by the City
Planning Division, the applicant shall provide to the city details of a proposed vehicle
reduction program for future employees of the project utilizing the Bay Area
Commuter Benefits Program, 511.org rideshare program, or other local commuter
benefits program.

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
AQ-2

Prior to issuance of building permits, subject to review and approval by the City
Planning Division, the applicant for any phase shall include on the project plans the
number of electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, dedicated vanpool and other highoccupancy vehicle (HOV) carpool spaces, bike racks, changing rooms and/or lockers
on site, which would facilitate the use of ride-sharing and bicycles.
Implementation of these measures ensures that the proposed project, as mitigated, is
consistent with the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The proposed project, therefore, does not
have aspects that would interfere with or hinder implementation of the 2017 Clean
Air Plan. Plan consistency related to GHG emissions is discussed in Section D.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this initial study.
2

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
Biological Resources
BIO-1

To avoid/minimize impacts to burrowing owls potentially occurring within the project
site, the project applicant shall retain a biologist qualified in ornithology to conduct
surveys for burrowing owl. The approved biologist shall conduct a two-visit (i.e.,
morning and evening) presence/absence survey at areas of suitable habitat on and
adjacent to the project site boundary no less than 14 days prior to the start of
construction or ground disturbance activities. Surveys shall be conducted according to
methods described in the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines
(California Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993) and the Staff Report on Burrowing
Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). The applicant shall submit evidence of completion of
the preconstruction survey to the City of Gilroy Planning Department prior to
issuance of a grading permit. Because burrowing owls occupy habitat year-round,
seasonal no-disturbance buffers, as outlined in the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol
and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC 1993) and the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (CDFW 2012), shall be in place around occupied habitat prior to and
during any ground disturbance activities. The following table includes buffer areas
based on the time of year and level of disturbance (CDFW 2012), unless a qualified
biologist approved by the CDFW verifies through non-invasive measures that either:
1) birds have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the
occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent
survival.
Location

Nesting
Sites
Nesting
Sites
Nesting
Sites

Time of Year

Level of Disturbance Buffers (meters)
Low

Med

High

April 1 – Aug 15

200 m

500 m

500 m

Aug 16 – Oct 15

200 m

200 m

500 m

Oct 16 – Mar 31

50 m

100 m

500 m

If burrowing owl is found and avoidance is not possible, burrow exclusion may be
conducted by qualified biologists only during the non-breeding season, before
breeding behavior is exhibited and after the burrow is confirmed empty through noninvasive methods, such as surveillance. Occupied burrows shall be replaced with
artificial burrows at a ratio of one collapsed burrow to one constructed artificial
burrow (1:1). Evicted burrowing owls may attempt to colonize or re-colonize an area
that would be impacted, thus ongoing surveillance during project activities shall be
conducted at a rate sufficient to detect burrowing owls if they return.
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If surveys locate occupied burrows in or near construction areas, consultation with the
CDFW shall occur to interpret survey results and develop a project-specific
avoidance and minimization approach.
Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
BIO-2

To avoid impacts to nesting birds during the nesting season (January 15 through
September 15), to the extent feasible, construction activities that include any
vegetation removal or ground disturbance (such as grading or grubbing) shall be
conducted between September 16 and January 14, which is outside of the bird nesting
season. If construction activities commence during the bird nesting season, then a
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds to ensure
that no nests would be disturbed during project construction.
If construction activities are scheduled during the nesting season (February 15 to
August 30 for small bird species such as passerines; January 15 to September 15 for
owls; and February 15 to September 15 for other raptors), a qualified biologist shall
conduct nesting bird surveys. Two surveys for active nests of such birds shall occur
within 10 days prior to start of construction, with the second survey conducted with
48 hours prior to start of construction. Appropriate minimum survey radius
surrounding the work area is typically 250 feet for passerines, 500 feet for smaller
raptors, and 1,000 feet for larger raptors. Surveys shall be conducted at the
appropriate times of day to observe nesting activities.
If the qualified biologist documents active nests within the project site or in nearby
surrounding areas, an appropriate buffer between each nest and active construction
shall be established. The buffer shall be clearly marked and maintained until the
young have fledged and are foraging independently. Prior to construction, the
qualified biologist shall conduct baseline monitoring of each nest to characterize
“normal” bird behavior and establish a buffer distance, which allows the birds to
exhibit normal behavior. The qualified biologist shall monitor the nesting birds daily,
or as otherwise required by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, during
construction activities and increase the buffer if birds show signs of unusual or
distressed behavior (e.g., defensive flights and vocalizations, standing up from a
brooding position, and/or flying away from the nest). If buffer establishment is not
possible, the qualified biologist or construction foreman shall have the authority to
cease all construction work in the area until the young have fledged and the nest is no
longer active. This measure shall be implemented by the developer prior to start of
construction activities.

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Developer
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
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BIO-3

Based on the current proposed plans, if the aquatic features shown in the Biological
Resources Report and Aquatic Resource Delineation Report (Huffman-Broadway
Group, Inc. 2020a, 2020b) are considered jurisdictional by the CDFW and/or
RWQCB, the project may require one or more regulatory permits. To determine
whether the drainage is considered jurisdictional, the applicant shall retain a qualified
biologist/wetland regulatory specialist to initiate discussions with the RWQCB and
CDFW for this purpose.
If impacts to a feature subject to state jurisdiction may occur, fill authorization will be
sought from the RWQCB and/or the CDFW if determined necessary through the
regulatory agency consultation process.

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
Geology and Soils
GEO-1

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Developer shall incorporate all of the
geotechnical engineer’s recommendations into the project design, subject to
review and approval by the City’s Public Works Department.

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Developer
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Public Works Department
GEO-2

The developer shall prepare an erosion control plan that details appropriate methods
to prevent and/or minimize erosion. The erosion control plan is subject to the review
and approval of the City of Gilroy Public Works Department prior to the issuance of a
grading permit.
In addition to the mitigation above, the proposed project would be required to comply
with the General Plan Policy PH 2.6 with its Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan,
which requires all new development proposals to include a site plan detailing
appropriate methods of erosion and deposition control during site development and
subsequent use; and General Plan Policy PH 3.6, which requires new development to
include landscaped areas for reducing runoff and increasing runoff absorption
capacities and encourages the use of permeable paving materials, which would
minimize the erosive effects of storm water (refer to Sheets C300, C600, and L100
illustrating the drainage management and landscaped areas proposed on the site).

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Developer
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Public Works Department
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GEO-3

Pursuant to the Geotechnical Engineering Study prepared by Condor Earth on July 8,
2020 for the project, the following recommendation shall be implemented in order to
reduce impacts related to the potential for expansive soils onsite:
The foundation should extend below much of the zone of seasonal moisture variation
or be constructed sufficiently stiff to move as rigid units with differential movement
of foundations from heaving or settlement reduced to a value compatible with the
proposed superstructure type and architectural finishes. The project structural
engineer should take this into account when designing the foundations. Provided that
the site is graded and all building pads are prepared in accordance with the
recommendations provided in the geotechnical study, the conventional shallow
foundation system would be appropriate for the proposed building foundations.
This recommendation shall be implemented prior to issuance of a grading permit
subject to the review and approval by the City of Gilroy Public Works Department.

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Developer
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Public Works Department
Greenhouse Gas
GHG-1

If the City of Gilroy has adopted a qualified GHG reduction strategy prior to the time
building permits are issued for the project, the applicant shall have the option to
incorporate applicable GHG reduction measures identified in the GHG reduction
strategy into the proposed project. Applicable measures from the reduction strategy
shall be confirmed by the City of Gilroy. If the Planning Division finds that the
project is consistent with the GHG reduction strategy, the significant project GHG
impact would be reduced to less than significant and no further mitigation would be
required.
If City has not adopted a qualified GHG reduction strategy prior to the time building
permits are issued for the project, the applicant shall implement mitigation measure
GHG-2.

Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
GHG-2

Prior to issuance of building permits for the project proposed the applicant shall
prepare a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan. The GHG Reduction Plan shall
demonstrate, with substantial evidence, that GHG emissions will be reduced to the
year 2022 service population threshold of significance of 4.32 MT CO2e per year per
service population. This would require that the unmitigated project emissions of
3,173 MT CO2e per year be reduced by 884 MT CO2e per year [3,173 MT CO2e –
(4.32 MT CO2e x 530 service population)] to 2,289 MT CO2e.
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The GHG Reduction Plan shall prioritize on-site GHG reduction design features. At a
minimum, the Reduction Plan should include the GHG reduction measures listed
below. Other feasible reduction measures may be substituted for the measures listed
below provided that the City of Gilroy Planning Division Manager finds, based on
substantial evidence provided by the applicant, that the substitute measures achieve
an equal or greater volume of emissions reduction. Additional measures may be
added by the applicant. A combination of the following measures can be included in
the Reduction Plan:


Implement the Transportation Demand Management Program strategies identified
in mitigation measure TR-1 in this initial study to reduce VMT and associated
mobile source GHG emissions from employee travel.



Include sufficient plug-in capabilities for transport refrigeration units, if any, to
eliminate the time that a transportation refrigeration system is powered by a
fossil-fueled internal combustion engine while at the site.



Exceed minimum CALGreen Code standards for bicycle parking and bicycle
lockers; parking spaces dedicated for low-emitting, fuel efficient vehicles; and
electric vehicle charging stations.



Design buildings to exceed the current 2019 Title 24 energy efficiency standards
by a minimum of five percent.



All appliances installed in all buildings shall be Energy Star rated.



Exceed higher than mandated parking lot lighting and area lighting energy
efficient standards.



Electrify truck loading docks.

In lieu of or in addition to one or more of the on-site measures above, the applicant
may include in the Reduction Plan and take credit for GHG reductions resulting from
making direct investments in off-site GHG reduction activities/programs in the
vicinity. Examples of direct investments include building retrofit programs that pay
for cool roofs, solar panels, solar water heaters, smart meters, energy efficient lighting
energy efficient windows, and insulation. Other examples include financing programs
for installing electric vehicle charging stations, electrifying school buses, or planting
local urban forests.
The applicant may choose to retain a qualified air quality / GHG professional to
quantify the GHG reductions that would result from implementing the Reduction Plan
based on substantial evidence to be included in the Reduction Plan. The GHG
reduction measures should be implemented even if their implementation would result
in a GHG reduction, but the reduction cannot be reliably quantified. The GHG
emissions reduction volume resulting from implementing the Reduction Plan
measures may then be subtracted from the required 884 MT CO2e per year reduction
volume in order to reduce or avoid the significant GHG impact.
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If the applicant elects to quantify the GHG emissions reductions from on-site
measures and investments in off-site reduction programs and the reductions are
insufficient to reduce project emissions by a minimum of 884 MT CO2e per year or
more, the applicant may then secure the balance of the required GHG emissions
reduction volume by purchasing and retiring carbon offset credits. The carbon offset
credits shall meet the following performance standards:


Carbon offset credits shall be issued by a recognized, reputable and accredited
registry that mandates the use of established protocols for quantifying and issuing
the offset credits. Credits issued based on protocols approved by CARB should
be prioritized. Examples of such registries include the Climate Action Reserve,
American Carbon Registry, and Vierra.



The carbon offset credits should be generated from projects developed in the
United States. Credits from projects developed internationally should not be used
unless the applicant demonstrates with substantial evidence that sufficient carbon
offsets from projects in the United States are unavailable. International offsets
must be quantified and issued using established protocols that are recognized in
the United States and that are issued by recognized, reputable and accredited
registries.



All carbon offset credits purchased to reduce GHG emissions, must meet the
criteria of being real, quantifiable, permanent, verifiable, enforceable, and
additional, consistent with the standards set forth in Health and Safety Code
section 38562, subdivisions (d)(1) and (d)(2).

Prior to issuing building permits for the proposed project, the applicant shall submit
the GHG Reduction Plan for review and approval of the City of Gilroy Planning
Division Manager. The Reduction Plan shall demonstrate that GHG emissions from
the project will be substantially reduced. If on-site design and off-site program
investments do not result in reducing the GHG impact to less than significant, the
applicant shall, prior to approval of occupancy permits, provide documentation in the
form of an executed contract or other certification that the balance of emissions
reduction required to reduce the GHG impact to less than significant has been
obtained through purchase of carbon offset credits, subject to the performance
standards listed above.
Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division
Hydrology and Water Quality
HYDRO-1 The project proponent shall prepare and submit Erosion Control Plans to the City of
Public Works Department prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The Erosion
Control Plans shall illustrate how the project’s grading phases would prevent or
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minimize erosion and siltation on- and off-site, such as the inclusion of Best
Management Practices.
Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Developer
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Public Works Department
HYDRO-2 The project proponent shall prepare and submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan for review and approval by the City of Gilroy Public Works Department prior to
issuance of a grading permit. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall
identify construction and post-construction Best Management Practices to prevent
water pollution at the source.
Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Developer
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Public Works Department
Transportation/Traffic
TR-1

The applicant shall prepare and implement a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program to reduce the project’s VMT impact to a less-than-significant level.
The TDM measures shall include, but not be limited to, any combination of the
following components, as necessary to which would reduce the project’s VMT impact
to less than significant (i.e., below the established impact threshold of 17.12 miles per
job):
a.

Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedule Program (VTA TP08). This
program (compressed work week) allows and encourages employees to
telecommute from home when possible, or to shift work schedules to reduce
vehicle miles traveled.
i.

b.

80% of employees shall be assigned a four day/40-hour work shift.

Ridesharing Program and Commuter Benefits (VTA TP11, TP13). This
program matches employees interested in carpooling who have similar
commute patterns. This TDM strategy encourages the use of carpooling, which
reduces the number of vehicle trips and thereby reduces VMT.
i.

Employers shall strive to have 20 percent of eligible employees participate
in this program through regular communications and incentives.

ii.

Incentives shall include, but not be limited to, pre-tax benefits.

iii.

The applicant shall provide dedicated carpool/vanpool parking spaces
commensurate with the number of employees participating in this
program.

iv.

Employers shall provide “Guaranteed Ride Home Services,” which
provides employees who regularly (twice a week) carpool, vanpool, bike,
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walk or take transit to work with a free and reliable ride home when one of
life’s unexpected emergencies arise. Commuters may take advantage of
this service up to four times per year to get home for unexpected
emergencies such as a personal illness or a sick child. This service can
also be used for unscheduled overtime when the employer mandates
working late.
c.

Provide transit passes to employees interested in public transit.
i.

d.

Transit passes shall off-set at least 25 percent in the participating
employees’ transit costs from home to work and back.

The applicant shall provide a minimum of 10 bike racks (in a secure area) each,
for both the phases of the project.

The TDM program shall be prepared prior to issuance of an occupancy permit,
subject to review and approval by the Planning Division and the Public Works
Department. The applicant may suggest substitutions to these measures that are
equally or more effective than the presented measures. The Director of Planning is
authorized to allow an amendment (but is not required to allow such amendment) to
the TDM program upon making written findings, supported by substantial evidence,
that the substituted measure or measures are as effective as those in the adopted TDM
plan and that the amended TDM plan will result in meeting the above-referenced
threshold (17.12 miles per job) for reducing VMT from the proposed project to a lessthan-significant level.
End users of the project shall submit annual monitoring reports to demonstrate
effectiveness.
Party Responsible for Implementation: Project Applicant and End Users
Party Responsible for Monitoring: Gilroy Planning Division and Public Works Department
Tribal Cultural Resources
After the proposed MND was sent out for public review, City staff received an email from
Kanyon Sayers-Roods, a consultant/tribal monitor on behalf of the Indian Canyon Band of
Costanoan Ohlone People. The email was in response to the City’s offer of consultation pursuant
to SB18 and AB52. The consultation process was subsequently conducted and completed. No
new impacts or potential impacts were identified during the consultation process; however, the
following mitigation measures were agreed to among the parties. These mitigation measures are
in addition to the City’s standard conditions of approval addressing the unexpected discovery of
historic resources, unique archaeological resources, and Native American remains.
TC-1

The applicant shall contract with a qualified Archaeologist or Native American
Monitor to conduct Cultural Sensitivity Training prior to the start of grading and
construction activities. The applicant shall provide evidence that the training has been
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conducted, prior to issuance of a grading permit, subject to review and approval by
the Planning Division.
TC-2

The applicant shall contract with a qualified Archaeologist and a qualified Native
American Monitor to be present on the project site during ground disturbing
activities, which will assist in minimizing potential effects on potential cultural
resources and ensure inadvertent impacts are mitigated. The applicant shall provide
evidence that the qualified Archaeologist and qualified Native American Monitor will
be onsite during ground disturbing activities, prior to issuance of a grading permit and
subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.
The Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall prepare weekly reports
regarding the monitoring activities until ground disturbing activities have been
completed. If tribal resources are discovered during these activities, all work shall be
halted within at least 50 meters (165 feet) of the find and the area shall be staked off
immediately. The Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall evaluate the
find. If the find is determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation measures shall
be formulated by the Archaeologist and Native American Monitor and implemented
by the responsible party.

Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner
Planning Division
Kraig.Tambornini@ci.gilroy.ca.us
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