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2. PROJECT TITLE: 99 Alice Avenue - Exterior Alterations and Rehabilitation

3. APPLICANT NAME: _Farideh Zarnani PHOME: _{G50) B14-6433
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a. PROJECTS THAT ARE SUBJECT TO DFG FEES
[ 1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (FUBLIC RESCURCES GODE §21152) 5 3,069.75 % 0,00
[ 2. NEGATIVE DECLARATION (PUELIC RESCURCES CODE §271080(C) 5 2,210.00 §_ 221000
O 3. APPLICATION FEE WATER DIVERSION wian wni 4w s contann mesn ar 5 850,00 % .40
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NOTICE OF INTENT
INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CITY OF CAMPBELL, CALIFORNIA

Notice is hereby given of the intent of the Campbell City Council to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the 99 Alice Avenue Exterior Alterations and Rehabilitation Project, an application for a Conditional Use Permit
(PLNZ015-30) and CEQA Review [(PLN2013-117), to allow previously completed. and proposed allerations,
repair, and rchabilitation of an cxisting single-family residence. pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21092(b) 1), for property located at 99 Alice Avenuoe, Camphell, CA, 95008.

The project site is an 11,063 sq. ft. parcel, located on the north side of Alice Avenue, between 5. Winchester
Boulevard and S. Third Streel. The project sile is located within the R-1-6(H) {Singlc-Family Residential) and
has a Cieneral Plan land use designation of Low Density Residential. The site is also located within the houndaries
of the Alice Avenue Historic District. 'The subject property is surrounded by residential uses on all sides.

The Initial Study prepared by the City was undertaken for the purpose of determining whether the project may
have a significant effect on the environment. On the basis of the Initial Study, Community Development
Department stall has determined that the project will not have a significant efTect on the environment due o the
incorporation of certain mitigation measures, and theretore, has prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
for consideration by the Campbell Planning Commission,

Al interested partics are inviled and encouraged 1o submil comments in writing regarding the drall Mitigated
Negative Declaration andf/or attend the below described public hearings. The public review perind for the draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration begins on April 22, 2015 and ends on May 12, 20015 Any comments must be
submitted in writing, including email, to the Community Development Department by 5:00 pm, on May 12, 2015,
['he Infill Environmental Checklist and draft Mitigated Negative Declaration are available for review from 8:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m. at the Community Development Department, Cily Hall, 70 North First Street, Campbell, CA or online
at http:/wwew . citvofcampbell.comd30 L/Public-Wotices under ' Environmental Notices'

The Campbell Planning Commission will consider the project and draft Mitigated Negative Declaration at a
public hearing to he held on May 12, 2015, The meeting will be held at 7:30 pun., or shortly thereaticr, in the
City Hall City Council Chambers, 70 Worth First Streel, Campbell, CA.

Please be advised that if vou challenge the decision on the Mitigated Negative Declaration andfor project in court.
you may be limited to raising anly those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearings described in this
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of Campbell prior to the public hearings, Questions and
written comments may be addressed to Stephen Rose, Associate Planner at (408} 866-2142 or by email at
stephenridicityotcamphbell.com.

PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF CAMPBELL
PAUL KERMOY AN
SECRETARY
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CITY ovr CAMPBELL
Community Development Department

DRAFT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Community Development Director has reviewed the proposed project described below to
determine whether it could have a significant effect on the environment as a result of the project
completion, “Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any ol the physical conditions within the area allected by the
project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and ohjects of historic or
aesthetic significance.

Project Title: 99 Alice Avenue - Exterior Alterations and Rehabilitation

File Number(s): CEQA Review (PLN2015-117)
Conditional Use Permit (PLN2013-030)

Project Address: 99 Alice Avenue, Campbell, CA 95008

Project Proponent: Farideh Zamam
P.0. Box 646 Los Allos, CA 94023

Zoning Designation R-1-6(11) (Residential Single Family, Historic Overlay District)

General Plan: Low Density Residential

Lead Agency: City of Campbell, Community Development Department
70 N. First Street, Campbell, CA 95008

Contact Person: Stephen Rose, Associate Planner
(408 866-2142 | stephenrfcityofcampbell.com

Date Posted: April 22, 2015

Other public agencies whose approval is required: None

Project Description: The proposed project consists of previously completed, and proposed,
alterations, repair, and rehabilitation of an existing single-family residence located in the “A”
Street Historic District.

The completed work includes the repair and replacement of existing roof sheathing, ratters, wall
studs, framing, and flooring, in addition to exterior alterations which entailed the removal a

T rorth First Soreet « Camphell, O S300%-1423 « TEL ad08 )] 800-214H0« ran (4087 306-3140 « B0l planningd@eitvofzamphel | com



Diraft Mitigated WNegarive Declaration Page 2 of 3

historic window on the east elevation and installation of a new window and door style on the rear
(non-historic) addition of the home.

The proposed work includes the removal and replacement of remaining window framcs and
sashes, removal and replacement of the front door, removal of all remaining exterior stucco, and
mstallation of new PG&E gas meter near the east side of the property.

Surrounding Land Use | Zoning District (Overlay) | General Plan Designation:

Narth: Residential | P-1 (Planned Development) | Medium Density Residential

South: Residential | R-1-6(11) (Single-Family Residential) | Low Deasity Residential (=6 units/er. acre)
last: Residential | R-1-6(H) (Single-Family Residential) | Low Density Residential (=6 units/er, acre)
West: Residential | R-1-6({H) (Single-Family Residential) | Low Density Residential (=6 uniis/er. acre)

Finding: The Community Development Director finds that the project described above will not
have a significant effect on the environment in that the attached Initial Study identifies one or
more potentially significant effects on the environment for which the project proponent, before
public release of this draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, has made or agrees to make project
revisions that clearly mitigate the effects to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures Included in the Projeet to Reduce Potentially Significant
Environmental Effects to a Less Than Significant Level:

Mitigation Measure AFES-1: New features shall be differentiated from old and shall be
compatible in terms of massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity ol the property and the scenic vista.

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: The removal of historic materials or alteration of features that
characterize the property shall be avoided. Where historic features are to be replaced, the new
features shall replicate the historic details or period of construction to the extent feasible.

Any person may file a written protest of the draft Mitigated Negalive Declaration before 5:00
p.m. on May 12, 2015, Such protest must be filed at the Community Development Department,
City Hall, 70 North First Street, Campbell, California. The written protest should make a "fair
argument” that the project will have one or more significant cffects on the environment based on
substantial evidence.

Stenher Hose

PROJECT PLANNER

hesocliate Flanner

TITLE

ity of Campbs’ 1

AGENCY
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Epril 20, 201%

DATE
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INITIAL STUDY

99 Alice Avenue
Exterior Alterations and Rehabilitation

An eneivenmental voaluation

prepared in complionee with the
Californin Enatronmental Chealiby Act
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Prepared by
Stephen Rose
Associate Planner

City of Campbell
Community Development Department
Planning Division
70 M. First Street
Campbell, CA 95008

Public Review Period

oF Cay, April 22, 2015 -May 12, 2015
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Project Owverview

[. PROJECT OVERVIEW
Project Title: 99 Alice Avenue - Exterior Alterations and Rehabilitation

File Number(s).
CEQA Review (PLN2015-117)
Conditional Use Permit (PLN2015-030)

Project Location: 99 Alice Avenue, Campbell, CA 95008

Name and Address of Project Proponent:
Fardeh Zamam

P.O. Box 646

Los Altos, CA 94023

Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Campbell

Community Development Department
70 N, First Street

Campbell, CA 95008

Contact Person(s):

Stephen Rose, Associate Planner
(408) 866-2142
stephenrigcitvofcampbell.com

Zoning Designation:
R-1-6(H) (Residential Single Family, Historic Overlay District)

General Plan Designation:
Low Density Residential

Other public agencies whose approval is required: Mone

Surrounding Land Use | Zoning District (Overlay) | General Plan Designation:
North: Residential | P-D (Planned Development) | Medium Density Residential

Page No. |

South: Residential | R-1-6(H) (Single-Family Residential) | Low Density Residential (=6 units/gr. acre)
East: Residential | R-1-6(H) (Single-Family Residential) | Low Density Residential (=6 unitsigr. acre)
West: Residential | R-1-6(H) (Single-Family Residential) Low Density Residential (=6 units/gr. acre)

Project Location: The project site is an 11,063 sq. ft. parcel, located on the north side of Alice
Avenue, between S, Winchester Boulevard and S. Third Street. Alice Avenue was created in 1915 on a
portion of the fruit drying vards owned by the George E. Hyde Company, after George and Alice Hyde
(the street’s namesake). The project site is located within the R-1-6(H) (Single-Family Residential) and
has a General Plan land use designation of Low Density Residential. The site is also located within the

boundarics of the Alice Avenue Historie Districl.



Project Overview Page Mo, 2

Project Description: The proposed project consists of previously completed, and proposed,
alterations, repair, and rehabilitation of an existing single-family residence located in the “A™ Street
Historie District.

The completed work includes the repair and replacement of roof sheathing, ratters, wall studs, [raming,
and flooring, in addition to exterior alterations which entailed the removal a historic window on the
cast clevation and installation of a new window and door style on the rear (non-historic) addition of the
home.

The proposed work includes the removal and replacement of remaining window frames and sashes,
removal and replacement of the front door, removal of all remaining exterior stucco, and installation of
new PG&E gas meter near the east side of the property.

Background: The single-lamily residence has historically been referred to as the Moss-Grizzle House,
and in 1984, the property was listed on the City's Historic Resource Inventory, In 1987, the City
Council created the Alice Avenue Historic Districl, which incorporated all properties that fronted Alice
Avenue, including 99 Alice.

On November 12, 2013 the subject property received approval of a Conditional Use Permit (PLN2013-
203) which allowed for a 1,658 sq. It one-story addition to the rear of the existing single-family
residence, construction of a 460 square foot attached porte-cochere, in addition to the demolition of a
dilapidated detached garage at the rear of the property in order to construct a new detached secondary
dwelling unit with a tandem parking garage in its place. The project was determined to qualify as a
Categorically Exempt project per Scction 15331, Class 31 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), pertaiming to projects involving the maintenance, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, or
reconstruction of historical resources in that the activity, as Conditioned, was consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior Standards, City's Historic Preservation Ordinance, and Historic Design
Guidclines.

During construction, it was discovered that large segments of the existing building had detenorated as
a result of termites and dry-rot, requiring the removal and repair of significant structural elements.
Extensive cfforts were taken by the contractor to rebuild portions of the existing building from the
inside withoul damaging the building’s exterior stucco. This work primarily occurred at the front entry
and portions of the east elevation, and included the repair and replacement of roof sheathing, rafters
and flooring. In addition to repairs, additional exterior alterations to the building were made including
removing a historic window on the east elevation and installing a new window and door style on the
rear (non-historic) addition ol the home. As both the repair activities, and allerations to the building
exterior went beyvond the scope authorized under the Conditional Use Permit, Statf required all repair
and alteration work to the building walls to stop, pending review and approval of a new Conditional
Use Pernmit.

On March 4, 2015, the City of Campbell Historic Preservation Board reviewed the proposed project,
determining that the Project, subject to modified Conditions of Approval, would satisfy the
requirements of the Sceretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment ol Historic Properties, the
City of Campbell Historic Preservation Ordinance, and would be consistent with the architeetural
design and historic character of the structure. The Board passed a motion recommending approval of
the Conditional Use Permit to the Planning Commission.



Project Overview

Project Data:
Gross Lot Arca;
Met Lot Area:

Site Utihization:

Building Coverage:

Recar Landscaping:

Building Square Footage:

Main House:
Iistoric:
Addition:
Carport:

Detached Structure:
Secondary Unit:
Tandem Garage:
Total Arca:

Floor Area Ratio (FAR):

Building Heights:
blain Housc:

Detached Structure:

Parking Provided:

12,938 sq. ft. (.29 acrc)
11,063 sq. fl. (.25 acre)

4,416 sq. ft. (40%)
1.221 sq. ft. (64%)

1,186 sq. ft.
1,595 sq. fi.
(529 sq. 1t.)

640 sq. ft.

466 sq. ft.

3,887 sq. ft.
35.1%

14 ft., 3 in.
13 11

4 Covered. 1 Uncovered

Page Mo, 3



Project Ohverview — Location

Project Location

Page Mo, 4
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Site Photographs

SOUTH ELEVATION - PARTIAL

SOUTH ELEVATION - PARTIAL
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WEST ELEVATION — HISTORIC SEGMENT

~—

EAST ELEVATION — HISTORIC SEGMENT
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MORTH ELEVATION

REPRESEMTATIVE EXHIBIT OF INTERIOR REPAIRS
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Proposed Site Plan
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Project Owverview — Proposed Elevations
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Lrvironmental lmpact Evaluation - Owverview Page Mo 140

II. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION:

The following evaluation has been prepared to determine if the proposed project may result in a
“significant impact™ on the environment. For the purposes of this study, a significant impact means a
substantial or potentially substantial change in the physical environment. The following terms used in
the evaluation are defined as specified below:

"Potentially Significant Impact" means that there is cither substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant or, duc to lack of existing information. may have potential to be a
significant effect.
"Less than Significant With Mitization Incorporated” means the incorporation of one or
maore mitigation measures can reduce the effect from potentially significant to a less than
significant level.

"Less Than Significant Impact" means that there is sufficient evidence available to
determine that the effect is less than significant and no mitigation is necessary to reduce the
impact to a lesser level.

"No Impact” means that the effect does not apply to the proposed project, or clearly will
not impact nor be impacted by the project.

A description of the proposed mitigation measures and the factual data or evidence used to reach
conclusions regarding impact significance follows cach scction. The environmental factors checked
below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impaet that is a "Less Than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporation” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. The
impacts of the project, as well as a recommended mitigation measures, are summarized in Section 111
Recommendation and Determination.

D4 (1) Aesthetics J (2) Agriculture Resources [ (3) Air Quality
(Page 11) {Page 13) (Page 14)

[ ] (4)Biological Resources 4 {5) Cultural Resources [ (6) Geology/Soils
{(Page 16) {(Page 17) (Page 20)

[ 1 (7) Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ (8) Hazards & Hazardous [ (9) Hydrology/Water
(Page 22) Material (Page 23) Quality (Page 25)

(] (10) Land Use/Planning [T (11) Mineral Resources (1 (12)Noise
(Page 27) (Page 29) (Page 30)

D {13) Population/Housing [] (14) Public Services [] {15} Recreation
(Page 31) (Page 32) (Page 33)

[] (16) Transportation/Traffic [ ] (17) UtilitiesiService System [_]  (18) Mandatory Findings
(Page 34) (Page 35) of Significance

(Page 36)
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1. AESTHETICS

Less than
y z PFutentially mignilicanl Lizss Than
. 1
_ _ Issucs Siunificunt With Signifieant ]mh s
ol thie project: [mipact Melitiuntion linpract P
o Incorporared =
) Have o substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? |:| E El D
(ht | Subsantially damage seenic resourees, ineluding, but not limited o, Irees, & m O 5
rock outeroppings, snd historic buildings within a state seenic highway?
il Substantially deprade the existing visual character or qualicy of the site and ] [ 5 1]
its aurroundings?
(1| Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely [l I:| E |
affeet day or nightlime views in the aren?

Discussion:

(a); Scenic resources are areas or features that are visually or acsthetically pleasing and therefore,
contribute alfirmatively to the definition of a distinet community or region. The subject building is
located within the “A™ Street Historic District of the City of Campbell. which can be considered a
unique scenic vista that contributes to a public benefit under CEQA. A significant impact may oceur if
a project were to introduce incompatible scenic elements or substantially block views ot a scenic vista.

As the project does not involve any additions or expansion to the permitted structure, the project would
not substantially block views of other residences or features which contribute to the scenic vista,
Furthermore, the scenic vista and historic structure are protected from adverse changes and the
introduction of incompatible elements by the City of Campbell Historic Preservation Ordinance. The
potential impacts of the project, as a well as a detailed review of the proposed matenial and structural
changes, were evaluated by the City of Campbell Historic Preservation Board at meeting of March 4,
2015, The Board evaluated the projeet for conformance with the City of Campbell Historic Preservation
Ordinance, various policies and strategics of the Campbell General Plan, and the Sceretary of the
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. The Listoric Preservation Board
provided specific recommendations sensitive to the retention, preservation, and replacement of historic
elements and features ol the building (c.g. windows, doors, stucco, gulters, pedestals, front entry, rafter
tails) which are to be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration and incorporation as
Conditions of Approval. As a result, no formal mitigation for the treatment of specific features 13
required. However, to retain the integrity of the scenic vista, new features should be compatible but
clearly differentiated from the historic structure to maintain a distinction between the original and
historic features which “affirmatively contribute to the definition of the district™ and those that are more
contemporary. With the implementation of the following mitigation measures, potentially significant
impacts to Aesthetics would be reduced to a less than significant level:

Mitigation Measure AES-1: New features shall be differentiated from old and shall be compatible in
terms of massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property
and the scenic vista.

(b): The proposed project is not located adjacent to or within the proximity of a state listed scenic
highway. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including,
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but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings. and historic buildings within a state scenic highway and no
impacts would occur,

(¢) As discussed in (a), the project 1s to retain the existing visval character and quality of the lustoric
site and architectural features, Therefore, the project would be compatible with the surrounding
residential uses and will not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

(d): Development of the proposed project will include installation of new lighting fixtures. As all new
lighting is subject to the City’s Lighting Design Standards (CMC Sec. 21.18.090) —which requires
lighting to be designed and installed so that light rays are not emitted across property lines—the project
would not result in new sources ol substantial light or glare.
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2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Leas than

Issues [ageds | et | fmti | o
Would the project: Tmpact MItigation Impact fmpact
lincorporated
fa) | Convert Prime Farmlund, Unigque Farmland, or Carmlamd of Statewide
Importanee (Farmland), a5 shown on the maps prepared pursuant oo the I:l I:I ] 5
Farmlamd Mapping and Monitoring Progream ol the Calilormia Resources
Ageney, to non-ggricultural use?
(b1 | Conflict with cxisting zoning for agricultural vse, or g Willlamson At [ D I:l D E
cornLriel Y |
(ch | Invelve alher changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or narurs, could resule in conversien of Farmland, fo non- |:| D |:| E
agricullural use? B
Discussion:

{a to ¢): The project site is not used or zoned for farmland or other agricultural or horticultural purpose.
Meither the project site nor the surrounding properties contain farmland or support an agricultural activity
that could be impacted by the project. As a result, no reasonably forcsceable impact to farmland,
agricultural/horticultural uses, or conllict with existing zoning for an agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract will occur from the project.
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3. AIR QUALITY

Less than
Potentially Sipnificant Less Thin
. ) ISS“ es Aignificant With Kignificant [mﬂiﬂ
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Discussion:

The project is located in the northern portion of the Santa Clara County, which is in the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin. Ambient air quality standards have been established at both the State and I'ederal
level. The Bay Area meets all ambient air quality standards with the exception ol ground-level ozone,
respirablc particulate matter (PMin) and fine particulate matter (PMaz.s).

High ozone levels are caused by the cumulative emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx). These precursor pollutants react under certain meteorological conditions to
form high ozone levels. Controlling the emissions of these precursor pollutants is the focus of the Bay
Area’s attempts to reduce ozone levels, The highest orone levels in the Bay Area oceur in the eastern
and southern inland valleys that are downwind of air pollutant sources. High ozone levels aggravate
respiratory and cardiovascular discases, reduced lung function, and increasc coughing and chest
discomfort.

Particulate matter is another problematic air pollutant of the Bay Arca. Particulate matier is assessed
and measured in terms of respirable particulate matter or particles that have a diameter of 10
micrometers or less (PMie) and fine particulate matter where particles have a diameter of 2.5
micrometers or less (PMzs). Flevaled concentrations of PMio and PMz s are the resull of both region-
wide (or cumulative) emissions and localized emissions. High particulate matter levels aggravate
respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, reduce lung function, increasc mortality (e.g., lung cancer),
and result in reduced lung function growth in children.

Toxic air contaminants (TAC) are a broad class of compounds known to cause morbidity or mortality
(usually because they cause cancer) and include, but are not limited to, the criteria air pollutants hsted
above., TACs are found in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and arc caused by industry,
agriculture, fuel combustion, and commereial operations (e.g., dry cleaners). TACs are typically found
in low concentrations, even near their source (e.g., dicsel particulate matter near a freeway). Because
chronic exposure can result in adverse health effects, TACs are repulated at the regional, state, and
Federal level.

(a): The applicable air quality plan is the Bay Arca 2010 Clean Air Plan that was adopted by
BAAQMD in September 2010, The proposed project would not conflict with the latest Clean Aur
planning elforts since the project would have emissions well below the BAAQMD thresholds (see
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Issue B, below), and development is near existing transit with regional connections. As a single
family residence, the project is too small to exceed any of the significance thresholds and, thus, it is not
required to incorporate project-specific transportation control measures listed in the latest Clean Air
Plan.

(b} The Bay Area is considered a non-attainment area for ground-level ozone and fine particulate
matter (PMzs) under both the Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. The arca is also
considered non-attainment for respirable particulates or particulate matter with a diameter ol less than
10 micrometers (PMig) under the California Clean Air Act, but not the Federal act. The area has
attained both State and Federal ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide. As part of an effort
to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards lor ozonc and PMis, the BAAQMD has established
thresholds of significance for these air pollutants and their precursors. These thresholds arc for ozone
precursor pollutants (ROG and NOx), PMie and PMzs and apply to both construction period and
operational period impacts.

Due o the project size, construction exhaust and operational period emissions would be less than
significant. In their 2011 update to the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, BAAQMD identified the size of
land use projects that could result in significant air pollutant emissions. For construction exhaust
impacts, the residential project size was identified at 240 dwelling units and 277 thousand square feet
for retail uses, For operational impacts, the project size was identified at 451 dwelling units and 99
thousand square feet of retail uses. Since the project proposes only exterior alterations and
rehabilitation of a single residence, it is concluded that emissions would be well below the BAAQMD
significance thresholds for both construction exhaust and operational emissions.

{c): As described above, the proposed project would not result in any cumulatively considerable net
increase of ozone or PM,,. the two criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-attaimment
under an applicable Federal or Statc ambient air quality standard.

(d): Sensitive receptors are locations where an identifiable subset of the general population (children,
asthmatics, the clderly, and the chronically ill) that is at greater risk than the general population to the
effects of air pollutants arc likely to be exposed. These locations include residences, schools,
playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement homes, hospitals, and medical clinics. The closest off-site
sensitive receptors are the single-lamily residences adjacent to the north, cast, and west site property
boundaries and the St. Lucy’s Parish School (Kindergarten through 8m grade and preschool), located
less than a quarter mile to the southwest of the project site.

Construction activity would generate dust and equipment exhaust on a temporary basis. The small size
of the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

(¢): The construction of the Project is not expected to create any objectionable odors,
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Discussion:

(a to d): According to the California Natural Diversity Databasc and the City’s General Plan, no
species 1dentified as a candidate, sensitive or special status specics, or habilal for such species are
known to occupy the project site.

(e): The applicant shall be required to provide a detailed landscape and irmgation plan which conforms
to the City’s Water Ufficient Landscaping Standards (WELS). The landscaping will be designed to
minimize irrigation and runolt, promote surface infiltration where appropriate. No trees are proposed
for removal and therefore the project does not require a Tree Removal Permit under the City's Tree
Protection requirements (CMC Sec. 21.32). Therefore, the project will incur a less than significant
nmpact,

(): No adopted Llabitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plans apply to the project or the project site.
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Discussion:

{a): The project site contains a structure that is located in a designated City of Campbell Historic
District. The structure is historically referred to as the Moss-Grizzle Housc, which reflects the
hyphenated last names of two former residents. [t is a one-story Craftsman influenced that was built in
approximately 1924,

CEQA Statutes Section 21084.1 identifies historic resources as those listed in or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historic Resources, based on a range of eriteria, including association with
events or patterns of events that have made significant contributions to broad patterns of historical
development in the United States or California, including local, regional, or specific cultural patterns
(California Register Criterion 1), structures which are directly associated with important persons in the
history of the state or country (Criterion 2), which embody the distinctive characteristics of type,
period, or other aesthetic importance (Criterion 3), or which have the potential to reveal important
information about the prehistory or history of the state or the nation (such as archaeological sites)
(Criterion 4). In addition to meeting at least one of the above criteria, the structure must typically be
over 50 vears old (a state guideline rather than a statutory requircment) and have retained historic
integrity suflicient to be clearly evident as a historic resource through a combination of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association with historic patterns. The delinition
of “inteerity” in this context is based on criteria established by the National Register of Historic Places.

The CEQA definition of historic resources further states that resources included in a local register of
historic resources are presumed to be historically or culturally significant, unless there 1s a
preponderance of evidence demonstrating that the resource is not historically or culturally significant.
Although CEQA also states, in both the Statutes and the Guidelines, that omission from the California
Register or any local register of historical resources “shall nol preclude a lead agency from
determining whether the resource may be a historical resource” (Section 21084.1), the principal
guidance provided by CEQA is that the agency should consider any potential resource to be significant
“unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant™
(CEQA Guidelines Scction 15064.5(a)(2).) Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 1} of the
CEQA Guidelines states, in part, “if a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may
have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may
also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect.”
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As the subject property is over 50 years old (roughly 90 years old), is located in a designated Histonie
District, and lacks a preponderance of evidence demonstrating it is not historically or culturally
significant, it thercfore qualifies as a historic resource as defined in Section 13064.5 ol the CEQA
Guidelines and the City of Campbell Municipal Code. Alterations to historic resources are regulated by
CMC Section 21.33.070 “Procedurc to authorize construction, demolition, relocation, or material
change to an historic resource inventory property” of the Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter
21.33 of Title 21 (Zoning Code) of the Campbell Municipal Code). This Section stipulates that any
change in the cxterior appearance of a hisloric resources inventory property through alteration or
construction, shall require review and recommendation by the Historic Preservation Board and
approval of Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission.

This project was referred to the Historic Preservation Board for review and comment at their meeting
of March 4, 2015, The Board delermined that the proposed Project, subject to recommended
Conditions of Approval would meet the requirements of the Historic Preservation Ordinance and
would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabililaling. Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic
Buildings.

As previously discussed in Section 1 (Acsthetics), a detailed review ol the proposed material and
structural changes, were evaluated by the City of Campbell Historic Preservation Board at meeting of
March 4, 2015. The Board evaluated the project for conformance with the City of Campbell Historic
Preservation Ordinance. various policies and strategies of the Campbell General Plan, and the Secrctary
of the Interior's Standards for the Trcatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, The Historic Preservation Board
provided specific recommendations sensitive to the retention, preservation, and replacement of historic
elements and features of the building (e.g. windows, doors, stucco, gutters, pedestals, [ront entry, rafter
tails) which are to be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration and incorporation as
Conditions of Approval. As a result, no formal mitigation for specific features to be addressed is
required. With the implementation of the following mitigation measure, potentially significant impacts
to a Cultural Resource would be reduced to a less than significant level:

Mitigation Measure CUL-T: The removal of historic materials or alteration of features that charactenize
the property shall be avoided, Where historic features are to be replaced, the new features shall
replicate the historic details or period of construction to the extent feasible.

{b and ¢): The project site contains no known archacological, or paleontological. However, consistent
with General Plan Strategy CNR-1.1b, a standard City Condition of Approval will require proper
handling of any discovered archeological or paleontological resources. As a result, no formal
mitigation is required.

Stratepy CNR-1.1h:  Archacologival Resources: In accordance with CEQA and the State Public Resources Code,
require the discontinuation of all work in the mmmediate vicinity and the preparation ol a
resource mitigation plan and monitoring program by a licensed archasologist if archasological
rosources are found on any sites within the City.

(d): No human remains arc known to exist on the project sitc. Should human remains be discovered
during excavation or construction, such remains shall be handled pursuant to § 7050.5 of the Calilomia
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Health and Safety Code and § 5097.94 of the California Public Resources Code. Specifically, in the
event a human burial or skeletal element is identified during excavation or construction, work in that
location shall stop immediately until the find can be properly treated. The Santa Clara County Coroner
shall be notified and shall make a determination as to whether remains are Native American in origin
and take such actions as required by law, As such, no mitigation pertaining to the handling of humans
remains 15 required.
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Discussion:

(a): The project site is located within the seismically active San Francisco Bay Arca. According to maps
prepared under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act, there are no zoned active faults within the
City of Campbell. Therefore, ground rupture is not likely to occur at the site. The ncarest major
carthquake faults are the Monte Vista Shannon Fault. San Andreas Fault, the Hayward-Rogers Creck
Fault and the Calaveras Fault, all of which pose the greatest earthquake threat because of their high
quake potential. The project will likely be subjected to at least one moderale to severe earthquake that
will cause moderate to severe ground shaking during the uscful life of the building. Because construction
practices in the State ol California—pursuant to the California Building Code—take into account that
carthquakes could potentially damaged buildings, they are designed to withstand moderate ground-
shaking, resulting in a less than significant impact. Lastly, according to the State Seismic Hazard Zones
Map, the project site is not located in any hazard zone and therefore does not have the potential for
liquefaction or earthquake-induced landslides.

{(b): The project does nol involve any grading, which would not result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil.

(¢): According to the Santa Clara County Geologic Hazard Zones Map, the project site is not
geologically unstable and would not pose a risk of landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquetaction
or collapse.

(d): Based on the Soils and Foundation Investigation prepared by American Soils Testing on April 10,
2014, the native surface and near surface soil at the project site were found to have low to moderate
expansion potential when subjected to fluctuations in moisture. The Soils and Foundation Report
included recommendations to be followed in the preparation of the structural details and foundation



Environmental hapact Lvaluarion — Gealogy and Soils Page No. 21

plans which would resultantly minimize any risk to life or property to a less than significant level.
American Soil Testing subsequently reviewed the Foundation Plan, Site Plan, and structure details and
determined they substantially complied with the recommendations of the Seoil and Foundation
Investigation Report as part of a plan review prepared on April 11, 2014, In that the project is limited
to exterior alteration and rehabilitation work, and does not propose changes to the foundation of the
residence as previously prepared and reviewed by American Soils Testing, the risk lo life or property
can be considered less than significant.

(f): As discussed in Scction 5 (Cultural Resources), no unigue paleontological resources or unique
peological features are known to exist on the project site.
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Discussion:

{a)y The BAAQMD May 2011 CEQA Guidelines included GHG emissions-based significance
thresholds and established a “bright-line” emissions level of 1,100 metric tons per year for residential
land-use type projects. On March 5, 2012 the Alameda County Superior Court issued a judgment
[inding that the Air District had failed o comply with CEQA when it adopled the Thresholds, The Air
District had been ordered to set aside the Thresholds and is no longer recommending that these
Thresholds be used as a gencral measure of project’s significant air quality impacts. Instcad, the
BAAQMD indicated that Lead agencies may continue to rely on the Air District’s 1999 Thresholds of
Significance and make determinations regarding the significance ol an individual project’s air quality
impacts based on the substantial evidence in the record for that project. As the project project was
evaluated under both thresholds of significance as discussed below:

In review of the Air District’s 1999 Thresholds of Significance for Housing, projects with over 320
single-family units were considered to potentially result in significant cmissions. As the Project relates
to a single family home, it is well below the 1999 Air District’s Thresholds of Significance.

Under the May 2011 CEQA Guidelines, the potential project source greenhouse gas cmissions come
from vehicle traffic trips to and from the site. According to the screening threshold prepared by
BAAQMD to determine what size of projects would likely result in significant greenhousc gas
cmissions, which is 1,100 meter metric tons, a single-family residential project would need to
encompass 36 houses to achieve a greenhousc gas impact, As such, the proposed project which
pertains Lo exterior altcrations, repair, and rehabilitation of one single-family home falls well below the
May 2011 CEQA Guidelines significance thresholds.

(b): The City of Campbell has not adopted a Climate Action Plan or any comparable policy or
regulation pertaining to the reduction or monitoring of greenhouse gases.
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Discussion:

{a and b): No routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials would be associated with the
project. A slight hazardous potential would exist during project construction when materials and
construction equipment arc at the site; however, long-term hazard risk is very low. Hazard risks during
construction would be regulated by the City’s standard conditions of approval and will be required to
be performed in accordance with state and federal hazardous materials regulations and current Best
Management Practices (BMP’s) for construction activities. The use of toxic chemicals for landscaping
(pesticides, herbicides, ctc.) will not be above what is generally required for landscape maintenance
and is not considered significant.

(c¢): The project site is within ' mile of St. Lucy’s private school, located southwest of the project site.
However, the operation of the project will not include hazardous emission or handling of hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances. Further, as discussed in Section 3 (Air Quality), construction and
demolition related air pollutants that may constitute a hazard are regulated through Best Management
Practices as required by City Ordinances and reiterated through Mitigation Measure AIR— 1.

{d): The project site is not listed on the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (available at
hitp:/‘www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Cortese_List.ctm) compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5, therefore it would not ercate a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

(e to 0): The project site is not located within the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission
jurisdiction, or within two miles of a public airport or within the vicinity of a private airstrip.



Envirenmental Tmpact Evaluation — Hazards and Hazardous Materials Page Mo, 24

{g): The project would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans. Sufhcient
emergency access and emergency services staff would be provided for the project site in compliance
with the State Building Code Standards and requirements of the Santa Clara County Firc and Health
Departments. The project would improve sidewalk access and lighting in the area. thereby potentially
improving access for emergency response or emergency evacuation.

(h): The project site is not located near any wildland areas and would net increase a wildland fire hazard.
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Discussion:

(a and b): No violations of any water quality standards are expected from the project. The project
would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

(c to g): No significant increase in impervious surface area of the lot would result from the project.
However, all additional runoff would be conveyed into the public storm drain system. These changes
to the Project site would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the area due to the small
size of the site. Storm water would be conveyed into the public storm drain system, The course of
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streams or rivers would not be altected by the proposed Project. The runolt from construction of the
proposed Project would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems,
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoft. or substantially degrade water quality.

(h and i): The entire Project site is located in Flood Zone X, according to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, Flood Zone X is defined as an areas
determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chanece tloodplain.

(j and k): The Project site is located downstream of Lexington Reservoir, in an area defined by the
Association of Bay Area Governments as a dam failure inundation arca. However, the project is only
would not expose any additional people or structures to a new signilicant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding. Furthermore, as the project is not modifying flood protection measures or creating
a condition where adjacent properties are exposed to a new significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, no additional exposure to water-related hazards is expected as a result of the
project construclion or operation.

(1): As discussed in Section 3 (Air Quality), construction and demolition activitics are regulated
through Best Management Practices as required by City ordinances and reiterated by Mitigation
Measure AIR I, which is designed to limit air and water contamination related to construction
activity, With the implementation of this measure, potential short-term air and water quality impacts
associated with construction would be reduced to a less than significant level.

(n): The project will not include uses that would include vehicle fueling, waste handling, hazardous
material storage, or other outdoor work areas that could result in the potential discharge of stormwater
pollutants.

(o and p): The Project had been reviewed for compliance with Provision C.3 of the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and had been determined to be below the required thresholds
to trigger pollution prevention measures, Furthermore, as the project site does not include any material
storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance, waste handling, hazardous
materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks, or other outdoor work areas, the project
would not violate any water quality standards as it would not result in the potential for stormwater
pollutants.
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10. LAND USE and PLANNING

l.ess than
TR o
Issues
Wanld the prafect; Lmprac] Mitlgation Empast lmpact
Inearporated

{1l Physically slivide an established D&‘r-mmuni[}-'? D D [___l E
(B | Conllict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an

ageney with jurisdiction over the project {including, buc not Himited e the [] ] E ]

eeneral plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

| adopled Tor the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental eflec?

icl | Conflict with any zpplicable habitat conservation plan or natural conumunity D D D E

conservilion plan?

Discussion:

(a); Projects that have the potential to physically divide an established community typically include
construction that would eliminate formal or informal travel ways through a property. No such
pathways or other forms of informal access through the project site currently cxist. Therefore, the
project would not physically divide an established community.

(b): The proposed project would be consistent with the following General Plan polices and sirategies:

Land Use and Transportation Element

Policy LUT-8.1: [Listoric Buildings, Landmarks and Districts and Culoural Resources: Preserve. rehabilitare ar
restore the Ciry's historic buildings, landmarks, districts and cultural resources and retain the
atchirectural integrity of established building patterns within historic residential neighborhooeds

to preserve the cultural herilage ol the communiry,

Strategy LUT-8.1c:  Adaplive Reuse; Encourage adaptive re-use ol and incerporation of the city’s historic buildings
and structures for new development projects, when feasible,

Conservation and Natural Resources

Palicy CNRE-1.1: Historic Besource Preservation: Fnsure that the City and its citizens preserve historie resources
as much as possible.

Stratepy CNR-1.Ih:  Archacological Resources: In accordance with CEQA and the Slale Public Resources Code,
require the disconinualion of all work in the immediale vicinity and the preparation of a
resouree mitigatiom plan and monitoring program by a licensed archagelogist if archaselogical
resources are found on any siles within the Ciry,

In general, the purpose of these General Plan policies and stralegies is to preserve, restore, and
maintain historic structures, and protect cultural and archaeological resources where they occur. The
scope ol work, which includes exterior alterations and rehabilitation of a structure in the City’s “A”
Street Historic District, would be consistent with the General Plan policies and strategies in that it
would seek to maintain as much of the original structure as feasible. Where original features are
proposed for removal, such as windows, stucco, and doors, the replacements are to match the design,
dimensions, materials, patterns, and textures to such an extent that the changes will not signilicantly
diminish the value of the structure or “A” Street Historic District. As discussed in Section 5 (Cultural
Resources), this application was also referred to the Historie Preservation Board which provided
recommended Conditions of Approval. which if followed, would clearly reduce potentially significant
environmental cffects to a less than significant level. As such, no formal Mitigation Measure is
required.
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{c): No habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plans are applicable to the project site.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES

Page Mo 29

Issues
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Prstemtially
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Tmpact

Less than
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Incorporated

Lass Than
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Na
Impact

(i} Resulein the loss t_rf' availuhility ‘?I. o known mineral resource thal soould he ] ] ] 4|
of value to the region and the residents of the state?
Y. Result in the loss of pvailability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on g local general plan, specitic plan or other Tand D D D E
use plan?
Discussion:

{a to b): Mo known mineral resources are present at the project site.
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12. NOISE

Lass than
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Wenld the arafest: Impact Mlielgation T pact hpact
Tnearporared

al Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local L.'ﬁ:[l‘::ri-ll plan or noise ordinanee, or applicable I:l D D E
standurds of other agencics? _

{h) Expuosure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or I:l I:I U E

= groundborne noise levels?

[ch Acgubstantial permanent increase in ambient nofse levels in the praject I-:I |:I I:I E
vivinity abave Jevels existing without the projeet?

g1 A substuntia] temporary or periodic increasc in ambient noise levels in the D D E D
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

el For a project located within an airporl Tand use plan or, where such a plan
b not been adopted, within owo miles of a public aimport or public use I:l D D E
airport, would the project exprose people residing or warking in the project
ared o excessive noise levels?

1 Fora project within the vicinity of a private sivstip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area o excessive noise | | W |
levels?

Discussion:

{a to ¢): The proposed project is single family home that will be consistent with residential uses in the
surrounding neighborhood and the project 1s nol anticipated to create any additional noise or vibration
hevond that of normal residential use.

(d): Construction will result in temporarily incrcasing ambient noisc levels in the project vicinity.
However, construction is governed by CMC Sec. 18.04.052, which limils construction activity from 8 AM
to 5 PM., Monday through Friday. @ AM to 4 PM on Saturday, and prohibits construction on Sunday,
Additionally, loud environmentally disruptive noise over 30 dBA (e.g., air compressors without mufflers,
continuously running motors or generators, loud plaving musical instruments or radios) is prohibited. As
such, temporary ambient noise level increases associated with construction will be less than significant.

(c and f): The project is nol located within the vicinity of an airport land use plan or within two miles
ol'an airport. The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING
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Tenpact
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Issues Signifieant
e the peafect: T e
[a} [nduce substantial population growth inan area, either directly {for example,

by proposing new homes and businesses) or indircetly (for example, through
extension of roads or alher infrastruclure)?

(k) Displace substanlial nurmbers af exisling housing, necessitating the
construcrion of replacement housing elsewhaere? ]
() Lrisplace substantial numbers of people, nocessitaring the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere?

]
O

O

O (d

O

O 4

]

Discussion:

O

0 K

{a): The project is for exterior alterations and rehabilitation of an existing single-family residence and
would not divectly or indirectly induce substantial population growth in the area.

(b and ¢): The project would not result in the displacement of existing housing or people, necessitating

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES
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L pact

{1 Would The project result in substantial adverse physical inpacts associated

with the provision of or need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, he construction of which could eause significant environmental
irmpatets, inoerder to maintain aceeprable service tatios, response lmes or
other performance objectives for any of the public scrvices:
i) Fire Protection? L1 L]
il Police Protection? C] ]
i Schools! 1 ]
iv)  Parks? ] ]
vl Other public tacilities? E D

Discussion:

DDIEHD

‘@g@@@

(a): The Project would not require additional public services such as fire, police services, and strect

maintenance bevond what 1s currently required for the existing single-family residence.
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15. RECREATION
Less than
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() Would the project incrcase the use of exdsting neighborhoeod ymd regional 0
O ] &

parks or otber recreational Ficilities such that substantial physical
deteriorarion of the facility would oceur or be svceleratad?

53] Dares the project include recreational facilitics or require the construetion or
expansien of recretional facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

O

O

[

&J

Discussion;

(a): The Project would not increase demand for existing recreational facilities nor would it involve the

construction or cxpansion of recreational facilities,

{b): The project does not any include recreational tacilities.
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16. TRANSPORTATION and TRAFFIC

Lss thum T
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tratfic load and capacicy of the streer system (Le, result i g suh:ﬂe_zr.rizll 0O O] O] =
incrense in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
riotds, or congestion at intersectisns)? | )
5]} Execeed, cithor individually or comulatively, o level ol service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated O [l U 5|
rosls or highwiays? i
() Fe=ult in u change in air malfic paterns, mcluding either an increase in O] O] 0 E
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial satety risks?
[ Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e, g., sharp curves or ] ] m E
dangerous intersections ] or incompalible uses {eg., Tarm equipment)?
(3] Fesult in inadequate emergeney secess? O O ] =] E
(N Result in inadequale parking capacity? ] E [l | E
al Contlict with adopred policies, plans. or programs supporting altemative ] ] = 5
cransporlation fei, bus wrnouls, bicvele racks)?

Discussion:

{a and b): The project would not cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the cxisting
traffic load and capacity of the street system. The existing use of the project site as a single-family
residence would continue and not change.

(¢c): The Project would not result in a change in wir traflic palterns, including cither an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial satety risks.

(d and e): No physical changes in roadway configurations are proposed for the Project. The Project
will be required to comply with all City and Santa Clara County Fire Department standards for
SMETZency ACCess,

{f): The Project provides four covered parking spaces and one uncovered parking space. The proposed
project 1s required under the City of Campbell Parking and Loading Ordinance (CMC21.28.040), to
provide a total of two covered parking spaces and two additional covered or uncovered parking spaces,
for a total of four parking spaces. As the Project exceeds the minimum parking required. the project
would not result in an inadequate parking capacity.

(g): The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks). The Project will be located within waking distance to
the Downtown Campbell VTA Light Rail Station.
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17. UTILITIES and SERVICE SYSTEMS
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which could cause significant environmental effeets?
() Regquire or resielt in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
er expansion of existing beililies, the conslruction of which could cause I:l D D E
significant environmental effects? o )
(el Have sufficient water supplics available to serve the project from existing D I:I I:I E
| entitlemnents and respurces, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
() Ruesult in a determination by the waslewater treatiment provider which serves
o may serve the praject that it has adequate capacin to serve the project’s D |:| D E
projected demamil in addition Lo the provider’s existing commioments?
[ Bu served by a land (1 with insulficient permitted capacity o accommodate i 0 il X
the project s solid waste dispesal necds? L
1z Comply with federal, state. and local statutes and regulations related o selid [ O &! &
| wensles,
Discussion:

(a and b): The utilities for the Project, including sewage disposal. would tie into existing service mains
and would not requirc new service systems. The Project would not generate signilicant amounts of
wastewater, and would therefore not exceed wastewater treatment requirements for the Regional Water

Cuality Control Board or require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities.

(¢ to ¢): Storm drainage for the Project will tie into existing service mains and will not result in the
construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing lacilities. The water
supply for the Project would tic into existing service mains. Therefore, the Project would not require
new or altered service systems or new or expanded water resources or entitlements.

(I'and g): Existing capacity at local landfills ce

accommodate the amount of construction material

waste and no significant increasc in solid waste generation is expected as a result ol Project operation,
The Project would comply with lederal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
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Discussion:

{a): Bascd on the findings of the Initial Study, construction and operation of the project, with
mitigation, would not substantially degrade the quality the environment; reducce the habitat, population,
or range of species; nor eliminate important examples of California history or prehistory.

{b): Based on the findings of this Initial Study, the project would not have individual or cumulative
cnvironmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level.

(c): Based on the hindings of the Initial Study, there is no evidence to demonstrate that the projeet
would cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings, either directly or indirectly.



Recommendation and Determination Page Mo, 37

IM. RECOMMENDATION and DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation, and incorporation of the recommended mitigation measures into

the project design;
. [ find that the project could not have a sigm:ﬁcant effect on the environment, and a [
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared,
2, [ find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,

there will not be a significant etfect in this case because revisions in the project have been =
made by or agreed to by the project proponent, A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
3 I find the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an ]
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is reguired.
4, I find that the proposed project may have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated impact™ on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 0
been addressed by mitigation measurcs based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, bul it must analyze only

the effects that remain Lo be addressed.
5, I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significanl cffects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR

or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or [
mitigated pursuant {o that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Stephan Rose

PROJECT PLANNER

Assoclidls Clanner

TITLE

City cf Camobell

AGENCY

April 26, 2015
DATE
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IV. REFERENCE MATERIALS

Attachments (May be viewed online on the City of Campbell '"Public Notices' web page
(http://www.citvofcampbell.com/5301/Public-Notices) under "Environmental Notices' or at the

Campbell Community Development Department office (70 N First St.,, Campbell, CA 95008)
during normal business hours).

1.
2:
3.

American Soil Testing. Inc., April 10, 2014, Soils and Foundation Investigation
American Soil Testing, Inc., April 11, 2014, Foundation Plan Review

Department of Parks and Recreation Form DPR 523A., April 1986, Moss-Grizzle Housc
Primary Record

Reference Documents:

L.

LA

10.
11.

12.
13,

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), June 2010, CEQA Air Quality
Crutdelines,

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), December 2008, Source Inventory of
Bay Arca Greenhouse Gas Emissions,

California Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) California Air Resources Board (CARB),
April 2005, Air Quality and Land Use Handbool: A Community Health Perspective.

California Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) California Air Resources Board (CARB),
November 16, 2007, Staff Report; California 1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Level and 2020
Emissions Limit.

California Natural Diversity Database, 2000.

California Office of Planning and Rescarch (OPR). Junc 19, 2008, Technical Advisory: CEQA
and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality
Act {(CEQA) Review.

CEQA Guidelines, 2012 version,

Califormia Department of Transportation (DOT), October 14, 2013, Officially Designated State
Scenic Highways. Retrieved April 10, 2015 from http://'www.dot.ca.gov/hg/Land Arch/scenic/
schwy.htm

City of Campbell General Plan.
City of Campbell Zoning Code.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA} Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community
Map Number 06085C0237H. Effective Date May 18, 2009,

State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones Map, San Jose West Quadrangle, February 7, 2002.

Soils and Foundation Investigation of Proposed Addition by American Soil Testing, Inc.. dated
April 10, 2014,

.S, Environmental Protection Agency, April 15, 2009, Inventory of U.S, Greenhouse Gas

Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2007,
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M0Oss-GRIZZLE HOUSE PRIMARY RECORD



State

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial

of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

NRHP Status—Code

Other Listings

Review Code Reviewer Date
Page 1 of 2 *Resource Name or #: Moss- Grizzle House
P1. Other ldentifier: Campbell Historic District Property
*P2. Location: O Not for Publication X Unrestricted
*a. County Santa Clara and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach a Location
Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5" Quad Date T; R s Y
of Y of Sec ; B_-M.
Cc. Address 99 Alice Ave. City Campbell Zip 95008
d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or Tinear resources) Zone |, mE/
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as

appropriate) APN: 412-05-062

*P3a.

*P3b.
*P4.

Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials,
condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

Historic Craftsman influenced Single-Family Residence. Wood frame, stucco finish,
one-story structure. Slightly hipped roof. Set back entry, flanked by two double hung
short windows - 12 panes each. Tripartite windows on left and right facade of house.
Wooden gates on garage at rear of house, short column on steps. Roof overhangs home,
with open-beam eaves.

Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) 02- Single Family Residence
Resources Present: Building OStructure OObject OSite ODistrict OElement of District

OOther (Isolates, etc.)

P5a.

Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for Psb. Description of Photo: (view,

buildings, structures, and objects.) ggggaeacce33|on #) -—6?}%3}07
*P6 . Date Constructed/Age and
Source: Historic
O Prehistoric
O Both
1924

*P7.0wner and Address:
Jeanette 0. Grizzle
(April 1987)

*P8. Recorded by: (Name,
affiliation, and address)
Kevin Tokanaga

City of Campbell Museum
51 N. Central

*P9._ Date Recorded: April 1986
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite
survey report and other
sources, or enter '"none.'™)
Phone interview, Mrs. Claude
(Jeannette Olivia)
Grizzle(March 10, 1978) by Tom

1977).

M. King. Initial notes taken
by Barbara Klein(October 22,

*Attachments: [XINONE [OLocation Map OContinuation Sheet 0O Building, Structure, and Object Record

OArchaeological Record ODistrict Record [OLinear Feature Record OMilling Station Record [ORock
Art Record

OArtifact Record [XIPhotograph Record O Other (List):

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information

mN



State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HR1#
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

*NRHP Status Code
Page 2 of 2 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder)

Bl. Historic Name: Moss-Grizzle House
B2. Common Name: Claude and Jeanette Grizzle House
B3. Original Use: Single-Family Home B4. Present Use: Same

*B5. Architectural Style: California Bungalow (Stucco)
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

Estimated, 1924.

*B7. Moved? No OYes 0OUnknown Date: Original Location:
*B8. Related Features: Garage

B9a. Architect: unknown b. Builder: Robert Holmes
*B10. Significance: Theme Economic/Industrial Area
Period of Significance Property Type Residential

Applicable Criteria
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period,
and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

Alice Avenue was created in 1915 on a portion of the site of the fruit drying yards owned by
the George E. Hyde Company, a canning and fruit dehydrating plant occupying 17 acres in
Campbell. The land was originally owned and utilized by Flamming’s Fruit Dryer (1887); sold to
Frank Buxton’s Dryer (1890, and again sold to Campbell Fruit Grower’s Union (1892) which owned
and controlled the drying yards and packing house until its sale to George Hyde in 1909. The
residential subdivision, “Hyde Residential Park” was built primarily for housing cannery
workers, though George and Alice Hyde (the Street’s namesake) resided there too.

Jeanette Oliver Grizzle (1894-1984) was born in Sterling, Illinois, and moved to this area in
1915, and settled in this house with her recently married husband, Claude Grizzle, in 1925.
Claude Grizzle worked for George E. Hyde and Ralph Hyde, contracting to label and ship cans
from the Hyde cannery. Claude Grizzle later became a plumber. A Mr. Moss was the first owner
for about one year.

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

*B12. References:

See P11
B13. Remarks: | . r
E EZA .0242 gu.ln 53 e i I
o vy 55_ ;-_59 80 -E
*B14. Evaluator: See P8 s 80 | e DN HY
*Date of Evaluation: See P9 2L F = -1 @
EE— =4

(This space reserved for official comments.)

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information
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SOTLS AND FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION BY AMERICAN 50IL TESTING
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American Soil Testing, Inc.

Soil, Foundation and Environmental Engineers
2734 8. Bascom Avenue, San Jose, CA 95124
408-559-6400 - Fax 408-559-6688 www.americansoiltestingine.com

File No. 13-3705-SR
April 10, 2014

Ms. Farideh Zamani
P.O. Box 646
Los Altos, CA 94023

Subject:

Gentlemen

Proposed addition and remodel

99 and 101 Alice Avenue, APN: 412-05-062
Campbell, California

SOIL AND FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION

Per your request and authorization, our firm has performed a Soil and Foundation

Investigation for the above-mentioned project. The site is located at 99 and 101

Alice Avenue in Campbell, California.

Our findings indicated that the proposed one or two story wood framed addition

and remodel may be constructed on the above mentioned property provided the

recommendations contained in this report are carefully followed and implemented

during construction. This report presents our findings on the surface and

subsurface soil investigation, laboratory test results, field and office studies.

File No. 13-3705-SR

American Soil Testing, Inc.

N A T L A A S R e By 2o
2014-00168%, ¥ 48.05-14




We are pleased to have been of service to you in this matter. Should you have any
questions or require additional information, please feel free to call our office at

your convenience.

Very truly yours,

American Soil Testing, Inc.

Ben Rahimi, MSCE, EP

Senior Project Engineer

Andrew A. Ghofrani, P.E.

R.C.E. # 38159
Expire: 3-31-15

2014-090169% 7. 8.05-14%
2
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SOIL INVESTIGATION

Introduction

The purpose of the soil investigation was to gather sufficient data to provide
recommendations for foundation engineering. This report presents an explanation
of how we conducted that investigation, the results of the testing program, our
conclusions based upon their results, and our recommendations for earthwork and

foundation design fo best suit the proposed development to the existing natural

conditions.

Site Description and Location of Project

The site is located at 99 and 101 Alice Avenue in Campbell, California. APN:
412-05-062

At the time of our investigation the subject property was an existing one story

single-family dwelling. The Structure was built in 1924. The lot was

approximately 11,000 SF rectangular shaped parcel of land. The site is flat and
slightly higher than the street level. The proposed additions will be constructed at
designated pads, which will be located at later date. We observed a few small to
large trees and limited landscaped areas at the property. At the time of our site

visit, the property access was through Alice Avenue.

Field Investigation

After consideration of the nature of the proposed development, review of available
data on the area, and discussion with the client, a field investigation was
conducted at the project site. It included a surface site reconnaissance to detect any
unusual surface features and drilling of two borings on 11-20-2013 to determine
subsurface soil characteristics.

The approximate boring location is shown on Appendix A, Figure 2. The soil

encountered was logged in the field. Relatively undisturbed subsurface samples

4
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were obtained by hammering a split tube sampler into the natural ground. The
boring log, Figures 1 &2 (Appendix B) is graphic representation of the soil

profile, showing the depths at which the samples were obtained.

Laboratory Investigation

A Laboratory testing program was performed to determine the physical and
engineering properties of the soil underlying the site. Moisture content and dry
density tests were performed on all the relatively undisturbed soil samples in order
to determine their consistencies, and the moisture variation throughout the
explored soil profile, the laboratory testing performed in accordance with the
ASTM (American Society for Testing and Materials) procedure.

The expansion characteristics of the near-surface soils were evaluated by means of
Atterberg Limits Test performed in accordance with ASTM D-423 and D-424. The

results of laboratory tests are summarized on Appendix "B",

Subsurface Conditions

After reviewing the laboratory test data, boring logs and examination of the soil
samples collected in different depths, the subsurface soils underlying the project
site appears to be relatively uniform throughout the area. The upper clay has low

to moderate expansion potential. The surface and near surface soils consist of very

stiff brown Sandy Silty Clay with gravel.
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Seismic Design Criteria

The subject site is located in the seismically active San Francisco Bay region;
therefore any structure within this area will most likely be subjected to strong
ground shaking sometime during its actual lifetime. Major Faults like San Andreas
Faults, Calaveras Faults and Hayward Faults have produced large magnitude
earthquake in the past and can be expected to do so within the next 50 years. It is
reasonable to assume that the proposed building will be subjected to at least one
moderate to severe earthquake during the 50 years period following construction.
During such an earthquake, severe ground shaking will occur at the site.

The proposed residence is to be designed in accordance with the applicable
provisions set forth in the current edition of the California Building Code (CBC).
The Structure Engineer for this project should make his own independent
evaluation as to the applicability of the seismic design criteria presented in
the CBC, 2013 Edition.

The following may be used from the California Building Code, CBC, 2013
Edition:

User—Specified Input

Report Title: 99 and101 Alice Avenue, Campbeil

Building Code Reference Document ASCE 7-10 Standard (which utilizes USGS
hazard data available in 2008)

Site Coordinates37.28364°N, 121.94797°W

Site Soil Classification Site Class D — “Stiff Soil”

Risk Category I/II/1II
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Consideration should also be given to anchoring or otherwise stabilizing
freestanding appliances or home furnishings, which may be prone to toppling

during seismic vibrations.

Potential Geologic and Geotechnical Hazards

Secondary effects of seismic activity, which are normally considered as potential
hazard to the site, include several types of ground failure. Various general types of
ground failures, which might occur as a consequence of several ground shaking
including land sliding, ground subsidence, ground lurching, shallow ground
rupture, and liquefaction. The probability of occurrence of each type of these
ground failures depends on the severity of the earthquake, distance from faults,
topography, subsurface conditions, ground water elevation, and other factors.
Ground Shaking, this hazard is common to all properties in California. Mitigate

by proper structural design and by following the recommendations presented in

our Soil and Foundation Investigation Report. o o nbeth
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Landsliding, The ground is almost level, in our opinion; landsliding is not a

potential hazard to this site. No mitigation is required.

Liquefaction

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated cohesionless soils are subjected
to a temporary but essentially total loss of shear strength under the reversing cyclic
shear stresses associated with earthquakes. Liquefaction is saturation of loose
sands with less than 15% clay content (cohesionless material) from a solid state to
a semi liquid state. This occur under vibratory condition such as those induced by
earthquake, the soil tendency to compact is accompanied by an increase in water
pressure within the soil, which results in movement of water from the voids. The
resulting upward flow of water will often turn sand into a liquefied condition (loss
of density).

The soil encountered in our exploratory boring did not reveal clean, loose,
saturated, uniformly graded, fine grinned sands. The materials prevailing at the
site are cohesive and stiff to very stiff in consistency.

The surficial soils at the site down to 10 feet below ground surface contain a
sufficient percentage of clay and, absence of groundwater, are not considered
susceptible to liquefaction.

In summary, based on our laboratory and field-testing of the soil, it is our opinion

that the site is in a "confined state" and there 1s a low potential for liquefaction to

occur at the site.

Lurching and Lateral Spreading, Such seismically generated movements are
induced in areas with weak soils near open cuts or slopes. Such conditions do not

exist on this site. No mitigation is required.
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Figure 1. The threat of earthquakes extends across the entire San Francisco Bay
region, and a major quake is likely before 2030. Knowing this will help people
make informed decisions as they continue to prepare for future quakes. .
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Grading Specifications

1. The placement of fill and control of any grading operations at the site shall be
done in accordance with the recommendations of this report prepared by American
Soil Testing Inc. These recommendations set forth the minimum standards to
satisfy all requirements of this report.

2. All existing surface and subsurface structures that will not be incorporated in
the final development shall be removed prior to any grading operations. These
objects shall be accurately located on the grading plans (prepared by the project
Civil Engineer) to assist the Field Engineer in establishing proper control over
their removal. This is to include but not be limited to any basements, utility lines,
underground tanks, and any other improvements. A representative of American
Soil Testing Inc. shall be present during the demolition operation.

3. All organic surface material and debris, including organically rich top seil
estimated to be 2-4 inches deep, shall be stripped prior to any other grading
operations and transported away from all areas that are to receive improvements or
structural fill. These organically contaminated soils may be stockpiled for later
use in landscaping areas. This material is not suitable for use as structural fill. In
addition, any trees that are not being included in the final development must be
removed. This removal is to include a thorough cleaning of all underground roots.
4. The depressions left by the removal of any surface and subsurface structures
shall be cleaned of all debris and backfilled with clean, native, on-site soil. This
backfill shall be compacted to not less than 90% relative compaction in
accordance with ASTM test procedure D1557- latest edition.

5. Following the stripping operations, the exposed surface shall be scarified to a
depth of not less than 12 inches, conditioned as necessary (3 to 4 percent above
optimum moisture content) and compacted to 90% relative compaction according

to ASTM test procedure D1557- latest edition. At this point, the pad area will be

File No. 13-3705-SR American Seil Testing, Inc.
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in condition to receive compacted fill. Based on exposed field condition if deemed
necessary, Soil Engineer may provide additional recommendation in the field.

6. All structural fill whether imported or native soil shall be placed in uniform
horizontal lifts of not more than 6 to 8 inches in uncomplicated thickness and
compacted to not less than 90% relative compaction using the ASTM D1557-
latest edition procedure. Five feet around the entire perimeter of the building pad
shall also be compacted to not less than 90% relative compaction using the above-
mentioned procedure. Before compaction begins, the fill shall be brought to a
water content that will permit proper compaction by either: 1) Aerating the
material if it is too wet, or 2) spraying the material with water if it is too dry. Each
lift shall be thoroughly mixed before compaction to assure a uniform distribution
of water content. When fill material includes rocks, nesting of rocks will not be
permitted, and all voids shall be carefully filled and properly compacted, No rocks
larger than 4 inches in diameter shall be used in the construction of the building
pad.

7. The Soil Engineer shall be notified at least 48 hours prior to commencement of
any grading operations so that he may coordinate the work in the field with the
Grading Contractor.

8. All imported borrow must be sampled, tested and approved by the Soil
Engineer prior to being brought to the site. Import soil must have a plasticity
index no greater than (12) and an ""R" value greater than (25).

9. All grading work shall be observed and approved by a Soil Engineer from

American Soil Testing Inc.

10. In the event that any unusual condition not covered by the special provisions

is encountered during the grading operations, the Soil Engineer shall be

immediatelv notified for further recommendation.

11
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Trench Backfill
Utility and pipeline trenches should be backfilled with compacted structural fill. If

on-site soil is used, the material should be placed in lifts not exceeding 8 inches in
uncompacted thickness and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction
by mechanical means only. Imported sand may also be used for backfilling
trenches provided the sand is compacted to at list 90 percent relative compaction.
In all Building pad areas and pavements, the upper 3 feet of trench backfill should
be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction where imported sand

backfill is used.

In addition the upper 8 inches of all trench backfill in pavement area should be

compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction (ASTM D1557. latest

edition),

Water Wells
All water wells (if any) on the site, which are to be abandoned, shall be capped

according to the requirements of the Santa Clara Valley Water District. The final
elevation of the top of the well casing must be a minimum of 3 feet below any
adjacent grade prior to any grading operations. In no case shall a building

foundation be placed over a capped well.
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FOUNDATION DESIGN CRITERIA
The proposed structure may be supported on continuous perimeter footings with
isolated interior spread footings or piers and grade beam type of foundation.
1. All continuous perimeter and isolated interior spread footings shall be founded
a minimum 18 inches below the lowest adjacent grade. For the above conditions,
the footings may be designed for an allowable bearing value of 1500 p.s.f. for
both continuous strip footing and isolated interior spread footings. This bearing
value is for dead plus live loads and may be increased by one-third to include
short-term seismic and wind effects.
2. All footing located adjacent to utility trenches should have their bearing
surfaces below an imaginary 2:1 (horizontal to vertical) plane projected upward
from the bottom of the trench. All continuous footing should be designed with
adequate top and bottom reinforcement to provide structural continuity and to
permit spanning of local irregularities.
3. The final design of the foundations and reinforcing required shall be determined
by the project Structural Engineer responsible for the foundation design.
It is suggested that the foundation design be reviewed by American Soil Testing

Inc. prior to construction.

Pier & Grade Beam

Friction piers and grade beam construction is preferred type of foundation. As
alternative type of foundation, the proposed structure may be supported on drilled,
cast-in-place, straight-shaft piers and grade beam type {oundation.

1. The piers should be at least 16 inches in diameter and should penetrate a
minimum of 7 feet below the bottom of the grade beams. The piers shall be
designed based on skin friction acting between the soil and the piers using the
design friction value of 400 p.s.f. for dead plus live loads.

1516897 ,8.05-14
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A coefficient of friction of 0.30 and a passive pressure equal to an equivalent fluid
weighing 250 pounds per cubic foot starting at the top of the lowest adjacent grade
can be used. To assure that the passive resistance is developed, the footings either
should be poured directly against undisturbed materials

2. The upper 24 inches of pier depth should be ignored when computing skin
friction, which is due to seasonal moisture changes in the top layer.

3. The depth and spacing of friction piers will depend upon the structure loads
transmitted to the piers and based on the surface friction value.

4. All piers should be reinforced with minimum of four #4 bars for their full length
with the reinforcement of the pier tied at least 12 inches to the top reinforcement
of the grade beam. The piers should have a minimum spacing of three pier
diameters.

5. The grade beam should be found a minimum of 12-inches below adjacent pad
grade and should be reinforced with a minimum of four # 4 bars, two near the top
and two near the bottom. The steel from the piers should extend sufficient distance
into the grade beams to develop its full strength in bond. If the grade beam is to be
cast directly on the compacted pad, grade beams should be constructed on a firm,
moist sub grade and all drying cracks in the sub grade must be closed by
sprinkling, flooding, or other methods.

6. All pier holes should be inspected by our firm representative to ascertain
that proper penetfration has been achieved, and the supporting soils should
not be allowed to dry before the hole is filled with concrete.

7. Should unusual or unexpected soil conditions be encountered, the AST Project
Engineer may alter the depth of the piers at time of the construction.

8. At the time of placing of concrete for pier foundation, the pier tops should not
be allowed to mushroom out or have spillage at the side of the grade beams, the

excess concrete should be trimmed to the design size.

14
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9. The bottoms of the pier should be dry and reasonably free of loose soils prior to
installing reinforcing steel and placing concrete. |

10. This recommendation is not a substitute for structural design of the friction
piers; therefore the final design of the foundations and reinforcing required shall

be determined by the Structural Engineer responsible for foundation design.

Settlements

Since all foundations will be extended into competent materials total and
differential settlements under spread and continuous footing are expected to be
within tolerable limits. Vertical movements are not expected to exceed 1 inch, and
differential movements should be within the normal range (1/2 inch) for the
anticipated column spacing and loads. Slight settlements should be considered in

the design of foundations and proposed structures
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CONCRETE SLABS-ON-GRADE CONSTRUCTION

We recommend the following for all slab-on-grade construction:

All slab-on-grade shall be supported on a minimum of 6 inches thick capillary
break material such as, 3/4” clean crushed rock or permeable aggregate and 2
inches of sand should be used between the finished Sub grade and concrete slab
for all interior slabs along with a minimum of 10 mil thick polyethylene or its
equivalent vapor membrane which shall be placed between the crushed rock and
the sand. |

Minimum reinforcement should consist of at least #4 rebar, 18 inches on center
both ways for shrinkage control to minimize the impact of expansion. However,
slab reinforcing could exceed the minimum requirements depending on the
anticipated usage and loading conditions. Proper expansion and contraction joints
shall be provided in the slab to minimize the cracks in the slab.

Concrete slabs around the landscaping area should be protected from water
seepage. The water seepage from these arcas usually creates over-saturation of the
base rock and the sub grade, thereby causing unstable conditions. Henceforth, we
recommend the following:

Provide vertical cut-off or a deep vertical curb section all along the landscaping
areas. The vertical cut-off should extend through the base rock and a minimum of
six inches into the sub grade. This will limit the water seepage into the adjacent
concrete slabs.

Positive surface drainage (minimum 2%) shall provide at all times adjacent to the
building to direct water away from the foundations and slabs to suitable discharge
facility, during and after the construction phase of the project.

If deemed necessary by the Soil Engineer, prior to placing the vapor membrane or
pouring concrete, the sub grade shall be moistened with water to reduce the swell

potential. The sub grade soils under the slabs area should be water conditioned to
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raise the water content; spraying the water at least a day prior the concrete is
poured can do this. Minor cracking of the concrete slabs on grade should be
anticipated due to long-term differential movement of any underlying fill or
natural soil. The project Structural Engineer should be determined the exact

thickness and reinforcements based on the design live load and dead load.

Garage slab Construction

For the slab construction in garages, the slabs should be underlain by a2 minimum
of 12 inches layer of permeable aggregate base or 3/4” clean crushed rock and

should be poured structurally independent of the foundations or any fixed

members. Expansion joints shall be constructed in the slab at least 10 feet

from the interior face of the walls,

If deemed necessary by the Soil Engineer, prior to pouring concrete, the sub grade
shall be moistened with water to reduce the swell potential. The sub grade soils
under the slabs area should be water conditioned to raise the water content;
spraying the water at least a day prior the concrete is poured éan do this. Minor
cracking of the concrete slabs on grade shouid be anticipated due to long-term
differential movement of any underlying fill or natural soil. The project
Structural Engineer should be determined the exact thickness and

reinforcements based on the design live load and dead load.
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RETAINING WALLS
1. Retaining walls (if any) should be designed for a lateral earth pressure (active)
of 50 pounds equivalent fluid pressure, plus surcharge loads for sloping surfaces
flatter than 4:1. If the retaining walls arc restrained from free movement at both
ends, or have 3:1 back slopes, they shall be designed for the earth pressure
resulting from 65 pounds equivalent fluid pressure, to which shall be added any
surcharge loads.
2. The effects of earthquakes my be simulated by applying a horizontal line load
surcharge to the stem of the wall at a rate of 19x 1? Ib/ horizontal foot of wall,
where H is the height of the surface of the backfill above the base of the wall. This
surcharge should be applied at a height of 0.6 H above the base of the wall.
3. A coefficient of “friction” of 0.30 may be used to calculate the ultimate
resistance to horizontal sliding of the wall base over the ground beneath the base.
4. An equivalent fluid pressure of 250 p.s.f. /ft may be used to calculate the
ultimate passive resistance to lateral movement of the ground in front of the toe of
the wall and in front of any “key” beneath the toe or stem of the wall.
It is recommended that upsiope retaining walls have freeboard te provide
catchments for debris flows and minimize the potential for overtopping of the

wall surficial slough.

Gradient of the Unrestrained Passive Coefficient of
back slope equivalent fluid Resistance friction
pressure (p.c.f)
Flat to 4:1 50 250 0.30
3:1or Restrained 65 250 0.30

5. The above values assume a drained condition and moisture content compatible

with those encountered during our investigation. To promote proper drainage, a

18
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layer of at least 12 inches of 34” clean crushed rock or drain rock up to % of the
height of the wall should be placed between the facility and the retained material.
Minimum 4-inch (schedule 40 or better) perforated pipes (perforation down) shall
be included in the design to conduct excess water from behind the retaining
structure.

6. All retaining walls shall be swale protected with at least a concrete lining.
Surface waters shall not be allowed to flow into retaining wall sub drain, to
approach the foundation, or to approach the crests.

7. Sub drain placed behind retaining walls should be approved and inspected by
American Soil testing representative prior to the placement of fill.

8. The walls should be supported on pier foundations designed in accordance
with the recommendations presented previously under Foundation Design
criteria.

9. We should have the opportunity for a general review of all designs

pertaining to facilities retaining a soil mass prepared for this project.

General Construction Reguirements

1. Where utility lines cross under or through perimeter footings and sand is used as
backfill material, the trench shall be completely sealed by at least 3' concrete plug,
to prevent moisture intrusion into the areas under the slabs and/or by compacting
soil material for 5 feet on both sides of the exterior footings.

2. If utility trenches are parallel to the sides of the building, they should not extend
below a line sloping down and away at a 2 to I(horizontal to vertical) slope from
the bottom outside edge of all footings

3. All trenches may be backfilled with the native material provided they are free of

organic material and rocks over 4 inches in diameter or with approved imported

granular material with the soil compacted to a 95% minimum relative compaction

in paved areas and a 90% in other area.
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Site Drainage

In order to prevent water seeping beneath footings, positive surface drainage
should be provided at all times. To accomplish this it is recommended that the site
be graded to provide for the positive removal of surface water and to prevent
ponding, both during and after construction. Where area drains are required, such
as in depressed planter beds adjacent to foundation or the edges of slabs, the area

drains can be connected to a solid pipe.

Sub drain

Extensive landscaping may seriously alter the surface drainage pattern. When
landscaping, homeowners should avoid disrupting flow patterns created when the
property was originally graded.

If the building pad planned to be sub excavated in order to create the crawl

space beneath the structure, we recommend that the sub drain be provided and

connected to the catch basin or nearest appropriate receptacle. The sub drain shall
consist of a 36-inches deep and 12 inches wide trench. A continuous minimum 4-
inch diameter perforated plastic pipe (perforations down) shall be graded such that
the water will flow toward the catch basin. The pipe should be encapsulated in
filter fabric over a minimum of 4 inches of bedding. The trench should be
backfilled using maximum 1- inch diameter concrete aggregate or drain rock up to
18 inches, the top portion of the trench should be backfilled by on site soil and
compacted to not less than 90% relative compaction. Figure "A" shows
schematically the installation of sub drain recommended. A proper outlet should
be provided at the lower end of each segment of sub drain. The outlet should
consist of an unperforated pipe of the same diameter, connected to the perforated
pipe and extended to a protected outlet at a lower elevation, on a continuous
gradient of at least one percent. A cleanout pipe should be provided at the high

point of the pipe. A representative of our firm should be present during the sub
20
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drain installation, at this time additional recommendations based on exposed field
condition and other grading adjustments may be given as deemed necessary by

Soil Engineer.
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Plan Review and Observation

We should have the opportunity for a general review of the final grading and
foundation plans prepared for this project. Our firm should also be retained
to provide testing and inspection services during the grading and foundation
installation portion of the work. American Soil Testing, Inc. is not responsible
for compliance with design recommendations for grading or foundation plans

controlled, inspected and approved by others.

Conclusions

1. The Site covered by this investigation is suitable for the proposed addition and
remodel provided the recommendations set forth in this report are incorporated
into the design considerations and the project plans and specifications.

2. The native soil with the exception of the organically contaminated surface soil,
are suitable for engineered fill. The organically contaminated soil may be used for
landscaping only.

3. The native surface and near surface soil at the project site have been found to
have low to moderate expansion potential when subjected to fluctuations in
moisture,

4. On the bases of our experience during this investigation, it is our opinion that
trenches to 5 feet below the existing ground surface do not need shoring. Below 5

feet shoring will be required.
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LIMITATIONS AND UNJIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

1. The recommendations presented in this report are based on the soil conditions
revealed by our test borings and evaluated for the proposed construction planned
at the present time.

If any unusual soil conditions are encountered during the construction, or if the
proposed construction will differ from that planned at the present time, American
Soil Testing, Inc. should be notified immediately for the supplemental
recommendations.

2. This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the
owner, or his representative, to ensure that the recommendations and information
contained herein are called to the attention of the Architect, Structural Engineer
and Civil Engineer for the project and are incorporated into the Plans and
Specifications of project. Also to ensure that the necessary steps are taken to see
that the contractors carries out the recommendations: of this report in the field.

3. The findings of this report are valid as of the present time. However, the passing
of the time will change the conditions of the existing property due to natural
processes, or works of man. In addition, legislation or the broadening of
knowledge may require other recommendations. Accordingly, the findings of this
report may be invalid, wholly or partly, by changes outside of our control.
Therefore, this report is subjected to review and should not be relied upon after a
period of three years.

4. This report is not a recommendation to purchase or not to purchase the property
and shall be for the exclusive use of the client whose name appears above.

5. The conclusions and recommendations contained herein are professional
opinions derived in accordance with the current standards of professional practice

and no warranty is intended, expressed or implied.
7 Byos L Gk 4 5 % - 3,,;
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APPENDIX " A"

PHYSIOGRAPHY

FIGURE 1 VICINITY MAP

FIGURE 2 SITE PLAN
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APPENDIX "B"

SUBSURFACE DATA

FIGURE 1-2 Log of test boring
FIGURE 3 Plasticity Index
FIGURE 4 Key to exploratory boring logs
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EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Dated Drilled: 11-20-2013

HoleNo. B-1

Figure No. 1

Project Name: 99 and 101 Alice Avenue,
Campbell, California

Boring Diameter; 4”

Logged by: BR

damp, very stiff

Boring terminated @ 10’ blg

No groundwater encountered
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SOIL DESCRIPTION = = | & 2 g§ 2l eslav
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>
Sandy Silty Clay, some organic, damp, 1
firm
Sandy Silty Clay, brown, fine gravel, dry, -1 {24 CL 185 102
very stiff
Sandy Silty Clay, brown, larger gravel, 1-2 41 CL/ {11 107
damp, very stiff SC
6
Silty Sandy Clay, brown, large gravel 13 |82 | CL/ |125 |110
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EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Dated Drilled: 11-20-2013

Hole No. B-2

Figure No. 2

Project Name: 99 and 101Alice Avenue,

Boring Diameter: 47

Logged by: BR

File No. 13-3705-SR

American Soil Testing, Inc.

Campbell, California
E; 5
ElE|28)e,8485 |5,
7] T o
SOIL DESCRIPTION 2| 2 |§2|E549P 28|40
St 7] = = (== E R
pg = & @~ A _E E
p=
Silty Clay. Some organic soil, dry, firm X
Sandy Silty Clay, brown, 1-2” dia gravel, 2-1 |36 CL |10 103
damp, very stiff
2-2 148 CL/ 113 166
Sandy Silty Clay, brown, larger gravel, SC
damp, very stiff 6
Gravely Sandy Silty Clay , brown, damp, 2.3 |83 CL/ {11 109
cobbles, dense 0 GC
10
Boring terminated @ 10’ blg 1
12
13
14
15
16
17
No groundwater encountered 18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
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Figure 3

PLASTICITY CHART

//
CL CH /
/
/ “A” Line
/ |
@ /
ML or
CL or ML OL
ML
10 20 30 40 50 66 70 80 90 100
LIQUID LIMIT (%)
Key S I Sample Liquid Plasticity Unified Soil
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GROUP
MAJOR DIVISIONS SYMBGLS SOLL DESCRIPTION
GW Well Graded Gravels, Gravel-Sand Mixtures,
COARSE GRAVELS CLEAN GRAVEL little or Fines
Less than 5%fines GP Poorly Graded Gravels or Gravel-
GRAINED (More than 50 Sand Mixtures, littde or Nq Fines
% material GRAVEL M Silty Gravels, Gravel-Sand-Silt Mixtures,
SOILS larger than # 4 With Fines (More Non-Plastic Fines.
sieve o
More than half ) than £2% fines) GC Clayey Gravels, Gravel-Sand-Clay
material is Mixtures, Plastic Fines.
larger than #
200 sieve SANDS CLEAN SAND SW Well Graded Sands, Gravelly Sands, Little or
(Less than No Fines.
5% fines) Sp Poorly Graded Sands er Gravelly Sands,
(More than 50 Little or No Fines.
% material
smaller than # 4 SAND SM Salty Sands, Sand-Siit Mixtures, Non-Plastic
sieve) ‘With Fines (More than Fines.
12% fines) SC Clayey Sands, Sand-Clay Mixtures, Plastic
Fines.
ML Inorganic Silts, Sandy or Clayey Silts,
FINE SILTS & CLAYS Low to no Plasticity.
GRAINED Liquid Limit is less than 50% CL Iporganic Clay, Sandy or Silty Clay, Low to
SOILS ’ Medium Plasticity.
More thfm !xali' OL Organic Silt or Organic Silty Clay, Low to
material is Medinm Plasticity.
smaller than the — < "
#200 sieve M Inorganic Silts, Diatomacecus or Micaceous,
SILTS & CLAYS Fine Sandy or Silty Soils.
Liquid limit is greater than 50% CH Inorganic Clays of High Plasticity, Fat Clays.
OH Qrganic Clays of Medium to High Plasticity,
Organic Silts,
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS PT Peat and Other Highly Organic Soils.
PARTICLE SIZE LIMITS
(Sieve Openings in mm.) 074 425 2.00 4.17 19.0 75.0 300.0
SAND GRAVEL COBBLES ' BOULDERS
SILT OR CLAY FINE MEDIUM | COARSE FINE | COARSE |
(U.S. Standard sicve Sizes) #200 #40 #10 #4 75 in 3in 2
RELATIVE BENSITY CONSISTENCY
SANDS, GRAVELS AND BLOWS /
NON- PLASTIC SILTS FOOT *
VERY DENSE 0-4 CLAYS AND BLOWS/
ERY LOOSE 4 - 10 PLASTIC SILTS STRENGTH + FOOT *
LOOSE 10 - 30
MEDIUM DENSE 30 - 50
DENSE OVER 56
VERY SOFT 0-1/4 0-2
SOFT 1/4-1/2 2-4
FIRM 1/2-1 4-8
STIFF 1-2 816
VERY STIFF 2-4 16— 32
HARD OVER 4 OVER 32

*+ Numbers of blows of 140 peund hammer falling 30 inches to drive a 2-inch OD). (1 -3 /8 inch L D) split spoon (ASTM D -1586).
+ Unconfined compressive strength in tons/sq. ft. as determined by laboratory testing or approximated by the Standard
Penetration fest (ASTM D — 1586), pocket penetrometer, torvane or visual observation.

FIGURE NO. 4

KEY TO EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS

' UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM (ASTM D-2487)
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ATTACHMENT 3

FOUNDATION PLAN REVIEW BY AMERICAN 5011 TESTING



American $oil T esting, Inc.

Soil, Foundation and Environmental Engmeers
2734 8. Bascom Avenue, San Jose, CA 95124
408-559-6400 - Fax 408-559-6688 Www.americansoiltesting. com
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Campbell, California

Foundation Plan Review
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Subject: Proposed addition and remodel o EESEFR Nl |
. EC9oF R A=
99 and 101 Alice Avenue, APN: 412-05-0 sgocg o
EagEe
cnlgE
32684

This plan wit

State Law.
Approved
Permit

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to your request, we are presenting herein our comments regarding the
Foundation Plan for the proposed addition and remodel located at 99 and 101
Alice Avenue in Campbell, California. \

The following plans were submitted to our office for our review and comments:
Revised Foundation Plan, Site Plan and structural details Sheets 1, 4, 5 and 6
prepared by the office Roaten Hinson Architect of Los Gatos, California, dated
April 4, 2014,

We have determined that the above-mentioned plans substantially comply with the

recommendations contained in our update soil and foundation investigation report
File No. 13-3705-S dated December 3, 2043
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The plan review was made from a geotechnical engineering viewpoint; no review
was made of other aspects of the project design such as project structure
engineering. Our firm makes no representation as to the accuracy of dimensions,
measurement, calculations or any portion of the design, other than that covered by
our recommendations.

Our firm should be notified at least 48 hours prior to commencement of any
grading operations in order that our Project Engineer can coordinate the work in
the field with your grading contractor. We highly recommend that our firm
representative be present during foundation excavation or piers drilling operations
to ensure that the foundation complies with the recommendations contained in Soil
and Foundation Investigation Report prepared for this project.

Upon satisfactory completion of work, a letter of compliance will be issued.
We are pleased to have been of service to you in this matter. Should you have any
questions or require additional information, please feel free to call our office at
your convenience,

Very truly yours,

American Soil Testing, Inc.

Ben Rahimi, MSCE, EP

Senior Proj ect Engineer

Andrew A. Ghofrani, P. E
R.C.E. # 38159
Expire: 3-31-15




