Tracy Costco Depot Annex Project
EIR Errata
(SCH #2020080531)

l. Introduction

In November 2024, the City of Tracy (“City”) published an Environmental Impact Report
(“EIR”) for the Tracy Costco Depot Annex Project. The EIR consisted of a Draft EIR (“DEIR”)
published on September 16, 2022, a Recirculated Draft EIR (“RDEIR”) published on December
22,2023, and a Response to Comments document (“RTC Document”) published on November
4, 2024.

On December 4, 2024, after the close of the public comment period on the EIR, the City
conducted a Planning Commission meeting on the Project at which additional late comments
were submitted on the EIR, including an extensive late comment letter from the San Joaquin
Residents for Responsible Development (“San Joaquin Residents” or “Residents”). Although
not required by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the City elected to prepare
a complete written response to Residents’ comment letter and to address other comments made at
the December 4, 2024 meeting.

This Errata includes minor edits and changes to the EIR, additions to several mitigation
measures, and City staff-initiated edits to clarify the analyses or correct typographical errors
within the EIR. In addition, this Errata contains Residents’ late comment letter and the City’s
written responses thereto, in the same manner as if the comments were timely submitted during
the multiple public comment periods on the EIR.

The revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of any of the environmental
analyses in the EIR. Therefore, this Errata does not trigger recirculation of the EIR pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

1. Revisions to EIR and MMRP

The changes and additions to the EIR are provided below in revisions marked with underline for
new text and strike out for deleted text.

Three mitigation measures within the EIR, as well as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) for the Project, are revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: During Project operation, operators of heavy-duty trucks that
travel to and from the Project site are required to use trucks that have 2010 model year or
newer engines that meet the CARB’s 2010 engine emission standards of 0.01 g/bhp-hr
for particulate matter (PM) and 0.20 g/bhp-hr of NOx emissions, or newer, cleaner trucks
and equipment. Heavy-duty trucks that travel to and from the Project site and are owned
by Costco are required to be model year 2018 or later.




Mitigation Measure 3.3-26: The Project applicant shall install conduit as infrastructure
for electric vehicle charging stations onsite to allow for truck docks to serve electric
trucks in the future. Such conduit shall be provided on the site to serve 50% of the
number of truck docking stations, with the location of conduit at the discretion of the
developer (e.g., truck trailer parking spaces or other locations). The Project Applicant
shall ensure that sufficient electric vehicle charging stations are installed when necessary
to serve the charging demands of electric trucks and vehicles domiciled at the project site.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-34: The Project applicant shall, during construction, install
signage on any unpaved primary construction accessways onsite on the project site to
limit vehicle speeds to no more than 15 mph. The Project Applicant shall comply with
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (fugitive dust rule) and shall comply with SIVAPCD Rule
9510 (indirect source review) to reduce growth in both NOx and PM10 emissions.

The changes indicated below are made to page 3.3-39 through 3.3-40 of Section 3.3 of the
RDEIR:

TABLE 3.3-11: OPERATIONAL PROJECT GENERATED EMISSIONS (TONS PER YEAR) — WITHOUT
PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY FEATURES

POLLUTANT CcO NOXx ROG SOx PM3o PMays
THRESHOLD 100 10 10 27 15 15
EMISSIONS — 124 7.30 2.45 0.07 3.67 1.04
BUILDING 1 ONLY
EMISSIONS — 275 16.1 5.32 0.2 8.13 230
BUILDING 2 ONLY
EMISSIONS —
ToTAL PROJECT 39:940.0 23.45 7.6972 0.23 11.8 3.3334
EXCEEDS THRESHOLD? N Y N N N N

SOURCES: CALEEMoD (v.2022.1)

NOTE: 'THE SUM OF INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS’ EMISSIONS MAY NOT EXACTLY EQUAL THE TOTAL PROJECT EMISSIONS
DUE TO ROUNDING, AS WELL AS DUE TO A CONSERVATIVE OVERCOUNTING OF THE TOTAL PROJECT ASPHALT AREAS
FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL PROJECT BUILDING WITHIN THE ‘INDIVIDUAL BUILDING” SCENARIOS.

The SIVAPCD has developed daily mass emissions screening criteria for ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PM1g, and
PM_ 5 to determine whether project emissions would result in a violation of an AAQS. Because the NAAQS
and CAAQS are concentration-based standards, Project emissions were evaluated using the SIVAPCD mass
emissions screening approach, which provides a preliminary assessment to determine whether a project
would contribute to a violation of an AAQS. The screening is conducted by evaluating daily Project emissions
against a 100 pound per day threshold for each criteria air pollutant. The following table (Table 3.3-12)
provides the proposed Project’s ‘without Project sustainability features’ operational emissions in pounds per
day in comparison to these screening thresholds. As shown in Table 3.3-12, under the ‘without Project
sustainability features’ scenario, the proposed Project’s operational emissions would not exceed any of the
daily mass screening criteria thresholds.



TABLE 3.3-12: OPERATIONAL PROJECT GENERATED EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) -
WITHOUT PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY FEATURES

POLLUTANT CcO NOXx ROG SOx PMao PMys
THRESHOLD 100 100 100 100 100 100
(POUNDS/DAY)
EMISSIONS - 88.9 102 347 0.1 38 12
TOTAL PROJECT
EXCEEDS
THRESHOLD? N N N N N N

SOURCES: CALEEMoD (v.2022.1)

NOTE: THE SUM OF INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS’ EMISSIONS MAY NOT EXACTLY EQUAL THE TOTAL PROJECT EMISSIONS
DUE TO ROUNDING, AS WELL AS DUE TO A CONSERVATIVE OVERCOUNTING OF THE TOTAL PROJECT ASPHALT AREAS
FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL PROJECT BUILDING WITHIN THE “INDIVIDUAL BUILDING’ SCENARIOS.

NOTE: EMISSIONS ONLY INCLUDE THOSE EMISSIONS THAT ARE CONSIDERED ““ON-SITE”, PER SJVAPCD
GUIDANCE. THIS EXCLUDES ““MOBILE” EMISSIONS, EXCEPT FOR APPROXIMATELY 5.2% OF MOBILE EMISSIONS
THAT ARE ESTIMATED TO BE ON-SITE, USING A CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF THE ON-SITE MOBILE TRAVEL (1.110701
MILES) DIVIDED BY THE AVERAGE VEHICLE TRIP LENGTH MODELED FOR THE PROJECT OF 21.37224776 MILES.

Proposed Project operational emissions ‘inclusive of quantified Project Sustainability features’ are shown in
Table 3.3-13 and Table 3.3-14, based on implementation of SJIVAPCD Rule 9510. While compliance with
SIJVAPCD Rule 9510 is regulatorily required, the rule itself is an indirect source rule designed to achieve
emission reductions from development projects. Thus, it is included here to represent the SIVAPCD
regulatory requirement to mitigate the operational emissions.* The proposed Project would also be required
to implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 through Mitigation Measure 3.3-36, as provided under Impact 3.3-1.
However, due to the difficulty in modeling the emissions (i.e., NOx emissions) reductions that would occur
due to implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 through Mitigation Measure 3.3-36, the emissions
reductions associated with Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 through Mitigation Measure 3.3-36 were not modeled.
Thus, Table 3.3-13 and Table 3.3-14 provide a conservative estimate of the operational emissions results for
the proposed Project, with the quantified Project sustainability features accounted for.

TABLE 3.3-13: OPERATIONAL PROJECT GENERATED EMISSIONS (TONS PER YEAR) —
INCLUSIVE OF QUANTIFIED PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY FEATURES

POLLUTANT (6{0) NOXx ROG SOx PMio PMzs
THRESHOLD 100 10 10 27 15 15
EMISSIONS 39:940.0 15.6 7697.72 0.23 11.8 3.3334
EXCEEDS N v N N N N
THRESHOLD?

SOURCES: CALEEMoD (v.2022.1)

The changes indicated below are made to pages 3.13-13 through 3.13-15 of the DEIR:

! The NOx emissions were adjusted to reflect the 33.3% reduction required, per compliance with Air
District Rule 9510.



3.13-2: TDM MEASURES

people if they need to go home in the middle of the

MEASURES
DM Max. VMT DETERMINED VMT
DESCRIPTION TO BE FEASIBLE | REDUCTION
MEASURE REDUCTION
BY THE APPLIED
APPLICANT
PARKING STRATEGIES
Reduce Reduce the number of available parking spots
Parking provided to 1% X 1%
Supply employees.
Unbundle Remove free parking at the site, and charge
Parking employees for parking. The higher the cost of 1% 0%
parking, the higher the reduction.
Parking Cash-| Provide employees a choice of forgoing current
out parking for a cash payment to be determined by the 204 0%
employer. The higher the cash payment and eligible
employees, the higher the reduction.
PARKING STRATEGIES
Transit Coordinate with local transit agency to provide bus
Stops stop near the site. Real time transportation
: L - 1% 0%
information displays support on-the-go decision
making to support sustainable trip making.
Implement Implement project-operated or project-sponsored
Neighbor- neighborhood shuttle serving residents, employees, 2% 0%
hood Shuttle | and visitors of the project site.
Transit Involves the subsidization of transit fare for residents
Subsidies and employees of the project site. This strategy
assumes transit service is already present in the
project area. 2% 0%
Pays for employees to use local transit. This could
either be a
discounted ticket or a full-reimbursed transit ticket.
COMMUNICATION & INFORMATION STRATEGIES
Travel Involves the development of a travel behavior
Behavior change program that targets individuals’ attitudes,
Change goals, and travel behaviors, educating participants on
Program the impacts of their travel choices and the
opportunities to alter their habits. Provide a website
that allows employees to research other modes of 1% X 1%
transportation for commuting. Employee-focused
travel behavior change programs target individuals’
attitudes, goals, and travel behaviors, educating
participants on the impacts of their travel choices and
the opportunities to alter their habits.
Promotions &| Involves the use of marketing and promotional tools
Marketing to educate and inform travelers about site-specific
transportation options and the effects of their travel
choices with passive educational and promotional 1% X 1%
materials. Marketing and public information
campaign to promote awareness of TDM program
with an on-site coordinator to monitor program.
COMMUTING STRATEGIES
Employer Implementation of employer-sponsored employee
Sponsored vanpool or shuttle providing new opportunities for 20t
() 0%
Vanpool or | access to connect
Shuttle employees to the project site.
Emergency | Provides an occasional subsidized ride to commuters
Ride Home | who use alternative modes. Guaranteed ride home for 1% X 1%




MEASURES

DETERMINED VMT
ueLy DESCRIPTION Ml TO BE FEASIBLE | REDUCTION
MEASURE REDUCTION
BY THE APPLIED
APPLICANT
(ERH) day due to an emergency or stay late and need a ride
Program at a time when transit service is not available.
Tele- Four-Ten work schedule results in 20% weekly VMT
commuting reduction, 10% trip reduction equals 15% VMT
Alternative reduction. 7% 0%
work
schedule
On-site Provides on-site childcare to remove the need to 1% 0%
Childcare drive a child to daycare at a separate location.
SHARED MOBILITY STRATEGIES
Ride Share Increases vehicle occupancy by providing ride-share
Program matching services, designating preferred parking for
ride-share participants, designing adequate passenger
loading/unloading and waiting areas for ride-share 2% X 2%
vehicles, and providing a website or message board
to connect riders and coordinate rides. Need a point
person frorm the business on-site.
Employee/ Implement car sharing to allow people to have on-
Employer Car| demand access to a vehicle, as-needed. This may
Share include providing membership to an existing
program located within 1/4 mile, contracting with a 1% 0%
third-party vendor to extend membership-based
service to an area, or implementing a project-specific
fleet that supports the residents and employees on -
site.
Designated Implement car sharing to allow people to have on-
Parking demand access to a vehicle, as-needed. This may
Spaces for include providing membership to an existing
Car Share program located within 1/4 mile, contracting with a 1% X 1%
Vehicles third-party vendor to extend membership-based
service to an area, or implementing a project-specific
fleet that supports the residents and employees on -
site.
BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE STRATEGIES
Bike Share Participate in a bike share program/On site bike share 1% 0%
Program program.
Implement/ | Implements or provides funding for improvements to
Improve On- | corridors and crossings for bike networks identified
street Bicycle | within a one-half mile buffer area of the project 1% 0%
Facility boundary, to support safe and comfortable bicycle
travel.
Include Bike | Implements short and long-term bicycle parking to
Parking Per | support safe and comfortable bicycle travel by 1% X 1%
City Code providing parking facilities at destinations.
Include Implements additional end-of-trip bicycle facilities to
Secu.re Bike | support safe and comfortable bicycle travel. 1% X 1%
Parking and
Showers
Bicycle On-site bicycle repair tools and space to use them
Rep_aw supports on-going use of bicycles for transportation. 1% X 1%
Station/
Services
NEIGHBORHOOD ENHANCEMENT STRATEGIES
Traffic Implement traffic calming improvements on streets 1% 0%

Calming

and




MEASURES

DM Max. VMT DETERMINED VMT
DESCRIPTION TO BE FEASIBLE | REDUCTION
MEASURE REDUCTION
BY THE APPLIED
APPLICANT
Improve- intersections throughout and around the project site.
ments
Pedestrian Implement pedestrian network improvements
Network throughout and around the project site that 204 X 206
Improve- encourages people to walk.
ments
MISCELLANEOUS STRATEGIES
Virtual Care | Implement options for virtual care for health services
Strategies for hospitals. 2% 0%
for Hospitals
On-Site Provide a percentage of on-site affordable housing
Affordable for employees that is less than 100%. 1% 0%
Housing
Job Creation | Provide offices or other job creation land use. Applies
Land Use to housing projects. 3% 0%
(e.g. Office)
Provide On- | Provide on-site meal options for employees (e.g., - X 0%
Site Meals micro market vending machines or food trucks) -
TOTAL VMT REDUCTION APPLIED 12%

SOURCE: KIMLEY HORN, 2022.

Responses to Letter Submitted Following EIR Publication

Appendix A of the RDEIR is updated to include revised CalEEMod modeling results, as
provided in Appendix A to Attachment 1 to this Errata.

The EIR is revised to add the Residents letter and responses to such letter. The letter and
responses, as well as exhibits to the responses, are set forth in Attachment 1 to this Errata.

Appendix B of the RTC is updated to include inadvertently missing appendices, which are
provided in Appendix B to Attachment 1 to this Errata.






















December 4, 2024
Page 7

The lead agency 1z required oanly to recirculate the chapters or portians that
have been modified if the revisions are imited to a few chapters or portions of the
EIR.#2 Here, substantial evidence presented by Residents’ experts shows that
feasible mitigation measures distinct from those proposed in the FEIR would clearly
lesgen the environmental impact of the Project, but the City failed to adaopt, or even
analyze the feasibility of mitigation measures and alternatives. Further,
substantial evidence presented in Residents’ comments show that new significant
environmental impacts will occur as a result of Project construction and operation
due to fugitive dust emissions, and truck traffic. Pursuant to CEQA, the City must
revise and recirculate the EIR before the Project can legally be approved.

I11. THE FEIR FAILS TO DESCRIBE THE PROJECT

Al The FEIR Fails to Include Necessary Information Regarding
the Use of Fire Pumps and Backup Generators

The air quality analysis included in the FEIR fails to include analysis of the
Project's emissions from operation of fire pumps and backup generators (see Figure
1.3

Figure 1: Excerpt from CalEEMod Analysis of Project Emissions
10.0 Stationary Equipment

Eire Pumps and Emergency Generators
I Equipment Tyoe I Number I Hours/Day I HoursiYear I Horse Power I Load Factor I Fuel Type I

Boilers

I Equipment Tyoe I Mumber I Heat Input/Day I Heat Input/Year I Boller Ratlng I Fuel Type I

The FEIR's air quality analysis is inconsistent with the Project site plans,
which clearly show that the Project will include a “Fire Pump House” between the
two proposed buildings (see Figure 2).9¢ As Dr. Clark explains, a fire pump house
typically contains several key components, including pumps, pipes, valves, meters
and controllers, which require an energy source to operate (often generators) and
can result in direct and indirect air emissions. The FEIR's Project description
therefore shaws that the Project will include an emissions gource which the FEIR s
air quality analysis fails to quantify.

32 14 CCR §15088.5(b).

33 FEIR, PDF p. 124.

34 Staff Report, PDF p. H65.
T839-005;
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Response to Letter N: San Joaquin Residents for Responsible Development

Response N-1: This comment includes introductory statements to the comment letter. The commenter has
correctly described the project description, public review process for the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft
EIR, and the Settlement Agreement. No further response is warranted.

Response N-2: The commenter’s individual concerns described in this comment are addressed in
Responses N-3 through N-21. The project and the responses herein comply with CEQA and recirculation
of the Final EIR is not required or warranted.

Response N-3: This comment does not address CEQA or the EIR. No further response is warranted.

Response N-4: Significant new information has not been added to the EIR. As such, recirculation of the
EIR is not warranted or required. See Responses N-5 through N-21 for detailed responses to the
commenter’s concerns.

Response N-5: The commentor notes that various Project documentation, including site plans and
Mitigation Measure 3.3-6, indicate the use of a fire pump and allow for the use of Tier 4 back-up diesel
generators in emergency situations. The commentor goes on to state that use of diesel-powered fire pump
and back-up power will generate diesel particulate matter (DPM), resulting in the potential for air quality,
greenhouse gas, and health impacts. While the Project will utilize a fire pump and back-up power, it is not
anticipated that such activities would result in Project-related air quality and greenhouse gas impacts.

The site will utilize one fire pump as part of its fire protection system. This fire pump will be a Tier 3 diesel
fire pump, which will provide high-pressure water to the fire protection system. A Tier 3 pump is the
highest available tier for such engines. The Fire Department requires that the fire pump be powered by
diesel in order to fully ensure that it will work when needed, even if there is power interruption to the site.
This unit would only be used in emergency situations requiring use of the fire protection system. Otherwise,
the diesel fire pump would only be employed during maintenance and testing periods to ensure proper
operation of the unit. A calculation was prepared for the diesel fire pump based on project-specific
equipment specifications, as discussed below.

In the event of a site-wide power outage, the battery energy storage system (“BESS”) would provide
immediate power to the building. If it is determined that the outage would be prolonged beyond 24 hours,
the operator would contact its provider for emergency services. This provider would be a contracted entity
with the capability to provide an emergency generator to provide supplemental power by plugging into the
BESS. Use of any emergency units would occur only on an as-needed basis, and no diesel generators are
planned or allowed to be permanently installed on-site. If such a rented unit were needed, per Mitigation
Measure 3.3-6, it would “have Best Available Control Technology (BACT) that meets CARB’s final Tier
IV emission standards.” Maintenance and testing emissions associated with this type of unit would occur
off-site, and any reporting or permitting would be completed by the third-party equipment provider. The
location and identity of such third-party provider is not known and the possible need for and duration of
using such third-party units is speculative. Given these factors, the operation of these units is not considered
to be part of the Project’s impacts.

A calculation was prepared for a hypothetical diesel generator supporting the fire pump. In this analysis,
the fire pump was modeled as a Tier 3 diesel unit, rated at 304 HP based on project-specific equipment
specifications. This unit was modeled assuming a maximum operation of 100 hours/year based on the
maximum allowable per SIVAPCD regulations.

The updated modeling results show that the air quality emissions associated with the fire pump would be
virtually negligible. Specifically, the operational-related air quality emissions associated with the fire pump



would only change the operational-related emissions reported within the Recirculated Draft EIR extremely
slightly. Specifically, operational-related emissions would be revised as follows, for operational Project-
generated emissions (tons per year): CO emissions would be 40.0 tons/year instead of 39.9; NOx emissions
would be 23.5 tons/year instead of 23.4; ROG emissions would be 7.72 tons/year instead of 7.69; and PM2.5
emissions would be 3.34 tons/year, instead of 3.33. No other emissions results would be affected by the
inclusion of the fire pump within the modeling. These results are extremely minor, relative to the emissions
results provided in the published Recirculated Draft EIR, and Final EIR; more detail is provided in the
Errata chapter, included the full revised CalEEMod model results. Moreover, given the extremely limited
usage of the fire pump, health risks associated with TACs would not be meaningfully affected by the
consideration of these additional negligible sources.?® No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response N-6: The comment’s focus on Mitigation Measure 3.3-4 and the BESS it addresses is
incomplete, as it ignores the related systems and mitigation measures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 requiring the project
to supply 100% of the project’s electricity demand from renewable sources, including through the
generation of at least 3.8 MW of renewable electricity from solar PV facilities to be located on site. The
comment also ignores the fact that it was actually the applicant who proposed the 100% commitment to
renewable energy sources and these onsite solar PV, BESS and microgrid measures when it significantly
enhanced the project’s goals and related sustainability features in response to comments on the initial Draft
EIR (see RDEIR, Project Description, pp. 2.0-2 to 2.0-3; 2.0-5, and 2.0-9). The EIR incorporated these
applicant commitments to 100% renewable energy and onsite solar PV and BESS facilities as mitigation
measures to better inform the public and for future monitoring and enforcement purposes.

With respect to Mitigation Measure 3.3-4 itself, the comment is correct in noting that it requires the Project
to be designed and constructed to allow for future expansion of solar facilities on site as electricity demand
increases. This measure also requires that the Project applicant shall, as part of the site’s solar microgrid,
install a BESS with enough capacity to power the project’s basic building functions for 48 hours. The
remainder of the comment, together with the related comment N-18, raises speculative concerns about
potential impacts from the proposed BESS that are without merit because they are based on incorrect
assumptions about the size, manufacturer and chemical components, and location/layout of the BESS.

As explained and demonstrated in the letter from Trinity Structures (refer to the Errata chapter for further
detail), the experts who developed and designed Costco’s proposed BESS, that was submitted to the City,
no significant fire hazard or other environmental impacts will result from use of the BESS proposed as part
of the project because the Tesla Megapack 2XL units that will be used for this project’s BESS: (1) will be
located on the ground outside in the open air, far away from any other structures and separated from each
other at distances that meet or exceed all applicable fire codes and manufacturer specifications; and (2) will
not use outdated, dangerous Nickel Manganese Cobalt (“NMC”) batteries but instead will utilize batteries
that are newer, have safer chemistry (i.e., Lithium Iron Phosphate [’LFP”]) and employ all of the latest and
most sophisticated fire protection equipment and safety systems and technologies. Those fire protection
and safety systems include a thermal management system containing a closed-loop liquid cooling system,
a battery management system, site controls and monitoring systems, electrical fault protection devices, and
a state-of-the-art explosion control system, among others. As a result of these newer, safer batteries and fire
protection and safety systems, fires and other hazardous events are not anticipated and research and testing

2 |t should also be noted that the Air District does not require or recommend inclusion of fire pump
and back-up generator TACs within an Air Toxics Health Risk Assessment.

% This is true even if assuming the commentor’s numerical claims under Comment N-17 are true.
That is, even if the amount of DPM to be generated by these sources is consistent with the amount
claimed by the commentor under Comment N-17, such emissions would be extremely minor,
especially when compared to the DPM generated by mobile vehicle (i.e. heavy-duty truck) sources.
See the Project Air Toxic Health Risk Assessment for further detail.



done on the Tesla Megapack units demonstrate that if a fire were to occur, it would likely be contained in
the enclosure where it started and would not spread to other nearby Megapack units or buildings.

The comment goes on to reference a number of incidents that have occurred at other battery storage sites,
including battery fires and explosions at facilities in Arizona in 2019 and 2022, implying that similar
incidents and hazards/impacts could result from the BESS proposed for the Costco Depot Annex Project
and injure first responders or damage the environment. Those references, however, are inapt and
inapplicable here because the incidents at those Arizona facilities and even the recent fire at Vistra’s large
battery storage facility in Moss Landing, California, all involved older batteries that were made by LG and
utilized flawed and dated NMC chemistry, not the newer Tesla Megapack 2XL batteries that use much safer
LFP chemistry proposed for use here.*

Finally, no significant hazards or impacts would result because, as noted in Section 3.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, any operations that involve the use of hazardous materials would
be required to have the hazardous material transported, stored, used, and disposed of in compliance with
local, state, and federal regulations. The San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health is the
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for San Joaquin County and is responsible for the
implementation of statewide programs within the city, including Hazardous Materials Business Plan
(HMBP) requirements, among numerous other programs. Additionally, businesses are regulated by
Cal/Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and are therefore required to ensure employee
safety. Specific requirements include identifying hazardous materials in the workplace, providing safety
information to workers that handle hazardous materials, and adequately training workers. To further ensure
the safety of employees, and reduce the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials into the
environment, the applicant must submit a HMBP to San Joaquin County Department of Environmental
Health for review and approval prior to bringing hazardous materials onsite, as required by Mitigation
Measure 3.8-2.

Further, as with construction, operation of the proposed Project is required to be consistent with federal,
State, and local laws and regulations addressing hazardous materials management and environmental
protection, including, but not limited to 49 CFR 173 and 177, and CCR Title 26, Division 6 for
transportation of hazardous materials, and CCR Titles 8 and 22, Uniform Fire Code, and Division 20 of the
California Health and Safety Code for routine use of hazardous materials. These regulations and codes must
be implemented, as appropriate, and are monitored by the State and/or local jurisdictions, including
Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol, and the San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health.

Response N-7: The appendices to Kittelson’s 2017 Tracy Costco Depot Transportation Impact Analysis
Report are included as Appendix A of this document. These appendices provide information and data
supporting the trip generation and analysis documented in that report.

The comment asserts the EIR does not provide sufficient evidence to substantiate the VMT analysis of the
Project by raising questions pertaining to daily trip generation of the Project and suggesting that certain trip
rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) standard reference Trip Generation Manual
should have been used for the VMT analysis. Raising questions of daily trip generation is misguided as the
VMT analysis uses a broader dataset and more sophisticated methodology to analyze project VMT than
simply daily trip rates.

As stated on page 12 of the Costco Direct Delivery Center Traffic Analysis dated August 19, 2022
(Transportation Study), Appendix F to the Draft EIR (DEIR), “The proposed Costco Direct Delivery Center
project was evaluated using the City of Tracy VMT Calculator.” The City’s VMT Calculator implements

“See https://www.canarymedia.com/articles/energy-storage/moss-landing-fire-reveals-flaws-in-
the-battery-industrys-early-designs?mc cid=440664dbd7&mc eid=e0841ae528



https://www.canarymedia.com/articles/energy-storage/moss-landing-fire-reveals-flaws-in-the-battery-industrys-early-designs?mc_cid=440664dbd7&mc_eid=e0841ae528
https://www.canarymedia.com/articles/energy-storage/moss-landing-fire-reveals-flaws-in-the-battery-industrys-early-designs?mc_cid=440664dbd7&mc_eid=e0841ae528

the City’s methodology for evaluating VMT impacts for all proposed land use development under City
review. The VMT Calculator is described in detail in the City’s Final Draft Transportation Master Plan
Update, August 2022:°

“The City of Tracy VMT Calculator was developed using a combination of two datasets,
Streetlight Data and a modified version of the Tri-County Travel Demand Model (Model).
Streetlight Data was used to develop average trip distances at the Census Block Group level
while the travel demand model was used to develop the number of residential and work
trips at the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level.

... the total home-based work attraction trips from the Model were multiplied by the average
trip length for work trips to determine total employment VMT. This was then divided by
the total employment from the Model for all TAZs within each Census Block Group to
determine VMT per Capita for each Census Block Group. Thresholds for VMT per Capita
and VMT per Employment were determined by dividing the total VMT within the Tracy
SOI [(Sphere of Influence)] for both trip types and dividing them by the total population
and total employment, respectively within the Tracy SOI.”

The VMT Calculator uses trip information, land use attraction, and other factors in the Tri-County Travel
Demand Model to evaluate VMT for land use developments and does not rely on a daily trip rate for a
specific land use type to develop a project VMT estimate. The comment mistakenly focuses on suggesting
that the model use daily trips rates provided by ITE when, in fact, the Tri-County Travel Demand Model
underpinning the VMT Calculator uses a broader dataset and more sophisticated methodology to analyze
project VMT than simply using ITE trip rates.

Moreover, despite the City’s use of the VMT Calculator to analyze VMT for the Project, as stated in the
Transportation Study and DEIR, the comment asserts a 2.17 daily trip rate for the Project is not appropriate
and provides in a chart several ITE trip rates. However, the 2.17 daily trip rate is a rate derived and
developed for air quality and GHG analyses and does not pertain to the Project VMT analysis in the
Transportation section of the EIR. The 2.17 daily trip rate is provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR
(RDEIR) Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Appendices.

The trip rates chart in the comment provides multiple ITE trip rates for different warehouse land use
categories that do not represent the Project land use. The Project is a Depot Annex with a Direct Delivery
Center (DDC). The DDC component of the Project involves deliveries made from the Project site to
Costco’s regional delivery hubs. It does not involve deliveries made from the DDC to Costco members’
houses. This component of the Project is not an online order fulfillment center warehouse with sorting or a
parcel hub warehouse, which are the two ITE warehouse land use types in the chart with daily trip rates
greater than the 2.17 trip rate mentioned in the FEIR. Moreover, data collected at Costco DDCs in Stockton,
CA, Gouldsboro, PA, and Romeoville, IL, have demonstrated a Costco DDC has a daily trip rate of 0.38.
This daily trip rate was mentioned in the FEIR for informational purposes and was not used for any analyses.

Based on the description of the ITE land use categories included in the chart, the most closely representative
category to the proposed project would be ITE Land Use 150, Warehousing, which has a daily trip rate of
1.71, as indicated in the chart. The other warehouse land uses presented in the chart would not correlate
with the Project. The 1.71 daily trip rate for ITE Land Use 150, Warehousing, is lower than the 2.17 daily
trip rate mentioned in the EIR. Therefore, the ITE rates in the chart do not better represent the Project land
use.

5 https://www.cityoftracy.org/our-city/departments/engineering/infrastructure-master-plans



https://www.cityoftracy.org/our-city/departments/engineering/infrastructure-master-plans

The comment also refers to the Enhanced Measures provided through the Sierra Club Settlement Agreement
and claims the lack of enhanced measures applying to inbound trucks necessitates additional mitigation.
Inbound trucks are from 3" parties and are not under Costco's control. Thus, mitigation measures requiring
emission requirements above and beyond existing State and Federal requirements are not feasible as Costco
has no authority over other businesses or their equipment. The reduction of air quality and GHG emissions
due to the Enhanced Measures has not been quantified and assumed in the EIR such that the analysis and
conclusions in the EIR are on the conservative side. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the EIR does
recognize the air quality impacts from truck trips as a significant and unavoidable impact. The comment
refers to a 45% maximum possible reduction in GHG/VMT and misrepresents the meaning of the
referenced 45% reduction as though it were a threshold to be expected of and achieved by any land
development. This 45% reduction in GHG/VMT is documented in the CAPCOA Handbook for Analyzing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity, 2021
(CAPCOA Handbook) as the maximum possible GHG/VMT credit that could be assumed in an analysis
for a development implementing a commute trip reduction program that includes transportation measures
either T-5 or T-6 plus T-7 through T-13 of the CAPCOA Handbook. Those transportation measures are:

T-5, Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary)

T-6, Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Mandatory Implementation and Monitoring)
T-7, Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing

T-8, Provide Ridesharing Program

T-9, Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

T-10, Provide End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities

T-11, Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool

T-12, Price Workplace Parking

T-13, Implement Employee Parking Cash-Out

The 45% value represents the maximum allowable credit that could be applied in an analysis that assumes
transportation measures either T-5 or T-6 plus T-7 through T-13 are feasible and assumes the greatest
amount of effectiveness for each measure. The 45% value does not represent a GHG/VMT reduction level
that is achievable by or could be expected of all developments that implement a commute trip reduction
program. Developments in a suburban setting, such as in the City of Tracy, would not achieve the maximum
allowable credit for the transportation measures. For example, measure T-8, Provide Ridesharing Program,
allows an 8% reduction in urban communities, a 4% reduction in suburban communities, and no reduction
in rural communities.® Measure T-9, Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program, provides
different factors for computing the VMT reduction based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
California Core-Based Statistical Areas that are known in the transportation engineering industry to have
varying land use densities and varying provision of transit services and bicycle infrastructure.” The location-
specific factors yield different maximum-possible VMT reductions. Thus, characteristics of a development

¢ CAPCOA Handbook, Table T-8.1. Reduction in Employee Commute Vehicle Miles Traveled by
Place Type

" CAPCOA Handbook, Table T-9.1. Average Transit Mode Share of Work Trips by California
Core-Based Statistical Area



that potentially could achieve a 45% trip reduction include being located in a dense, urban community;
having reliable and frequent transit service nearby; having high-quality bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
connected to likely destinations; and having high-quality ridesharing programs available in the area.

Tracy is a suburban, non-dense community. The Project is an industrial development located in an industrial
area near the city limit of Tracy. The Project site is not served by transit, bike facilities are not present on
W Schulte Rd, and pedestrian access is not available to desired destinations, such as neighborhoods where
employees may live. Thus, a 45% GHG/VMT reduction is not achievable or feasible for the Project.
Therefore, substantial evidence is provided that all feasible mitigation measures have been considered and
will be required of the Project, and transportation impacts are mitigated to the greatest extent feasible
regardless of not achieving a 45% reduction in VMT.

Additionally, the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR), now known as the Office of Land
Use and Climate Innovation, issued its Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
in 2018. The document states:

"achieving 15 percent lower per capita (residential) or per employee (office) VMT than
existing development is both generally achievable and is supported by evidence that
connects this level of reduction to the State’s emissions goals"

This supports the EIR’s approach to mitigating VMT impacts. Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 focuses on and
requires measures aimed at reducing VMT by 15%. Consistent with the Technical Advisory, this approach
is connected to the level of reduction necessary to achieve State reduction goals. Note, however, that the
EIR fully recognizes that even with feasible trip reduction measures incorporated, due to the location and
nature of the Project, the VMT impact will remain significant and unavoidable.

The EIR adequately analyzed the Project for environmental impacts and provided substantial evidence to
support its findings and conclusions. Therefore, revisions to the EIR are not necessary, and recirculation of
the Final EIR is not required or necessary.

Response N-8: The Final EIR includes 36 air quality mitigation measures, and as stated by the commentor,
the Project will include additional Enhanced Measures as agreed upon through the Sierra Club Settlement
Agreement.

The commentor highlights Mitigation 3.3-1, which requires the use of heavy-duty vehicles that are model
year 2010 and later. This is in alignment with CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation, as well as what is
required per warehouse guidance recommendations, such as the Attorney General’s Warehouse Projects:
Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
guidance. While the Project Applicant has made commitments to accelerate the advancement to electric
trucks, Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 will be updated to include the following new additional sentence, which
reflects that the Project Applicant has control over its own vehicles and cannot control those owned by third
parties: “Heavy-duty trucks that travel to and from the Project site and are owned by Costco are required to
be model year 2018 or later.”

Response N-9: The commentor describes potential risks associated with Valley Fever. As a starting point,
it is important to note that this comment is not discussing risks associated with the proposed project, but
rather, focuses on potential risks stemming from existing environmental conditions (i.e., soil that may
contain the microscopic fungus known as Coccidioides immitis which can cause the illness known as Valley
Fever). CEQA is generally not concerned with the effect the existing environment might have on proposed
projects, and such effects are not treated as changes in the physical environment. Indeed, because the
purpose of CEQA is to protect the physical environment, CEQA is only concerned with adverse changes
to the environment that may be brought about by approval of a proposed project and CEQA does not apply



in reverse. (See California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369,
378 [CEQA does not require analysis in reverse, meaning CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that
existing environmental conditions might have on a project, its residents, or its users, except when required
by specific statutory exception].) As such, this comment and its CEQA-in-reverse basis does not raise a
cognizable CEQA impact requiring any further analysis let alone the imposition of any additional protective
measures.

Further, it is important to note that no agency (e.g., San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPC),
Cal/OSHA, california Department of Public Health (CDPH)) has established a significance threshold for
Valley Fever. The EIR has fully evaluated the air quality and health risk impacts in line with SIVAPCD
significance thresholds and guidance. There is no scientifically accepted threshold or methodology to
analyze possible Valley Fever effects under CEQA. While there is not a specific requirement under CEQA
relating to Valley Fever nor a requirement to assess Valley Fever Impacts in SVJAPCD’s CEQA Guidance
for Assessment and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, a thorough discussion of Valley Fever is provided
under Impact 3.3-3, within Section 3-3: Air Quality of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As stated therein, the
Project site is relatively undeveloped and is surrounded by undeveloped, agricultural, industrial, and
residential land uses that are semi-rural to urban in character. Because the majority of the Project site and
the immediately surrounding vicinity consists of urbanized development or cultivated fields, the Project
site is an area that would lead to a low probability of having C. immitis growth sites and exposure from
disturbed soil. Because the EIR does not identify any significant impact in this regard, there is no
requirement to impose as mitigation measures the strategies suggested by the commentor. However, as
explained in greater detail below and in the letter from Michelle Campbell, an experienced industrial
hygienist with deep knowledge of Valley Fever [see the letter dated February 14, 2025, within the Errata
chapter, for further detail], given legal requirements and the actions that will be employed by the project
applicant and its contractor(s) to comply with such requirements, myriad and commonly-accepted
protections will be employed to minimize potential exposure to Valley Fever.

Valley Fever is a well-known and studied disease, which is required to be tracked and reported to local
California health departments. State health agencies, including the California Department of Public Health
and the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA,) have issued guidance
regarding the prevention of Valley Fever and requirements for education, planning, reporting, and
mitigation of Valley Fever risks. Project construction activities would be overseen by contractors with an
extensive working knowledge within this endemic region and who have well established prevention
measures within their work plans to prevent the transmission of Valley Fever as discussed within this
response.

As discussed in Section 3.3: Air Quality of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed Project would be
required to minimize the generation of fugitive dust during construction activities by complying with the
SJVAPCD'’s District Rule 8021. District Rule 8021 requires limitation of fugitive dust emissions from
construction, demolition, excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving activities, by implementing control
measures such as pre-watering the Project site, phasing construction work to reduce the amount of disturbed
surface at any one time, and applying water or other suppressants to unpaved haul/access roads and unpaved
vehicle/equipment traffic areas. The commentor incorrectly suggests that active continuous monitoring is
required rather than the visual-opacity approach of Rule 8021. First, active continuous dust monitoring has
existed even before Rule 8021 was adopted, and the SIVAPCD chose to incorporate the opacity monitoring
approach. Second, it’s notable that Cal/OSHA and CDPH also have not required such monitoring
requirements. Third, the best management practices as described below are expected to minimize fugitive
dust and the Coccidioides spores emissions and exposure. Thus, with the comprehensive approach to
employ the best management practices, additional monitoring is not necessary.

Beyond requirements issued by the SIVAPCD, the Project would also be required to comply with California
Labor Code & 6709, as added by Assembly Bill (AB) 203 in 2019. The commentor’s claim that California



Labor Code 8 6709 is insufficient to address impacts from Valley Fever is not supported by evidence. This
law requires construction employers who work in counties with high rates of Valley Fever (such as San
Joaquin County) to train their employees annually on minimizing the risk of Valley Fever exposure.
Cal/OSHA considers Valley Fever an occupational disease and has issued citations to employers for failing
to prevent employee exposure, even when no disease was found. Additionally, nearly all of the
recommended mitigation measures as discussed in Response to Comment N-10 would be implemented
where feasible, further reducing the risks of Valley Fever. See Response N-10 regarding the measures that
will be included to comply with laws and regulations aimed at reducing potential health impacts to Valley
Fever.

During operations, dust emissions are anticipated to be negligible, because the Project site would be
occupied by buildings, pavement, and landscaped areas after construction is complete. Project operations
would not occur on undeveloped sites and dust emissions typically associated with activity on unpaved
surfaces would be negligible. Thus, the proposed Project is not expected to generate significant fugitive
dust that will contribute to Valley Fever exposure. . Moreover, it should be noted that sensitive receptors
are not located particularly close to the Project site, with the closest sensitive receptors upon
commencement of construction activities being approximately 900 feet to the southeast of the Project site.
No further response to this comment is warranted, but for additional details, please see the supporting letter
provided in the Errata chapter.

Response N-10: The commentor proposes a number of mitigation measures relating to Valley Fever. As
discussed above, there is no significance threshold for Valley Fever and thus no significance determination
to identify a need for mitigation measures. Nevertheless, these suggested measures have been carefully
reviewed. Please see the following table, which describes how best management practices will be
implemented during construction consistent with existing regulatory requirements. Refer to the supporting
letter dated February 14, 2025, provided in the Errata chapter, for further detail.

Requested ‘Mitigation Measure’ Project Best Management Practice
1. Include specific requirements in the Project’siCostco and its contractor(s) will prepare an Injury
Injury and Illiness Prevention Program and Illness Prevention Program prior to the

regarding safeguards to prevent Valley fever. icommencement of construction in compliance with
CCR Title 8, 83203, Injury and IlIness Prevention
Program. The 11PP will outline roles and
responsibilities for implementing the Program,
outline specific safe and healthy work practices
including recognizing workplace hazards resulting
from earth-moving construction tasks, include a
communication system for sharing hazard
identification and reporting for all affected
employees and provide resources for employees
seeking medical care.

2. Control dust exposure through the following methods:

Apply chemical stabilizers at least 24-hours prior [Costco and its contractor(s) will address fugitive

to high wind event; dust control notably as related to high wind events in
compliance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD) Rule 8021.

A lime treatment will be applied to the soil to reduce
fugitive dust emissions during construction
activities.




Requested ‘Mitigation Measure’

Project Best Management Practice

Apply water to all disturbed areas a minimum of
three times per day. Watering frequency should be
increased to a minimum of four times per day if
there is any evidence of visible wind-driven
fugitive dust;

Costco and its contractor(s) will apply water to
disturbed areas a minimum of four times a day,
watering will also be conducted continuously during
excavation activities consistent with SJIVAPCD
fugitive dust rule requirements.

Provide National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health (NIOSH)-approved respirators for
workers with a prior history of Valley fever.

In accordance with CCR Title 8, §5144, Respiratory
Protection, NIOSH-approved respirators will be
made available for workers who request additional
PPE, including those who are requesting such
equipment due to prior Valley Fever history. The
Health and Safety Plan will identify job tasks and
work activities when a respirator is required.

Half-face respirators equipped with a minimum N-
95 protection factor for use during worker
collocation with surface disturbance activities.
Half-face respirators equipped with N-100 or P-
100 filters should be used during digging
activities. Employees should wear respirators
when working near earth-moving machinery.

In accordance with CCR Title 8, §5144, Respiratory
Protection, NIOSH-approved respirators will be
made available for workers who request additional
PPE, including those who are requesting such
equipment due to prior Valley Fever history.

Heavy-duty equipment will include enclosed cabs
that utilize cabin HEPA-grade filters and air
conditioning. Operators will be instructed to keep
the windows and air vents closed. These controls
will be implemented in compliance with CCR Title
8, 85141, Control of Harmful Exposures to
Employees.

Prohibit eating and smoking at the worksite, and
provide separate, clean eating areas with hand-
washing facilities.

Costco and its contractor(s) will provide hygiene
facilities for hand washing and designated break
and/or smoking areas in compliance with CCR Title
8, 85141, Control of Harmful Exposures to
Employees. Signage will be posted throughout the
site location to highlight the risks of dust exposure
and reiterated to employees during weekly safety
briefings.

Avoid outdoor construction operations during
unusually windy conditions or in dust storms.

Costco and its contractor(s) will cease earth-moving
activities during high wind events consistent with
SIVAPCD fugitive dust rule requirements.

Consider limiting outdoor construction during the
fall to essential jobs only, as the risk of cocci
infection is higher during this season.

Costco and its contractor(s) will limit outdoor
construction in the fall season as feasible. Paving
and hardscaping activities will be completed as soon
as possible.

3. Prevent transport of Cocci outside endemic areas:

Prevent spillage or loss of bulk material from
holes or other openings in the cargo
compartment’s floor, sides, and/or tailgate.

Costco and its contractor(s) will include best
management practices in their dust control plan for
securing loads on trucks during transport. The
perimeter of the site will comply with SIVAPCD
Rule 8041, which prevents or limits fugitive dust
emissions from carryout and trackout.




Requested ‘Mitigation Measure’

Project Best Management Practice

Provide workers with coveralls daily, lockers (or
other systems for keeping work and street clothing
and shoes separate), daily changing and showering
facilities.

Costco and its contractor(s) will include best
management practices in their dust control plan to
provide a dedicated onsite changing area, hygiene
facilities and posted procedures on correct methods
to minimize dust carryout. The contractor(s) will
also review dust control procedures during the
weekly safety meetings. These controls will be
implemented in accordance with CCR Title 8,
85141, Control of Harmful Exposures to Employees
and CCR Title 8, 83203, Injury and IlIness
Prevention Program.

Clothing should be changed after work every day,
preferably at the work site.

ICostco and its contractor(s) will incorporate
education related to dust exposure from clothing in
their site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP)
and in compliance with CCR Title 8, 83203, Injury
and Iliness Prevention Program.

Train workers to recognize that cocci may be
transported offsite on contaminated equipment,
clothing, and shoes; alternatively, consider
installing boot-washing.

Costco and its contractor(s) will provide initial and
annual awareness training in accordance with
California Labor Code 6709 and will incorporate
regular safety briefings.

Costco and its contractor(s) will provide hygiene
requirements and decontamination protocols related
to dust exposure from clothing in their site-specific
Health and Safety Plan (HASP) and in compliance
with CCR Title 8, 85141, Control of Harmful
Exposures to Employees and CCR Title 8, §3203,
Injury and Iliness Prevention Program.

Post warnings onsite and consider limiting access
to visitors, especially those without adequate
training and respiratory protection.

Costco and its contractor(s) will post signage to
communicate dust-related hazards in compliance
with CCR Title 8, §3203, Injury and IlIness
Prevention Program.

Site access will be controlled with all visitors
required to sign in and complete a safety briefing.
All visitors will be escorted by a contractor(s)
representative and access will be restricted to
authorized personnel during high earth-moving
activity.

4. Improve medical surveillance for employees:

Employees should have prompt access to medical
care, including suspected work-related illnesses
and injuries.

The site-specific Health and Safety Plan and Injury
I1Iness Prevention Program will be used to
communicate reporting, first aid and medical

\Work with a medical professional to develop a
protocol to medically evaluate employees who
have symptoms of Valley fever.

treatment protocols. The contractor(s) will post local
clinic listings, including phone number, address, and
maps onsite for worker access. Relevant health and




Requested ‘Mitigation Measure’ Project Best Management Practice

Consider preferentially contracting with 1-2 safety information, including these resources, will be
clinics in the area and communicating with the  [reviewed in weekly safety briefings in compliance
health care providers in those clinics to ensure thatwith CCR Title 8, §3203. Injury and IlIiness
providers are aware that Valley fever has been Prevention Program.

reported in the area. This will increase the
likelihood that ill workers will receive prompt, Respiratory protection will be provided in

proper and consistent medical care. accordance with CCR Title 8, 85144, Respiratory
Protection.

If a Valley fever diagnosis is identified by a medical
office, a medical release will be required prior to
returning to the jobsite to ensure worker safety.

Respirator clearance should include medical
evaluation for all new employees, annual re-
evaluation for changes in medical status, annual
training, and fit-testing.

Skin testing is not recommended for evaluation of
\Valley Fever.

If an employee is diagnosed with Valley fever, a
physician must determine if the employee should
be taken off work, when they may return to work,
and what type of work activities they may
perform.

Implementing these best management practices as part of continued compliance with SIVAPCD,
Cal/OSHA, and the CDPH standards, requirements and recommendations, serve to ensure that the Project
will not result in any significant environmental impacts related to Valley Fever. See Response N-9, above,
for further detail.

Response N-11: See Response N-5 regarding the emissions associated with backup generators and fire
pumps during Project operation.

Response N-12: This comment includes conclusion statements to the comment letter. As stated previously,
and as demonstrated throughout these responses and in the Final EIR itself, the record is replete with
substantial evidence supporting all of the methodologies used, thresholds of significance identified, impact
analyses performed and conclusions made in the EIR regarding the proposed project’s potential
environmental impacts. Further, nothing provided in the responses to the timely comments provided on the
Draft EIR and on the Recirculated Draft EIR nor in the responses here to these late comments amount to
significant new information requiring recirculation of the EIR for additional public review and comment
because nothing in the responses demonstrates that a new or more severe significant impact exists or has
come to light that has not already been identified and adequately addressed. Indeed, these and all of the
other responses to comments on the EIR merely clarify and amplify the information and impact analyses in
the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response N-13: See Response N-7 regarding the data sources and methodology informing and
underpinning the Project VMT estimate. The 2.17 daily trip rate is a rate derived and developed for air
quality and GHG analyses and does not pertain to the Project VMT analysis in the Transportation section
of the EIR. As discussed in greater detail in Response N-7, Project VMT was estimated using the City's
VMT Calculator tool, which was developed using data and information available from the Tri-County
Travel Demand Model. The 2.17 daily trip rate is provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR)
Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Appendices. As also discussed in Response N-17,



the 0.38 daily trip rate was provided for informational purposes in the DEIR and was not used for any
Project analyses.

With respect to achieving up to a 15% reduction in Project VMT through TDM measures, according to the
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA (April 2018),2 “Achieving 15 percent lower per capita (residential) or per employee
(office) VMT than existing development is both generally achievable and is supported by evidence that
connects this level of reduction to the State’s emissions goals.”

The Trip Reduction Programs subsector VMT reduction measures in the CAPCOA Handbook (August
2021)° were considered for the proposed Project.

The Trip Reduction Programs subcategory in the CAPCOA Handbook includes Measures T-4 through T-
12. The employee commute VMT reduction from the combined implementation of all measures within this
subsector is capped at 45 percent.

As noted in Response N-7, with respect to the commenter’s claim that the CAPCOA Handbook states that
a 45% Commute Trip reduction is the maximum possible, the CAPCOA Handbook also states that per
Chart 6-2 of the CAPCOA Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (August 2010), a global
maximum reduction for a suburban area can be 15%. The Project site is located in a suburban area.

The TDM Program for the proposed Project recommends TDM measures that would individually reduce
the Project’s VMT and trips with the goal of obtaining a feasible maximum of 15%VMT reduction. Table
3.13-2 of the Draft EIR (reproduced below) lists the TDM measures that could partially mitigate the
Project’s VMT impact. The table also includes a column for those 11 TDM measures that have been deemed
feasible to employ. It is noted that not all of the TDM measures listed in the table have been deemed feasible
for the proposed Project. All feasible TDM measures have been identified to mitigate the VMT impact to
the extent feasible. These mitigation measures could result in as much as a 12% reduction in VMT.

To further reduce the Project impact due to VMT, if an adopted VMT impact fee is available at the time of
Project approval, the applicant will be required to pay such a fee in the amount that would achieve a full
15% VMT reduction in accordance with the City’s calculation of the VMT reduction due to the Project
TDM measures. If an adopted fee is not available at that time, the applicant will be required to make a
contribution to the City in the amount of such a fee to reach the full 15% VMT reduction, thereby
contributing toward VMT-reducing transportation improvements in the City, such as transit service
improvements, and further reducing the impact of the Project above and beyond employing all feasible
TDM measures.

8 Available at: https:/Ici.ca.gov/docs/20180416-743_Technical _Advisory 4.16.18.pdf

® Available at:
https://www.airquality.org/ClimateChange/Documents/Handbook%20Public%20Draft_2021-
Aug.pdf



TABLE 3.13-2: TDM MEASURES

Program

MEASURES
DETERMINED VMT
Ly DESCRIPTION Max. VMT TOBE REDUCTION
MEASURE REDUCTION FEASIBLE BY
APPLIED
THE
APPLICANT
PARKING STRATEGIES
Reduce Reduce the number of available parking spots provided to
Parking employees. 1% X 1%
Supply
Unbundle Remove free parking at the site, and charge employees
Parking for parking. The higher the cost of parking, the higher the 1% 0%
reduction.
Parking Cash-| Provide employees a choice of forgoing current parking
out for a cash payment to be determined by the employer. 206 0%
The higher the cash payment and eligible employees, the
higher the reduction.
PARKING STRATEGIES
Transit Stops | Coordinate with local transit agency to provide bus stop
near the site. Real time transportation information 14
. . . () 0%
displays support on-the-go decision making to support
sustainable trip making.
Implement Implement project-operated or project-sponsored
Neighbor- neighborhood shuttle serving residents, employees, and 2% 0%
hood Shuttle | visitors of the project site.
Transit Involves the subsidization of transit fare for residents and
Subsidies employees of the project site. This strategy assumes
transit service is already present in the project area. 2% 0%
Pays for employees to use local transit. This could either
be a discounted ticket or a full-reimbursed transit ticket.
COMMUNICATION & INFORMATION STRATEGIES
Travel Involves the development of a travel behavior change
Behavior program that targets individuals’ attitudes, goals, and
Change travel behaviors, educating participants on the impacts of
Program their travel choices and the opportunities to alter their
habits. Provide a website that allows employees to
: . 1% X 1%
research other modes of transportation for commuting.
Employee-focused travel behavior change programs
target individuals’ attitudes, goals, and travel behaviors,
educating participants on the impacts of their travel
choices and the opportunities to alter their habits.
Promotions & | Involves the use of marketing and promotional tools to
Marketing educate and inform travelers about site-specific
transportation options and the effects of their travel
choices with passive educational and promotional 1% X 1%
materials. Marketing and public information campaign to
promote awareness of TDM program with an on-site
coordinator to monitor program.
COMMUTING STRATEGIES
Employer Implementation of employer-sponsored employee
Sponsored vanpool or shuttle providing new opportunities for access 204
() 0%
Vanpool or to connect
Shuttle employees to the project site.
Emergency Provides an occasional subsidized ride to commuters who
Ride Home use alternative modes. Guaranteed ride home for people if 1% X 1%
(ERH) they need to go home in the middle of the day due to an




MEASURES

DETERMINED VMT
TDM Max. VMT TO BE
DESCRIPTION REDUCTION
MEASURE REDUCTION | FEASIBLE BY
APPLIED
THE
APPLICANT

emergency or stay late and need a ride at a time when

transit service is not available.
Tele- Four-Ten work schedule results in 20% weekly VMT
commuting reduction, 10% trip reduction equals 15% VMT
Alternative reduction. 7% 0%
work
schedule
On-site Provides on-site childcare to remove the need to drive a 1% 0%
Childcare child to daycare at a separate location.
SHARED MOBILITY STRATEGIES
Ride Share Increases vehicle occupancy by providing ride-share
Program matching services, designating preferred parking for ride-

share participants, designing adequate passenger

loading/unloading and waiting areas for ride-share 2% X 2%

vehicles, and providing a website or message board to

connect riders and coordinate rides. Need a point person

from the business on-site.
Employee/ Implement car sharing to allow people to have on-
Employer Car| demand access to a vehicle, as-needed. This may include
Share providing membership to an existing program located

within 1/4 mile, contracting with a third-party vendor to 1% 0%

extend membership-based service to an area, or

implementing a project-specific fleet that supports the

residents and employees on -site.
Designated Implement car sharing to allow people to have on-
Parking demand access to a vehicle, as-needed. This may include
Spaces for Car| providing membership to an existing program located
Share within 1/4 mile, contracting with a third-party vendor to 1% X 1%
Vehicles extend membership-based service to an area, or

implementing a project-specific fleet that supports the

residents and employees on -site.
BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE STRATEGIES
Bike Share Participate in a bike share program/On site bike share 1% 0%
Program program.
Implement/ Implements or provides funding for improvements to
Improve On- | corridors and crossings for bike networks identified 1% 0%
street Bicycle | within a one-half mile buffer area of the project
Facility boundary, to support safe and comfortable bicycle travel.
Include Bike | Implements short and long-term bicycle parking to
Parking Per | support safe and comfortable bicycle travel by providing 1% X 1%
City Code parking facilities at destinations.
Include Implements additional end-of-trip bicycle facilities to
I§<ecu_re Bike | support safe and comfortable bicycle travel. 1% X 1%

arking and

Showers
Bicycle On-site bicycle repair tools and space to use them
Rep_aur supports on-going use of bicycles for transportation. 1% X 1%
Station/
Services
NEIGHBORHOOD ENHANCEMENT STRATEGIES
Traffic Implement traffic calming improvements on streets and 1% 0%

Calming

intersections throughout and around the project site.




MEASURES
DETERMINED VMT
TDM Max. VMT TO BE
DESCRIPTION REDUCTION
MEASURE REDUCTION | FEASIBLE BY
APPLIED
THE
APPLICANT
Improve-
ments
Pedestrian Implement pedestrian network improvements throughout
Network and around the project site that encourages people to 206 X 206
Improve- walk.
ments
MISCELLANEOUS STRATEGIES
Virtual Care | Implement options for virtual care for health services for
Strategies hospitals. 2% 0%
for Hospitals
On-Site Provide a percentage of on-site affordable housing for
Affordable employees that is less than 100%. 1% 0%
Housing
Job Creation | Provide offices or other job creation land use. Applies to
Land Use housing projects. 3% 0%
(e.g. Office)
Provide On- | Provide on-site meal options for employees (e.g., micro - X 0%
Site Meals market vending machines or food trucks)
TOTAL VMT REDUCTION APPLIED 12%

SOURCE: KIMLEY HORN, 2022.

Response N-14: This comment includes introductory statements to Exhibit B of the comment letter. No
further response is warranted.

Response N-15: The Project would be conditioned to preclude cold uses, and cold storage uses are not
proposed by the Project.

Response N-16: See Response N-8 regarding air-quality related mitigation measures. No further response
to this comment is warranted.

Response N-17: See Response N-5 regarding stationary source emissions. No further response to this
comment is warranted.

Response N-18: See Response N-6 regarding the battery energy storage system proposed by the applicant
and required by Mitigation Measure 3.3-4.

Response N-19: See Response N-8 regarding air-quality related mitigation measures regarding the model
year of trucks. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response N-20: See Response N-9 and N-10 that addresses the various issues stated in this comment. The
comment letter submitted to the City from Michelle Campbell, an expert Certified Industrial Hygienist at
Ramboll, addresses the suggestion for sampling, which identifies the lack of reliable regulatory approved
methods for sampling and work-site characterization. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response N-21: This comment includes conclusion statements to Exhibit B of the comment letter. See
Responses N-15 through N-20.
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Tracy Costco Depot Transportation Study (2017) Appendices
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