Michael Baker We Make a Difference

INTERNATIONAL

CEQA Class 32
Categorical Exemption Memorandum

To: Mr. Mel Lee, AICP, City of Costa Mesa

From: Kristen Bogue, Michael Baker International

Date: October 21, 2020

Subject: No. 1 Collision Project — CEQA Class 32 Categorical Exemption Memorandum

This memorandum serves as the technical documentation of an environmental analysis
performed by Michael Baker International (Michael Baker) for the No. 1 Collision Project (project),
located in the City of Costa Mesa. The intent of the analysis is to document whether the project
is eligible for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption (CE) under California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15332. This memorandum provides an introduction, project
description, and evaluation of the project’s consistency with the requirements for a Class 32 CE.
The project is also evaluated based on exceptions to categorical exemptions per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 states that a Class 32 CE is allowed when:

a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable
general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than
five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic,
noise, air quality, or water quality.

e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 lists the following exceptions to categorical
exemptions:

a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project
is to be located — a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore,
these classes are considered to apply all instances, except where the project may
impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where
designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state,
or local agencies.

b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over
time is significant.
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c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there
is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances.

d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may
result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially
designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to improvements which
are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5
of the Government Code.

f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Costa Mesa (City) encompasses approximately 16 square miles and is located in the
western portion of Orange County; refer to Exhibit 1, Regional Vicinity. Surrounding jurisdictions
include Santa Ana to the north, Irvine and Newport Beach to the east, Newport Beach to the
south, and Huntington Beach and Fountain Valley to the west.

The proposed No. 1 Collision facility (the project) is located at 2750 and 2770 Bristol Street in the
northeastern portion of the City. As shown on Exhibit 2, Site Vicinity, the site is generally bound
by a vacant disturbed land to the north, State Route 73 (SR-73) to the east, commercial uses
across Bristol Street to the west, and a dog daycare to the south. Regional access to the site is
provided via SR-73, State Route 55 (SR-55), and Interstate 405 (I-405). Local access to the site
is provided via Bristol Street.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The approximate 1.5-acre project site was formerly used as a car wash and oil change facility,
and, prior to this, a gasoline service station. Currently, the car wash and oil change facility are no
longer in use. Existing on-site structures include two single-story masonry buildings (totaling
approximately 12,122 square feet). Historically, the site was used as a gasoline service station.
The four former underground storage tanks (USTs) and associated fuel islands have been
removed from the site. The site is designated General Commercial with a 0.20 to 0.75 allowed
floor-area ratio (FAR), and zoned Local Business District (C1).":2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes the demolition of the existing carwash facility and construction of a 37,485-
square foot luxury high-end collision repair center within a single two-story building; refer to Exhibit
3, Site Plan. The ground floor encompasses 31,498 square feet and would include a waiting area,
offices, body shop areas, detail shop areas, holding bays, mechanical bays, wash bays,

' City of Costa Mesa, 2015-2035 General Plan Figure LU-3 Land Use Policy Map, June 2016,
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showdocument?id=34712, accessed July 14, 2020.

2 City of Costa Mesa, City of Costa Mesa Zoning Map, November 1, 2016,
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showdocument?id=7259, accessed July 14, 2020.
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parts/tools/equipment storage, as well as drive aisle. The second floor encompasses 5,987
square feet, including an employee board and training room, offices, employee lunchroom and
locker room, and parts storage. The roof would be utilized for employee parking and temporary
vehicle storage. For the purposes of FAR considerations, the project proposes a total of
approximately 37,485 square feet of gross floor area.?

The proposed building would be up to 29 feet in height and would include the following setbacks:
25-foot front yard setback, 26.6-foot side yard setback to the north, 30-foot side yard setback to
the south, and 20-foot rear yard setback.

Parking

As shown on Exhibit 3, the project proposes a total of 86 parking spaces on-site, including 38
standard size parking spaces, 48 temporary vehicle storage spaces, and five bicycle parking
spaces. Available surface parking would be accommodated along Bristol Street and the northern
portion of the project site, which would include 15 customer parking spaces and four temporary
storage spaces (toward the rear of the property). Rooftop parking would accommodate 23
employee parking spaces and 44 temporary vehicle storage spaces. Rooftop employee parking
would be segregated from temporary vehicle storage spaces.

Landscaping

Approximately 2,411 square feet of ornamental landscaping is proposed at the project frontage
along Bristol Street and smaller landscaped areas along the project site perimeter. The project
also proposes gating with knox box access to allow employees after-hours access.

Operations

The project proposes the operation of a luxury brand collision center specializing in European
engineered automobiles, such as Mercedes Benz, BMW, Land Rover, and Audi. Proposed
automobile services include body repair, service repair, detailing, and carwash services. The
facility anticipates generating approximately 8 to 12 customers a day. Services would be
accommodated by appointment only. The business would employ a maximum of 23 persons.

Regular business hours would be from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. However,
after-hours access would be accommodated for employees, as needed. The project does not
propose after-hours work/operations.

CONSTRUCTION

Demolition and construction activities are anticipated to occur over a period of 12 months,
beginning March 2021 through February 2022. Demolition is anticipated to take approximately
four weeks, grading would take approximately three weeks, building construction would take

3 Gross floor area is defined as the total building area of all floors within the walls of all structures except

elevator and other vertical shafts (including stairwells) and elevator equipment areas. Parking structures are not
considered building area for the purposes of calculating allowable floor area ratios. The service drive is counted as
gross floor area.
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approximately ten months, and painting would take approximately one month. Approximately 600
cubic yards of soil import would be required.

DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS

The proposed collision repair center would be consistent with the site’s C1 zoning; however, the
project would require Development Review for the proposed building, a Minor Conditional Use
Permit to accommodate the proposed parking, and a Lot Line Adjustment. Project approval would
be determined by the City’s Zoning Administrator.

CLASS 32 EXEMPTION CRITERIA ANALYSIS

Criterion (a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and
all applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning
designation and regulations.

General Plan Consistency

Based on the City of Costa Mesa’s 20715-2035 General Plan (General Plan), the project site is
designated General Commercial. Attachment A, Land Use Consistency Table evaluates the
project’s consistency with applicable General Plan land use policies. As detailed, the project
would be consistent with applicable General Plan land use policies.

Zoning Consistency

The City of Costa Mesa Zoning Map zones the project site as Local Business District (C1).
Pursuant to the Costa Mesa Municipal Code (Municipal Code), the C1 zoning district is intended
to meet the local business needs of the community by providing a wide range of goods and
services in a variety of locations throughout the city. C1 development standards are aimed
at reducing impacts on surrounding properties, especially in areas near residential uses.
Municipal Code Table 13-44, Commercial Property Development Standards, details the following
development standards specific to C1 districts that are applicable to the proposed project.*

Floor Area Ratio. The General Commercial designation allows a minimum 0.20 FAR and
maximum 0.75 FAR. The project involves constructing an approximately 37,485 square-foot
(gross floor area) two-story collision repair center on an approximately 65,514-square foot site,
which equates to a 0.57 FAR. Thus, the project would be consistent with the FAR requirements
for the General Commercial designation.

Setbacks. Development in C1 zones are required to have a front yard setback of 20 feet, and
side yard setbacks of 15 feet on one side and zero on the other except if the side property line is
adjacent to a residential zone, which would require a side setback from the residential property
line of two times the proposed building height at all locations. Additionally, no rear yard setbacks
are required in C1 zones except if the rear property line is adjacent to a residential zone, which

4 City of Costa Mesa, Commercial Development Standards, June 20, 2012,
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showdocument?id=8425, accessed July 28, 2020.



Mr. Lee We Make a Difference
October 21, 2020

Page 5

would also require a rear setback from the residential property line of two times the proposed
building height at all locations, similar to the side setback requirements.

As discussed, the project proposes a 25-foot front yard setback along Bristol Street, 26.6-foot
side yard setback to the north, 30-foot side yard setback to the south, and 20-foot rear yard
setback. The front yard setback would include a landscaped planter area, parking spaces, and
bicycle parking spaces, and the north side yard setback would include ornamental trees and
parking spaces. The project is not adjacent to a residential zone. As such, the project would
comply with required front, side, and rear yard setback requirements.

Building Height. The maximum building heightin C1 zones is 30 feet (two stories). The proposed
storage buildings would have a height of 29 feet and, thus, would be consistent with the allowed
building height.

Parking Requirements. Pursuant to the Municipal Code Table 13-89, Non-Residential Parking
Standards, retail uses are required to provide four parking space per 1,000 square feet of gross
floor area with a minimum of 6 spaces. As such, the project would be required to provide a
minimum of 130 parking spaces.

As shown on Exhibit 3, the project proposes a total of 86 parking spaces on-site, including 38
standard size parking spaces and 48 temporary vehicle storage spaces, in addition to providing
five bicycle parking spaces. Available surface parking would be accommodated along Bristol
Street and the northern portion of the project site, which would include 15 customer parking
spaces and four temporary storage spaces (toward the rear side of the property). Rooftop parking
would accommodate 23 employee parking spaces and 44 temporary vehicle storage spaces.
Rooftop employee parking would be segregated from temporary vehicle storage spaces.
Therefore, the project would require approval by the City’s Zoning Administrator under the
proposed Minor Conditional Use Permit. Upon approval of the Minor Conditional Use Permit, the
project would provide adequate parking spaces.

As analyzed, the project would be consistent with the General Commercial designation, applicable
General Plan land use policies, and C1 zone development standards. Thus, the project would
meet Criterion (a) requirements.

Criterion (b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no
more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

The project site is approximately 65,514 square feet, or 1.5 acres, and is located within the City
of Costa Mesa. The site is surrounded by disturbed, vacant land to the north, transportation uses
(SR-73) to the east, commercial uses to the west, and a dog daycare to the south. As such, the
project would meet Criterion (b) requirements.

Criterion (c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened
species.

As stated, the project site is in an urbanized area of Costa Mesa and is surrounded by
transportation and commercial uses. The project site was formerly used as a carwash and oll
change facility and is mostly paved, with ornamental trees along the site perimeter. Given the
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highly disturbed nature of the project site, the site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or
threatened species. Thus, the proposed project would meet Criterion (c) requirements.

Criterion (d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to
traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.

Traffic

In September 2013, Senate Bill 743 became effective, which identifies vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) as the most appropriate CEQA transportation metric for the purposes of CEQA. The
Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) published the Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory), dated December 2018, to
provide advice and recommendations, which agencies and other entities may use at their
discretion. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(3), the Technical Advisory identifies
screening thresholds that may be utilized by lead agencies to screen out VMT impacts using
project size, maps, transit availability, and provision of affordable housing.

This analysis is based on the Collision 1 Trip Generation and VMT Memorandum (Trip Generation
and VMT Memo), prepared by the City’s Department of Public Services/Transportation Services
Division, dated September 23, 2020; refer to Attachment B, Trip Generation and VMT
Memorandum). The Trip Generation and VMT Memo utilizes the Technical Advisory guidance
and evaluates the project’'s potential VMT impacts based on the following VMT screening
threshold.

Screening Criteria 1: Project Size

Land use projects that generate less than 110 daily trips and local-serving retail projects, defined
as commercial projects with local-serving retail uses less than 50,000 square feet (i.e. not larger
regional-serving uses, such as Costco and Walmart), are presumed to have less than significant
VMT impacts absent substantial evidence to the contrary. Therefore, these projects are screened
out from completing a VMT analysis based on project size.

According to the Trip Generation and VMT Memo, the project site is considered a “Very Low
Traffic Use” of less than three (3) daily trips per 1,000 square feet, based on the project’s FAR of
0.57. As such, the project is forecast to generate approximately 94 daily trips. Thus, the project
is presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact, as the proposed commercial project
would generate less than 110 daily trips and would be a local-serving retail project (less than
50,000 square feet), and is screened out from further VMT analysis. Impact in this regard are
less than significant.

Noise
The analysis below is based on Michael Baker's No. 1 Collision Project Noise Technical

Memorandum (Noise Memorandum), dated October 8, 2020; refer to Attachment C, Noise
Memorandum).
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Short-Term Construction Impacts

Construction activities generally are temporary and have a short duration, resulting in periodic
increases in the ambient noise environment. Ground-borne noise and other types of construction-
related noise impacts would typically occur during the clearing and site grading phases.
Generally, these phases have the shortest duration of all construction phases. High ground borne
noise levels and other miscellaneous noise levels can be created during this phase due to the
operation of graders, tractors, and backhoes.

The nearest sensitive receptors are residential uses (i.e. Bristol Bay Apartments) approximately
315 feet to the northwest of the project site across Bristol Street. At this distance, construction
noise levels could range between approximately 61 dBA and 74 dBA; refer to Noise Memorandum
Table 4, Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Construction Equipment. Although sensitive
receptors may be exposed to increased noise levels during project construction, Municipal Code
Section 13-279 permits construction activities between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday. Construction activities are not allowed on
Sundays or Federal holidays. In addition, construction equipment would be used throughout the
project site and would not be concentrated at the point closest to the sensitive receptors. Traffic
noise along Bristol Street would also mask the construction noise. As such, construction noise
impacts would be less than significant.

Long-Term Operational Impacts

Mobile Noise

As detailed in Attachment C, the project proposes to develop a luxury high-end collision repair
center and would result in approximately 94 daily trips based on the Trip Generation and VMT
Memo. According to the Costa Mesa General Plan Update Traffic Analysis (February 2016)2,
Bristol Street south of Bear Street (the nearest roadway segment to the project site) experiences
approximately 26,000 average daily traffic (ADT). A doubling in roadway traffic volumes is
required to generate any noticeable increase in roadway noise levels.® As such, the project’'s 94
daily trips would result in a negligible increase in daily traffic compared to existing conditions,
which would not materially affect roadway noise levels within or surrounding the project area. As
such, project operational noise would not introduce an intrusive noise source compared to existing
conditions. Therefore, noise associated with operational impacts would be less than significant.

Mechanical Noise

The mechanical noise from the project would result from the use of vacuum stations and air
compressors associated with the project’s auto repair services as well as mechanical equipment
(i.e., from heating, ventilation and air conditioning [HVAC] units) for the proposed building. The
project would perform all auto repair work inside the new building. Therefore, noise generated

5  City of Costa Mesa, Environmental Impact Report for the 2015-2035 Costa Mesa General Plan, Appendix
C — Traffic Study, https://lwww.costamesaca.gov/city-hall/city-departments/development-services/planning/general-
plan/2015-2035-general-plan-eir, accessed September 23, 2020.

6 It takes a doubling of traffic in order to create a noticeable increase in traffic noise (i.e. 3 dB) per the
California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol,
September 2013.
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from vacuum stations and air compressors would be inaudible at off-site sensitive receptors.
Typically, HVAC noise is 55 dBA at 50 feet from the source. The project would site HVAC units
on eastern side of the rooftop of the building, which would be approximately 555 feet from the
nearest sensitive receptors to the northwest of project site. At this distance, HVAC noise would
be reduced to 34 dBA and would not exceed the City’s most stringent exterior noise standard (50
dBA between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) or interior noise standard (45 dBA between
the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.)” per Municipal Code Section 13-280. Thus, the proposed
project would not result in noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from on-site mechanical
equipment (HVAC units). Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Parking Lot Noise

The project would include a total of 86 parking spaces on-site, including 38 standard size parking
spaces and 48 temporary vehicle storage spaces. Surface parking spaces would be
accommodated along Bristol Street and the northern portion of the project site, including 15
customer parking spaces and four temporary storage spaces. Rooftop parking would
accommodate 23 employee parking spaces and 44 temporary vehicle storage spaces.

Noise associated with parking lots is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community noise
standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale such as the Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) scale. However, the instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door
slamming, engine starting up, and car pass-bys may be an annoyance to adjacent noise-sensitive
receptors. Estimates of the maximum noise levels associated with some parking lot activities are
presented in Noise Memorandum Table 5, Typical Noise Levels Generated by Parking Lots. As
shown in Noise Memorandum Table 5, parking lot activities can result in noise levels up to 61
dBA at a distance of 50 feet. It is noted that parking lot noise are instantaneous noise levels
compared to noise standards in the CNEL scale, which are averaged over time. As a result,
actual noise levels over time resulting from parking lot activities would be far lower than what is
identified in Noise Memorandum Table 5. The closest parking spaces would be located
approximately 345 feet from the nearest sensitive receptors to the northwest of the project site.
At this distance, parking lot noise would be reduced to 36 dBA and would not exceed the City’s
most stringent exterior noise standard (50 dBA between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.)
or interior noise standard (45 dBA between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) per Municipal
Code Section 13-280. Therefore, parking lot noise associated with the project is not expected to
exceed the City’s noise standards and the impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Ground borne Vibration Impacts

Construction Vibration Impacts

Project construction can generate varying degrees of ground borne vibration, depending on the
construction procedure and the construction equipment used. The Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) has published standard vibration velocities for construction equipment operations. In

7 Assuming a 20-dBA outdoor-indoor noise attenuation rate per the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, The Noise Guidebook, page 14, March 2009.
8 Ibid.
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general, the FTA architectural damage criterion for continuous vibrations (i.e., 0.20 inch/second)
appears to be conservative.

Ground borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. As indicated in Noise Memorandum
Table 6, Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment, based on the FTA data, vibration
velocities from typical heavy construction equipment operations that would be used during project
construction range from 0.003 to 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet from the source of activity. The
nearest structure is a commercial building located approximately 30 feet to the south of the project
site. At the distance of 30 feet, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction equipment
operations would range from 0.002 to 0.160 in/sec PPV. Therefore, construction activities would
not be capable of exceeding the 0.2 in/sec PPV significance threshold for vibration and a less
than significant impact would occur in this regard.

Operational Vibration Impacts

The proposed collision repair center would not involve activities, such as rail traffic or heavy truck
operations, that could result in significant ground-borne vibration during operations. Therefore,
operations of the proposed project would not result in significant vibration impacts at surrounding
uses. A less than significant impact would occur is this regard.

Airport Noise Impacts

The nearest airport to the project site is the John Wayne Airport, located approximately four miles
to the northeast of the project site at 18601 Airport Way, Santa Ana, CA 92707. According to the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for Orange County’s Airport Environs Land Use Plan for
John Wayne Airport (AELUP for John Wayne Airport), the project is located within John Wayne
Airport’s planning area and thus, would be subject to be referred to the ALUC for review, if
necessary.® Concerning noise-related impact, however, the project site is located outside of the
John Wayne Airport 65 dBA noise contour. Further, the proposed 29-foot commercial building
would conform to noise, safety, and height restriction standards set forth by the ALUC and as
outlined in Section 2.0, Planning Guidelines, and Section 3.0, Land Use Policies, of the AELUP
for John Wayne Airport. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Air Quality
The analysis below is based on Michael Baker's No. 1 Collision Project — Air Quality Technical

Memorandum (Air Quality Memorandum), dated October 8, 2020; refer to Attachment D, Air
Quality Memorandum).

Air Quality Plan Consistency

The City is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is under the South Coast Air
Quality Management District's (SCAQMD) jurisdiction. On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD

9 Airport Land Use Commission, Airport Environs Land Use Plan for John Wayne Airport, amended April
17, 2008.

10 John Wayne Airport, John Wayne Airport 2019 Annual 60-75 (5 dB intervals) CNEL Noise Contours,
https://lwww.ocair.com/reportspublications/AccessNoise/noiseabatementquarterly/2019/na2019-q4.pdf, accessed
September 2, 2020.
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Governing Board adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin
(2016 AQMP). The 2016 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technical information and
planning assumptions, including the latest applicable growth assumptions, updated emission
inventory methodologies for various source categories. Additionally, the 2016 AQMP utilized
information and data from the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) and its
2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS).
While SCAG has recently adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal), SCAQMD has not
released an updated AQMP. As such, this consistency analysis is based off the 2016 AQMP and
the RTP/SCS that was adopted at the time, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. The SCAQMD considers
projects that are consistent with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the Basin into attainment
for all criteria pollutants, to also have less than significant cumulative impacts.

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined by several indicators. As detailed
in Attachment D, the project’s short-term construction, long-term operational, and localized air
emissions for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrous oxides (NOx), and particulate matter (PM4, and
PM2.5) would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project would not result
in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to
new air quality violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim
emissions reductions specified in the 2016 AQMP.

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan designation and development density
planned for the project site. Furthermore, with approval of a Minor Conditional Use Permit to
accommodate the proposed parking, the proposed project would also be consistent with the
zoning for the project site. The project does not include the removal or addition of residences and
population forecasts would not be altered by the project. Therefore, the project would not exceed
the population or job growth projections used by the SCAQMD to develop the 2016 AQMP.
Overall, project construction and operations would not require mitigation related to air quality
emissions and would be consistent with SCAQMD and SCAG’s goals and policies and is
considered consistent with the 2016 AQMP.

Short-Term Construction Impacts

The project involves construction activities associated with demolition, grading, building
construction, paving, and architectural coating applications. The project would be constructed
over approximately 12 months, beginning in March 2021. Grading activities would require
approximately 600 cubic yards of soil import. In accordance with the SCAQMD Guidelines, the
California Emissions Estimator Model version 2016.3.2 (CalEEMod) was utilized to model
construction emissions for reactive organic gas (ROG), NOx, CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), PM1o, and
PMas. As indicated in Air Quality Memorandum Table 3, Short-Term Construction Emissions, the
project’s total construction emissions for all criteria pollutants would be below the SCAQMD
significance thresholds, including those currently designated as nonattainment in the Basin
(PM2s, PM1o, and ozone [O3] precursors [NOx and ROG]). Thus, total construction related air
emissions would be less than significant.

Long-Term Operational Impacts

Long-term project operations would generate mobile, area, and energy source emissions.
Project-generated vehicle emissions were estimated using CalEEMod as well as the California
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Air Resources Board (CARB) EMission FACtor Model 2017 (EMFAC2017). Based on the Trip
Generation and VMT Memo, the proposed project would generate approximately 94 daily vehicle
trips. Area source emissions would be generated from consumer products, architectural coating,
hearths, and landscaping, and energy source emissions would be generated as a result of
electricity and natural gas usage associated with the project. As indicated in Air Quality
Memorandum Table 4, Long-Term Operational Air Emissions, the project’s long-term operational
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria pollutants, including those
currently designated as nonattainment in the Basin (PMzs, PM1o, and O3 precursors [NOx and
ROG]). Thus, long-term operational air quality impacts would be less than significant in this
regard.

Air Quality Health Impacts

Adverse health effects induced by criteria pollutant emissions are highly dependent on a multitude
of interconnected variables (e.g., cumulative concentrations, local meteorology and atmospheric
conditions, and the number and character of exposed individual [e.g., age, gender]). In particular,
Os precursors, VOCs and NOx, affect air quality on a regional scale. Health effects related to O3
are therefore the product of emissions generated by numerous sources throughout a region.

As noted in the Brief of Amicus Curiae by the SCAQMD (April 6, 2015) for the Sierra Club vs.
County of Fresno'’, the SCAQMD acknowledged it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible
to quantify health impacts of criteria pollutants for various reasons including modeling limitations
as well as where in the atmosphere air pollutants interact and form. Further, as noted in the Brief
of Amicus Curiae by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) (April 13,
2015) for the Sierra Club vs. County of Fresno'?, SIVAPCD acknowledged that currently available
modeling tools are not equipped to provide a meaningful analysis of the correlation between an
individual development project’s air emissions and specific human health impacts.

As such, the SCAQMD concludes that it is not currently possible to accurately quantify Os-related
health impacts caused by NOx or VOC emissions from relatively small projects (defined as
projects with regional scope) due to photochemistry and regional model limitations. Thus, as the
project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for construction and operational air emissions, the
project would have a less than significant impact for air quality health impacts.

Sensitive Receptors

The nearest sensitive receptors are residential uses (i.e. Bristol Bay Apartments) located
approximately 315 feet to the northwest of the project site across Bristol Street. In order to identify
impacts to sensitive receptors, the SCAQMD recommends addressing localized significance
thresholds for construction and operations impacts (stationary sources only).

" South Coast Air Quality Management District, Application of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus Curiae. In the Supreme
Court of California. Sierra Club, Revive the San Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno,
2014.

2 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Application for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae Brief
of San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno
and Real Party In Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club, Revive
the San Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2014.
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Construction Localized Significance Thresholds

Air Quality Memorandum Table 5, Localized Significance of Construction Emissions, shows the
localized construction-related emissions for NOx, CO, PM+o, and PM2s compared to the localized
significance thresholds (LST) for Source Receptor Area (SRA) 18, North Coastal Orange County.
As shown, the project’s localized construction emissions would not exceed the LSTs for SRA 18.
Therefore, localized significance impacts from construction would be less than significant.

Operational Localized Significance Thresholds

According to the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (dated June
2003 [revised 2008]), LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a proposed project if the
project includes stationary sources or attracts mobile sources that may spend extended periods
queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse or transfer facilities). The proposed project does
not include such uses. Thus, due to the lack of such emissions, no long-term localized
significance threshold analysis is necessary. Operational LST impacts would be less than
significant in this regard.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

CO emissions are a function of vehicle idling time, meteorological conditions, and traffic flow.
Under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested roadway
or intersection may reach unhealthful levels (i.e., adversely affecting residents, school children,
hospital patients, the elderly, etc.). The Basin is designated as an attainment/maintenance area
for the Federal CO standards and an attainment area for State standards. In 2007, the Basin was
re-designated as attainment and CO is no longer addressed in the SCAQMD’s AQMP. The Basin
is designated as an attainment/maintenance area for the Federal CO standards.

A detailed CO analysis was conducted in the Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (CO
Plan) for the SCAQMD’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan, which is the most recent AQMP that
addresses CO concentrations. The locations selected for microscale modeling in the CO Plan
are worst-case intersections in the Basin and would likely experience the highest CO
concentrations. Thus, CO analysis within the CO Plan is utilized in a comparison to the proposed
project, since it represents a worst-case scenario with heavy traffic volumes within the Basin.

Of these locations, the Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection in Los Angeles County
experienced the highest CO concentration (4.6 parts per million [ppm]), which is well below the
35-ppm 1-hr CO Federal standard. The Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection is one
of the most congested intersections in Southern California with an ADT volume of approximately
100,000 vehicles per day. As the CO hotspots were not experienced at the Wilshire
Boulevard/Veteran Avenue intersection, it can be reasonably inferred that CO hotspots would not
be experienced at any intersections within the City near the project site due to the comparatively
low volume of traffic (a maximum of 94 average daily trips) that would occur as a result of project
implementation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
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Odors

California Health & Safety Code, Division 26, Part 4, Chapter 3, Section 41700 prohibit the
emission of any material which causes nuisance to a considerable number of persons or
endangers the comfort, health, or safety of the public. Projects required to obtain permits from
SCAQMD, typically industrial and some commercial projects, are evaluated by SCAQMD staff for
potential odor nuisance and conditions may be applied (or control equipment required) where
necessary to prevent occurrence of public nuisance. The proposed project would not require
such a permit from SCAQMD.

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor
complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The
proposed project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with
odors. Construction activities associated with the project may generate detectable odors from
heavy-duty equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. However, construction-related odors
would be short-term in nature and cease upon project completion. In addition, the project would
be required to comply with the California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2449(d)(3) and
2485, which minimizes the idling time of construction equipment either by shutting it off when not
in use or by reducing the time of idling to no more than five minutes. This would further reduce
the detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment exhaust. The project would also comply with
the SCAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 1113 — Architectural Coating, which would minimize odor
impacts from ROG emissions during architectural coating. Therefore, the project would not emit
emissions, including odors, adversely affecting a substantial number of people and impacts would
be less than significant.

Water Quality

As part of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Environmental Protection Agency has
established regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
program to control direct stormwater discharges. In California, the State Water Regional Control
Board (SWRCB) administers the NPDES permitting program and is responsible for developing
NPDES permitting requirements. The NPDES program regulates industrial pollutant discharges,
which include construction activities. The SWRCB works in coordination with the Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) to preserve, protect, enhance, and restore water quality. The
project site is within the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana RWQCB. The Santa Ana RWQCB
addresses the obligation to implement the CWA by periodically issuing permits for the County of
Orange and the incorporated cities of Orange County.

In May 2009, the Santa Ana RWQCB issued Order R8-2009-0030 (NPDES No. CAS618030, as
amended by Order No. R8-2010-0062), Waste Discharge Requirements for the County of
Orange, Orange County Flood Control District, and the Incorporated Cities of Orange County
within the Santa Ana Region Areawide Urban Storm Water Runoff (Orange County MS4 Permit).
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The City of Costa Mesa is a co-permittee on the Orange County MS4 Permit and is required to
adhere to the CWA requirements.'3

The project site is predominantly paved. No underground storm drains existing on-site and
existing drainage flows from the southeast corner of the site to the north and west. On-site
stormwater runoff is collected in a v-gutter and directed into Bristol Street, then flow southerly
towards an existing City storm drain catch basin on the east side of the Bristol Street. As detailed
in the project’s County of Orange/Santa Ana Region Priority Project Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP), prepared by Jones, Cahl & Associates, dated July 27, 2020, development of the
proposed project would nominally decrease impervious surfaces from approximately 94.8 to 93.9
percent (a 0.9 percent decrease); refer to Attachment E, Water Quality Management Plan.

Currently, on-site drainage would sheet flow from the southeast corner of the site to the north and
west to be collected in a v-gutter, before being directed into Bristol Street through a curb drain.
Runoff would then be directed south to an existing storm drain catch basin on the east side of the
Bristol Street. The proposed drainage would continue to follow the existing on-site drainage
conditions. Drainage would flow from a high point at the southeast corner of the project site to
the two proposed on-site bioretention planters with underdrains, which would remove pollutants
of concern, in the northwest corner of the site. After biotreatment, the treated runoff would flow
to a proposed storm drain manhole that would pump the treated runoff out to Bristol Street, where
the runoff would continue on its original path to a storm drain catch basin along the street.

In addition, the project Applicant would be required to implement several non-structural and
structural best management practices (BMPs) as detailed in the WQMP pursuant to the MS4
Permit requirement. Non-structural BMPs required of the project include, among others,
education for property owners, tenants, and occupants; activity restrictions (e.g., prohibiting
vehicle washing, maintenance, or repair on-site; common area landscape management; BMP
maintenance; Uniform Fire Code implementation; common area litter control; employee training;
and street sweeping in private streets and parking lots. Structural BMPs required of the project
include designated trash and waste storage areas, implementation of water efficient irrigation
systems and landscape design, water conservation, smart controllers, and source control; and
installation of maintenance bays. Overall, project development would not substantially change
the permeability or hydrology of the site as the proposed impervious surfaces would decrease by
approximately 0.9-percent and drainage path and runoff exiting the site would be similar to
existing conditions; refer to Section I, Project Description, of the WQMP. Additionally, the two
bioretention planters along the project frontage would remove stormwater runoff pollutants prior
to flows leaving the site and entering the City’s drainage facilities in Bristol Street, which would
improve water quality compared to the existing conditions. Therefore, the project would not
generate additional stormwater runoff and would not degrade the quality of runoff from the site.

Conclusion

As detailed above, construction and operations of the project would result in less than significant
impacts related to traffic, noise, air quality, and water quality. Overall, the project would meet

13 California Regional Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region, Order No. R8-2009-0030, NPDES No.
CAS618030, As amended by Order No. R8-2010-0062, Waste Discharge Requirements for the County of Orange,
Orange County Flood Control District and the Incorporated Cities of Orange County within the Santa Ana Region
Areawide Urban Storm Water Runoff, May 2009.



Mr. Lee We Make a Difference
October 21, 2020

Page 15

Criterion (d) requirements.

Criterion (e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public
services.

The project site is currently served by existing utilities and public services. Similar to adjacent
uses, the City of Costa Mesa Public Services Department would provide wastewater and storm
water services, and oversee solid waste collection services for commercial waste collection and
recycling, and Mesa Water District would provide water services at the project site. Additionally,
Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company would provide electricity and
gas services, respectively.

The project would install utility improvements on-site to connect to existing utility infrastructure.
The project Applicant would also be responsible for paying connection fees to utility providers.
As the project is consistent with the land use designation and density for the site, payment of
standard sewer connection fees and ongoing user fees would ensure that sufficient capacity is
available. As such, the project would meet Criterion (e) requirements.

EXCEPTIONS TO CATEGORICAL EXEMPTIONS ANALYSIS

The following are exceptions to the Class 32 Categorical Exemption:

Exception (a) A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project under Classes 3, 4,
5, 6, and 11, if the project may impact on an environmental resource of
hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and
officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.

The project is proposing a categorical exemption under Class 32. Therefore, Exception (a) would
not apply to the project.

Exception (b) A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project when the cumulative
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time
is significant.

The project proposes a high-end collision repair center within an existing commercial area of the
City. No successive projects of the same type in the same place would occur over time. The
project is consistent with applicable General Plan land use policies and, with approval of a Minor
Conditional Use Permit to accommodate the proposed parking, is permitted under the City’s
Zoning Code. Therefore, potential cumulative effects are not anticipated and Exception (b) would
not apply to the project.

Exception (c) A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances.

The project would not result in any significant effects on the environment due to unusual
circumstances. The project site was formerly used as a carwash and oil change facility and is
located in a commercial area of Costa Mesa. The site is not located within a sensitive resource
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area and no site-specific environmental constraints, such as biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, and hazards and hazardous materials exist on-site. The project is
a permitted use under the site’s General Commercial designation and would meet all development
standards under the C1 zoning district with approval of a Minor Conditional Use Permit to
accommodate the proposed parking. Therefore, Exception (c) would not apply to the proposed
project.

Exception (d) A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in
damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway
officially designated as a State scenic highway.

Based on the California Department of Transportation’s California Scenic Highway Mapping
System, there are no scenic highways near the project site.' The closest officially designated or
eligible State scenic highway is Highway 1 (Coast Highway) located approximately four miles to
the south. Given the distance of the project site to Coast Highway and intervening topography,
vegetation, and structures, the project would not be visible from Coast Highway. As such, the
proposed project would have no impact on scenic resources within a State scenic highway and
Exception (d) would not apply.

Exception (e) A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site
which is included on any list complied pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code.

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the Department of Toxic Substance Control and
State Water Resources Control Board to compile and update a regulatory sites listing (per the
criteria of the Section). The California Department of Health Services is also required to compile
and update, as appropriate, a list of all public drinking water wells that contain detectable levels
of organic contaminants and that are subject to water analysis pursuant to Health and Safety
Code Section 116395. Section 65962.5 requires the local enforcement agency, as designated
pursuant to Section 18051 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), to compile, as
appropriate, a list of all solid waste disposal facilities from which there is a known migration of
hazardous waste.

The project site is not currently listed pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese
List).’™ The project site (2750 Bristol Street) was previously listed on the California Department
of Toxic Substance Control Hazardous Waste and Substances’ (DTSC’s) Cortese List. This
former case was a result of a past release from multiple underground storage tanks (USTs)
associated with a former gasoline service station that was present on-site before the current car
wash facility.

As detailed in the project’'s Additional Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment, Installation of
Groundwater Monitoring Well, & Groundwater Sampling Report 1st Quarter 2006 at South Pacific
Car Wash, 2750 South Bristol Street, Costa Mesa, CA 92626, prepared by Western

4 California Department of Transportation, California Scenic Highway Mapping  System,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed August 3, 2020.

15 California Environmental Protection Agency, Cortese Listing, https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/,
accessed July 17, 2020.
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Environmental Engineers Co., dated April 37, 2006, soil, soil vapor, and groundwater beneath the
project site have been impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons and fuel oxygenates as a result of
leaked USTs associated with the former gasoline service station’s operation; refer to Attachment
E, Hazardous Material Documentation. Multiple subsurface investigations and groundwater
monitoring events were conducted on-site following the removal of USTs, dispenser islands, and
product piping associated with the former gasoline service station in 2003. Elevated
concentrations of hydrocarbons, including total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg),
tertiary-amyl methyl ether (TAME), and methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE) in excess of regulatory
screening levels were detected in soil and groundwater beneath the site. As a result, remediation
system (In-Situ Air Sparging with Soil Vapor Extraction [SVE]) was installed on-site in 2005. The
remediation system featured three soil vapor extraction wells as well as numerous groundwater
monitoring wells from prior investigations. Hydrocarbon concentrations in groundwater continued
to decrease in subsequent testing as a result of the remediation, and benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, total xylenes, ethyl tertiary-butyl ether (ETBE), di-isopropyl ether (DIPE), TAME,
and tertiary-butyl alcohol (TBA) have not been detected in groundwater since 2006. Results from
the last groundwater monitoring event in March 2010 indicated the absence of elevated
concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons or fuel oxygenates in soil or groundwater samples
collected on-site. The Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) issued a case closure letter
dated June 4, 2010 to indicate that the impacted soil, soil vapor, and groundwater as result of the
former gasoline service station have been remediated to levels below regulatory screening levels.
The case closure summary (as part of the closure letter) indicates that the corrective action would
protect public health for the commercial land use (automobile services).

Additional consultation with Mearns Consulting LLC was conducted to consider the project as
proposed. Based on a letter from Mearns Consulting LLC dated August 13, 2020 (refer to
Attachment F), the OCHCA case closure letter from 2010 is applicable to the proposed project,
since the land use (automotive) has not changed.'® Therefore, the proposed project is
encompassed in the context of what was described in the OCHCA case closure letter dated June
4, 2010. As such, the project site is no longer listed on the DTSC’s Cortese List pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962 and Exception (e) would not apply.

It is acknowledged that the proposed project would be required to comply with all existing laws
and regulations governing the use/handling/transport of hazardous materials, including those
imposed by the OCHCA. With compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws and
regulations, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

Exception (f) A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

According to the City’s Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Year 2015-2035 General Plan
(General Plan EIR) Table CUL-1, City of Costa Mesa Historic Resources Inventory, the project
site is not identified as a historical resource. Thus, the building is not likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history, or embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method
of construction, possess high artistic value, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity.
As such, demolition of the existing building as part of the proposed project would not result in a

6 Mearns Consulting LLC, Additional Information, 2750 Bristol Street, Costa Mesa, California 92626,
August 13, 2020.
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substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource and Exception (f) would not
apply.

CONCLUSION

Based on this analysis, the proposed No. 1 Collision Project meets all criteria for a Class 32
Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15332.
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Hazardous Material Documentation





























































































































































































Ms. Le & Mr. Lee — City of Costa Mesa
Additional Information — 2570 Bristol Street, Costa Mesa, CA 92626
August 13, 2020

It is my understanding that Ms. Bogue identified the site address on the SWRCB Cortese database list accessible
via Geotracker. The listing identifies the site as “completed — case closed”.

The SWRCB Cortese database with 41,939 sites listed is accessible via Geotracker
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/search?page=124&cmd=search&business name=&main street name=_&city=

&zip=&county=&status=&branch=&site type=LUFT&npl=&funding=&reporttitle=PROJECT+SEARCH+RESULTS&repor
ttype=&federal superfund=&state response=&voluntary cleanup=&school cleanup=&permitted=&corrective action=
&spec prog=&national priority list=&senate=&assembly=&critical pol=&business type=&case type=&searchtype=&
hwmp site type=&cleanup type=&watershed=&gwbasin=&excludenc=False&orderby=city

The OCHCA issued a closure letter, including a Case Closure Summary on June 4, 2010. The Case Closure
Summary indicates the corrective action from 2003-2010 protects public health for the current land use, however
the corrective action should be reviewed if the land use changes.

During a telephone conversation on August 13, 2020 with Ms. Geniece Higgins, Hazardous Materials Specialist at
OCHCA, she stated the 2010 closure letter is applicable to the proposed project because the land use has not
changed. The land use during the remediation and closure was automotive and the proposed project is automotive.
Therefore the proposed use is encompassed in the context of what was described in the OCHCA Closure Letter.

We believe this additional information addresses the CEQA environmental question and the site does qualify for
the Class 32 Exemption.

Should you have any questions or desire additional information, please contact me at your earliest convenience at
310.403.1921.

Sincerely,

X Dwaan Wearna

Susan L. Mearns, Ph.D.

Mearns Consulting LLC

copy — Ms. Geniece Higgins, GHiggins@ OCHCA.com

2 Mearns Consulting LLC
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