





































































































































https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-07/aaqs2.pdf



https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en





















































































































































































































































































































https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-quality-plans
https://www.baaqmd.gov/rules-and-compliance/current-rules
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciff/
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/AnnualReporting/DisposalRateCalculator
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/2151?siteID=2583
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/221458-6/attachment/UNr-g159CW-r0G4DR8q6daNdAKT3RJTd8gGQCfz4wqFfl-eNdZNQEqjf8tfls1x6Gsae7YqpXwtFIZBd0
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/221458-6/attachment/UNr-g159CW-r0G4DR8q6daNdAKT3RJTd8gGQCfz4wqFfl-eNdZNQEqjf8tfls1x6Gsae7YqpXwtFIZBd0
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-07/aaqs2.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/use-road-diesel-fueled-fleets-regulation/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/use-road-diesel-fueled-fleets-regulation/about
https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/11309/Gilroy-2040-General-Plan-39-MB?bidId=
https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/11309/Gilroy-2040-General-Plan-39-MB?bidId=



https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/11308/Draft-EIR---Gilroy-2040-General-Plan-?bidId=
https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/11308/Draft-EIR---Gilroy-2040-General-Plan-?bidId=
https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/12538/FINAL-2020-Urban-Water-Management-Plan?bidId=
https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/12538/FINAL-2020-Urban-Water-Management-Plan?bidId=
https://www.cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/5257/Water-System-Master-Plan---April-2023
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/osfm-website/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones/fire-hazard-severity-zones-map-2022/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps-2022-files/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_santaclara_2.pdf
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/osfm-website/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones/fire-hazard-severity-zones-map-2022/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps-2022-files/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_santaclara_2.pdf
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/osfm-website/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones/fire-hazard-severity-zones-map-2022/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps-2022-files/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_santaclara_2.pdf
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/osfm-website/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones/fire-hazard-severity-zones-map-2022/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps-2022-files/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_santaclara_2.pdf
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/osfm-website/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones/fire-hazard-severity-zones-map-2022/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps-2022-files/fhsz_county_sra_11x17_2022_santaclara_2.pdf
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates-e1/
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=8875+murray+avenue%2C+gilroy%2C+ca
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=8875+murray+avenue%2C+gilroy%2C+ca
https://msc.fema.gov/arcgis/rest/directories/arcgisjobs/nfhl_print/mscprintb_gpserver/jfa389870cfce457d91e9338ede4be3d2/scratch/FIRMETTE_a6c98b24-7ea4-4b0a-bcdb-4247363b75c3.pdf
https://msc.fema.gov/arcgis/rest/directories/arcgisjobs/nfhl_print/mscprintb_gpserver/jfa389870cfce457d91e9338ede4be3d2/scratch/FIRMETTE_a6c98b24-7ea4-4b0a-bcdb-4247363b75c3.pdf
https://www.pge.com/pge_global/common/pdfs/your-account/your-bill/understand-your-bill/bill-inserts/2018/10-18_PowerContent.pdf
https://www.pge.com/pge_global/common/pdfs/your-account/your-bill/understand-your-bill/bill-inserts/2018/10-18_PowerContent.pdf
https://investor.pgecorp.com/news-events/press-releases/press-release-details/2024/PGE-Customers-Electricity-100-Greenhouse-Gas-Free-in-2023/default.aspx
https://investor.pgecorp.com/news-events/press-releases/press-release-details/2024/PGE-Customers-Electricity-100-Greenhouse-Gas-Free-in-2023/default.aspx



https://stgenpln.blob.core.windows.net/document/ALUC_E16_CLUP.pdf
https://s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/valleywater.org.us-west-1/s3fs-public/2021_GWMP.pdf
https://s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/valleywater.org.us-west-1/s3fs-public/2021_GWMP.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=runreport&myaddress=8875+murray+avenue%2C+gilroy%2C+ca
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=runreport&myaddress=8875+murray+avenue%2C+gilroy%2C+ca
https://usfs.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?useExisting=1&layers=55226e8547f84aae8965210a9801c357
https://usfs.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?useExisting=1&layers=55226e8547f84aae8965210a9801c357







































https://cityofgilroy.org/DocumentCenter/View/11308/Draft-EIR---Gilroy-2040-General-Plan-?bidId=









https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en



https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants?msclkid=402121eaa62811ec9f3a5e32e281714a
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants?msclkid=402121eaa62811ec9f3a5e32e281714a
https://www.epa.gov/lead






https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-07/aaqs2.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-07/aaqs2.pdf



https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html
https://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/care-program/documents/care_retrospective_april2014.pdf



https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-quality-plans






https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/overview-greenhouse-gases



https://www.epa.gov/eps-partnership/sulfur-hexafluoride-sf6-basics
https://www.epa.gov/eps-partnership/sulfur-hexafluoride-sf6-basics
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghg-slcp-inventory



https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/climate-pollutants-fall-below-1990-levels-first-time
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/climate-pollutants-fall-below-1990-levels-first-time
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-12/2022-sp_1.pdf
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/documents/Plan_Bay_Area_2050_October_2021.pdf
https://www.pge.com/pge_global/common/pdfs/your-account/your-bill/understand-your-bill/bill-inserts/2018/10-18_PowerContent.pdf
https://www.pge.com/pge_global/common/pdfs/your-account/your-bill/understand-your-bill/bill-inserts/2018/10-18_PowerContent.pdf



https://investor.pgecorp.com/news-events/press-releases/press-release-details/2024/PGE-Customers-Electricity-100-Greenhouse-Gas-Free-in-2023/default.aspx
https://investor.pgecorp.com/news-events/press-releases/press-release-details/2024/PGE-Customers-Electricity-100-Greenhouse-Gas-Free-in-2023/default.aspx
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/rps






https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines?sc_lang=en
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2









https://www.baaqmd.gov/rules-and-compliance/current-rules






https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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http://www.cnps.org/inventory
https://www.bayarealands.org/explorer-tool/







































https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.240
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.170
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.180
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.240



https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.150
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=CIV&sectionNum=1351



https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.100



http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=HSC&sectionNum=17922.12
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=BPC&sectionNum=5615



https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.90
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.20
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Gilroy/#!/Gilroy30/Gilroy3038.html#30.38.100
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APPENDIX A
Field Exploration




KEY TO EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY

1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

KEY TO EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS

PROJECT:

PROJECT NO:  989-1

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

Gilroy, California

FIGURE NO:  A-1

GRAPHIC GROUP

UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

GRAPHIC GROUP

MAJOR DIVISIONS LOG . SYMBOL DESCRIPTION MAJOR DIVISIONS LOG . SYMBOL DESCRIPTION
Well-graded gravels or gravel-sand Inorganic silts and very fine sands,
CLEAN GW  mixtures, little or no fines ML  rock flour, silty or clayey fine sands or
GRAVELS clayey silts of low to medium plasticity
(Iés/siirtmt]air)] Poorly-graded gravels o gravel-sand S/_{I’:‘BS Inorganic clays of low to medium
° GP  mixtures, little or no fines gar y
CLAYS cL  plasticity, gravelly clays, sandy clays,
) , (Liquid Limit silty clays, lean clays
Silty gravels or gravel-sand-silt less than yeay y
GRAVELS GM  mixtures FINE- 50%) Organic silts and clays of low plasticity
gng GRAINED oL
COARSE- (More than Clayey gravels or gravel-sand-clay SOILS
GRAINED 129 fines) GC mixtures (More than o )
SOILS 50% c?f Inorganic silts, micaceous or
(More than material is MH  diatomaceous fine sandy or silty soils
50% of ller th o . 7 ’
materia°| is SW mell-gradefq sands or gravelly sands, sggoe;ievaer; elastic silts of high plasticity
larger than CLEAN Itle or no fines SILTS . ) -
#200 sieve) SANDS AND Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat
(Loss than Poorly-graded sands or gravelly sands, LSLAYS. CH  clays
’ SP little or no fines (Ligia Limit
greater) Organic silts and clays of medium to
Silty sands or sand-silt mixtures high plasticit
SANDS SM o Tonpasialy
WITH
FINES . . N
(More than Clayey sands or sand-clay mixtures HIGHLY ORGANIC Peat and other highly organic soils
12% fines) sC PT

SOILS

GRAIN SIZES

U.S. STANDARD SERIES SIEVE

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENINGS

#200 #40 #10 #4 3/4" 3" 12"
SILTS SANDS GRAVELS
AND COBBLES BOULDERS
CLAYS Fine Medium Coarse Fine Coarse
RELATIVE DENSITY CONSISTENCY
SANDS AND GRAVELS BLOWS/FOOT* SILTS AND CLAYS BLOWS/FOOT* UCS (KSF)**
Very Loose 0-4 Very Soft 0-2 0-1/2
Loose 4-10 Soft 2-4 172 -1
) Firm 4-8 1-2
Medium Dense 10- 30
Stiff 8-16 2-4
Dense 30-50 Very Stiff 16-32 4-8
Very Dense Over 50 Hard Over 32 Over 8
*Number of blows for a 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches to drive a 2" O.D. (1-3/8" I.D.) split spoon sampler.
**Unconfined Compressive Strength.
SYMBOLS AND NOTES
Standard Penetration Test Sampler INCREASING VISUAL CONSTITUENT
(2" O.D. Split Barrel) Shelby Tube MOISTURE CONTENT PERCENTAGE
Groundwater Level
During Drilling
Modified California Sampler Pitcher Barrel Saturated trace <5%
(3" O.D. Split Barrel) ficher barre Wet some 5-15%
Groundwater Level Moist with 16 - 30%
iforni at End of Drillin Damp -y 31-49%
California Sampler HQ Core 9 Dry

(2.5" 0.D. Split Barrel)



EXPLORATORY BORING LOG 989-1 B-1.Idat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

EXPLORATORY BORING B-1

1600 Willow Pass Court

PROJECT NO: 989-1 SURFACE ELEVATION: -
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001 LOGGED BY: M. Mendoza DATE STARTED: 08/30/22
DRILL RIG: Mobile B-24 DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

DRILLING METHOD: 4-inch Solid Flight Auger DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered

PROJECT: HAMMER METHOD: Rope and Cathead DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered
8875 MURRAY AVENUE HAMMER WEIGHT / DROP: 140 pounds / 30 inches
Gilroy, CA BORING LOCATION: See Site Plan, Figure 2 (37.024781°, -121.573454°)
S >
o | —
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION T~ 5 Y v~ o 5
= g F2 Hz gy ¥ OTHER TESTS
g = RS <§c.”_J 08 o AND NOTES
— > pd ~ o
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS congist CRAPHIC S z =3 z S
LOG O a
CLAY (CL), brown, with to sandy (fine- to soft 0
coarse-grained), trace gravel (fine, subangular),
dry.
very stiff 25
SAND (SC)/GRAVEL (GC), mottled gray brown, medium
fine- to coarse-grained, with to gravelly (fine, dense
angular to subrounded), with clay and silt, dry to 50
damp.
very
dense
5
42 155 106.3 At 6 feet:
Fine Gravel = 23%
Coarse Sand = 16%
Medium Sand = 25%
Fine Sand = 12%
Fines = 24%
CLAY (CL), mottled gray brown, silty, dry to very stiff
damp.
10
28
) . . 15
Sandy (fine- to medium-grained).
33
GRAVEL (GC)/SAND (SC), mottled gray brown,  dense
fine to coarse, angular to subrounded, sandy
(fine- to coarse-grained), with clay and silty,
damp.
20
44
Bottom of Boring = 21.5 feet
Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. Blow counts converted to
SPT N-values. See report for additional details.
25

Page 1 of 1



1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

EXPLORATORY BORING B-2

PROJECT NO: 989-1

SURFACE ELEVATION: --

LOGGED BY: M. Mendoza

DATE STARTED: 08/30/22

DRILL RIG: Mobile B-24

DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

DRILLING METHOD: 4-inch Solid Flight Auger DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered

PROJECT: HAMMER METHOD: Rope and Cathead DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

HAMMER WEIGHT / DROP:

140 pounds / 30 inches

Gilroy, CA BORING LOCATION: See Site Plan, Figure 2 (37.025202°, -121.572999°)
< | >
o | —
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION T~ 5 Yle " |la | &
= |52 |Ez g5 | £ OTHER TESTS
i o = » < g.“j o | » AND NOTES
— > pd =~ o
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS consist | CRAPHIC s 21538 1z% S
LOG o |l a
CLAY (CL), mottled dark gray brown, some soft 0
sand (fine- to coarse-grained), dry.
very stiff 16 16.5 ] 108.4 | 12.3 | At2feet:
T Liquid Limit = 45
Plasticity Index = 30
4 Medium Sand = 2%
27 Fine Sand = 8%
With white mottles at 3.5 feet. Fines = 90%
T Corrosion Tests
CLAY (CL), mottled gray brown, silty, some very stiff 5
sand (fine- to medium-grained), dry to damp. T
18
104
34
Change color to mottled gray yellowish brown. T
GRAVEL (GM), mottled gray brown, fine to very T
coarse, angular to subrounded, sandy (fine- to dense
coarse-grained), with silt, damp. 154
N 53
9] Bottom of Boring = 16.5 feet
‘g(‘ Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations T
@} must be expected. Blow counts converted to
ul SPT N-values. See report for additional details. .
&
7 204
5|
g
§ 4
E
['4
| 4
>
3
g 4
5
X 25
Page 1 of 1




1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

EXPLORATORY BORING B-3

PROJECT NO: 989-1

SURFACE ELEVATION: --

LOGGED BY: M. Mendoza

DATE STARTED: 08/30/22

DRILL RIG: Mobile B-24

DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

DRILLING METHOD: 4-inch Solid Flight Auger

DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered

PROJECT:

Gilroy, CA

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

HAMMER METHOD: Rope and Cathead

DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered

HAMMER WEIGHT / DROP:

140 pounds / 30 inches

BORING LOCATION: See Site Plan, Figure 2 (37.026294°, -121.572426°)

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION

EXPLORATORY BORING LOG_989-1 B-3.ldat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 0/16/2022

subrounded).

DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST
CLAY (CL), brown, silty, with to sandy soft
(fine-grained), very dry.
very stiff
Dry at 3 feet. hard
SAND (SP-SM), mottled gray brown, fine- to very
coarse-grained, with to gravelly (fine, angularto | dense
subrounded), some silt, dry.
| |
|
| Gravelly (fine to coarse, angular to dense

Bottom of Boring = 21.5 feet

Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. Blow counts converted to

] SPT N-values. See report for additional details.

N SEE
- w Slec|2-~| &
E o i E 0 E = E 6 X OTHER TESTS
L s|los|<F |a2| o AND NOTES
GRAPHIC o-= < = =z > (@]
LOG @ Q| & >
(G] o
0
17 18.9 | 103.5] 12.8 At 2 feet:
T Liquid Limit = 45
Plasticity Index = 26
4 Medium Sand = 2%
40 Fine Sand = 22%
Fines = 76%
5 At 3.5 feet:
T Corrosion Test
37
10+ E 30/6"
154
51
201
47
25

Page 1 of 1




1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

EXPLORATORY BORING B-4

PROJECT NO: 989-1

SURFACE ELEVATION: -

LOGGED BY: M. Mendoza

DATE STARTED: 08/30/22

DRILL RIG: Mobile B-24

DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

DRILLING METHOD: 4-inch Solid Flight Auger

DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered

PROJECT:

Gilroy, CA

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

HAMMER METHOD: Rope and Cathead

DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered

HAMMER WEIGHT / DROP:

140 pounds / 30 inches

BORING LOCATION: See Site Plan, Figure 2 (37.026234°, -121.573058°)

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION

coarse-grained, gravelly (fine, subangular to
subrounded), some silt, dry.

DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST
CLAY (CL), brown, silty, some to with sand soft
(fine-grained), very dry.
very stiff
Dry at 3 feet.
hard
Some to with sand (fine- to medium-grained),
dry to damp.
SAND (SM)/SILT (ML), yellowish brown, fine- to very
medium-grained, silty, trace clay, dry to damp. dense
SAND (SP-SM), mottled gray brown, fine- to dense

EXPLORATORY BORING LOG 989-1 B-4.dat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

Bottom of Boring = 16.5 feet

Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. Blow counts converted to
SPT N-values. See report for additional details.

N slz | -
- w Slec|2-~| &
N |52 = 56 ¥ OTHER TESTS
L s|los|<F |a2| o AND NOTES
GRAPHIC o= < > =z |- o
LOG @ Q| & >
(G] o
0
16
T 30
54
32 16.4 | 1089 ] 9.2 At 6 feet:
T Fine Gravel = 1%
Coarse Sand = 1%
4 Medium Sand = 3%
Fine Sand = 14%
Fines = 81%
104
41/10"
154
42
204
25
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EXPLORATORY BORING LOG 989-1 B-5.Idat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

1600 Willow Pass Court

Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

PROJECT:
8875 MURRAY AVENUE
Gilroy, CA

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION

DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST

CLAY (CL), mottled gray brown, some to with soft
sand (fine-grained), dry.

very stiff
Dry to damp. hard
Sandy (fine- to medium-grained).
GRAVEL (GC), mottled gray brown, fine to hard
coarse, angular to subrounded, sandy (fine- to
coarse-grained), clayey and silty, damp.

very stiff

Bottom of Boring = 16.5 feet

Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. Blow counts converted to
SPT N-values. See report for additional details.

EXPLORATORY BORING B-5

PROJECT NO: 989-1
LOGGED BY: M. Mendoza
DRILL RIG: Mobile B-24

DRILLING METHOD: 4-inch Solid Flight Auger

HAMMER METHOD: Rope and Cathead

HAMMER WEIGHT / DROP:

SURFACE ELEVATION: --
DATE STARTED: 08/30/22
DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22
DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered
DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered

140 pounds / 30 inches

BORING LOCATION: See Site Plan, Figure 2 (37.025727°, -121.573937°)

T G w
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GRAPHIC o-— < >
)
LOG
0
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36
5
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15
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20
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WATER
CONTENT (%)

18.1

DRY DENSITY
(PCF)

106.8
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1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

TESTPIT T+

PROJECT NO: 989-1

SURFACE ELEVATION: --

LOGGED BY: R. Ceraolo

DATE STARTED: 08/30/22

EXCAVATOR TYPE: Case 580

DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

PROJECT:

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

BUCKET WIDTH: 36-inch

DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered]

See Site Plan, Figure 2

EXPLORATORY PIT LOG 989-1 T-1.Idat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

Gilroy, CA PIT LOCATION: (37.025820°, -121.574227°) DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered
sz | .
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION T~ 5 - |lo |G s = .
EE o Bor Eé X <>(% OTHER TESTS
GRAPHIC % i 5 <§( UEJ oe 8 Z (03: < AND NOTES
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST| ™ 5 2 o E ag|F
O a
CLAY (CL), dark brown, silty, some sand (fine- soft 0
to medium-grained), dry. to
stiff -T-

Change color to brown, sandy (fine- to T At 3 feet:
medium-grained) at 3 feet. Double ﬁing
B ottor of PTt= 3 feot - Infiltration Tests
Groundwater was not encountered during
excavation. .
Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. See report for additional 51
details.

104

154

204

25
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1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

TEST PIT T-2

PROJECT NO: 989-1

SURFACE ELEVATION: -

LOGGED BY: R. Ceraolo

DATE STARTED: 08/30/22

EXCAVATOR TYPE: Case 580

DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

PROJECT:

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

BUCKET WIDTH: 36-inch

DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered

See Site Plan, Figure 2

EXPLORATORY PIT LOG 989-1 T-2.Idat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

Gilroy, CA PIT LOCATION: (37.025971°, -121.573015°) DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered
sz | .
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION T~ E - |o |k = = .
EE o Bor 56 X <>(% OTHER TESTS
GRAPHIC % i 3 <§( UEJ oe 8 Z (03: < AND NOTES
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST| ™ 5 2 o E ag|F
@) [a)
CLAY (CL), dark brown, silty, some sand (fine- soft 0
to medium-grained), dry. to
stiff T
Change color to brown, with sand (fine- to T
medium-grained) at 3 feet.
T At 5 feet:
Double Ring

T T———— S Infiltration Tests
Groundwater was not encountered during
excavation. T
Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. See report for additional -
details.

104

154

20+

25
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1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520
Tel: (925) 688-1001

TESTPIT T-3

PROJECT NO: 989-1

SURFACE ELEVATION: -

LOGGED BY: R. Ceraolo

DATE STARTED: 08/30/22

EXCAVATOR TYPE: Case 580

DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22

PROJECT:

8875 MURRAY AVENUE

Gilroy, CA

BUCKET WIDTH: 36-inch

DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered

See Site Plan, Figure 2

EXPLORATORY PIT LOG 989-1 T-3.Idat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION

DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST
CLAY (CL), mottled gray brown, silty, some soft
sand (fine- to medium-grained), dry. to
stiff
With carbonates at 3 feet.
CLAY (CL), mottled brown, silty, some sand stiff

(fine- to medium-grained), dry to damp.

Bottom of Pit = 5 feet

Groundwater was not encountered during
excavation.

Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. See report for additional
details.

PIT LOCATION: (37.024976°, -121.572760°) DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered
< | >
X E ™
r~ |Glec|a-|58|E~
o Zluz 25| ¥ | 22 OTHER TESTS
o W S|k |0 |8z |xe AND NOTES
GRAPHIC o= <|l=z| > auw| O
O a
0
T At 5 feet:
Double Ring
54 Infiltration Tests
104
154
204
25
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TESTPITT-4

1600 Willow Pass Court
Concord, CA 94520 PROJECT NO: 989-1 SURFACE ELEVATION: --
Tel: (925) 688-1001
LOGGED BY: R. Ceraolo DATE STARTED: 08/30/22
EXCAVATOR TYPE: Case 580 DATE FINISHED: 08/30/22
PROJECT: BUCKET WIDTH: 36-inch DEPTH TO INITIAL WATER: Not Encountered
8875 MURRAY AVENUE
: . See Site Plan, Figure 2 .
Gilroy, CA PITLOCATION: 370047100, -121.573577°) DEPTH TO FINAL WATER: Not Encountered

EXPLORATORY PIT LOG 989-1 T-4.Idat8 STEVENS FERRONE & BAILEY 9/16/2022

sz | .
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION T~ E - |o |k = = .
EE gl ez 56 ¥ X ;(% OTHER TESTS
o S|l<t|ad |8 |&E AND NOTES
GRAPHC| 0% x| 3z [~ |R&|o™
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS CONSIST| ™ 5 (%) ol el
@) [a)
CLAY (CL), brown, silty, with sand (fine- to firm 0
coarse-grained), dry to damp. to
stiff T
SAND (SC), mottled gray brown, fine- to medium T
coarse-grained, clayey and silty, with to gravelly | dense
(fine, subangular to subrounded), dry. -
T At 5 feet:
Double Ring
T T————— S Infiltration Test
Groundwater was not encountered during
excavation. T
Notes: Stratification is approximate, variations
must be expected. See report for additional -
details.
104
154
20+
25
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SFB 989-1, 8875 Murray Avenue, Gilroy, CA
Double Ring Infiltrometer Tests

Test Date: 8/30/2022

Test Performed by: R. Ceraolo

Test Location T-1
Reading No.
Pre-Soak
Pre-Soak
1

oo h wWN

Test Location T-2
Reading No.
Pre-Soak
Pre-Soak
1

o g bh wWwN

Test Location T-3
Reading No.
Pre-Soak
Pre-Soak
1

2
3
4
5

Test Location T-4
Reading No.
Pre-Soak
Pre-Soak
1

2
3
4

Test Depth = 3 ft
Water Drop (in)
2.0
2.0
0.5
0.33
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

Test Depth =5 ft
Water Drop (in)
16.0
7.0
3.0
25
25
25
25
25

Test Depth =5 ft
Water Drop (in)
13.0
4.0
3.0
25
25
25
25

Test Depth =5 ft
Water Drop (in)
7.5
7.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0

Test Water Head = 14 in
Test Period (min)
30
30
10
10
10
10
10
10

Test Water Head = 16 in
Test Period (min)
30
30
10
10
10
10
10
10

Test Water Head = 16 in
Test Period (min)
30
30
10
10
10
10
10

Test Water Head = 16 in
Test Period (min)
30
30
10
10
10
10

FIELD INFILTRATION TESTS

Elapsed Time (min)

10
20
30
40
50
60

Elapsed Time (min)

10
20
30
40
50
60

Elapsed Time (min)

10
20
30
40
50

Elapsed Time (min)

Infiltration Rate (in/hr)
4.0
4.0
3.0
2.0
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5

Infiltration Rate (in/hr)
32.0
14.0
18.0
15.0
15.0
15.0
15.0
15.0

Infiltration Rate (in/hr)
26.0
8.0
18.0
15.0
15.0
15.0
15.0

Infiltration Rate (in/hr)
15.0
14.0
18.0
18.0
18.0
18.0

Infiltration Rate (in/hr)

30

25

20

10

20

30

Elapsed Time (min)

40

Test Location T-1
Test Location T-2
Test Location T-3
Test Location T-4

50

60



APPENDIX B
Laboratory Testing




Plasticity Index

Water Content (%)

Test Results

Project Info

ATTERBERG LIMITS
ASTM D4318

Plasticity Chart

60
50
40
30
CL or OL
20
10
ML or OL
CL-ML
0
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Liquid Limit

Liquid Limit Test
50
45
40

10 15 20 25
Number of Blows
Symbol Sample Source Sample Description
n Boring B-2 at 2 ft Dark brown silty CLAY some sand
A Boring B-3 at 2 ft Brown silty CLAY with sand

Project Number:
Project Name:
Project Location:
Tested by:
Checked by:

989-1

8875 Murray Avenue
Gilroy, CA

R. Tuazon

T. Chen

CH or OH

MH or OH
70 80 90
30 35 40
LL PL Pl
45 15 30
45 19 26

Test Report Date:

100
45 50
%< #200 USCS

90.2 CL
75.7 CL
9/15/2022



Percent Passing

Test Results

Sample Info

Project Info

PARTICLE SIZE DISTRIBUTION
ASTM C136, D422 & D1140

US Standard Sieve Size

.. L.¥ A b, o2 2858923388 8§
el N - ™ ~ ~ F* HH H OH OH OH OHH HH FH*
100 0
90 10
80 20
70 30
°
@
£
60 0 8
7]
4
kS
50 50 8
S
)
o
40 60
30 70
20 80
10 90
0 100
100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
Particle Size (mm)
Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine Silt Clay
Gravel Sand Fines
% Gravel % Sand % Fines
Symbol % >3" Deo Do D1o Cy Cc
Coarse Fine Coarse Medium Fine Silt Clay
| 0.0 0.0 23.5 16.1 25.0 11.6 23.7 1.957 0.257
A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 7.7 90.2 0.006
° 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 22.7 75.7 0.016
¢ 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.3 3.1 14.5 80.6
Symbol Sample Source Sample Description USCS
n Boring B-1 at 6 ft Brown SAND with clay and gravel SC
A Boring B-2 at 2 ft Dark brown silty CLAY some sand CL
° Boring B-3 at 2 ft Brown silty CLAY with sand CL
¢ Boring B-4 at 6 ft Brown silty CLAY with sand CL

Project Number:  989-1

Project Name:

Tested by:

Checked by:

8875 Murray Avenue
Project Location: ~ Gilroy, CA

R. Tuazon
T. Chen

Test Report Date:  9/15/2022



Compressive Strength (psf)

Sample Images

Sample Properties

Project Info

14,000

UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH

Peak Strength at 12,287 psf and 7.1% Strain

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

Before Test

Sample Description:

Diameter:
Height:
Height/Diameter:
Wet Unit Weight:
Water Content:
Dry Unit Weight:
Project Number:
Project Name:
Project Location:
Sample Source/No.:
Sample Depth:
Tested by:
Checked by:

Dark brown silty CLAY (CL)

2.42 in
5.95 in
2.46
126.3  pcf
16.5 %
108.4  pcf
989-1
8875 Murray Avenue
Gilroy, CA
Boring B-2
2 ft
R. Tuazon
T. Chen

ASTM D2166

5
Axial Strain (%)

After Test

Test Results

6 7 8 9 10
After Test
Test Date: 9/6/2022
Compressive Strength: 12,287 psf
Axial Strain at Failure: 71 %
Test Strain Rate: 0.05 in/min
Test Time to Failure: 8.5 min
Remarks:
Test Report Date:  9/15/2022



Compressive Strength (psf)

Sample Images

Sample Properties

Project Info

14,000

UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH
ASTM D2166

Peak Strength at 12,754 psf and 1.7% Strain

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

Axial Strain (%)

Before Test

Sample Description:

Diameter:
Height:
Height/Diameter:
Wet Unit Weight:
Water Content:
Dry Unit Weight:
Project Number:
Project Name:
Project Location:
Sample Source/No.:
Sample Depth:
Tested by:
Checked by:

Brown silty CLAY with sand (CL)

2.42 in
5.97 in
2.47
123.1 pcf
18.9 %
103.5 pcf
989-1
8875 Murray Avenue
Gilroy, CA
Boring B-3
2 ft
R. Tuazon
T. Chen

After Test

Test Results

2 3
After Test
Test Date: 9/6/2022
Compressive Strength: 12,754  psf
Axial Strain at Failure: 1.7 %
Test Strain Rate: 0.05 in/min
Test Time to Failure: 2 min

Remarks:

Test Report Date:

9/15/2022



Compressive Strength (psf)

Sample Images

Sample Properties

Project Info

10,000

UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH
ASTM D2166

Peak Strength at 9,251 psf and 3.4% Strain

9,000

8,000

7,000

6,000

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

Sample Description:

Diameter:
Height:

Height/Diameter:
Wet Unit Weight:

Water Content:
Dry Unit Weight:
Project Number:

Project Name:

Project Location:

Sample Source/No.:

Sample Depth:
Tested by:
Checked by:

Axial Strain (%)

Before Test

Brown silty CLAY with sand (CL)

2.42 in
5.8 in
2.40
126.8  pcf
16.4 %
108.9  pcf
989-1
8875 Murray Avenue
Gilroy, CA
Boring B-4
6 ft
R. Tuazon
T. Chen

After Test

Test Results

Test Date:

Compressive Strength:

Axial Strain at Failure:
Test Strain Rate:
Test Time to Failure:

Remarks:

Test Report Date:

5
After Test
9/6/2022
9,251 psf
34 %
0.05 in/min
4 min

9/15/2022



Compressive Strength (psf)

Sample Images

Sample Properties

Project Info

9,000

UNCONFINED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH
ASTM D2166

Peak Strength at 8,061 psf and 3.2% Strain

8,000

7,000

6,000

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

Axial Strain (%)

Before Test

Sample Description:

Diameter:
Height:
Height/Diameter:
Wet Unit Weight:
Water Content:
Dry Unit Weight:
Project Number:
Project Name:

Project Location:

Sample Source/No.:

Sample Depth:
Tested by:
Checked by:

Brown silty CLAY some sand (CL)

2.42 in
5.44 in
2.25
126.1 pcf
18.1 %
106.8  pcf
989-1
8875 Murray Avenue
Gilroy, CA
Boring B-5
2 ft
R. Tuazon
T. Chen

2

After Test

Test Results

Test Date:

Compressive Strength:

Axial Strain at Failure:
Test Strain Rate:
Test Time to Failure:

Remarks:

Test Report Date:

4
After Test
9/6/2022
8,061 psf
3.2 %
0.05 in/min
3.5 min

9/15/2022



APPENDIX C
GBA Guidelines for Geotechnical Report




The Geoprofessional Business Association (GBA)
has prepared this advisory to help you — assumedly
a client representative — interpret and apply this
geotechnical-engineering report as effectively as
possible. In that way, you can benefit from a lowered
exposure to problems associated with subsurface
conditions at project sites and development of

them that, for decades, have been a principal cause
of construction delays, cost overruns, claims,

and disputes. If you have questions or want more
information about any of the issues discussed herein,
contact your GBA-member geotechnical engineer.
Active engagement in GBA exposes geotechnical
engineers to a wide array of risk-confrontation
techniques that can be of genuine benefit for
everyone involved with a construction project.

Understand the Geotechnical-Engineering Services
Provided for this Report

Geotechnical-engineering services typically include the planning,
collection, interpretation, and analysis of exploratory data from

widely spaced borings and/or test pits. Field data are combined

with results from laboratory tests of soil and rock samples obtained
from field exploration (if applicable), observations made during site
reconnaissance, and historical information to form one or more models
of the expected subsurface conditions beneath the site. Local geology
and alterations of the site surface and subsurface by previous and
proposed construction are also important considerations. Geotechnical
engineers apply their engineering training, experience, and judgment
to adapt the requirements of the prospective project to the subsurface
model(s). Estimates are made of the subsurface conditions that

will likely be exposed during construction as well as the expected
performance of foundations and other structures being planned and/or
affected by construction activities.

The culmination of these geotechnical-engineering services is typically a
geotechnical-engineering report providing the data obtained, a discussion
of the subsurface model(s), the engineering and geologic engineering
assessments and analyses made, and the recommendations developed

to satisfy the given requirements of the project. These reports may be
titled investigations, explorations, studies, assessments, or evaluations.
Regardless of the title used, the geotechnical-engineering report is an
engineering interpretation of the subsurface conditions within the context
of the project and does not represent a close examination, systematic
inquiry, or thorough investigation of all site and subsurface conditions.

Geotechnical-Engineering Services are Performed
for Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects,

and At Specific Times

Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specific
needs, goals, and risk management preferences of their clients. A
geotechnical-engineering study conducted for a given civil engineer

will not likely meet the needs of a civil-works constructor or even a
different civil engineer. Because each geotechnical-engineering study
is unique, each geotechnical-engineering report is unique, prepared
solely for the client.

Likewise, geotechnical-engineering services are performed for a specific
project and purpose. For example, it is unlikely that a geotechnical-
engineering study for a refrigerated warehouse will be the same as

one prepared for a parking garage; and a few borings drilled during

a preliminary study to evaluate site feasibility will not be adequate to
develop geotechnical design recommendations for the project.

Do not rely on this report if your geotechnical engineer prepared it:

« for a different client;

o for a different project or purpose;

o for a different site (that may or may not include all or a portion of
the original site); or

o before important events occurred at the site or adjacent to it;
e.g., man-made events like construction or environmental
remediation, or natural events like floods, droughts, earthquakes,
or groundwater fluctuations.

Note, too, the reliability of a geotechnical-engineering report can

be affected by the passage of time, because of factors like changed
subsurface conditions; new or modified codes, standards, or
regulations; or new techniques or tools. If you are the least bit uncertain
about the continued reliability of this report, contact your geotechnical
engineer before applying the recommendations in it. A minor amount
of additional testing or analysis after the passage of time - if any is
required at all - could prevent major problems.

Read this Report in Full

Costly problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical-
engineering report did not read the report in its entirety. Do not rely on
an executive summary. Do not read selective elements only. Read and
refer to the report in full.

You Need to Inform Your Geotechnical Engineer
About Change
Your geotechnical engineer considered unique, project-specific factors
when developing the scope of study behind this report and developing
the confirmation-dependent recommendations the report conveys.
Typical changes that could erode the reliability of this report include
those that affect:
o the site’s size or shape;
« the elevation, configuration, location, orientation,
function or weight of the proposed structure and
the desired performance criteria;
o the composition of the design team; or
o project ownership.

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project
or site changes — even minor ones — and request an assessment of their
impact. The geotechnical engineer who prepared this report cannot accept



responsibility or liability for problems that arise because the geotechnical
engineer was not informed about developments the engineer otherwise
would have considered.

Most of the “Findings” Related in This Report

Are Professional Opinions

Before construction begins, geotechnical engineers explore a site’s
subsurface using various sampling and testing procedures. Geotechnical
engineers can observe actual subsurface conditions only at those specific
locations where sampling and testing is performed. The data derived from
that sampling and testing were reviewed by your geotechnical engineer,
who then applied professional judgement to form opinions about
subsurface conditions throughout the site. Actual sitewide-subsurface
conditions may differ — maybe significantly - from those indicated in
this report. Confront that risk by retaining your geotechnical engineer
to serve on the design team through project completion to obtain
informed guidance quickly, whenever needed.

This Report’s Recommendations Are
Confirmation-Dependent

The recommendations included in this report - including any options or
alternatives — are confirmation-dependent. In other words, they are not
final, because the geotechnical engineer who developed them relied heavily
on judgement and opinion to do so. Your geotechnical engineer can finalize
the recommendations only after observing actual subsurface conditions
exposed during construction. If through observation your geotechnical
engineer confirms that the conditions assumed to exist actually do exist,
the recommendations can be relied upon, assuming no other changes have
occurred. The geotechnical engineer who prepared this report cannot assume
responsibility or liability for confirmation-dependent recommendations if you
fail to retain that engineer to perform construction observation.

This Report Could Be Misinterpreted
Other design professionals’ misinterpretation of geotechnical-
engineering reports has resulted in costly problems. Confront that risk
by having your geotechnical engineer serve as a continuing member of
the design team, to:

« confer with other design-team members;

o help develop specifications;

o review pertinent elements of other design professionals’ plans and

specifications; and
o be available whenever geotechnical-engineering guidance is needed.

You should also confront the risk of constructors misinterpreting this
report. Do so by retaining your geotechnical engineer to participate in
prebid and preconstruction conferences and to perform construction-
phase observations.

Give Constructors a Complete Report and Guidance
Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can shift
unanticipated-subsurface-conditions liability to constructors by limiting
the information they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent

the costly, contentious problems this practice has caused, include the
complete geotechnical-engineering report, along with any attachments
or appendices, with your contract documents, but be certain to note

conspicuously that you've included the material for information purposes
only. To avoid misunderstanding, you may also want to note that
“informational purposes” means constructors have no right to rely on
the interpretations, opinions, conclusions, or recommendations in the
report. Be certain that constructors know they may learn about specific
project requirements, including options selected from the report, only
from the design drawings and specifications. Remind constructors
that they may perform their own studies if they want to, and be sure to
allow enough time to permit them to do so. Only then might you be in
a position to give constructors the information available to you, while
requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities
stemming from unanticipated conditions. Conducting prebid and
preconstruction conferences can also be valuable in this respect.

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely

Some client representatives, design professionals, and constructors do
not realize that geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other
engineering disciplines. This happens in part because soil and rock on
project sites are typically heterogeneous and not manufactured materials
with well-defined engineering properties like steel and concrete. That
lack of understanding has nurtured unrealistic expectations that have
resulted in disappointments, delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes.
To confront that risk, geotechnical engineers commonly include
explanatory provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled “limitations,”
many of these provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers’
responsibilities begin and end, to help others recognize their own
responsibilities and risks. Read these provisions closely. Ask questions.
Your geotechnical engineer should respond fully and frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered

The personnel, equipment, and techniques used to perform an
environmental study - e.g., a “phase-one” or “phase-two” environmental
site assessment — differ significantly from those used to perform a
geotechnical-engineering study. For that reason, a geotechnical-engineering
report does not usually provide environmental findings, conclusions, or
recommendations; e.g., about the likelihood of encountering underground
storage tanks or regulated contaminants. Unanticipated subsurface
environmental problems have led to project failures. If you have not
obtained your own environmental information about the project site,

ask your geotechnical consultant for a recommendation on how to find
environmental risk-management guidance.

Obtain Professional Assistance to Deal with

Moisture Infiltration and Mold

While your geotechnical engineer may have addressed groundwater,
water infiltration, or similar issues in this report, the engineer’s
services were not designed, conducted, or intended to prevent
migration of moisture - including water vapor - from the soil
through building slabs and walls and into the building interior, where
it can cause mold growth and material-performance deficiencies.
Accordingly, proper implementation of the geotechnical engineer’s
recommendations will not of itself be sufficient to prevent

moisture infiltration. Confront the risk of moisture infiltration by
including building-envelope or mold specialists on the design team.
Geotechnical engineers are not building-envelope or mold specialists.

Telephone: 301/565-2733
e-mail: info@geoprofessional.org www.geoprofessional.org

Copyright 2019 by Geoprofessional Business Association (GBA). Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this document, in whole or in part, by any means whatsoever, is strictly
prohibited, except with GBAS specific written permission. Excerpting, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is permitted only with the express written permission of
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this transportation analysis is to evaluate the potential transportation impacts
associated with the proposed Heatwave Industrial Development in conformance with the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City of Gilroy.

The project, as proposed, would develop three light industrial buildings on a vacant 7.29-acre site
located at 8875 Murray Avenue. Upon buildout of the project site, the project site would include 20,330
s.f. of office space, 25,266 s.f. of warehouse land use, and 75,190 s.f. of light industrial land use.

Scope of Study

This transportation analysis has been prepared in accordance with the standards and methodologies
set forth by the City of Gilroy, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Congestion
Management Program’s Transportation Impact Guidelines (October 2014), and by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

In 2013, the State of California passed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which requires jurisdictions to stop using
congestion and delay metrics, such as Level of Service (LOS), as the measurement for CEQA
transportation analysis. Therefore, in adherence to SB 743, the effects and impacts to the
transportation network as the result of the proposed project were evaluated based on VMT.

However, the City of Gilroy currently uses LOS as their adopted methodology for the evaluation of the
effects of new development and land use changes on the local transportation network. In addition, the
City is still required to conform to the requirements of the VTA, which establishes a uniform program for
evaluating the transportation impacts of land use decisions on the designated CMP Roadway System.
Therefore, in addition to the evaluation of VMT, this transportation study also includes a level of service
analysis to evaluate the effects of the project on the citywide transportation system, including
intersections, freeway segments, and freeway ramps. The level of service analysis is presented to
determine conformance to General Plan transportation goals and policies. However, the determination
of project impacts per CEQA requirements is based solely on the VMT analysis.

CEQA VMT Evaluation Results

The VTA’s VMT tool was used to estimate VMT for the proposed project.

For the purpose of this analysis, and for consistency with the City of Gilroy General Plan, the VMT
analysis considers OPR’s recommended impact threshold of 15% below the existing citywide average
VMT per job, which equates to 15.97 VMT per job.

Page | 1|
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The results of the VMT evaluation using the VTA’s VMT Evaluation Tool indicate that the existing
average daily VMT for employment uses in the vicinity of the project site is 16.97 VMT per job, which is
less than the existing citywide average VMT per job (18.79). The results also indicate that the proposed
development is projected to generate average daily per-job VMT equal to 16.92, which although is
lower than the citywide average VMT per job, would exceed the identified impact threshold of 15.97
VMT per job. Therefore, the proposed project would result in an impact on the transportation system
based on OPR’s 15% below existing average VMT impact threshold.

The VMT results for the proposed project are presented in Table ES-1.

Table ES 1
VMT Analysis Summary

Heatwave Industrial Development
Base Year 2023 18.79 15.97 16.97 16.92 Yes 13.58 15.75

Source: VTA's VMT Evaluation Tool, January 2024.
'Assumes all applicable TDM measures.
2pssumes the proposed TDM program, which includes telecommuting and alternative work schedule and ride-sharing program.

Project Impact and Mitigation Measures

Applying OPR’s 15% below existing average VMT impact threshold, the project would need to
implement VMT reduction measures to achieve a minimum of 6% reduction (or approximately 0.95
miles per employee/job, from 16.92 to 15.97) in its VMT per job for the proposed project to reduce its
impact to less than significant levels. The project's VMT per job could be reduced with the
implementation of Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies.

Per the VMT tool, the project’'s VMT per worker could be reduced to a maximum of 13.58 with the
implementation of TDM strategies, including the following:

e TP04 — CTR Marketing and Education: Implement a marketing campaign targeting all project
employees and visitors that encourages the use of transit, shared rides, and active modes.
Marketing strategies may include new employee orientation on alternative commute options,
event promotions, and publications. Providing information and encouragement to use transit,
share ride modes, and active modes, reducing drive-alone trips and thereby reducing VMT; and

¢ TP06 — Employee Parking Cash-Out: Require project employers to offer employee parking “cash-
out.” Providing “cash-out” options give employees the choice to forgo subsidized/free parking for
cash payment equivalent to the cost that the employer would otherwise pay for the parking space.
Providing an alternative to subsidized/free parking encourages commuters to travel via walking,
biking, carpooling, and transit, thereby reducing VMT; and

e TPO7 — Subsidized Transit Program: Provide fully (100%) subsidized transit passes for all project
employees. Providing subsidies for transit use encourages people to use transit rather than
driving, thereby reducing VMT; and
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e TPO08 — Telecommunicating and Alternative Work Schedule: Allow and encourage employees to
shift work schedules such that employees work slightly longer days resulting in fewer days in the
office in a one-week or two-week period. This strategy reduces commute trips, thereby reducing
VMT; and

e TP13 — Ride-Sharing Programs: Organize a program to match individuals interested in carpooling
who have similar commute patterns. This strategy encourages the use of carpooling, reducing the
number of vehicle trips and thereby reducing VMT.

The project applicant is proposing to implement a TDM program that will include telecommuting and
alternative work schedule (TP08 above) and a ride-sharing program (TP13 above). Implementing these
two TDM measures with a minimum 10% participation rate each, the VMT tool calculates that the
proposed project’'s VMT could be reduced to 15.75 miles per worker, reducing the project VMT below
the identified impact threshold and thus reducing the project impact to less than significant.

Roadway Capacity Analysis Results

Intersection Level of Service Analysis Results

A summary of the results of the intersection level of service analysis conducted for the study
intersections is provided in Table ES-2. The results of the intersection level of service analysis indicate
that all of the study intersections are projected to continue to operate at acceptable levels of service
during the peak hours under both background plus project and cumulative plus project conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project is not projected to have or contribute to an adverse effect on any of the
study intersections.

Intersection Operations Analysis Results
The operations analysis results are described below and summarized in Table ES-3.

The results of the queue analysis show that the proposed project would contribute to the projected
queue length storage capacity deficiency for the following turn-movement:

4. Murray Avenue and Leavesley Road

Southbound Left-Turn Movement

The maximum queue length for the southbound left-turn movement at the Murray Avenue/Leavesley
Road intersection is projected to exceed the existing queue storage capacity for this movement during
the PM peak-hour under background plus project conditions. The addition of project traffic to this turn-
movement is projected to increase the 95" percentile vehicle queue length from 7 vehicles per lane
under background conditions to 8 vehicles per lane under project conditions, exceeding the existing
storage capacity by a total of 1 vehicle (25 feet) per lane. This is considered a project deficiency,
according to the City of Gilroy definition of queue deficiencies.

Project Deficiency: PM peak-hour
Queue Length Deficiency: 1 vehicle (25 feet) per lane

Page | 111
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Intersection Deficiencies and Possible Improvements

Described below are deficiencies that are projected to occur with implementation of the proposed
project. The project’s contribution to the projected deficiencies and/or possible improvements to
improve operating conditions also are described below.

Level of Service Deficiencies

The proposed project is not projected to have an adverse effect on any of the study intersections.
Queue Storage Deficiencies

4. Murray Avenue and Leavesley Road

Movement: Southbound left-turn

Project deficiency: PM peak-hour

Available queue storage: 175 feet (7 vehicles) per lane

Change in queue length: from 7 vehicles per lane under background conditions to 8 vehicles per lane
under project conditions

Queue length deficiency: 1 vehicle (25 feet) per lane

The projected queue storage deficiency for this turn-movement could be improved by extending the
existing southbound left-turn lanes an additional 25 feet each. Extending the existing southbound left-
turn pockets could be accomplished by restriping Murray Avenue, however, it could also require the
removal of some on-street parking to continue to accommodate the existing lane configuration and bike
lanes.

Freeway Segment Evaluation

A review of the project trip assignment indicates that the maximum number of project trips in any
direction on the subject freeway segments would be no more than 28 trips during the peak-hour. Since
the number of project trips on US 101 are estimated to be less than the one-percent threshold, the
project would not cause a significant increase in traffic on the freeway segments in the study area, and
a freeway level of service analysis is not required.

The freeway capacity analysis is summarized on Table ES-4.

Other Transportation Issues

Access Roadway/Driveways Geometrics

As proposed, the project driveways would satisfy the 35-foot minimum width requirement for
commercial driveways.

Recommendation: The roadway improvements along the project frontage, including the transitions
from the improved section of Murray Avenue to the existing narrower section to the south, should be
designed to meet City of Gilroy design standards.

Recommendation: As part of the site design process, a review of turning templates within the site shall
be conducted to determine the adequacy of the site access (driveway width) and on-site circulation
(drive aisle width and turn radii) for truck traffic. This analysis should be conducted using turning
templates for the largest truck allowed on Murray Avenue.

Page | 1v
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Operations at the Project Driveways

Because of the relatively low project traffic volumes estimated to access the project site driveways, in
addition to the relative low traffic volumes along both Forest Street and Murray Avenue, traffic
operations at the project site driveways are anticipated to be adequate.

Sight Distance

The sight distance from all project site driveways is beyond the 250 feet minimum distance requirement
for Forest Street (local roadway with 35 mph design speed) and 360 feet minimum distance
requirement for Murray Avenue (arterial roadway with 45 mph design speed). Therefore, sight distance
from all project site driveways would be adequate.

Recommendation: The design of the project site should ensure that design features, such as the
landscaping, signage, and other physical features, along the project site frontage and at the project site
driveways, would not interfere with the sight distance at the proposed site driveways.

Emergency Vehicle Access and Circulation

The site plan shows all drive aisles within the project site to be 26 to 35 feet wide. All project driveways
would be 35 feet wide, providing the minimum width requirement for emergency vehicle access and
circulation.

Truck Access and Circulation

Recommendation: The project must ensure that all trucks utilize Murray Avenue, the designated truck
route, to access the project site, including under Phase | when project site access would be provided
via Forest Street only. Under Phase |, trucks would utilize Murray Avenue and Kishimura Drive to
access the project site via Forest Street.

Recommendation: As part of the site design process, a review of turning templates within the site shall
be conducted to determine the adequacy of the site access (driveway width) and on-site circulation
(drive aisle width and turn radii) for truck traffic. Additionally, turning templates shall be checked at
intersections leading to the project site, such as Murray Avenue/Leavesley Road and the Kishimura
Drive intersections with Forest Street and Murray Avenue, to verify the adequacy of these intersections
to serve the anticipated project truck traffic. This analysis should be conducted using turning templates
for the largest truck allowed on Murray Avenue. Required improvements for adequate truck travel to
and from the project site shall be identified, if any.

Pedestrian Access and Circulation

Currently, most roadways fronting undeveloped and industrial use parcels in the vicinity of the project
site have missing sidewalks, including along the project site frontages on Forest Street and Murray
Avenue.

Even with implementing sidewalks along the project site frontages on Forest Street and Murray
Avenue, the existing pedestrian network in the project area would continue to be limited.

Recommendation: The design of the proposed sidewalk along the project site frontage on Forest
Street and Murray Avenue must adhere to City of Gilroy design guidelines for sidewalks in industrial
areas. Additionally, curb ramps must be ADA-compliant.

Page | v

HExAGON



Heatwave Industrial Development Transportation Analysis February 21, 2025

Parking

The site plan shows a total of 293 parking stalls would be provided on site. Of the provided on-site
parking, the project proposes 7 ADA accessible stalls and 29 electric vehicle (EV) charging spaces.
The proposed number of parking stalls satisfies the City’s parking requirements.

Freeway Ramp Analysis Results
The results of the freeway ramp analysis are summarized in Table ES-5.

Based on the calculated V/C ratios, all of the study freeway ramps currently have adequate capacity
and would continue to have adequate capacity to continue to serve the projected demand with the
project. All study freeway ramps are projected to operate at LOS C or better under existing and
background conditions, and at LOS D or better under background plus project conditions.

Project’s Effect on Bicycle Facilities

The proposed projects could increase the demand for bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project site.
The potential demand could be served by the various bicycle facilities available in the project site area,
including the bike lanes along Murray Avenue (which would provide direct access to the project site),
Leavesley Road, and Monterey Road. With implementation of the planned bicycle facilities, the exiting
bicycle network would be enhanced providing additional connections and opportunities for project trips
to be made by bicycle. Therefore, potential project-generated bicycle traffic could be accommodated by
the existing/proposed bicycle facilities in the project area.

Based on the recommended VTA bicycle rates for the proposed land uses and the sizes of the projects,
a minimum of 17 long-term and 34 short-term bicycle parking spaces are recommended for the project.
However, it should be noted that the VTA guidelines do not specify parking rates for warehouse land
use and only provide a rate for industrial sites/campus employment centers, which might not be a good
representation of the proposed project.

Following recommendations from the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) on bicycle
parking requirements for non-residential structures, the project must provide at least 5 long-term and 11
short-term bicycle parking spaces.

The project proposes to provide a total of 15 short-term bicycle parking spaces and 9 long-term bicycle
parking spaces, adequately satisfying the CALGreen bicycle parking requirements.

Project’s Effect on Pedestrian Facilities

It can be expected that new pedestrian traffic would be generated by the proposed project. The project
is proposing to provide sidewalks along its frontages on Forest Street and Murray Avenue. However,
the lack of sidewalks would continue to exist in the project area.

City standards require a minimum sidewalk width of 6 feet in industrial areas. They also require
development projects to install (or upgrade existing) pedestrian crossings and ADA-compliant curb
ramps at intersections.

Project’s Effect on Transit Services

Although no reduction to the project trip generation estimates was applied due to transit services, it can
be assumed that some of the project trips could be made by public transportation. Applying an
estimated two percent transit mode share, which is probably the highest that could be expected for the
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project, to the project trips equates to approximately 2 new transit riders generated by the project added
to the local transit service during the busiest peak-hour. The estimated number of new transit riders to
the proposed project could be served by the existing bus line currently serving the project site area.
However, the limited-service area covered by the existing transit route and the hour-long headways
could discourage potential transit users from using public transportation to access the sites.
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Table ES 2
Intersection Level of Service Summary

1 Monterey Road Signal C AM 03/29/23 149 B 148 B 148 B +0.0 14.6 B 146 B +0.0

and Las Animas Avenue PM 03/29/23 160 B 160 B 16.0 B +0.0 15.2 B 152 B +0.0

2 Monterey Road Signal C AM 03/29/23 269 C 273 C 275 C +0.2 29.5 C 298 C +0.3

and Welburn Avenue/Leavesley Road* PM 03/29/23 293 C 305 C 306 C +0.1 34.1 C 342 C +0.1

3 Forest Street Signal C AM 03/29/23 149 B 132 B 134 B +0.2 12.8 B 130 B +0.2

and Leavesley Road PM 03/29/23 116 B 105 B 112 B +0.7 115 B 121 B +0.6

4 Murray Avenue and Leavesley Road Signal C AM 03/29/23 260 C 25.3 C 252 C -0.1 24.7 C 245 C -0.2

PM 03/29/23 303 C 297 C 301 C +0.4 29.2 C 297 C +0.5

5 US 101 Southbound Ramps Signal D AM 03/29/23 174 B 175 B 178 B +0.3 18.0 B 183 B +0.3

and Leavesley Road PM 03/29/23 270 C 275 C 276 C +0.1 28.0 C 281 C +0.1

6 US 101 Northbound Ramps Signal D AM 03/29/23 264 C 267 C 268 C +0.1 27.0 C 271 C +0.1

and Leavesley Road/San Ysidro Avenue PM 03/29/23 290 C 29.6 C 296 C +0.0 30.3 C 303 C +0.0
Notes:

' Change in delay, expressed in seconds, for background plus project conditions is measured relative to background conditions.
Change in delay for cumulative plus project conditions is measured relative to cumulative no project conditions.
* = CMP intersection
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Table ES 3

Intersection Vehicle Queue Analysis Summary — Poisson Probability

Existing Conditions

Cycle Length/Control Delay (sec)1
Lanes

Volume (vphpl )

95" %. Queue (veh/In.)

95" %. Queue (ft./In)?

Storage (ft./ In.)

Adequate (Y/N)

Background Conditions

Cycle Length/Control Delay (sec)
Lanes

Volume (vphpl )

95" %. Queue (veh/In.)

95™ %. Queue (ft./In)?

Storage (ft./ In.)

Adequate (Y/N)

1

Background Plus Project

Cycle Length/Control Delay (sec)1
Lanes

Volume (vphpl )

95" %. Queue (veh/In.)

95" %. Queue (ft./In)?

Storage (ft./ In.)

Adequate (Y/N)

Notes:

Vehicle queue calculated using the Poisson probability distribution and 95-percent confidence level.

80

193

200
425
YES

80

200

200
425
YES

80
1
212
9
225
425
YES

92

254
11

275
425
YES

92

282
12
300
425
YES

92
1
284
12
300
425
YES

92

13

25
100
YES

92

14

50
100
YES

92
1
18
2
50
100
YES

92

37

75
100
YES

92

42

75
100
YES

92
1
66
4
100
100
YES

100

59

100
175
YES

100

59

100
175
YES

100
2
62
4
100
175
YES

120

111

175
175
YES

120

111

175
175
YES

120

129

200
175
NO

NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound, EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, R = Right, T = Through, L = Left.

Right-turn movements with overlapping protected left-turn phasing were adjusted manually to account for the right-turns on red.
' Vehicle queue calculations based on cycle length for signalized intersections and control delay for unsignalized intersections.

2 Assumes 25 feet per vehicle in the queue.

100

310
14

350
485
YES

100

343
15

375
485
YES

100

360
15

375
485
YES

120

434
21

525
485
NO

120

482
23

575
485
NO

120

485
23
575
485
NO

100

240
11

275
450
YES

100

258
12

300
450
YES

100

272
12

300
450
YES

135

269
16

400
450
YES

135

297
17

425
450
YES

135

299
17

425
450
YES
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Table ES 3 (Continued)
Intersection Vehicle Queue Analysis Summary — Synchro

Existing Conditions

Field Observation ' 75 75
Synchro 2 75 75
Storage (ft/lane) 125 125
Adequate (Y/N) YES YES
Background Conditions
Synchro 2 100 75
Storage (ft/lane) 125 125
Adequate (Y/N) YES YES
Background Plus Project Conditions
Synchro 2 100 75
Storage (ft/lane) 125 125
Adequate (Y/N) YES YES

Notes:

' Peak-hour field observations conducted on September 17, 2024.

2 Evaluated using Synchro (Version 12) which uses Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology.

95th-percentile queue length, rounded to the nearest car-length (25 feet).

25

25

100
YES

25
100
YES

25
100
YES

February 21, 2025

25

25

100
YES

25
100
YES

25
100
YES
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Table ES 4
Freeway Segment Level of Service Results

US 101 from Pacheco Pass Highway to Leavesley Road NB AM 3 6,900 69 12 No
NB PM 3 6,900 69 2 No
US 101 from Leavesley Road to Masten Avenue NB AM 3 6,900 69 4 No
NB PM 3 6,900 69 24 No
US 101 from Masten Avenue to Leavesley Road SB AM 3 6,900 69 28 No
SB PM 3 6,900 69 5 No
US 101 from Leavesley Road to Pacheco Pass Highway SB AM 3 6,900 69 2 No
SB PM 3 6,900 69 10 No

" Information obtained from the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Congestion Management Program Monitoring Study, 2018.
2Based on a capacity of 2,300 vehicles per hour per lane (vhpl) for freeway sections with six or more lanes, and 2,200 vphpl for freeway sections
with four lanes.
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Table ES 5
Freeway Ramp Analysis Results

US 101 at Leavesley Road

Southbound Off-Ramp AM  Diagonal  Off 1 Signal 1,800 746 0414 A 789 0438 A 817 0454 A
PM Signal 1,800 1,017 0565 A 1,084 0602 B 1,089 0605 B
Southbound On-Ramp AM  Diagonal On 1 Meter-Off 1,800 461 0256 A 514 0286 A 516 0287 A
PM Meter-On 900 639 0710 C 712 0791 C 722 0802 D
Northbound Off-Ramp AM  Diagonal  Off 1 Signal 1,800 646 0359 A 704 0391 A 716 0398 A
PM Signal 1,800 628 0349 A 695 0386 A 697 0387 A
Northbound On-Ramp AM Loop On 1 Meter-On 900 470 0522 A 517 0574 A 521 0579 A
PM Meter-Off 1,600 410 025 A 463 0289 A 487 0304 A

Notes:

1. The constraint point of a ramp is the location on the ramp that dictates how much traffic enters/exits the freeway. The constraint point determines the ramp's capacity.
For freeway off-ramps, the constraint point is at the ramp's diverging point from the freeway mainline.

For non-metered on-ramps, the constraint point is at the ramp's merging point with the freeway.
For metered on-ramps, the constraint point is at the meter.

2. Typical capacities for diagonal and loop ramps are 1,800 and 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl), respectively.
The capacity for non-metered ramps is determined based on the number of lanes at the ramp's constraint point.
The capacity for metered on-ramps was assumed to be 900 vph (Caltrans District 4 maximum meter rate).

3. Existing ramp volumes were interpolated from existing peak-hour turn-movement counts at the ramp intersections.

4. The ramp level of service corresponds to the calculated ramp V/C ratios.

Bold indicates a projected change in level of service from background to background plus project conditions.
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1.
Introduction

This report presents the results of a Transportation Analysis (TA) completed for the proposed
Heatwave Industrial Development in the City of Gilroy, California.

Project Description

The project proposes to develop three light industrial buildings on a vacant 7.29-acre site (APN 835-01-
059) located at 8875 Murray Avenue in the northeast part of Gilroy. The project site is generally bound
by Forest Street to the west, Murray Avenue to the east, existing industrial/commercial uses to the
north, and undeveloped land to the south. The project would become Heatwave Visual’'s new main
headquarters consisting of offices, product storage, and warehouse operations including assembly and
distribution. Heatwave Visual, the project applicant, is an existing eyewear manufacturer and distributor,
with current operations conducted out of two existing facilities located in the same general area as the
project site. With the proposed project, Heatwave Visual would consolidate its operations to a single
site.

The project, as proposed, would be constructed in three phases, with the construction of one building
and its associated driveways, parking supply, and infrastructure improvements, per phase. Each phase
would include the following land uses and site improvements:

o Phase | would construct Building 1, two site driveways along Forest Street and associated
parking areas and infrastructure improvements. Building 1 would include 8,330 square feet (s.f.)
of office, 23,086 s.f. of warehouse, and 10,850 s.f. of light industrial land uses, for a total
building size of 42,266 s.f.

¢ Phase Il would construct Building 2, one driveway along Murray Avenue and associated parking
areas and infrastructure improvements. Building 2 would include 7,000 s.f. of office and 41,600
s.f. of light industrial land uses, for a total building size of 48,600 s.f.

o Phase Ill would construct Building 3 and associated parking areas and infrastructure
improvements. Building 3 would include 5,000 s.f. of office, 2,180 s.f. of warehouse, and 22,740
s.f. of light industrial land uses, for a total building size of 29,920 s.f.

Upon buildout of the project site, the project site would include 20,330 s.f. of office space, 25,266 s.f. of
warehouse land use, and 75,190 s.f. of light industrial land use. Parking for both trucks and passenger
vehicles would be provided on site. Access to the project site would be provided via two proposed
driveways along Forest Street and one proposed driveway along Murray Avenue.

It should be noted that access to the project site would be provided via both Forest Street and Murray
Avenue. Forest Street is classified in the City’s General Plan as a local street while Murray Avenue is
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classified as an arterial roadway. Additionally, Murray Avenue is designated as a truck route in the
project area. For this reason, while passenger vehicles can utilize both streets to access the project
site, all truck traffic accessing the project site must utilize Murray Avenue.

The project site location and surrounding study area are shown on Figure 1. The site plan is shown on
Figure 2.

Land Use and Zoning Conformance

The City of Gilroy 2040 General Plan land use designation for the project site is Industrial Park.
According to the City’s General Plan, the Industrial Park land use designation’s purpose is to allow for
low-intensity industrial developments that can be located in proximity to residential and commercial
areas. Typical uses under the Industrial Park designation include office, light manufacturing operations,
electronic assembly plants, and large warehouses.

The Zoning Map designation for the site is Limited Industrial (M1) and is located within the Murray-Las
Animas Avenue Overlay Combining District. The purpose of the M1 Limited Industrial zoning district is
to designate industrial areas in the City that are appropriate to locate in close proximity to residential
and commercial zones. Allowable uses under the M1 zoning include small-scale light manufacturing
and industrial park uses with low noise and traffic levels.

The project components of office, light industrial, and warehouse land uses are permitted under the
existing zoning and General Plan land use designation for the site. Therefore, the proposed project
would be in conformance with the City of Gilroy General Plan and zoning designation.

Transportation Analysis Scope

The purpose of this transportation analysis is to evaluate the potential transportation impacts
associated with the increase in traffic due to the proposed project in conformance with the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City of Gilroy.

The TA consists of a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) required vehicle-miles-traveled
(VMT) analysis and a supplemental traffic operations analysis that demonstrates the project’s
consistency with the City of Gilroy 2040 General Plan goals and policies.

CEQA Transportation Analysis Scope

Like most other jurisdictions in Santa Clara County and the State, the City of Gilroy has historically
utilized vehicular delay as the primary analysis metric to evaluate traffic impacts and potential roadway
improvements to relieve traffic congestion that may result due to proposed/planned growth. However,
with the adoption of Senate Bill (SB) 743 legislation, public agencies are required (effective July 2020)
to base transportation impacts on Vehicle-Miles-Traveled (VMT) rather than level of service that
typically uses delay as its metric. The change in measurement is intended to better evaluate the effects
of development growth on the State’s goal for climate change and multi-modal transportation.
Therefore, to adhere to the state’s legislation, all new development projects are required to analyze
transportation impacts using the VMT metric.

In accordance with CEQA, all proposed projects are required to analyze transportation as a component
of environmental review using average trip length per resident and/or per employee as metrics (total
VMT for retail/commercial projects).
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Figure 1
Site Location
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Figure 2
Proposed Site Plan
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The CEQA VMT impact analysis was completed using the Valley Transportation Authority’s (VTA) VMT
Evaluation Tool.

The City of Gilroy is currently developing the framework for new transportation policies based on VMT
as the primary measure of transportation impacts. However, since the City has not formally adopted its
own City-specific VMT policies, the City relies on VMT analysis methodology and impact thresholds
recommended in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018, for the evaluation of projects.

Traffic Operations Analysis Scope

The current City of Gilroy 2040 General Plan, adopted in November 2020, uses Level of Service (LOS)
as its primary metric for the evaluation of the effects of new development and land use changes on the
City’s transportation network. Therefore, a traffic operations analysis based upon peak hour intersection
level of service analysis is included to determine the project’s conformance with General Plan
transportation goals and policies. The traffic operations analysis supplements the CEQA-required VMT
analysis. However, the determination of project impacts per CEQA requirements is based solely on the
VMT analysis.

The traffic operations analysis includes the evaluation of weekday AM and PM peak-hour operations at
selected intersections for the purpose of identifying operational issues (queuing, signal operations, and
potential multi-modal issues) in the general vicinity of the project site. The traffic operations analysis
also includes an evaluation of the effects of the project on other transportation issues relating to on-site
access, on-site circulation, sight distance, parking, freeway segments and ramps, pedestrian, bicycle,
and transit facilities, and related safety elements in the immediate area of the project.

The effects of the proposed development on traffic operations on the surrounding roadway system were
evaluated following the standards and methodologies set forth by the City of Gilroy, the Gilroy 2040
General Plan, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Congestion Management
Program’s Transportation Impact Guidelines (October 2014). The VTA administers the Congestion
Management Program (CMP) for Santa Clara County.

Report Organization

The remainder of this report is divided into five chapters. Chapter 2 describes the existing
transportation system including the existing roadway network, transit service, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. Chapter 3 presents the CEQA transportation analysis. Chapter 4 describes the traffic
operations analysis and the project's effects on the transportation system and describes recommended
roadway improvements. An evaluation of other transportation issues, including site access and on-site
circulation review, parking, freeway ramp analysis, and effects on bicycle, pedestrian, and transit
facilities, are presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 presents the conclusions of the transportation analysis.
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2.
Existing Transportation Setting

This chapter describes the existing transportation system within the project area. It describes existing
conditions for all of the major transportation facilities in the vicinity of the project site, including the
roadway network, transit service, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Existing Roadway Network

Regional access to the project sites is provided via US 101 and State Route (SR) 152. Local access to
the project site is provided by Monterey Road, Leavesley Road (SR 152), Forest Street, and Murray
Avenue. These facilities are shown on Figure 1 and described below.

US 101 is a six-lane freeway north of the Monterey Road interchange (in south Gilroy) and transitions
to a four-lane freeway south of that point. US 101 extends northward through San Jose and southward
into Salinas. This freeway serves as the primary roadway connection between Gilroy and Morgan Hill
and other Santa Clara County communities to the north and between Gilroy and Salinas to the south.
US 101 includes full-access interchanges at Leavesley Road, Tenth Street/SR 152, and Monterey
Road in Gilroy. A fourth interchange at Masten Avenue, north of Gilroy in unincorporated Santa Clara
County, serves the north and northwestern areas of Gilroy. Regional access to the project site is
provided via the US 101 interchange at Leavesley Road.

SR 152 is a two- to four-lane east-west highway that extends to the east, where it is known as Pacheco
Pass Highway, starting at the US 101/Leavesley Road interchange south to the US 101/Tenth Street
interchange along US 101, over the Pacheco Pass to Interstate 5 and through Los Banos. West of
Gilroy, SR 152 is known as Hecker Pass Highway and extends westward from the US 101/Leavesley
Road interchange, with its alignment through Gilroy following Leavesley Road to Monterey Road to
First Street where it changes designation to Hecker Pass Highway west of Santa Teresa Boulevard,
over the Santa Cruz Mountains to Watsonville and Highway 1. SR 152 connects the communities of
Watsonville and Gilroy to the Central Valley via Interstate 5. Access to the project site from SR 152 is
provided via Leavesley Road, Forest Street, and Murray Avenue.

Monterey Road is a north-south arterial roadway that begins at its interchange with US 101 in the
southern part of Gilroy and extends northward to San Jose. Monterey Road is a two-lane street
between Eighth Street and Fourth Street (in the historic downtown district) and a four-lane street south
of Eighth Street and north of Fourth Street. Monterey Road provides access to the project site via
Leavesley Road and Las Animas Avenue.
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Leavesley Road is an east-west arterial roadway that consists of six lanes between Monterey Road
and Arroyo Circle and narrows down to two lanes east of Arroyo Circle. West of Monterey Road and
east of New Avenue, Leavesley Road changes designation to Welburn Avenue and Ferguson Road,
respectively. Leavesley Road has an interchange with US 101 which serves as the primary access
point for regional traffic associated with the Gilroy Premium Outlets and surrounding commercial areas.
The segment of Leavesley Road between the US 101 interchange and Monterey Road is also
designated as SR 152.

Forest Street is a two-lane north-south roadway that begins at Swanston Lane, south of Leavesley
Road, and extends northward to Yamane Drive where it terminates. North of Leavesley Road, Forest
Street provides direct access to the various industrial and commercial sites lining the street. Forest
Street would provide direct access to the project site via two proposed full-access driveways.

Murray Avenue is a two-lane north-south arterial roadway that begins at Chestnut Street, south of
Leavesley Road, and extends northward to Las Animas Avenue where it currently terminates. North of
Leavesley Road, Murray Avenue provides direct access to the various industrial and commercial sites
lining the street, as well as local residential streets. Murray Avenue would provide direct access to the
project site via one proposed full-access driveway.

Existing Bicycle Facilities
Bicycle facilities are divided into three classes of relative significance:

o Class | Bikeways (Bike Path). Class | bikeways are bike paths that are physically separated
from motor vehicles and offer two-way bicycle travel on a separate path.

¢ Class Il Bikeways (Bike Lane). Class Il bikeways are striped bike lanes on roadways that are
marked by signage and pavement markings.

o Class lll Bikeways (Bike Route). Class Il bikeways are bike routes and only have signs to
help guide bicyclists on recommended routes to certain locations.

There are several bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project site. These are listed below and shown
on Figure 3:

Class | Bikeways (Bike Paths)

The nearest bike path to the project sites is the Western Ronan Channel Trail. This trail is located on
the western side of the Ronan Channel between Leavesley Road and Sixth Street. The nearest
trailhead is located approximately 1/2-mile from the project site at the southwest corner of the US
101/Leavesley Road interchange.

Class Il Bikeways (Bike Lanes)
Class Il Bikeways in the vicinity of the project site are provided along the following roadways:

o Murray Avenue, between Las Animas Avenue and IOOF Avenue (including along the project
site frontage)

Leavesley Road, between Monterey Road and Arroyo Circle

Monterey Road, between Farrell Avenue and First Street

Church Street, between Farrell Avenue and Tenth Street

Farrell Avenue, between Wren Avenue and Monterey Road

Mantelli Drive, west of Church Street
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Figure 3
Existing Bicycle Facilities
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Class lll Bikeways (Bike Routes)
Class Il Bikeways in the vicinity of the project site are provided along the following roadways:

e Welburn Avenue, between Church Street and Wren Avenue

Existing Pedestrian Facilities

The project area consists of a mixture of commercial and industrial land uses, and undeveloped land.
Pedestrian facilities in the project area consist primarily of sidewalks along developed residential areas.
Crosswalks and pedestrian push buttons are available along three or more legs of all signalized
intersections in the vicinity of the project site. However, most undeveloped and industrial use parcels in
northern Gilroy have missing sidewalks, including in the immediate project site vicinity and along the
project site frontage. The missing sidewalks create an incomplete pedestrian network. Sidewalks are
mostly missing along the following roadway segments in the vicinity of the project site:

¢ Murray Avenue, west side of the roadway north of Leavesley Road (including along the project
site frontage) and east side of roadway north of Ronan Channel

o Forest Street, along both sides of the roadway north of Leavesley Road (including along the

project site frontage)

Yamane Drive, along both sides of the roadway

Muraoka Drive, along both sides of the roadway

Nagareda Drive, along the north side of the roadway

Kishimura Drive, along both sides of the roadway

Las Animas Avenue, along both sides of the roadway

Roadway segments with continuous sidewalks include the east side of Murray Avenue, the west side of
Monterey Road, both sides of Leavesley Road, and most roadways south of Leavesley Road and west
of Monterey Road.

The existing pedestrian facilities in the study area are shown on Figure 4.

Existing Transit Services

Transit services in Gilroy consist of local, regional, and intercity bus services, rail service, and
paratransit services. Existing transit service in Gilroy is provided primarily by Santa Clara County VTA
buses. Caltrain commuter rail service, San Benito County express bus service, and Greyhound bus
service also serve Gilroy. The existing transit services in the project area are shown on Figure 5.

The project site is served by Local Bus Route 85, which provides weekday and weekend service
between the Gilroy Transit Center and Saint Louise Regional Hospital via Sixth Street, Wren Avenue,
Mantelli Drive, Leavesley Road, and San Ysidro Avenue with approximately 60-minute headways
during commute hours. Existing VTA bus stops serving Route 85 are located along Leavesley Road,
between Forest Street and Murray Avenue, approximately 1/3-mile walking distance from the project
site.

Additionally, the site is served by Frequent Route 68, which provides weekday and weekend service
between the Gilroy Transit Center and the San Jose Diridon Transit Center via Monterey Road between
4:15 AM and 1:01 AM with approximately 15- to 30-minute headways during commute hours. Existing
VTA bus stops serving Route 68 are located along Monterey Road, north and south of Leavesley
Road/Welburn Avenue, approximately 1/2-mile walking distance from the project site.
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Figure 4
Existing Pedestrian Facilities
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Figure 5
Existing Transit Services
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Other bus transit services currently serving Gilroy, as of January 2024, include:

o Local Route 84 provides weekday and weekend service between the Gilroy Transit Center and
Saint Louise Regional Hospital via Tenth Street, Camino Arroyo, and San Ysidro Avenue between
7:50 AM and 7:09 PM with approximately 60-minute headways during commute hours.

o Local Bus Route 86 provides weekday only service between the Gilroy Transit Center and Gavilan
College via Tenth Street, Princevalle Street, Luchessa Avenue, Thomas Road, and Santa Teresa
Boulevard between the hours of 7:42 AM and 10:11 PM with approximately 30-minute headways
during commute hours.

e Express Route 121 provides weekday service between the Gilroy Transit Center and the Lockheed
Martin Transit Center in Sunnyvale with northbound service (two trips) during the morning commute
period and southbound service (three trips) during the afternoon commute period with
approximately 60-minute headways. This express route has scheduled stops at the Gilroy Transit
Center, the Morgan Hill Caltrain Station, Old Ironsides Light Rail Station, and the Lockheed Martin
Transit Center.

o Rapid Route 568 provides weekday between the Gilroy Transit Center and the San Jose Diridon
Transit Center via Monterey Road between 4:45 AM and 8:42 PM with approximately 30-minute
headways during commute hours.

e San Benito County Express Bus Service (Caltrain and Gavilan College Shuttle) provides
express bus service between Hollister and the Gilroy Transit Center Monday through Friday.
Currently, seven northbound (to Gilroy) shuttles run during the morning and evening commute
periods, between 4:45 and 12:00 PM and between 1:00 and 7:35 PM, respectively. In addition,
there are five southbound (to Hollister) runs in the morning between 6:45 AM and 12:55 PM and
seven runs in the evening between 1:45 and 8:30 PM. The schedule is coordinated with the Caltrain
schedule to facilitate connections with Caltrain arrivals and departures.

e San Benito County Express Bus Service (Greyhound Shuttle) provides service between
Hollister and the Gilroy Transit Center, (which serves as the Greyhound Bus Depot) on Saturdays
and Sundays. There are currently two northbound (to Gilroy) and two southbound (to Hollister) runs
in the morning between 7:30 and 11:20 AM and two northbound and two southbound runs in the
evening between 11:55 AM and 6:45 PM. The schedule is designed to allow for connections to
Greyhound service.

Additionally, Caltrain provides train service from Gilroy to San Francisco, with limited-stop service at
other stations along the peninsula corridor. Caltrain service to Gilroy is only provided on weekdays;
weekend service south of San Jose is not available. Currently, as of December 2023, the Gilroy
Caltrain station is served by four northbound trains in the morning and four southbound trains in the
evening. The northbound trains have scheduled departures from the Gilroy Transit Center at 5:52, 6:29,
6:50, and 7:29 AM and the southbound trains have scheduled arrivals at the Gilroy Transit Center at
5:19, 5:40, 6:17, and 6:40 PM.

Greyhound Lines, Inc. is an intercity, long distance bus service offering services to over 3,700
destinations in the United States, Canada, and Mexico. The Gilroy Transit Center also serves as the
Greyhound Bus Depot in Gilroy. Greyhound buses operate from the Transit Center every day of the
week.

All of the above transit routes serve the Gilroy Transit Center, located in Downtown Gilroy, along
Monterey Road approximately 2 miles south of the project site.

Page | 12

HExAGON



Heatwave Industrial Development Transportation Analysis February 21, 2025

3.
CEQA Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Evaluation

This chapter provides an evaluation of the proposed project’s effect on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).
Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 2019 Update
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) states that VMT will be the metric in analyzing
transportation impacts for land use projects for CEQA purposes.

CEQA VMT Evaluation Methodology

VMT is the total miles of travel by personal motorized vehicles a project is expected to generate in a
day. VMT measures the full distance of personal motorized vehicle trips with one end within the project.
Typically, development projects that are farther from other, complementary land uses (such as a
business park far from housing) and in areas without transit or active transportation infrastructure (bike
lanes, sidewalks, etc.) generate more driving than development near complementary land uses with
more robust transportation options. Therefore, developments located in a central business district with
high density and diversity of complementary land uses and frequent transit services are expected to
internalize trips and generate shorter and fewer vehicle trips than developments located in a suburban
area with low density of residential developments and no transit service in the project vicinity. Local-
serving retail projects also would result in shorter vehicle trips as new local-serving retail development
typically diverts/shortens existing shopping trips, rather than generating new retail trips.

In accordance with CEQA, all proposed projects are required to analyze transportation as a component
of environmental review using average trip length per resident and/or per employee as metrics. The
daily VMT per resident accounts for trips that start or end at the home. Daily VMT per employee is
calculated based on trips made by people driving to and from work. However, non-residential and non-
employment projects, such as retail projects, include both trips made by employees and patrons. Thus,
for non-residential and non-employment projects, total VMT is evaluated.

To determine whether a project would result in CEQA transportation impacts related to VMT, the Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA) has developed a VMT Evaluation Tool to streamline the analysis for
development projects in Santa Clara County. However, the VMT tool is limited to the evaluation of VMT
for the general land use categories of residential, office, and industrial. For non-residential or non-
office/industrial projects, large projects, or projects that can potentially shift travel patterns, a Travel
Demand Forecasting (TDF) model, or other City-approved methods, must be used to determine project
VMT.
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VTA VMT Evaluation Tool

The evaluation of the effects of the project on VMT was completed using the VTA’s VMT Evaluation
Tool. The VMT tool identifies the existing average VMT per capita and VMT per employee for the
project area based on the assessor’s parcel number (APN) of a project. Based on the project location,
type of development, project description, and proposed trip reduction measures, the VMT tool
calculates the project VMT. Projects located in areas where the existing VMT is above the established
threshold are referred to as being in “high-VMT areas”. Projects in high-VMT areas are required to
include a set of VMT reduction measures that would reduce the project VMT to the greatest extent
possible.

VMT Policies and Impact Criteria

A project’s VMT is compared to established thresholds of significance based on the project location and
type of development. When assessing a residential project, the project's VMT is divided by the number

of residents expected to occupy the project to determine the VMT per capita. When assessing an office
or industrial project, the project’'s VMT is divided by the number of employees to determine the VMT per
employee/job. Retail uses are assessed based on their effects on total VMT.

To adhere to the state’s legislation, the City of Gilroy is currently developing the framework for new
transportation policies based on the implementation of VMT as the primary measure of transportation
impacts for CEQA purposes. The new policies will replace the City’s current transportation policies that
are based on levels of service. However, since the City has not formally adopted its own City-specific
VMT policies, the City relies on VMT analysis methodology and impact thresholds recommended in the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA, December 2018. While OPR emphasizes that a lead agency has the discretionary
authority to establish thresholds of significance, the Technical Advisory suggests criteria that indicate
when a project may have a significant, or less than significant, transportation impact on the
environment.

Employment Uses Impact Thresholds

As stated in the technical advisory, for office projects, OPR recommends an impact threshold of 15%
below the existing regional VMT per employee. OPR also states that in cases where the region is
substantially larger than the geography over which most workers would be expected to live, it might be
appropriate to refer to a smaller geography that includes the area over which most workers would be
expected to live. No specific impact threshold for industrial land use is identified by OPR.

Currently, the City of Gilroy has limited employment land uses, which results in longer commute trips as
a large number of Gilroy residents are required to travel outside of Gilroy for employment. This is
reflected in the average VMT per employee for the City of Gilroy (18.79 VMT per employee) compared
to the regional VMT (15.33) and the Countywide VMT (16.64) per employee, as reported by the VTA
VMT Evaluation Tool. Providing employment opportunities in Gilroy will likely attract a large number of
employees from within the City. Therefore, for the purpose of this analysis, the impact threshold for the
evaluation of the project was assumed to be 15% below the citywide employment VMT per
employee/job. The citywide employment VMT threshold is also consistent with the Gilroy 2040 General
Plan EIR, which utilized 15% below the citywide VMT as the impact threshold for both residential (per-
capita) and employment (per-job) VMT.

The VTA’s VMT Evaluation Tool indicates that the existing citywide average VMT per employee/job is
currently 18.79. Therefore, the OPR recommended impact threshold of 15% below the existing average
VMT per job equates to 15.97 VMT per job.
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Employment Impact Threshold: 15.97 VMT per Job

It should be noted that 15% below the existing citywide average VMT per job impact threshold for
industrial land use may be considered a conservative threshold. OPR’s recommended impact threshold
of 15% below the existing average VMT corresponds to the threshold for office uses. Office space and
jobs are more commonly available than industrial land use and jobs. While office employees may have
the option to choose a convenient job location, industrial employees may have limited options, resulting
in longer trips and consequently greater VMT. For this reason, jurisdictions that have adopted their own
VMT guidelines and impact thresholds, such as the City of San Jose, have defined impact thresholds
for industrial land uses as the existing VMT per job. However, until the City of Gilroy adopts its own
VMT guidelines and impact criteria, utilizing 15% below the existing VMT as the impact threshold for
employment land uses is a conservative approach and is consistent with the Gilroy 2040 General Plan
EIR.

VMT Evaluation

The VMT for the proposed project was evaluated with the VTA VMT Evaluation Tool. The use of the
VMT tool for the evaluation of land uses that are not reflective of one of the general land uses requires
the conversion of the proposed land use to an equivalent amount of residential units, office space, or
industrial space.

The project as proposed would include a combination of warehouse, light industrial, and office space.
Therefore, the proposed warehouse land use component of the project was converted into an
equivalent amount of industrial space using daily trip generation estimates based on ITE trip generation
rates. Converting the trips estimated to be generated by the proposed warehouse land use to an
equivalent amount of industrial space is a reasonable approach since the project would have similar
trip-making characteristics (origin/destination and length of trips) as industrial uses within the City.

Based on the ITE daily trip rate for warehousing (ITE land use code 150), the proposed warehouse
portion of the project is estimated to generate a total of 43 daily trips which are equivalent to the trips
estimated to be generated by approximately 10,000 s.f. of industrial land use. Table 1 presents the land
use equivalency calculation.

The results of the VMT evaluation using the VTA’s VMT Evaluation Tool indicate that the existing
average daily VMT for employment uses in the vicinity of the project site is 16.97 VMT per job, which is
less than the existing citywide average VMT per job (18.79). The results also indicate that the proposed
development is projected to generate average daily per-job VMT equal to 16.92, which although is
lower than the citywide average VMT per job, would exceed the identified impact threshold of 15.97
VMT per job. Therefore, the proposed project would result in an impact on the transportation system
based on OPR’s 15% below existing average VMT impact threshold.

The VMT results are presented in Table 2. The VTA VMT Evaluation Tool output sheets are shown on
Figures 6 and 7 and also included in Appendix A.

Possible Measures to Reduce VMT Projections

VMT for a project can be reduced by implementing measures that would reduce the total number of
trips or trip length produced by the project. There are various strategies/measures that can be
implemented in an effort to reduce total traveled miles within the City, ranging from policy changes (trip
reduction policies) and infrastructure changes (mixed-use development, housing near major transit
facilities/employment, easy access to public transportation, enhanced bicycle and pedestrian network)
to employer incentives (workplace amenities and incentives, telecommuting).
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Table 1
Equivalent Industrial Land Use Calculations

Building 1
#150 - Warehousing 23,086 s.f. 1.71 39
#110 - General Light Industrial 9,000 s f. 4.87 39
Building 3
#150 - Warehousing 2,180 s.f. 1.71 4
#110 - General Light Industrial 1,000 s.f. 4.87 4

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11" Edition 2021.

Table 2
VMT Analysis Summary

Heatwave Industrial Development
Base Year 2023 18.79 15.97 16.97 16.92 Yes 13.58 15.75

Source: VTA's VMT Evaluation Tool, January 2024.
'Assumes all applicable TDM measures.
2Assumes the proposed TDM program, which includes telecommuting and alternative work schedule and ride-sharing program.

One of the goals of the 2040 General Plan is to reduce VMT and greenhouse gas emissions by
developing a transportation network that makes it convenient to use transit, ride a bicycle, walk, or use
other non-automobile modes of transportation (M 1.7). The General Plan also encourages existing and
proposed development to incorporate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures such as
car-sharing, transit passes, and unbundling of parking to reduce VMT (M 1.12). Prioritizing designs that
favor pedestrian and bicycle circulation improvements over those for vehicular circulation on existing or
proposed streets that provide opportunities to expand walking and bicycling as viable alternative modes
of transportation is another goal of the 2040 General Plan (M 3.6).

The Santa Clara County VTA, in their 2017 Congestion Management Program document, also lists
various TDM strategies that employers, developers, and local agencies can adopt to manage
congestion on the transportation network. Some of the trip-reducing measures include the following:

Ridesharing matching

Preferential parking for ridesharing vehicles/carpoolers
Carpool/vanpool subsidies or rewards

Car-sharing program

Bike-sharing program
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Figure 6
Project VMT Analysis — Industrial (Warehouse) Land Use
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Figure 7
Project VMT Analysis — Office Land Use
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Transit tickets sales/subsidies

Childcare services at workplaces

Guaranteed ride home

Shuttle to transit line

Flexible work hours for people who do not drive alone

Flexible/alternative hours workweek program

Compressed work weeks

Work-at-home programs

Telecommuting

Establishing fees for employees' parking or parking cash-out program

Membership in a transportation management association that provides TDM services and
incentives

Contribution to a transportation system management program administered by a member agency
Cycling and walking subsidies and rewards

Secure bicycle storage

Site design amenities that would encourage transit use, ridesharing, cycling, and walking (such as
showers and changing rooms)

Other programs approved by the City’s designee to reduce the number of employees who drive
alone to the workplace

Unbundled parking in residential developments

Employee pre-tax commuter benefits

Alternative cash incentive programs

Road pricing/congestion pricing

Housing closer to employment areas/transit centers

Bicycle and pedestrian improvements

Park and ride lots

Project Impact and Mitigation Measures

Applying OPR’s 15% below existing average VMT impact threshold, the project would need to
implement VMT reduction measures to achieve a minimum of 6% reduction (or approximately 0.95
miles per employee/job, from 16.92 to 15.97) in its VMT per job for the proposed project to reduce its
impact to less than significant levels. The project's VMT per job could be reduced with the
implementation of Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies.

Estimated VTA VMT Evaluation Tool VMT Reduction

Per the VMT tool, the project’'s VMT per worker could be reduced to a maximum of 13.58 with the
implementation of TDM strategies, including the following:

e TP04 — CTR Marketing and Education: Implement a marketing campaign targeting all project
employees and visitors that encourages the use of transit, shared rides, and active modes.
Marketing strategies may include new employee orientation on alternative commute options,
event promotions, and publications. Providing information and encouragement to use transit,
share ride modes, and active modes, reducing drive-alone trips and thereby reducing VMT; and

e TPO06 — Employee Parking Cash-Out: Require project employers to offer employee parking “cash-
out.” Providing “cash-out” options give employees the choice to forgo subsidized/free parking for
cash payment equivalent to the cost that the employer would otherwise pay for the parking space.
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Providing an alternative to subsidized/free parking encourages commuters to travel via walking,
biking, carpooling, and transit, thereby reducing VMT; and

e TPO7 — Subsidized Transit Program: Provide fully (100%) subsidized transit passes for all project
employees. Providing subsidies for transit use encourages people to use transit rather than
driving, thereby reducing VMT; and

e TPO08 — Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedule: Allow and encourage employees to shift
work schedules such that employees work slightly longer days resulting in fewer days in the office
in a one-week or two-week period. This strategy reduces commute trips, thereby reducing VMT,;
and

¢ TP13 — Ride-Sharing Programs: Organize a program to match individuals interested in carpooling
who have similar commute patterns. This strategy encourages the use of carpooling, reducing the
number of vehicle trips and thereby reducing VMT.

The project applicant is proposing to implement a TDM program that will include telecommuting and
alternative work schedule (TP08 above) and a ride-sharing program (TP13 above). Implementing these
two TDM measures with a minimum 10% participation rate each, the VMT tool calculates that the
proposed project’'s VMT could be reduced to 15.75 miles per worker, reducing the project VMT below
the identified impact threshold and thus reducing the project impact to less than significant.

The VMT calculations are included in Appendix A.
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4.
Traffic Operations Analysis

This chapter describes the traffic operations analysis. The traffic operations analysis provides
supplemental analysis for use by the City of Gilroy in identifying potential improvement of the
transportation system that may be included as part of the project’'s Conditions of Approval. However,
the identified roadway operations and improvements are not required or considered project impacts per
CEQA guidelines.

The chapter presents the method by which project traffic is estimated, intersection operations analysis
for existing and future conditions, the identification of any adverse effects on study intersections caused
by project-generated trips, and recommended improvements to alleviate the identified operational
issues. In addition, the chapter includes an intersection vehicle queuing analysis and freeway segment
capacity evaluation.

Project Description

The project proposes to develop three light industrial buildings on a vacant 7.29-acre site (APN 835-01-
059) located at 8875 Murray Avenue in the northeast part of Gilroy. The project would become
Heatwave Visual’'s new main headquarters consisting of offices, product storage, and warehouse
operations including assembly and distribution. Heatwave Visual, the project applicant, is an existing
eyewear manufacturer and distributor, with current operations conducted out of two existing facilities
located in the same general area as the project site. With the proposed project, Heatwave Visual would
consolidate its operations to a single site.

Existing Operations

Currently, Heatwave Visual operates out of their 9,450-s.f. office and showroom building located at
8840 Forest Street (directly northwest of the project site) while an 8,000-s.f. building located at 8884
Forest Street (across the street from the existing office and showroom) houses their warehouse
operations.

Existing hours of operations are Monday through Friday from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM. A total of 29
employees run the existing operations, with a number of these employees working remotely.
Approximately three delivery vehicles (one each from UPS, FedEx, and USPS) access the site daily for
the shipping and receiving of products in addition to approximately two large truck shipments per week
under the existing operations.
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Proposed Operations

With the project, Heatwave Visual would consolidate its operations to a single site. The project, as
proposed, would be constructed in three phases, with the construction of one building and its
associated driveways, parking supply, and infrastructure improvements, per phase.

Each development phase would include the following land uses:

Phase | Phase Il Phase il
Building 1 Building 2 Building 3 Total
Land Use size (s.f.):
Office 8,330 7,000 5,000 20,330 s.f.
Warehouse 23,086 0 2,180 25,266 s.f.
Light Industrial 10,850 41,600 22,740 75,190 s.f.
Total: 42,266 48,600 29,920 '

Grand Total: 120,786 s.f.

Upon buildout of the project site, the project site would include 20,330 s.f. of office space, 25,266 s.f. of
warehouse land use, and 75,190 s.f. of light industrial land use.

Parking for both trucks and passenger vehicles would be provided on site. Access to the project site
would be provided via Forest Street (two site driveways) and Murray Avenue (one site driveway). The
two proposed driveways along Forest Street would be constructed under Phase | and the proposed
driveway along Murray Avenue would be constructed under Phase Il. Forest Street is classified in the
City’s General Plan as a local street while Murray Avenue is classified as an arterial roadway.
Additionally, Murray Avenue is designated as a truck route in the project area. For this reason, while
passenger vehicles can utilize both streets to access the project site, all truck traffic accessing the
project site must utilize Murray Avenue. Under Phase |, when access to the project site would be
provided via Forest Street only, it can be presumed that all passenger vehicles would utilize Forest
Street to access the project site. All truck traffic under Phase | would utilize Murray Avenue and
Kishimura Drive to and from the project site driveways on Forest Street.

Heatwave Visual proposes to expand its existing operations size from the existing 9,450 s.f.
office/showroom space (plus 8,000 s.f. warehouse space) to the proposed 42,266-s.f. Building 1, where
all existing office, showroom, and warehouse operations would be moved to. Building 1 would become
Heatwave Visual's new official headquarters. Construction of the remaining two buildings would depend
upon other factors, including Heatwave Visual’s rate of expansion and local, regional, and national
economic conditions.

The proposed hours of operations would remain Monday through Friday 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM. The
project anticipates having approximately 30 employees per building, for a total of approximately 90
employees after completion of all three development phases. The project also anticipates
approximately three delivery vehicles (one each from UPS, FedEx, and USPS) accessing each of the
buildings daily for the shipping and receiving of products, in addition to one large truck shipment per
week per building, for a total of 9 daily delivery vehicles and 3 weekly large truck shipments under
buildout conditions.

The project site location and site plan are shown on Figures 1 and 2 in Chapter 1.

Potential Operations

It is Heatwave Visual’s intent to occupy and operate all three proposed buildings at full buildout of the
proposed project. However, if Heatwave Visual’s future operations do not warrant expansion beyond
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Building 1, the proposed Buildings 2 and 3 could be leased to any of the industrial land uses that are
allowed under the Industrial Park General Plan designation and the Limited Industrial (M1)/Murray Las
Animas Overlay district zoning. For this reason, a trip generation comparison was conducted to identify
which of the following two scenarios would result in the most site-generated traffic:

- All three proposed buildings are occupied by Heatwave Visual (land use breakdown described
above)

- All three proposed buildings are occupied by a tenant under the light industrial designation

The trip generation comparison is discussed in the following sections. The highest potential trip-
generator land use was assumed for the evaluation of the proposed project presented in this report.

Scope of Analysis

A level of service analysis at key intersections was completed to satisfy local guidelines and determine
conformance to General Plan transportation goals and policies. The effects of the project on the study
facilities were evaluated in accordance with City of Gilroy and CMP methodologies and standards.

The study intersections are listed below and shown on Figure 8.

Study Intersections

The study includes the evaluation of traffic conditions at six signalized intersections. All of the study
intersections are located within the City of Gilroy. The following key intersections were evaluated:

Monterey Road and Las Animas Avenue

Monterey Road and Welburn Avenue/Leavesley Road*

Forest Street and Leavesley Road

Murray Avenue and Leavesley Road

US 101 Southbound Ramps and Leavesley Road

US 101 Northbound Ramps and Leavesley Road/San Ysidro Avenue

ouhwN -~

* Denotes VTA County Management Program (CMP) intersection

Study Periods

Traffic conditions at all of the study intersections were analyzed for the weekday AM and PM peak
hours of adjacent street traffic. The weekday AM peak hour of traffic is generally between 7:00 AM and
9:00 AM and the weekday PM peak hour is typically between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. It is during these
time periods that the most congested traffic conditions occur on an average weekday and weekend.

Study Scenarios

Traffic conditions were evaluated for the conditions described below:

Scenario 1:  Existing Conditions. Existing intersection traffic volumes were obtained/derived from new
intersection turning-movement traffic count data collected in March 2023 and other
available traffic counts. Current 2023 traffic counts were compared to traffic counts
collected prior to the Covid19 pandemic (in 2017 and 2019) and adjusted as necessary to
identify traffic volumes that would represent current 2023 traffic conditions without the
effect of the Covid19 pandemic. This is discussed in more detail in the following section.
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Figure 8
Study Intersections
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Scenario 2: Background Conditions. Background traffic conditions represent future traffic volumes on
the future transportation network. Background traffic volumes were estimated by adding
to existing peak-hour volumes the projected trips from approved but not yet constructed
developments in the study area. Background conditions represent the baseline conditions
to which project conditions are compared for the purpose of determining the project’s
adverse traffic effects on the surrounding roadway network.

Scenario 3: Background Plus Project Conditions. Background plus project conditions, or simply
referred to as Project Conditions, represent future traffic volumes with the proposed
project. Background plus project conditions were estimated by adding to background
traffic volumes the trips associated with the proposed project (or project traffic volumes).
Background plus project conditions were evaluated relative to background conditions in
order to determine adverse traffic effects on the roadway network caused by the
proposed project.

Scenario 4: Cumulative Conditions. Cumulative conditions represent future traffic volumes on the
future transportation network that would result from traffic growth projected to occur due
to proposed but not yet approved (pending) development projects. Traffic volumes from
proposed but not yet approved developments were added to background conditions
peak-hour volumes to obtain volumes for cumulative without project conditions.
Cumulative conditions were evaluated for two scenarios: (1) without the proposed project
and (2) with project-generated traffic. The change between these two scenarios illustrates
the relative effect the proposed project could have on cumulative conditions.

Project Trip Estimates

The magnitude of traffic produced by a new development and the locations where that traffic would
appear are estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, and (3) trip
assignment. In determining project trip generation, the magnitude of traffic entering and exiting the site
is estimated for the peak hours. As part of the project trip distribution step, an estimate is made of the
directions to and from which the project trips would travel. In the project trip assignment step, the
project trips are assigned to specific streets and intersections in the study area. These procedures are
described further in the following sections.

Trip Generation

Through empirical research, data have been collected that correlate to common land uses their
propensity for producing traffic. Thus, for the most common land uses there are standard trip
generation rates that can be applied to help predict the future traffic increases that would result from a
new development. Project trip estimates for the proposed project are based on trip generation rates
obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE’s) Trip Generation Manual, Eleventh
Edition, 2021.

Project traffic was estimated by applying ITE trip generation rates for general light industrial (ITE land
use code #110), warehousing (ITE land use code #150) and general office (ITE land use code #710)
land uses to the proposed project size. Based on the recommended rates and the size of the proposed
project, it is estimated that at buildout conditions the proposed project would generate a total of 630
daily trips, with 92 trips (80 inbound and 12 outbound) occurring during the AM peak hour and 82 trips
(13 inbound and 69 outbound) occurring during the PM peak hour.

The trip generation estimates for the proposed project are presented in Table 3.

Page | 25

HExAGON



Heatwave Industrial Development Transportation Analysis February 21, 2025

Table 3
Project Trip Generation Estimates

Phase | - Building 1

#150 - Warehousing 23,086 Square Feet 1.710 39 0.170 77% 23% 3 1 4 0.180 28% 72% 1 3 4
#110 - General Light Industrial 10,850 Square Feet 4.870 53 0.740 88% 12% 7 1 8 0.650 14% 86% 1 6 7
#710 - General Office Building 8,330 Square Feet 10.840 90 1520 88% 12% 1" 2 13 1440 17% 83% 2 10 12
Total Phase | Project Trips 42,266 Square Feet 182 21 4 25 4 19 23

Phase Il - Building 2

#110 - General Light Industrial 41,600 Square Feet 4.870 203 0.740 88% 12% 27 4 31 0.650 14% 86% 4 23 27
#710 - General Office Building 7,000 Square Feet 10.840 76 1520 88% 12% 10 1 11 1440 17% 83% 2 8 10
Total Phase Il Project Trips 48,600 Square Feet 279 37 5 42 6 31 37
Phase Il - Building 3

#150 - Warehousing 2,180 Square Feet 1.710 4 0.170 77% 23% 0 0 0 0.180 28% 72% 0 0 0
#110 - General Light Industrial 22,740 Square Feet 4.870 111 0.740 88% 12% 15 2 17 0.650 14% 86% 2 13 15
#710 - General Office Building 5,000 Square Feet 10.840 54 1520 88% 12% 7 1 8 1440 17% 83% 1 6 7
Total Phase lll Project Trips 29,920 Square Feet 169 22 3 25 3 19 22

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11™ Edition 2021.
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For comparison purposes, the project also was evaluated assuming that all proposed buildings would
be occupied with light industrial uses only. As discussed previously, this potential project scenario
would occur if the proposed buildings were occupied with general light industrial land use (allowed
under the Industrial Park General Plan designation and the Limited Industrial (M1)/Murray Las Animas
Overlay district zoning) rather than the proposed project. The trip generation estimates showed that the
mix of light industrial, office, and warehouse uses, as proposed by the project, would generate a slightly
larger number of vehicular trips compared to the general light industrial land use only (see Table 4.)
Thus, the project traffic was estimated based on the proposed project description, representing a
conservative analysis of the proposed development.

Trip Distribution and Assignment

The directional distribution of project-generated traffic was estimated based on existing Heatwave
Visual employee information, existing travel patterns on the surrounding roadway system, and locations
of complementary land uses. The peak-hour trips associated with the proposed project were added to
the roadway network in accordance with the distribution patterns discussed above and taking into
account the existing roadway network, site layout, and project driveway locations.

The project trip distribution patterns are shown graphically on Figure 9. Figure 10 shows the
assignment of project traffic on the local transportation network. A tabular summary of project traffic at
each study intersection is contained in Appendix D.

Intersection Operations Methodology

This section presents the methods used to evaluate traffic operations at each of the study intersections
for each study scenario. It includes descriptions of the data requirements, the analysis methodologies,
the applicable level of service standards, and the criteria defining deficiencies at the study facilities. The
intersection operations analysis is intended to quantify the operations of intersections and to identify
potential negative effects due to the addition of project traffic. However, a potential adverse effect on a
study intersection is not considered a CEQA impact metric.

Data Requirements

The data required for the analysis were obtained from new traffic counts, previous traffic studies, the
City of Gilroy, the CMP Annual Monitoring Report, and field observations. The following data were
collected from these sources:

existing traffic volumes

existing and planned lane configurations

signal timing and phasing (for signalized intersections only)
approved development information (size, use, and location)
Freeway segment information

Roadway Network and Lane Configurations

The existing lane configurations and traffic-control devices at the study intersections were determined
by observations in the field and are presented graphically on Figure 11.

It is assumed in this analysis that the transportation network under background and cumulative
conditions (without the project) would be the same as under existing conditions.
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Table 4
Project Trip Generation Estimates — Proposed and Potential Project Comparison

Proposed Project
Heatwave Visual - Phases |, II, and lll

Potential Project
Phase | - Building 1

#110 - General Light Industrial 42,266 Square Feet 4.870 206 0.740 88% 12% 27 4 31 0.650 14% 86% 4 23 27
Phase Il - Building 2
#110 - General Light Industrial 48,600 Square Feet 4.870 237 0.740 88% 12% 32 4 36 0.650 14% 86% 4 28 32
Phase Il - Building 3
#110 - General Light Industrial 29,920 Square Feet 4.870 146 0.740 88% 12% 19 3 22 0.650 14% 86% 3 16 19

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11™ Edition 2021.
' See Table 3 (Project Trip Generation Estimates) for the proposed project's land use breakdown.
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Figure 9
Project Trip Distribution
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Figure 10
Project Trip Assignment
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Figure 11
Existing Intersection Lane Configurations and Traffic Control Devices
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Traffic Volumes

Existing Conditions

After years of unprecedented traffic conditions caused by the Covid19 pandemic and the order to
shelter in place issued by Santa Clara County Department of Public Health in March 2020, traffic levels
on the transportation network have slowly been restoring back to what is considered typical traffic
conditions. For the purpose of this analysis, existing weekday AM and PM peak-hour intersection traffic
volumes were obtained from new intersection traffic count data (collected in 2023) or derived by
comparing new and available pre-pandemic intersection counts.

With ambient traffic conditions returning back to typical levels, intersection turn-movement traffic counts
were collected at all of the study intersections in March 2023. Additionally, intersection traffic counts
from 2017-2019 (prior to the pandemic) were available at all of the study intersections. The 2023 traffic
counts were compared to the older pre-pandemic counts to determine whether the current traffic
volumes are back to pre-pandemic conditions (traffic volumes are equal or greater than pre-pandemic
conditions) or if the 2023 traffic counts continue to show the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic (traffic
volumes continue to be less than pre-pandemic levels). The comparison of the 2023 traffic count data
to pre-pandemic traffic counts showed that all 2023 traffic counts are consistent (change in total
intersection volume is within a 10% increase or decrease) with pre-pandemic counts and reflect normal
day-to-day traffic fluctuation. Intersections where the 2023 traffic counts were shown to be larger than
pre-pandemic conditions, the collected 2023 counts were assumed to accurately represent typical
current traffic conditions. However, as a conservative approach, 2023 peak-hour traffic counts that were
lower than the pre-pandemic counts were increased based on the percent increase at adjacent
intersections. This method resulted in all intersection traffic volumes showing a total volume increase
between 1-5% from the 2017-2019 traffic counts.

The existing peak-hour intersection volumes are shown on Figure 12. The existing traffic count data are
included in Appendix B.

Future Conditions

Background peak-hour traffic volumes were estimated by adding to existing volumes the estimated
traffic from approved but not yet constructed developments. Approved project information was obtained
from the City of Gilroy in October 2023. The traffic added to the study intersections from approved
developments was estimated by distributing and assigning trips generated by these developments to
the roadway network using the same procedure of trip generation, distribution, and assignment
described previously. Background traffic volumes are shown on Figure 13.

The project trips, as described in the previous section, were added to background traffic volumes to
obtain background plus project traffic volumes, or project conditions volumes. The background plus
project traffic volumes are shown graphically on Figure 14.

Baseline cumulative peak-hour traffic volumes (without project traffic) were calculated by adding to
background volumes the estimated traffic from proposed but not yet approved (pending) development
projects. The added traffic from proposed developments was estimated using the same process of trip
generation, distribution, and assignment utilized to estimate approved project traffic and project trips.
The baseline cumulative conditions traffic volumes are presented graphically on Figure 15. Cumulative
plus project traffic volumes were calculated by adding project-generated trips to baseline cumulative
volumes and are shown graphically on Figure 16.

Approved and pending project information is included in Appendix C. Peak-hour intersection turning
movement volumes for all intersections and study scenarios are tabulated in Appendix D.
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Figure 12
Existing Conditions Traffic Volumes
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Figure 13
Background Conditions Traffic Volumes
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Figure 14
Background Plus Project Conditions Traffic Volumes
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Figure 15
Cumulative Conditions Traffic Volumes
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Figure 16
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Traffic Volumes
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Intersection Level of Service Methodologies, Standards, and Deficiency Thresholds

Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS). Level of
Service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A, or free-flow conditions
with little or no delay, to LOS F, or jammed conditions with excessive delays.

All study intersections are currently signalized and are located within the City of Gilroy limits, therefore,
were evaluated based on the City of Gilroy methodology and level of service standards. The City of
Gilroy 2040 General Plan, Mobility chapter, identifies the established level of service standards and
deficiency thresholds for intersections in the City of Gilroy. The analysis methods, level of service
standards, and deficiency thresholds are described below.

Signalized Intersections

The City of Gilroy uses the Santa Clara County CMP level of service analysis procedure, TRAFFIX, for
the evaluation of signalized intersections, based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (2000 HCM)
method. TRAFFIX evaluates signalized intersection operations on the basis of average control delay
time for all vehicles at the intersection. Control delay is the amount of delay that is attributed to the
particular traffic control device at the intersection, and includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-
up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. The correlation between average delay and level
of service is shown in Table 5.

The City of Gilroy level of service standard for most signalized intersections located west of US 101 is
LOS C or better, allowing some commercial and industrial areas (e.g., downtown Gilroy, First Street
corridor) to operate at LOS D or better. For signalized intersections located east of US 101 and those in
the commercial area designated in the City of Gilroy General Plan (LOS D Area), the City standard is
LOS D or better. The level of service D area includes all areas east of US 101, the Tenth Street corridor
from Monterey Road to US 101, the Luchessa corridor east of Monterey Road, and the Monterey Road
corridor from Luchessa Avenue to the Monterey Road/US 101 interchange.

Two of the study intersections (intersections of the US 101 ramps with Leavesley Road) are located
within the LOS D area, and therefore, were evaluated based on LOS D standard, while the remaining
study intersections were evaluated based on LOS C standard.

City of Gilroy Definition of Operational Deficiencies at Signalized Intersections

Based on City of Gilroy intersection level of service standards, an operational deficiency at a signalized
intersection would occur if any of the following criteria are satisfied:

LOS C Area

1. The level of service at the intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS C or better under
background conditions to an unacceptable LOS D or worse under background plus project
conditions, or

2. The intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS D or worse and the addition of
project traffic causes the average delay to increase by four (4) seconds or more.

LOS D Area

1. The level of service at the intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS D or better under
background conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under background plus project
conditions, or
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Leavesley Road Intersections Queueing Evaluation October 3, 2024

Conclusions

Based on the results of the queueing evaluation presented in this report, it can be concluded that the
existing eastbound left-turn pocket at Forest Street and Leavesley Road would have adequate storage
capacity to serve the projected queue length under project conditions.

It can also be concluded that the existing westbound left-turn pocket at Swanston Lane and Leavesley
Road currently provides and would continue to provide excess queue storage capacity under project
conditions, allowing this turn-pocket to be reduced if necessary.
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