
Initial Study - Airlohohn Motor,v Rezor7ing 

X.a and X.b) No  Impact 

The Relmont Gc~icral Plan docs not identify any regionally or locally-important ~iiineral resources within 
tlie City o f  Delmont. Tlierel'orc tlicrc would be no ilnpact from tlie project. 

(Sources: I ,  2, 3, 4) 
~p - ~ -- 

the projccl rcsull in: - 

I Issues (and Supporling Information So~~rces) 
-. -~ 

a) Exposurc o f  persons to or gcncration ol'noisc levels in 
excess o f  standards established in tlie local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicahlc slandards o f  otlier agencies? ~- 

b) Exposure o f  pcrsons to or gencralion ofexcessive 
groundhorne vihration or groundborne noise Icvels? - - -. - .- 

c) A substantial permanent incrcasc in ambient noise levels in 
the pro.ject vicinity above lcvcls cxisting without the t 

- - 
d) A substantial teniporary or periodic increase in ambient . . 

noise levcls in 111' prqject i.icinity abovc levels existing 
without tlie project? 

- - .~ 

c) For a projccl located within an airport land use plan or, 
wlierc such a p la~i  lias not bccti adopted, within two miles o f  
a public airport or public usc airport, would thc project 
expose people residing or working in tlie project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

.~ ~ - 

f) For a projccl within the vicinityofa private airstrip, would 
the pro.ject cxposc people rcsiding or working in tlie prqject 
area to excessive noise levels? 

- - . -. . - . . . 

X1.a t l~ roug l i  X1.f). No Impact. 'l'lic project site is fully devclopcd and rczoning tlie remnant piecc o f  
property for continued use as a parking area would not result in any increasc in noise on site or in the 
surrounding arca. l'lic site is  not located within an airport land usc plan or, wlicrc such a plan lias not bee11 
adopted, within two miles ol'a public airport. The closest airport i s  approxirnatcly 2.5 miles to tlie south o f  
the project site, a~ id  Illere would bc 110 incrcase in operational noisc. I'lierefore, no i~iipacts would result. 
(Sources: 1, 2, .Z, 4, 22, 23, 24, 25) 



Sig~lilicanl 

Issues (and Supporting lnformatio~i Sot~rces) 
. - . . - .- -. ~.. 

XII.  Popalation and H o t ~ s i ~ ~ g  - Would the pro,ject: 
. - -. . ~~. 

a) Induce s~~hstantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for cxample, through extension o f  
roads or otlicr infrastructure)? 

- ~ ~~ - .- 

b) Displacc suhslantial numhcrs ofcxisting housing, 
necessitating the construction o f  replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

~ - 

c) Displace substantial numbers or people, necessitating the 
construction o f  rcplacemcnt housing elsewhere? 

~-~ . . 

XI I .  a, X1l.b. and Xl1.c) Nn Imparts 

Kczoning tlic arca o f  parking lo1 \ \ ,o~~ld not induce population growlli, displacc pcople, or displace housing 
units. N o  i~noacts would rcsoll. 

(Sources: 1, 2, .?, 4, 17, 26) 

Issues (and Supporli~ig Informalioli So~~rces) 
-. - - - - . 

XII I .  Public Services- 
. . - - . . . . - 

a) Would thc project result in suhstantial adverse physical 
inipacts associated with the provision o f  n e ~ ,  or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered govcrnmcntal facilitics, the construction o f  wliicli 
could catlsc signilicant environ~ncntal impacts, ill order to 
maintain acceptable sewicc ratios, response times or other 
performance oh.jectives for any o f  the public services: 

Fire protection? 
~ -. - - .. . . 

Police protection? 
.. ~~ 

Scllools? 
-- - ~ p~ ~~ - 

Parks? 
. 

Other puhlic facilities? 
- -  

Xl1l.a) N o  Impact 

Potential servicc impacts wcrc mitigated through the imposition o f  rccs by thc Cily to offset public service 
costs associatcd with new dc\,clopmcnt projects, at the time thc silc was dcvclopcd. Fecs were collcctcd 
for: general govcrnmcnt scrviccs, certain policc activities, dcvclopment rcvicw, various building atid 
construction activitics, cngincering, facility use, dedication o f  land andlor I'ark In-Lieu fccs, sewer, and 



storm water pollution elimination (NPDES). 'Tlie fees were based on thc costs o f  providing the specific 
service by tlic City. I'crmit fccs wcrc also paid for review o f  the proposed remning. As tlie site i s  fully 
developed, no f~~rt l ier  inipacls to Cily services arc anticipated. Tliercfore no inipact would result. 

(Sources: 1, 2 ,3 ,  4, 17.26, 2 7) 
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Issues (and Supporti~ig Information Sottrccs) 

Sip~lincatlt 
I'nlrlltislly Impact llnlcss l r s s  l'han / S i u ~ i f i c m ~ t  MitiUnn i SiiniIc8nI I No I 

or be acceleralcd? 
- -. ~ 

.. .- .- 

X1V.a and X1V.b) No  Impact 

The proposed rcfoning o f  tlic parking area i s  a co~nmercial pro.ject that would no! increase use o f  existing 
~ieigliborliood parks, and wol~ld not requil-e expansion o f  recrealional facilitics. 'l'lierefore, there would he 
no impacts from tlic project. 

Issues (and Supporting Infor~nation Sot~~.ccs) 

XV. Transportat ioafl l i l f f ic - Would thc prqject: 
~ .. . 

a) Cause an incrcasc in traflic. a,hicli i s  substantial in relation 
to tlie existing traffic load and capacity o f  the street system 
(i.e., result in a substantial incrcesc in citlier tlie number o f  
~e l i i c le  trips. tlic voluiiic to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at inlcrsections)? 

p~ - -- .~ -- 
b) Exceed, citlicr individually or cumulatively, a level o f  

service standard cstablished by tlie county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

~ 

c) Result in a cliangc in a i r  traflic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks? 

-pp.... . 

d) Substantially incrcase hazards duc to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp cunles or dangerous intcrscctions) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farni equipment)? 

~ .. ~- 
e) Result in iiiadcql~ate emcrgcncy acccss? 

- .  ~ 

f) Result ill inadcq~~ate parking capacity? 
. ~ -~ - - 



Issues (and Supporting lnrorni~tion :30urccs) 
IIII~RC' I n m r p s  

XV. Transpnrtatinn/T~afiic - Would the project: 
- - -- 

g) Conflict with adopted policics, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

- -. 

A traffic report was s~tbmiltcd ant1 rcviewed as part oft l ie original dcvclopmc~it oftl ie site. N o  pliysical 
changes are being proposed, and reLoning oft l ie parking area would iiot iticreasc traffic demand for thc 
site. Emergency acccss lias been rcviewed and approved by the Relmont Policc department and tlie 
Belmont-San Carlos ]:ire Department. The project would exceed its parking reqt~irements identified by tlie 
Belmont Zoning Ordinance. 'The proposed project would not result in any clia~igcs ill air t~af f ic  patterns; 
therefore, no Tra~isportation/Traffic impacts would result 

(Sources: 1, 2, .Z, 4, 17) 

-~ 

Issues (and Supporting lnfor~natio~i Sollrces) 
. . . - . . . - - - - - ~ 

XVI. Utilities ant1 Sclricc Systr~ns - Would the prqjcct: 
~ ~ 

a) Exceed wastewater treat~iie~il requirements oft l ie applicable 
Regional Watcr Quality Control Ihard? 

b) Require or result in tlie constn~ction ofnew water or 
wastewater trcatmcnt facilities or cxpansion o f  existing 
facilities, tlie construction o f  which could cause significant 
environmental cfrects? 

-~ .. 

c) Require or rcsult in the construction o f  ncw storm water 
drainage facilities or expa~isio~i o f  existing facilities, tlie 
construction o f  which could causc significant environmental 
effects? 

~ ~ 

d) Have sufficient water supplics available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements necdcd? 

e) Result in a dctcr~iiinatio~i by thc wastewater treatment 
provider, which scrves or may scrve tlie project that i t  lias 
adequatc capacity to serve tlic prqjccts projected demand in 
addition to tlic providers cxisting commitments? 

. .. - -- ~ ~ -- 

f) Re served by a landfill with sufficient per~nittcd capacity to 
acco~n~nodate tlie projects solitl waste disposal needs? 

~ 

g) Co~nply with fctlcral, state, and local statutes and 
regulations rclatcd to solid wastc? 

. .- ~- 

- - .  
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Ini t ial  Sfudy - Alr~ohohn Moror.r l(czoning 

XV1.a - XV1.g) No Impact 

The existing sitc improvements were rcviewed and approved by the Kcgional Water Quality Board 
(RWQCB) at tlic t i~ i ic  o f  tlicir dcvclop~iicnt, and no further physical improvc~nents are proposed. Tlie 
project sitc is  currently co~incctcd to the Rel~no~i t  Sanitary District scwcr facililics and tliis system lias heen 
identified to liavc surficient capacity to serve tlie cxisting developnicnt. 

The Mid-Peninsula Water 1)islrict provides water supply to thc project arca. 'l'lie existing system lias 
adcquate capacity to meet tlic necds o f  tlie current use, and 110 additional development is proposed with tlie 
project tliat would impact water dcniand. N o  additional trasli woultl bc gcncratcd by usc o f  tlic parking 
area. Tliercforc, no Otilities and Scl.vice Systems would result. 

I r s s  'lha> 
Significant 

- llnpaCl 

Issues (and Supporli~ig Infor~nalion Sourccs) 
~ ~ - ~ 

XVII. Mandatory - Findings - .. of Significance - 
-- ~ 

a) Does thc pro.jcct have tlic potc~ilial to degrade the quality o f  
tlie environnient, suhstanlially reduce tlie habitat o f  a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a f is l i  or wildlife population to drop 
below sclf-sustai~iing levels. tlircatcn to cli~ninate a plant or 
animal commn~iity, reducc tlic nunihcr or restrict tlie range 
o f  a rarc or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
irnporta~it examplcs o f  tlic ~na.jor periods o f  California 
l i i s t o r ~  prcliistory? - - 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cu~nulatively considerahlc? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" nicans tliat tlie incremental effects o f  a project 
are considel-ablc when vic\vcd in connection with tlie effects 
o f  past prqjects, tlie effects o f  othcr current projects. and tlic 

futorc projects)? . - 

c) Does tlic pro~ect have environmental effects which wil l  
cause s~~hstantial advcrsc cffcc(s on human beings, either 

- .- - . . . 1 1.. I 

I ' n c ~ ~ l i a l l y  
S ip i f ican l  

Inlpac_?_ 

~ - -~ 

- 

Based upon the foregoing, tlic Initial Study does not identify any potential impacts to Biological and 
Cultural Resourccs, cumulatively considerable impacts, or impacts Ilia1 would cause a substantial advcrsc 
affect on human bcings. TlicrcTorc, the project would have no significanl environmental impacts, a ~ i t l  a 
Negative Dcclaratioli shall bc prcparcd. 

Sipllifieanl 
1>11pttcI L l ~ ~ l c s s  

Miligation 
li~rurporacd 

~ -- 

March 2009 



SOURCE REFERENCES 

The following is  a l i s l  o f  refcrc~iccs used in tlie preparation o f  tliis tloc~~nient, llnlcss attached herein, 
copies o f  all rcfcrcncc rcports. memorandums and letters are on li lc !villi the City o f  Relmont Department of 
Community Dcvclopment. Ilcfcrcnccs to publications prepared hy 1:ccIcral or Statc agencies may be found 
with the agency rcsponsible for providing such information. 

I. City o f  Rclmont General I'lan, adopted August 24, 1982. 

2. City o f  Bclmonl Municipal Cotlc, Subdivisio~i Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance. 

3. Application packet for tlic Autobahn Motors Ilezone, including sl~bniitted applications, site plan, civil 
enginecring drawings, and additional materials and exhibits. 

4. Site lnspcctions and review of(:ity o f  Belmont Geographical Infnr~iiatio~i Sysle~n. 

5 .  The California Scenic I-lighway Mapping System website: 
~I\~w~\~d~&a~p/liq// ~ 1 1 ~ A r c l i ! s c c ~ i ~ h w a y s i r o u ~ . ~ ~ 0 . l i l n ~  

6. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program on tlie California l<csource Agcncy's wehsite: 
~tln:/l\nvw.con~s~~v_a~~@n.ca.~~~~~ldlrp~f~~i~~l'ages/lndcx.asp~. 

7. RAAQML) C i Q A  Guidclincs. llay Area Air Quality Managemcnt Ilistrict, rcvised December 1999 

8. Assenibly Ilill No. 32, Cliaptc1.488 (an Act toadd Division 25.5 lotl ie hcaltli arid Safety Codc, 
relating to air linllutim). 

9. California Grccn Solutions Wchsite: l:l~~p:il\\~w.califo~grcc~isol~~~ns.cc~~ii/c~~ 
hin/~/ipl.li,mntc1it=97X. I3uild i t  C;~.een website: Http:llww.builditgrccn.ol.g. 

10. Calilbrnia ikpartment o f  Fisli and Game Code Section 3503, and tlic i,'ctlcral Migratory Bird l'rcaty 
Act 

I I. City o f  l3elmonl I listorical l<csource Survey, dated Jone 1991 

12. Appendix K. Section 11 ofl1icCI:QA Guidelines 

13. Sectio~i 7050.5 o f  tlie California tlealtli and Safety Code 

14. National Registcr o f  Historical I'laces Information System, lillp://~~ww.cr.~ips.~ov/~irlrcscdrcli/~iris.l~t~~i. 
California Statc I listorical landmarks -Http://ww.donaldlai1d.com1land1iiarks/cou1ities/sa1i 
mateo.html. 

15. Geoteclinical investigation, prcpared for the Rezoning o f  tlic approxiniatcly 68-acre area from A 
(Agriculturc) to PD (I'lannccl Development), which allowcd tlie construction o f  a mixcd- 
usdw~n~nerciallparklreside~itial complex. 

16. Working Group on California I~artliquakc Probabilities (Eartliq~~ake I'robahilities in the San Francisco 
Bay Region, California: 2000 to 2030-8 Summary o f  Findings, 1I.S.G.S. C:irc~~lar Open Filc Report 
99-517, Working Group on (:alifornia Earthquake Probabilities, 1999). 

17. Comnicnts, Conversations and Conditions from City Deparl~ncnts (Policc, l:i~-c, Public Works, and 
Building. 



18.  Califorliia 11cpa1-lment or'l'oxic substance Control wehsite: 
I-lttp:llww.c~ivimstor.d~sc.ca.govipi~hlidprofile~report.asp 

19. Bay Area Stor~n Water Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Start a1 the Source Design 
Guidance Manual for Storm Water Quality Protection 

20. Flood Insurance llate Map (FIIlM) Colnlnunity Panel No. 065016 0005F3,I:cderal Emergency 
Manage~nelit Agc~icy (FEMA), Marc11 1982. 

21. Associatio~i o r  Hay Area Governments (ABAG) website: li~tp:ii~ww.abag.ca.gov 



DETERMINATION FOR I'IIOJECT 

On the basis ofthis initial Study and Environmental Checklist I find that the proposed project would have 
no Potentially Sig~iilicant Effcct on the environment. A Negative lleclaration will be prepared. 

Damon DiDonato, Senior Planner 

7 -- r Y -d{ 

Date 








