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1.0

In Santa Clara County,
open space preservation
and creation of a
greenbelt are immediate
high priorities needed to
counter the continuing
and serious conversion of
these lands to urban uses,
to preserve the quality of
life in the county, and to
encourage agricultural
activities.
All persons owning
developed parcels enjoy
the privilege of using, and
benefit from, the
availability of open space.
Santa Clara County
Open Space Authority
Enabling Act

I

N T R O D U C T I O N

The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve (the Preserve) is owned and managed
by the Santa Clara County Open Space Authority (the Authority). The 348-acre
Preserve is located on the west side of the Coyote Valley approximately 2
miles south of Baily Avenue in the city of San José and approximately 3 miles
north of the city of Morgan Hill.
This report summarizes a vision, the goals and objectives, and a program of
facilities and management activities for the Preserve that could affect the
physical environment. This program will serve as the basis for the Authority’s
required evaluation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
guidelines. CEQA documentation for the overall plan will be approached at
the program level with initial improvements as outlined below analyzed at a
detailed project level.

1.1.

Purpose of This Document

This initial study/mitigated negative declaration (IS/MND) is a public
document that assesses the environmental effects of the Authority’s Coyote
Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan, as required by CEQA
and in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.). It serves as an informational document to
be used in the local planning and decision-making process.
July 25, 2013
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The Authority, the lead agency under CEQA, must evaluate the environmental
impacts of the project when considering whether to approve the project. The
Authority has prepared this IS/MND for the project because all impacts
resulting from the project that are considered significant would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level by implementing mitigation measures.

1.2.

Scope of This Document

This document evaluates the project’s impacts on the following resource
topics:
•

Aesthetics

•

Agriculture

•

Air Quality

•

Biological Resources

•

Cultural Resources

•

Energy

•

Geology and Soils

•

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

•

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

•

Hydrology and Water Quality

•

Land Use and Planning

•

Mineral Resources

•

Noise

•

Population and Housing

•

Public Services

•

Recreation

•

Transportation/Traffic

•

Utilities

1.3.

Impact Terminology

The following terminology is used in this document to describe the levels of
July 25, 2013
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significance of the impacts that would result from the project.
•

The project is considered to have no impact if the analysis concludes
that the project would not affect a particular resource topic.

•

An impact is considered less than significant if the analysis concludes
that the project would cause no substantial adverse change to the
environment and that impacts would not require mitigation.

•

An impact is considered less than significant with mitigation
incorporated if the analysis concludes that the proposed project would
cause no substantial adverse change to the environment with the
inclusion of mitigation measures to which the applicant has agreed.

•

An impact is considered significant if the analysis concludes that the
proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change to the
environment that could not be mitigated by the inclusion of mitigation
measures to which the applicant has agreed.

1.4.

Organization of This Document

The content and format of this document, described below, are designed to
meet the requirements of CEQA:
•

Chapter 1, Introduction, identifies the purpose, scope, terminology,
organization of this document, and the mitigation monitoring and
reporting plan.

•

Chapter 2, Project Description, identifies the location and background
of the project; describes the project in detail and identifies permits,
approvals, and public involvement procedures.

•

Chapter 3, Environmental Checklist, presents the checklist responses
for each resource topic.

This section identifies the environmental

setting, project impacts on each resource, a brief explanation for the
determination of project impacts, and any mitigation measures to
which the Authority has agreed.
•

Chapter 4, References Cited, identifies all printed references and
personal communications cited in this document.

July 25, 2013
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1.5.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

CEQA requires that a lead agency adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting
plan (MMRP) for the revisions the agency has required to a project and the
measures it has proposed to avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure
that the project revisions and mitigation measures identified are implemented
and to identify who is responsible for their implementation.
Table 1-1 identifies the mitigation measures for the Plan and identifies the
parties responsible for implementing and monitoring the mitigation measures,
as well as the timing of the mitigation. The mitigation numbers are the same as
those used in the initial study, with letters indicating the relevant issue as
follows.
•

AQ – Air Quality

•

CUL – Cultural Resources

•

GHG – Greenhouse Gas Emissions

•

NOI – Noise

This MMRP is intended to ensure the effective implementation of mitigation
measures that are within the Open Space Authority’s authority to implement,
including

monitoring

where

identified,

throughout

all

phases

of

implementation of the Use and Management Plan.

July 25, 2013
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Table 1-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and
Management Plan

Mitigation Measure
Section 3.3 Air Quality
Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1: Implement BAAQMD basic construction mitigation
measures to reduce construction-related dust
The Authority will require all construction contractors to implement the basic construction
mitigation measures recommended by BAAQMD to reduce fugitive dust emissions. Emission
reduction measures will include, at a minimum, the following measures. Additional measures
may be identified by BAAQMD or the contractor as appropriate.
•

All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and
unpaved access roads) will be watered two times per day.

•

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site will be covered.

•

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads will be removed using wet
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.

•

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads will be limited to 15 mph.

•

All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved will be completed as soon as
possible. Building pads will be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil
binders are used.

•

A publicly visible sign will be posted with the telephone number and person to contact at
the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person will respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. BAAQMD’s phone number will also be visible to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations.

Timing

During Construction

Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-2: Implement BAAQMD basic construction mitigation
measures to reduce construction-related exhaust emissions
The Authority will require all construction contractors to implement the basic construction
mitigation measures recommended by BAAQMD to reduce equipment exhaust emissions.
Additional measures may be identified by BAAQMD or the contractor as appropriate.
•

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]).
Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points

•

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible
emissions evaluator.

During Construction

Section 3.5 Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1: Stop work if prehistoric and/or historic archaeological
resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities.
The Authority will ensure the construction specifications include a stop work order if
prehistoric or historic-period cultural materials are unearthed during ground-disturbing
activities. All work within 100 feet of the find will be stopped until a qualified archaeologist
and Native American representative can assess the significance of the find. Prehistoric
materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives,
scrapers) or tool making debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected
rocks and artifacts; stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling
slabs); and battered-stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-period
July 25, 2013
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Mitigation Measure
materials might include stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; filled wells or privies;
and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. If the prehistoric cultural material is
determined to be potentially significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Native
American representative, will develop a treatment plan that could include site avoidance,
capping, or data recovery.
Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-2: Stop work if human remains are encountered during
ground-disturbing activities.
The Authority will ensure the construction specifications include a stop work order if human
remains are discovered during ground-disturbing activities. There will be no further
excavation or disturbance of the site within a 50-foot radius of the location of such discovery,
or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains. The Santa Clara County
Coroner will be notified and will make a determination as to whether the remains are Native
American. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his authority, he will
notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which will attempt to identify descendants
of the deceased Native American. If no satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the
disposition of the remains pursuant to this state law, then the land owner will re-inter the
human remains and items associated with Native American burials on the property in a
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
Section 3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Mitigation Measure GHG-MM-1: Implement BAAQMD Best Management Practices for
Construction
The Authority will require all construction contractors to implement the BMPs recommended
by the BAAQMD to reduce GHG emissions. Emission reduction measures will include, at a
minimum, the following three measures.
• Use alternative-fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction vehicles/equipment for at
least 15 percent of the fleet.
• Use at least 10 percent local building materials (from within 100 miles of the project
site).
• Recycle at least 50% of construction generated waste.

Timing

During Construction

During Construction

Section 3.11 Noise
Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1: Comply with Santa Clara County Noise Standards by
Employing Noise Reducing Construction Practices. If the Authority receives complaints
concerning noise from construction operations, the Authority shall retain a qualified acoustical
consultant to determine if construction operations are resulting in noise that exceeds County
noise standards. If it is determined that noise standards are being exceeded construction
operations shall be modified such that noise does not exceed that applicable standards.
Potential modifications to construction operations include but are not limited to:
• Using small equipment that creates less noise,
• Reducing the number of pieces of equipment that are used at the same time in one area,
and
• Providing temporary local barriers around noise generating equipment.

July 25, 2013
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R O J E C T

2.1.

D

E S C R I P T I O N

Vision

The following vision provides direction for all aspects of the Preserve Use and
Management Plan program.
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve is a gateway to the Santa Cruz
Mountains with a strong sense of place and time. Through resource
conservation and stewardship the Preserve’s cultural and agrarian
values past and future, habitats and endangered species, and its
position in a cross-valley wildlife corridor will be protected, celebrated,
and enjoyed by visitors.

2.2.

Goals and Objectives

Table 2-1 lists specific goals and objectives for six programs of the Use and
Management Plan. These are:

July 25, 2013

•

Natural Resource Management Program

•

Cultural Resource Management Program

•

Public Access and Use Management Program

•

Agricultural Use Management Program

•

Interpretive Program

•

Partnership Program
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TABLE 2-1: Goals and Objectives
NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Goal NRM-1
Preserve endangered species habitat consistent with and in support of the Santa Clara Valley
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (the Valley Habitat Plan)
conservation strategies.
Objective NRM-1.1 Preserve a habitat mosaic of annual grassland, oak savanna, and oak woodland that provides upland
habitat for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog.
Objective NRM-1.2 Reduce, and where possible eradicate, invasive plant species in serpentine grassland and serpentine
rock outcrop habitat that could outcompete host or food plants for Bay checkerspot butterfly.
Objective NRM-1.3 Preserve serpentine habitats and maintain grazing infrastructure that enables grazing management in
areas with serpentine grassland or serpentine rock outcrop.
Objective NRM-1.4 Avoid removal of federal or state listed plant species during construction of new trails, use areas, and
facilities.
Objective NRM-1.5 Implement all appropriate conditions on covered activities, including construction-related conditions
identified in the Valley Habitat Plan.
Objective NRM-1.6 Identify and designate zones within the Preserve for various habitat conservation, restoration, and
enhancement programs benefiting covered species.
Goal NRM-2
Enhance wildlife cross-valley linkages through preservation of riparian habitat corridors and
adjacent undeveloped natural areas for the benefit of native biodiversity and support threatened
and endangered species.
Objective NRM-2.1 Work with the Santa Clara County Water District to re-establish natural channel functions as feasible
and consistent with the use of its pipeline property.
Objective NRM-2.2 Establish 35-foot riparian setbacks from the top of banks along the two tributaries to Fisher Creek for
Preserve trails, use areas, and facilities, with the exception of perpendicular trail crossings.
Objective NRM-2.3 Use fencing that does not restrict wildlife movement or pose hazards to wildlife movement through the
Preserve.
Goal NRM-3
Restore natural hydrological functions to the Preserve’s south valley to enhance seasonal
wetlands where practical.
Objective NRM-3.1 Remove diversion channels and topographic modifications.
Objective NRM-3.2 Create low berms as appropriate to enhance seasonal wetland habitats.
Objective NRM-3.3 Manage grazing with alternate water sources or mineral licks to attract animals away from wetland and
riparian areas during sensitive times of the year.
Objective NRM-3.4 Modify grazing fencing as necessary to isolate seasonal wetland areas and adjust the grazing program
accordingly.
Goal NRM-4
Reclaim and restore grasslands.
Objective NRM-4.1
Objective NRM-4.2
Objective NRM-4.3
Goal NRM-5
Objective NRM-5.1
Objective NRM-5.2
Objective NRM-5.3

Reclaim grassland habitats by grading, disking, and seeding, as appropriate, abandoned ranch roads not
used as part of the Preserve trail system to their natural slope and vegetative conditions.
Remove invasive exotic plants and in particular yellow star thistle (Centaurea solspitialis).
Reduce feral pig population through trapping and removal effort.
Enhance upland habitats to promote native biodiversity and support threatened and endangered
species.
Protect, and where appropriate, enhance serpentine habitats through adaptive management cattle
grazing and revegetation programs.
Protect, and where appropriate, enhance oak woodland habitat through adaptive management cattle
grazing and revegetation programs.
Protect, and where appropriate, enhance populations of specific special-status species through adaptive
management cattle grazing and revegetation programs.

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Goal CR-1
Preserve significant archaeological, historical, and cultural sites.
Objective CR-1.1
Manage public access to archaeological sites and ceremonial use areas by establishing restricted
areas.
Objective CR-1.2
Within recorded archaeological sites, do not allow irrigation.
July 25, 2013
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TABLE 2-1: Goals and Objectives
Objective CR-1.3
Objective CR-1.4

Within the Fisher Creek valley floor area allow only facility development and uses that involve no
downward ground disturbance. Develop facilities on imported fill materials only.
Implement a scientific recovery program involving archaeological testing in those areas where
cultural resources are discovered or if dry-farm grain production is proposed within the Fisher
Creek valley floor.

PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Goal PA-1
Designate and manage uses of the Preserve.
Objective PA-1.1
Designate the Preserve for day use only.
Objective PA-1.2
Require permits for group use or special events.
Goal PA-2
Consistent with resource programs, develop staging areas, multi-use trails, use areas and
facilities where feasible to support multiple-use public access.
Objective PA-2.1
Place signs along Hale Avenue at Palm Avenue to direct travelers to the Preserve.
Objective PA-2.2
Designate Palm Avenue as a signed Class III bicycle route (see also Partnership Program).
Objective PA-2.3
Install “no parking” signs along Palm Avenue from Hale Avenue to the Preserve entrance (see also
Partnership Program).
Objective PA-2.4
Provide a Staging Area with related but separate areas and support facilities for general uses and
equestrian use.
Objective PA-2.5
Identify opportunities for parking expansion, temporary overflow parking, and/or temporal
management of parking areas to allow for maximum use of the Preserve by the general public when
developed parking capacity is exceeded.
Objective PA-2.6
Prohibit motorized vehicular access beyond the Preserve staging areas except for emergency and
service vehicles and appropriate power-driven mobility devices.
Objective PA-2.7
Provide a multi-use loop trail (bicycling, hiking and equestrian use) through the Preserve that takes
advantage of scenic vistas, passes through or near the variety of habitats represented in the
Preserve, and discourages potential trespass onto adjacent private lands.
Objective PA-2.8
Provide ADA multi-use trail loops through the Fisher Creek valley floor area of the Preserve.
Objective PA-2.9
Designate a multi-purpose Outdoor Learning Place to include a shade structure and picnic tables
with a primary purpose of supporting Preserve interpretation and education programs.
Objective PA-2.10
Identify and designate locations for individual picnic tables and benches along the Preserve’s trail
system.
Objective PA-2.11
Manage access and use with as minimal a sign program as possible.
Objective PA-2.12
Control inappropriate visitor use through observation and adaptive management techniques using
signs and barriers as necessary.
Goal PA-3
Provide adequate resources to ensure sufficient staff is available to manage use.
Objective PA-3.1
Assign staffing and other management resources commensurate with Preserve’s use levels as
necessary.
Objective PA-3.2
Allow for the potential of a caretaker location at the Preserve to provide for 24-hour presence.
AGRICULTURAL USE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Goal A-1
Provide demonstration programs at the Preserve to educate the visitor about the benefits of
managed open space landscapes and agriculture.
Objective A-1.1
Continue cattle grazing on the Preserve and implementation of the adaptive management
prescriptions contained in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Grazing Management
Recommendations to demonstrate the relationship between managed cattle production and habitat
enhancement.
Objective A-1.2
Where feasible, designate areas that are not constrained by resource conditions for potential
hedgerow demonstration gardens or other passive and intensive agricultural uses.
Objective A-1.3
Designate portions of the Preserve as a Native American harvest area and manage vegetation to
encourage plants of value to traditional cultural uses.
INTERPRETIVE PROGRAM
Goal I-1
Interpret the cultural and natural resources of the Preserve in the context of the Coyote
Valley and region.
July 25, 2013
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TABLE 2-1: Goals and Objectives
Objective I-1.1
Objective I-1.2
Objective I-1.3
Objective I-1.4
Objective I-1.5
Goal I-2
Objective I-2.1
Objective I-2.2
Objective I-2.3

All trails within the Preserve will be interpretive trails.
Develop the Preserve’s Foothills loop trail emphasizing the habitats, endangered species of the
Preserve, raptors, and active management including beneficial cattle grazing and stewardship
programs.
Develop site-specific passive interpretive information panels about the living history of the Ohlone
both past and present (see also Partnership Program).
Develop the Valley ADA trail as an interpretive trail emphasizing the story of the Ohlone and the
valley as a habitation site.
In association with Native American representatives, choose a culturally appropriate name for the
Valley ADA trail to advance a sense of tradition and place (see also Partnership Program).
Use a variety of interpretive formats at the Preserve.
Develop internet-based interpretive programs keyed to interactive stations (with QR codes) along
one of the Preserve’s interpretive trails.
Develop passive interpretive information panels at the Preserve Staging Area, Outdoor Learning
Place, and along trails as appropriate.
Work with educational institutions and interest groups to sponsor guided interpretive tours at the
Preserve (see also Partnership Program).

PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM
Goal P-1
Institute a partnership program with Native Americans to research and interpret the
Preserve’s cultural resources.
Objective P-1.1
Develop an interpretive program about Ohlone uses of the Preserve and Ohlone culture.
Objective P-1.2
Develop a program to allow reconnaissance surveys of the Preserve for potential sites not yet
recorded.
Objective P-1.3
Develop educational materials for use by school groups.
Objective P-1.4
Collaborate with tribal archaeologists to scientifically document the cultural resources of the
Preserve.
Goal P-2
Facilitate tribal use of the Preserve.
Objective P-2.1
Develop protocols and monitoring programs for traditional ceremonial uses proposed by Ohlone
tribes for specific Preserve sites.
Objective P-2.2
Develop protocols and stewardship programs for seeding/planting and collection of selected native
plants traditionally used by the Ohlone.
Goal P-3
Coordinate implementation of the Use and Management Plan with potential Preserve
recreation and education partners.
Objective P-3.1
Work with Santa Clara County to designate Palm Avenue as a Class III bicycle route and place “no
parking” signs along Palm Avenue.
Objective P-3.2
Work with non-profit organizations and volunteers to construct trails and other Preserve amenities
as resources.
Objective P-3.3
Work with non-profit organizations and volunteers to manage visitor access and maintain trails.
Objective P-3.4
Encourage partners to conduct active interpretation programs at the Preserve.
Objective P-3.5
Work with Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department to coordinate cultural resource
interpretation to complement programs at Chitactac-Adams Heritage County Park.
Goal P-4
Coordinate management of the Preserve’s resources with the Valley Habitat Plan Joint
Powers Authority (JPA).
Objective P-4.1
Permit all covered activities through the Valley Habitat Plan.
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2.3.

Facilities to be Removed or Replaced

Since acquisition in 2010, there has been an active program of removing facilities at the
site. The only remaining features to be removed and or replaced include:
•

an existing flagpole and sign at the Preserve entrance.

•

barbed-wire cattle fences that do not meet current Authority fencing standards.

2.4.

Proposed Facilities, Use Areas, and Uses

Table 2-2 presents a program of facilities for the public to access and enjoy the
Preserve. Initial improvements are identified.
Table 2-3 presents the facilities program associated with the resource management of
the Preserve.
Figures 2-1 through 2-6 illustrate the facilities to be developed at the Preserve. These
include:
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•

Figure 2-1 shows an overview of the Preserve access, trail system, and use
areas.

•

Figure 2-2 shows initial development at the Preserve entrance and future
potential use areas and/or expansion areas.

•

Figure 2-3 shows the Outdoor Learning Place and facilities.

•

Figure 2-4 shows an overview of the initial use and management signs for the
Preserve as well as potential interpretive points.

•

Figure 2-5 shows resource management zones at the Preserve.

•

Figure 2-6 shows the typical facility details to be used at the Preserve.
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TABLE 2-2: Facility Program (see Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3)
Potential Feature / Action

Spatial Characteristics

Related Features / Characteristics / Actions

Vehicular Entrance, Parking, and Staging Area (see Figure 2-2)
Total Area: 3.5 acres
Initial Improvements
Palm Avenue
• Direction sign at Hale Boulevard
• “No parking” signs along Palm Avenue between
Hale Boulevard and Preserve entrance
Initial Improvements
Staging Area
Area: 1.9 Acres
• Entrance gate
Paved area: 20,500 square
• Preserve sign
feet
• Entrance turn-around and drive, paved
• Architectural screening of agricultural water
supply facilities
• Vehicle parking: 26 spaces, asphalt
• ADA parking: 2 van-accessible, asphalt
• Equestrian parking (3 vehicles and trailers,
compacted natural surface)
• Water quality swale
• Restroom: vault toilet (1)
• Picnic tables (6)
• Interpretive kiosk
• Use and regulatory signs
• Irrigation main lines stubbed out for future use
• Fire hose standpipes.
• Irrigated hedgerow / screening plants / shade trees
• Note: No potable water or trash/recycling
containers
Staging Area and Future Use
Additional Improvements (added to above):
Cumulative area: 3.5 Acres
Area (if used exclusively for
• Visitor Contact Point / Control Booth
Cumulative paved area:
staging)
• Vehicle parking: 36 spaces, asphalt
27,500 square feet
• ADA parking: 2 van accessible, asphalt
• Equestrian parking (10 vehicles and trailers,
compacted natural surface)
• Water quality swale adjacent to equestrian parking
• Restrooms: vault toilet (1)
• Note: No potable water or trash/recycling
containers
Potential Uses: including, but not limited to:
Future Use Area
Area: 1.6 Acres
• Equestrian staging (see above)
• Overflow parking
• Irrigated agricultural demonstration area
• Temporary event area
• Outdoor education
• Portable corral
Outdoor Learning Place (See Figure 3)
Total Area = 0.6 acres (note: all facility construction to be on imported fill)
Initial Improvements
Outdoor Learning Place
Area: 0.6 acres
• Fenced area for ancillary use related to shade
Fill: approximately 300 cubic
structure
yards
• Trail / service access (from Gateway Trail)
July 25, 2013
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TABLE 2-2: Facility Program (see Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3)
Potential Feature / Action

Spatial Characteristics

Outdoor Learning Place Shade
Structure

To accommodate school
groups (up to approximately
90 students and teachers)
Floor area: approximately
1,760 square feet.

Trails (see Figure 2-1)
Total Area: 1.9 acres
Gateway Trail (from Staging
Area to Outdoor Learning
Place)
See Appendix A, Figure S-1

Length: 500 feet
Width: 12 feet with 5-foot
equestrian shoulder
Area: 0.5 acres

Valley Loop Trail

Length: 3,180 feet

See Appendix A, Figure S-2

Width: 10 feet with 5;
equestrian shoulder
Fill: approximately 3, 650 cu.
yds.
Area: 2.3 acres

Foothills Loop Trail

Width: 6 feet

See Appendix A, Figure S-3

Length: 3.4 miles
Width: 6-foot tread; cut and
fill varies
Maximum desired slope:
10%

Related Features / Characteristics / Actions
Initial Improvements
• ADA-complaint / multiple use
• Covered structure with open walls
• Seating / movable picnic tables
• Trash / recycling containers (option)
• Barn architectural style
• Interpretive panels
• Archaeological interpretive theme in picnic table
layout and floor detailing (circle of circles)
• Note: No potable water or trash/recycling
containers; if water required for events, portable
bottled water dispensers to be supplied
Initial Improvements
• ADA-complaint / multiple use
• Vehicle load: Co-use as Authority vehicular
service access route as appropriate
• Surface material: compacted Class 3 aggregate
base with enzyme emulsion
• ADA-complaint / multiple use
• Vehicle load: Co-use as Authority vehicular
service access route as appropriate
• Surface material: compacted Class 3 aggregate
base with enzyme emulsion
• Surface material to be determined
• Boardwalks if in seasonal wetland areas
• Bridge
Initial Improvements
• Multiple use (not ADA accessible)
• Natural surfaced
• Five bridges ranging in length from 12 feet to 45
feet

Area: 6.5 acres
Picnic tables

Signs (See Figure 2-4)
Information Kiosk

Use and Management Signs:
Posts and signs
July 25, 2013

N/A

• At selected locations along trail system
• Note: No potable water or trash/recycling
containers

Within Parking / Staging
Area (see above)

Initial Improvements
• Preserve map
• Use and management rules
• UTAP information
• Cultural resource interpretation panel
• Warning messages (rattlesnakes, etc.)
• Announcements
Initial Improvements (as needed)
• Messages include:

Area: 80 sq. ft.
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TABLE 2-2: Facility Program (see Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3)
Potential Feature / Action

Interpretive Signs

Spatial Characteristics

Number: up to 16

Related Features / Characteristics / Actions
• Designated users
• Wayfinding
• Preserve boundary
• Closed area
• Posts and display

Area: 80 sq. ft.
Interpretive Posts: QR Code
(Alternate)

Number: up to 16

Caretaker Area / Trailer /
Access Route

Area: 1,000 sq. ft.

• Single post only

Area: 16 sq. ft.
• Access route: natural surface
• Self-contained potable water and sanitary

TABLE 2-3: Resource Management Program (see Figure 2-5)
Potential Feature / Action

Size / Location

Grazing (1)

Location: Preserve-wide

Related Features / Characteristics / Actions

Riparian buffer

Location: Along drainages in
valley floor areas

• Continue existing program and use of portable
corral
• Fence boundary when parallel to trails
• Resource protection signs where needed
• Permit required for access
• Installation of t-stake cattle fencing 35 feet from
top of bank along drainages.

Seasonal wetland rehabilitation

Location: valley south of
Preserve entrance

• Removal of artificial drainage channels
• Potential low berms (less than 1-foot height)

Vegetation management

Location: Preserve-wide

Bay checkerspot butterfly
Critical Habitat

• Grazing
• Annual mowing around trails in valley floor areas
• Invasive weed removal
Springs
• Fence
• Resource protection signs where needed
(1) per report: Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Grazing Management Recommendations

July 25, 2013
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2.4.1. Staging (see Figure 2-2)
Initial staging area development will allow use of the Foothills Loop Trail and the
Outdoor Learning Place. Development of the Valley Loop Trail and/or the potential
trail connection to Calero County Park could trigger higher demand for staging. In the
short term, this demand could be accommodated as undeveloped overflow parking in
the undesignated use area south of the Preserve entrance.
2.4.2. Undesignated Use Area (see Figure 2-2)
Based on potential partner interests and funding, there are a variety of program options
for the 1.6-acre “Future Use Area” as depicted on Figure 2-2. These include, but are
not limited to: temporary overflow parking; developed Preserve staging for equestrians;
intensive demonstration agriculture (see also Section 2.2.9); environmental education
and interpretation; and other uses or facilities consistent with the Use and Management
Plan and the Authority mission.
2.4.3. Outdoor Learning Place (see Figure 2-3)
The Outdoor Learning Place will be a multi-function event space serving as an outdoor
classroom and central meeting location for educational and interpretive programs.
2.4.4. Trails and Trail Users
Figures S-1 through S-3 (See Appendix A) illustrate the three trail types to be
constructed at the Preserve. These include:
•

Gateway Trail: an ADA-accessible trail extending from the parking area to
the Outdoor Learning Place. All users would be accommodated.

•

Valley Loop Trail: an ADA-accessible loop trail from the Outdoor Learning
Place leading through the valley area. General equestrian use would be
excluded.

•

Foothills Loop Trail: a loop trail from the Outdoor Learning Place open to all
users. Because of resource constraints, the majority of this trail will not be
ADA-accessible.

The Foothills Loop Trail and Valley Loop Trail each involve bridges. The approach of
these trails and bridges will be aligned perpendicular to drainage channels.
Other trail users associated with special events, such as horse-drawn wagon rides, may
also use the Gateway and Valley Loop Trails.

July 25, 2013
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2.4.5. Maintenance Access
The existing Santa Clara Valley Water District maintenance access route between the
staging area to the northwest boundary of the Preserve will be the primary route for
Preserve maintenance access. The Gateway and Valley Loop trails will also
accommodate light vehicle maintenance access.
An existing maintenance access route will be retained up the valley south of the
Preserve entrance.
2.4.6. Fencing
All fencing will conform to that prescribed in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Grazing Management Recommendations report.
2.4.7. Signs (See Figure 2-4)
There are five general types of signs to be installed at the Preserve. These are:
•

Information Kiosk: located at the Staging Area where all will see it entering
the Preserve, information to be displayed includes but is not limited to:
−

General Authority rules and regulations

−

A trail map with Universal Trail Access information including: trail length;
maximum and average cross slopes; maximum and average grades; surface
type and firmness; minimum clear width; and average tread width.

−

Interpretive information about the use of the Preserve by the Ohlone.

−

Other information messages regarding activities at the Preserve or
warnings (rattlesnakes; poison oak, etc.)

•

Wayfinding / Use and Management: sign bollards located at all trail
intersections.

•

Interpretive Display Wall: located at the Outdoor Learning Place with
themed panels relating to the Preserve’s natural and cultural resources.

•

Resource Protection: located along fencelines around the Bay checkerspot
butterfly Critical Habitat and on posts in selected locations adjacent to trails
reading “Resource Protection Area - Keep Out”

•

Preserve Boundary: located along property fencelines reading “Preserve
Boundary”.

July 25, 2013
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2.4.8. Interpretation and Education
There are a wide variety of potential themes for interpretation that relate to the
Preserve. Principal among the interpretive potential of the Preserve is its cultural
history as it relates to Ohlone Indian populations of the region and their traditions.
Based on the Preserve’s natural resources and uses, interpretation would also focus on
such major themes as:
•

Balancing cattle grazing with vegetation and habitat management through
adaptive management.

•

Fisher Creek and the role of the Preserve in a cross-valley wildlife corridor

•

The Preserve as one unit in the valley landscape as seen from a raptor’s
perspective.

•

The endangered species (plants and animals) of the Preserve.

•

Changes in the agricultural land use of the Coyote Valley over time

•

The interactions between land use, agriculture, and water supply management
over time.

Because of the sensitivity of cultural resource areas on the Preserve:
•

Interpretation programs addressing the Ohlone should be coordinated with the
appropriate tribal representatives.

•

Public access will be limited to trails and controlled through fencing. Access to
other areas will be restricted to guided tours or on a permit-only basis.

The following methods for interpretation that would be implemented at the Preserve
include:
•

Active Interpretation: involving person-to-person interpretation such as
between a teacher and a school group, or docent-led tours.

•

Passive: interpretive panels and displays that are viewed and are available to all
Preserve visitors. These would be located at the Preserve kiosk, shade structure
at the Outdoor Learning Place, and along trails.

•

Site and facility design: where the shade structure flooring design and layout of
picnic tables will reflect a “circle of circles”.

•

Augmented reality: interactive technology using Quick Response (QR) codes
on interpretive posts that link to web-based storytelling.

July 25, 2013
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•

Educational partnerships: with other organizations, such as the Santa Clara
County Parks and Recreation Department and its staff, docent programs at
Chitactac-Adams Heritage County Park, and the Wildlife Education and
Rehabilitation Center of Morgan Hill.

2.4.9. Agriculture
Grazing: Existing seasonal grazing on the Preserve will continue for land management
purposes and as a use compatible with recreational trails and resource management.
Agricultural Demonstration Plantings: Active commercial crop agriculture is not
feasible in the Preserve because such a use would conflict with the protection of
cultural resources and also with year-round, open public access. However, several
opportunities for agricultural demonstration and education elements exist. These
include, but are not limited to:
Demonstration Hedgerows: To screen the parking areas from nearby residents and to
demonstrate use of native plants that would benefit adjacent agriculture, native plant
hedgerows would be planted. There are two areas proposed for a screening hedgerow:
•

an linear area approximately 10’ x 400’ in size just north of the entrance
between the parking area and the Santa Clara Valley Water District pipeline
that would also serve as a water quality swale for the staging area.

•

an area approximately 10’-20’ x 200’ just south of the entrance also alongside
the Santa Clara Valley Water District pipeline property.

As demonstration hedgerows these plantings would show the important interactions
between nature and agriculture, such as providing habitat (of many kinds), windbreaks,
water filtration, and visual screens. These hedgerows would also benefit the current and
potential future crops in the farms next to the Preserve. Potential hedgerow plants are
listed in Table 2-4.
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TABLE 2-4: Potential Hedgerow Demonstration Plants (1)
Scientific Name
Common Name
TREES
Platanus racemosa
California Sycamore
Populus fremontii
Cottonwood
Quercus agrifolia
Coast Live Oak
Quercus chrysolepis
Canyon Live Oak
Quercus douglasii
Blue Oak
Quercus garryana
Oregon White Oak
Quercus lobata
Valley Oak
Juglans californica
Black Walnut
SHRUBS, VINES, and GROUNDCOVERS
Achillea millefolium
Yarrow
Artemisia californica
California Sagebrush
Artemisia douglasiana
Mugwort
Baccharis pilularis
Coyote Brush
Ceanothus thyrsiflorus
Blue Blossom
Cercis occidentalis
Western Redbud
Clematis lasiantha
Pipestem Clematis
Elymus glaucus
Blue Wild Rye
Eriogonum fasciculatum
California Buckwheat
Eriophyllum lanatum
Wooly Sunflower
Festuca californica
California Fescue
Festuca rubra
Creeping Red Fescue
Frangula californica
Coffeeberry
Grindelia camporum
Gumplant
Heteromeles arbutifolia
Toyon
Hoita macrostachya
California Hemp
Lonicera hispidula
California Honeysuckle
Lupinus albifrons
Silver Bush Lupine
Lupinus arboreus
Yellow Bush Lupine
Mimulus aurantiacus
Sticky Monkey Flower
Mimulus cardinalis
Scarlet Monkey Flower
Muhlenbergia rigens
Deer Grass
Nassella pulchra
Purple Needle Grass
Poa secunda
Bluegrass
Potentilla glandulosa
Sticky Cinquefoil
Prunus ilicifolia
Hollyleaf Cherry
Ribes sanguineum
Pink Winter Currant
Rosa gymnocarpa
Wild Rose
Rubus ursinus
California Blackberry
Sambucus mexicana
Elderberry
Solidago californica
Goldenrod
Vitis californica
Wild Grape
(1) All plants are native to Santa Clara County
• Source: California Native Plant List Exchange web site at: http://www.cnplx.info/

Other Agricultural Uses / Future Use Area: Based on opportunities for community
engagement, potential partner interests, and funding, there are several program options
for agricultural use. These include:
July 25, 2013

Page 2-13

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

•

Permanent Cover-crop Meadow: Composed of various low-growing native plants
and grasses that could be mowed or grazed for maintenance. This would have
habitat value and could be occasionally used for overflow parking or other
temporary uses when the ground is dry. This plant mix would be a demonstration
of meadow/herbaceous plants native to the County. The water quality swale would
be integrated into the design.

•

Winter Grain: Production of no-till, no irrigation winter-grown grain with a
regime that would leave the field open for overflow parking or other uses from
June to October.

•

Hedgerow Demonstration Area: Showing several different kinds of native
hedgerow plantings (see Table 2-4) beneficial to agriculture and demonstrating
plant considerations such as: varying height and spread requirements; planting
densities; windbreak functions; habitat benefit; establishment costs; maintenance
requirements; and watering regimes. These hedgerows could also have several
layers of signage: plant signage and general interpretive signage.

Cultural Agriculture: Throughout the Preserve there are many native plants that are
traditionally used by Native Americans. Once a habitation site, in essence the Preserve
and its plants were essentially agricultural gardens for harvesting plants to make
baskets and tools, support ceremonies, and provide a food supply. Where the Preserve
programs involve revegetation (reclaiming abandoned ranch roads for example) native
plants that are important to the Ohlone culture would be used.

2.5.

Preserve Management

2.5.1. Natural Resources
Management of the Preserve’s natural resources is primarily focused on the
preservation and stewardship of the sensitive natural habitats on the property. Natural
resource management actions would be primarily passive, but would require some
fencing of sensitive areas, management of invasive species, and minor grading to
enhance wetland and riparian areas in the Preserve in the south valley area. No grading
activities associated with initial management actions that would trigger wetland and
waters permits would be undertaken.
Fencing would be used to deter human interference and manage grazing in the
following areas:
July 25, 2013
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•

Bay checkerspot butterfly Critical Habitat located in the northeast and
southeast corners of the Preserve (as shown in Figure 2-5);

•

Riparian and water quality buffers of 35 feet on either side of intermittent and
ephemeral drainages on the Preserve (as shown in Figure 2-5);

•

Enhanced wet meadow area and water quality swale adjacent to the Future Use
Area (as shown in Figure 2-2).

As noted in Table 2-3, access to natural springs would also be controlled, but these
springs would all be fenced within the protected Bay checkerspot butterfly Critical
Habitat found in the northeastern corner of the Preserve. Fencing associated with the
grazing program is outlined in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Grazing
Recommendations report.
Invasive Species: As funding and staff or volunteer time can be allocated,
management of invasive plants would include the identification and mapping of
target species rated as high or moderate by the California Invasive Plant Council
(Cal-IPC 2006).

Authority staff would coordinate, as appropriate, with local

botanists and citizen scientists to learn to identify invasive plants and to coordinate
possible volunteer days for survey work.

Management actions would include

removal of identified invasive plants and revegetation with native species, as
appropriate to each habitat where removal occurs.
South Valley Meadow: A wet meadow that shows evidence of remnant wetland
vegetation and hydrology is located along a natural channel at the southeastern edge of
the property.

The wet meadow was historically fed through existing runoff and

drainage from the adjoining slopes that consequently fed the natural drainage. Recent
actions, prior to the Authority acquisition of the Preserve, have created poorly graded
drainage ditches meant to divert water from the meadow. These poorly functioning
ditches would be restored to original grade and eliminated, restoring the natural
hydrology of the area.

The wet meadow area would be allowed to passively

reestablish. A water quality swale would be constructed between the wet meadow area
and the Future Use Area to provide a buffer between the two areas and protect the
water quality functions and values of the wetland. No grading would occur within the
wet meadow zone. Prior to reestablishing natural hydrology in the wet meadow,
eroded banks within the natural channel area
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2.5.2. Public Access
Public access will be restricted to trails and designated use areas. These use areas
represent approximately 9% of the Preserve’s 348 acres assuming an immediate use
zone of 50 feet around all trails.
2.5.3. Staffing
The Preserve and its resources will be operated and managed by the Authority staff,
supported by volunteers and potential contract Partners, as a day use only facility. The
Preserve will be gated and closed each evening. No public overnight parking will be
allowed.
Based on demonstrated demand, documented after-hours nuisance occurrences, and
available funding, two potential additional staffing actions to enhance traditional
management are:
•

Installation of a visitor contact station staffed on popular use days (prime
season weekends and holidays) to manage the staging area and direct traffic, if
necessary, to other public use areas once the Staging Area is at capacity.

•

Accommodation for an on-site caretaker. Any associated facilities would be
mobile and self-contained (trailer or RV). It is likely such presence would be
required only on a seasonal basis.

2.5.4.

Staging and Parking Adaptive Management

Initial Improvements and Management
Initial staging area development will allow use of the Foothills Loop Trail and the
Outdoor Learning Place. Future development of the Valley Loop Trail and/or the
potential trail connections to Calero County Park could trigger higher demand for
staging. Management activities include:
•

Develop a 26-car parking area and 3 equestrian parking spaces.

•

Manage equestrian parking on a reservation basis, if necessary.

•

Install “no parking signs” along Palm Avenue. The extent of these signs would
be determined in consultation with Santa Clara County and would extend a
minimum distance of 1/4 mile, or 1/2 mile to Palm Court, or 3/4 mile to Hale
Avenue.

•

Install a map board near the entrance about other nearby parks and open space
areas with staging areas to inform the visitor if the parking lot is at capacity.
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•

Monitor and document parking use, particularly on weekends and holidays.

Short Term - Management Options
In the short term, if documented parking demand for access exceeds the 26-car parking
area on a regular basis, the following management options exist:
•

Provide staff (or volunteers) at the entrance to turn vehicles away and direct
traffic to other nearby public use areas.

•

Provide staff (or volunteers) at the entrance and use the designated Future Use
Area south of the Preserve entrance as a temporary overflow parking area. If
used only for vehicular parking, this area would accommodate up to an
additional 60 to 90 vehicles.

•

Develop minimal improvements (boundary rails, signs, etc.) to accommodate
overflow parking of the Future Use Area.

•

Monitor and document parking use, particularly on weekends and holidays

Long Term - Management Options
In the long term, as the Valley Loop Trail is developed or if a trail connection to Calero
County Park stimulates use, and if documented parking demand for access exceeds the
26-car parking area on a regular basis, the following management options exist:
•

Expand the 26-car parking area accommodate up to 60 cars as appropriate.
Simultaneously, develop the Future Use Area for equestrian parking to
accommodate a maximum of 15 vehicles and trailers (size to be determined).

•

Manage equestrian parking on a reservation basis, if necessary.

•

Based on documented use, consider retaining a portion of the Future Use Area
for overflow parking, which would reduce the number of spaces for equestrian
parking.

•

Consider limiting equestrian parking to selected days and using the Future Use
Area only for vehicular parking. This would provide parking for a maximum of
approximately 120 to 150 cars.

•

If available parking is fully used, provide staff (or volunteers) at the entrance
on weekends or anticipated high use days (on an intermittent basis throughout
the day) to turn vehicles away and direct traffic to other nearby public use
areas.
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•

Monitor and document parking use.

2.5.5. Coordination with Santa Clara Valley Water District
The Preserve is segmented into two parcels by lands owned by the Santa Clara Valley
Water District (the District) purchased in fee title to build and operate the cross-Valley
pipeline. The Right of Way Agreement between the District and the owner (Grantor)
from whom the property was purchased contained the following clauses that affect the
use and management of the Preserve.
•

District agrees that the property will be used for the construction, operation,
and maintenance by District of an underground water pipeline or pipelines.
Also, as long as Grantor’s remaining lands are used for agricultural purposes,
District will not authorize the general public to enter or use the property, and
further the property will not be made available for equestrian trails, hiking,
hunting, or recreational uses of any kind.

•

District agrees that when Grantor's remaining property is developed into a use
other than agriculture, District will permit Grantor to construct and and
maintain roads, bridges, sewers, and utilities on the property; provided that the
location and plans and specifications of such facilities are approved by District,
which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.

The Authority will work with the District pursuant to these Agreement conditions to
coordinate Preserve facility improvements and management activities that may directly
or indirectly affect use of the District’s pipeline property.

2.6. Environmental Measures
Environmental measures are methods, measures, or practices that avoid, reduce, or
minimize a project’s adverse effects on various environmental resources. They can be
applied before, during, or after construction of the project to reduce or eliminate
potential environmental effects. The following environmental measures would be
implemented as part of the proposed project. The Authority will ensure that these
measures are included in bid specifications for construction activities that occur as part
of the program or priority projects, as appropriate.
2.6.1.
•

Measures to Minimize Effects of Construction-Related Noise
The normal working day for any construction activities that occur will be
between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.
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Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.
•

Construction equipment will have appropriate mufflers, intake silencers, and
noise control features and will be properly maintained and equipped to meet
state standards.

•

Vehicles and other gas- or diesel-powered equipment will be prohibited from
unnecessary warming up, idling, and engine revving.

2.6.2. Erosion Control Measures to Protect Water Quality
Subject to requirements of Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), and the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process, all
construction projects that disturb more than one acre of land are required to prepare and
implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).

However, the San

Francisco Region of the California State Water Quality Control Board has lowered the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) threshold in Santa Clara
County, under Order No. 01-119, to apply to all construction projects that disturb more
than 5,000 square feet of land.

The construction footprint proposed under the

Integrated Plan is large enough that a SWPPP is required.

No grading will be

permitted on any project site until a grading plan and SWPPP have been reviewed by
the County, in accordance with the Santa Clara County Grading Ordinance (C12·400–
C12·599).
To minimize the mobilization of sediment to Fisher Creek and other water bodies, the
following erosion- and sediment-control measures will be included in the SWPPP to be
included in the construction specifications, based on standard dust-reduction measures.
•

Cover or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more) that could contribute
sediment to waterways.

•

Enclose and cover exposed stockpiles of dirt or other loose, granular
construction materials that could contribute sediment to waterways.

•

Contain soil and filter runoff from disturbed areas by berms, vegetated filters,
silt fencing, straw wattles, plastic sheeting, catch basins, or other means
necessary to prevent the escape of sediment from the disturbed area.

•

Prohibit the placement of earth or organic material where it may be directly
carried into a stream, swale, ditch, marsh, pond, or body of standing water.
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•

Prohibit the following types of materials from being rinsed or washed into
streets, shoulder areas, or ditches: concrete, solvents and adhesives, fuels, dirt,
gasoline, asphalt, and concrete saw slurry.

•

Conduct dewatering activities according to the provisions of the SWPPP.
Prohibit placement of dewatered materials in local water bodies or in storm
drains leading to such bodies without implementation of proper construction
water quality control measures.

The Authority and/or its contractors will implement a monitoring program to verify
effectiveness of the best management practices implemented as part of the SWPPP.
The monitoring program will begin at the outset of construction activities and terminate
upon completion of the project.
As part of obtaining coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit, the
Authority and/or its contractor(s) will also develop and implement a spill prevention
and control plan to minimize the potential for, and effects from, spills of hazardous,
toxic, or petroleum substances during construction of the project. The plan will be
completed before any construction activities begin.

The plan will require that

hazardous and potentially hazardous substances stored on-site be kept in securely
closed containers located away from drainage courses, storm drains, and areas where
stormwater is allowed to infiltrate. It will also stipulate procedures, such as the use of
spill containment pans, to minimize hazard during on-site fueling and servicing of
construction equipment. If a spill were reportable, the contractor’s superintendent will
notify the Santa Clara County Environmental Health Department and the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
If during construction, an appreciable spill has occurred and results determine that
project activities have adversely affected groundwater quality, a detailed analysis will
be performed by a Registered Environmental Assessor to identify the likely cause of
contamination.

This analysis will conform to American Society for Testing and

Materials (ASTM) standards, and will include recommendations for reducing or
eliminating the source or mechanisms of contamination. Based on this analysis, the
Authority and/or its contractors will select and implement measures to control
contamination, with a performance standard that groundwater quality must be returned
to baseline conditions. These measures will be subject to approval by the Authority.
Construction of projects administered by the Authority will be monitored by Authority
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personnel to ensure that contractors are adhering to all provisions for the protection of
water quality. In addition, the Authority will shut down construction sites in the event
of noncompliance.
2.6.3.
Dust-Control Measures to Protect Air Quality
To control dust emissions generated during construction of proposed facilities, the
following Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) basic and enhanced
control measures for construction emissions of particulate matter 10 microns in
diameter or less (PM10) must be implemented.
•

Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.

•

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require all
trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

•

Apply water three times daily, or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved
access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites.

•

Hydroseed or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (i.e.,
previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more). Hydroseed mixes of
local origin and of native stock will be required, based on the habitat type in
which work is occurring.

•

Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply nontoxic soil binders to exposed
stockpiles (e.g., dirt and sand).

•

2.7.

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph).

Required Approvals and Permits

As the CEQA lead agency for the project, the Authority will determine whether the
IS/MND and Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be adopted and whether the
proposed project will be approved by a vote of the Open Space Authority Board. The
agencies from which permits may be required to implement certain aspects of the Use
and Management Plan are listed in Table 2-5.
Table 2-5: Permitting and Review Agencies
Responsible Agencies
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps)
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)
July 25, 2013

Permit Authority
Regulatory authority over all jurisdictional wetlands, navigable waters, and other
Waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10
of the Rivers and Harbors Act.
Dual regulatory authority of Section 404 with the COE.
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Responsible Agencies
San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB)

Permit Authority
Authority to regulate projects that could affect water quality through Section 401(A)(1)
of the Clean Water Act: Water Quality Certification and a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for storm water discharge.

California Department of Fish &
Game (CDFG)

If stream alternations are anticipated, a 1601 permit must be secured from the
Department.
Address State Endangered Species Act requirements and protection measures for other
special-status species.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

Consultation is required as part of the Section 404 permitting process to include a
biological opinion and incidental take permits, if required, for species listed as
Threatened and Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.

2.8.

Public Involvement

The Authority will publish a Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt the IS/MND pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15072 and will circulate the IS/MND for a 30-day
public and agency review and comment period pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15105(b).
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Project Title:
Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Date: July 25, 2013
File Number: None
APN(s): 712-05-050, 712-05-010 and 712-05-011
Zoning: AR-d1 Agricultural Ranchlands with Combining District
General Plan Designation: Ranchlands
Project Type:
Open Space Use and Management Plan
USA (if any): None
Lead Agency Name & Address:
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
6980 Santa Teresa Blvd. Suite 100, San Jose, CA 95119
Applicant Name & Address:
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
6980 Santa Teresa Blvd. Suite 100, San Jose, CA 95119
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Owner Name & Address:
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
6980 Santa Teresa Blvd. Suite 100, San Jose, CA 95119
Contact Person and Phone Number:
Rachel Santos, Open Space Planner/Project Manager
408-224-7476
Project Location (address or description):
Please refer to Chapter 2, “Project Description.”
Project Description (attach additional sheets if necessary):
Please refer to Chapter 2, “Project Description,” for a more detailed description
of the Use and Management Plan.
Environmental Setting/Surrounding Land Uses:
As described in the “Setting” section of each checklist item discussed below.
Other public agencies whose approval is required
Please refer to Chapter 2, “Project Description.”
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The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Geology/Soils
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Noise
Recreation

Agriculture and Forestry
Resources
Cultural / Historical /
Archaeological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use and Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic
None with Mitigation
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Air Quality
Energy
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services/Utilities
Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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3.1.

Aesthetics

I. AESTHETICS
A. If subject to ASA, be generally in noncompliance with the Guidelines for Architecture
and Site Approval?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

35,36

X

B. Create an aesthetically offensive site open to
public view?

2,3,37

C. Substantially damage scenic resources, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

X

2,3,4,7,10f,37

D. Obstruct scenic views from existing residential
areas, public lands, public water body or roads?

X

2,3

E. Be located on or near a ridgeline visible from the
valley floor?

X

2,10f,11c,37

F. Adversely affect the architectural appearance of
an established neighborhood?

X

2,3

G. Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

X

1,3

3.1.1. Setting
The visual setting of the Open Space Preserve reflects its position in the
western side of the Coyote Valley.
Characteristic Landscape
The visual character of the mid-Coyote Valley is a mixture of agricultural and
rural residential land uses. The hill areas north, south, and west of the Preserve
are composed of grazing lands with an equal mixture of open grassland, forest,
and chaparral landscapes.
The visual character of the Open Space Preserve is undeveloped grazing lands.
The Preserve is composed of open valley bottomlands with seasonal drainages
bisecting them and backdrop hills consisting of chaparral, grasslands, and oak
woodlands. Scattered oaks are found along the seasonal drainages. Visible
management features include range fencing, gates, and concrete structures
July 25, 2013
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associated with the Santa Clara Valley Water District Cross-Valley Pipeline
Project.
Views
From the valley floor area of the Preserve, the orientation is to the east with
views bounded by the Preserve hills and ridgelines to the north, south and west.
Views from the Preserve focus on the mid-Coyote Valley agricultural and rural
residential areas and generally terminate at the first ridgeline of the Mount
Hamilton range on the east side of the Coyote Valley. In the foreground, there
are direct views to immediate neighboring residences and agricultural
outbuildings. There are background views to the east of selected higher
ridgelines and peaks of the Mount Hamilton range.
From the higher elevations of the Preserve, panoramic foreground and
middleground views of the Coyote Valley are bounded by Coyote Peak and
Tulare Hill approximately 3 to 4 miles to the north and the Mount Hamilton
range ridgelines and peaks on the east. Views to the southeast extend over
Morgan Hill for approximately 10 to 15 miles.
Along the western boundary of the Preserve portions of the Cinnabar Hills
Golf Club greens and fairways, agricultural ponds, and some ranch
outbuildings may be seen. The most predominant management feature visible
from most locations within the Preserve is a high voltage electric transmission
line located just outside the Preserve’s western boundary.
Viewers and Viewer Sensitivity
Viewer sensitivity is a measure of public concern for changes to scenic quality.
Numbers of viewers, viewer activity, view duration, distance away from seen
objects (foreground versus background), adjacent landscape character, and
special planning designations such as scenic routes are used to characterize
viewer sensitivity.
Five residences immediately east and south of the Preserve have unobstructed
foreground views into the Preserve. Residents’ sensitivity to visual change is
considered high.
The hillside areas of the Open Space Preserve are a portion of the western
backdrop of the Coyote Valley. The Open Space Preserve is seen from US101. Motorists on US-101 may see the project area in the middleground
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traveling in both the north and south directions over an approximately 6-mile
length. The types of motorists on US-101 include the gamut of user types
generated from local and regional use. The sensitivity of motorists along US101 to visual change is low to moderate.
The preserve can also from Santa Teresa Boulevard, Hale Avenue and the local
street network, particularly when traveling west along Palm Avenue where the
Preserve’s hillsides provide a visual terminus. The sensitivity of local motorists
to visual change would be moderate.
Santa Teresa Boulevard and Hale Avenue are designated bicycle routes.
Bicyclists’ sensitivity along the local road network is considered high.
Scenic Routes
The project area is not visible from any State Scenic Highway within Santa
Clara County. The Regional Parks and Scenic Highways Map Element of the
Santa Clara County General Plan indicates that US-101 through the Coyote
Valley is indicated as a route that, as a matter of County policy, should be
added to the State Scenic Route Master Plan. However, that action has not
taken place.
3.1.2. Regulatory Context
The County of Santa Clara General Plan land use designation for the Preserve
is “Ranchlands.” The zoning for the Preserve is AR-d1 Design Review
combining district. The purpose of the -d Design Review combining districts is
to designate certain visually and environmentally sensitive areas as requiring
design review, with the intention of mitigating adverse visual impacts of
development and encouraging quality design. The -d1 combining district is
intended to conserve the scenic attributes of those hillside lands most
immediately visible from the valley floor. It is intended to minimize the visual
impacts of structures and grading on the natural topography and landscape,
using a combination of supplemental development standards, design
guidelines, design review, and use of process incentives for smaller and less
visible projects. However, proposed improvements at the Preserve are not
subject to such design review (personal communication, Bill Shoe, Santa Clara
County Planning Department).
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3.1.3.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
Checklist question I.A does not apply to the Use and Management Plan, as the
proposed facilities are not subject to design review. Checklist questions I.C,
I.D and I.E do not apply to the Use and Management Plan, as the Open Space
Preserve is not near a scenic route and the Plan does not propose any structures
or visually modification on its a ridgeline.
I.B. Create an aesthetically offensive site open to public view?
Public views to the Preserve are from the local roadway system looking west.
There are no vegetation management or grading activities associated with the
Use and Management Plan that would significantly alter the appearance of the
Preserve hillsides that serve as the western visual backdrop for the Coyote
Valley. Hillside trail development is sited to emphasize routes within the
woodland portions of the Preserve further screening trails from view.
The proposed parking area at the western terminus of Palm Avenue includes
hedgerow screening that would effectively block views of parked cars and
related staging facilities from view locations to the east. Accordingly, this
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
I.F. Adversely affect the architectural appearance of an established
neighborhood?
The existing architectural character of the surrounding area is agricultural and
rural residential. Architectural styles of residences vary widely. A number of
agriculture-related barns and outbuildings exist. The structures proposed as
part of the Use and Management Plan are a restroom and the outdoor learning
shade structure. The restroom will be essentially screened from view by
hedgerow vegetation along the eastern property line of the Preserve adjacent to
the parking area. The outdoor learning shade structure will appear as a barn
structure visually compatible with surrounding agricultural uses. Accordingly,
this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
I.G. Generate new light or glare?
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve will be open to the public only during
daylight hours. No lighting is proposed as part of the Use and Management
Plan. Should any nighttime stargazing programs take place, these will employ
flashlights and would be a temporary effect. No significantly adverse nighttime
July 25, 2013
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lighting or glare impacts are anticipated as a result of the project, and any
impacts would be relatively minor in nature and temporary. Accordingly, this
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
3.1.4. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvement actions will have similar impacts as those described
under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.1.3). Less-thansignificant impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively
minor in nature and temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the initial
improvements would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.2.

Agriculture and Forest Resources

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES
A. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
B. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

3,20,21,23,
24,26

X

9,21

C. Conflict with an existing Williamson ActContract
or the County‘s Williamson Act Ordinance?

X

1,49

D. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

X

3,4,26

E. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526)
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
definite by Government Code section 51104(g)?

X

5,33

F. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

X

33

3.2.1.

Setting

Agriculture and Forest Resources
The region surrounding the Preserve was formerly rural in nature, but since the
1960s has been developing into an area characterized by urban and suburban
uses. Remaining agricultural lands in Santa Clara County lie primarily south
of the Preserve, in the rural South County area (Santa Clara County 1994).
Regulatory Context
State and local policies and regulations that are relevant to the analysis of
agricultural and forest resource impacts are described below.
Williamson Act Lands
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The California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act), enacted by the State
Legislature in 1965, involves voluntary contracts between landowners and a
city or county as a means of preserving California's prime agricultural and
open space lands from urbanization. The project site is not preserved under the
Williamson Act and is not classified as Prime Agricultural Land.
Santa Clara County General Plan
The Santa Clara County General Plan provides Countywide guidance in the
following issue areas: Regional Parks and Public Open Space Lands, Trails
and Pathways, Agriculture and Agricultural Resources, and Mineral Resources.
The County’s General Plan contains the following policies that are relevant to
the proposed project.
Agriculture and Agricultural Resources
•

C-RC 37: Agriculture should be encouraged and agricultural lands
retained for their vital contributions to the overall economy, quality of
life, and for their functional importance to Santa Clara County, in
particular:
a. local food production capability;
b. productive use land not intended for urban development; and
c. protection of public health and safety.

•

C-RC 40: Long term land use stability and dependability to preserve
agriculture shall be maintained and enhanced by the following general
means:
a. limiting the loss of valuable farmland from unnecessary and/or
premature urban expansion and development;
b. regulating non-agricultural uses in agricultural areas, and their
intensity and impacts on adjacent lands;
c. maintaining agriculturally-viable parcel sizes; and
d. minimizing conflicts between adjacent agricultural and nonagricultural land uses, through such means as right-to-farm
legislation and mediation of nuisance claims.

•
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to achieve agricultural preservation goals and strategies should be
encouraged. These goals should include:
a. preservation of remaining areas of large and medium scale
agriculture in South County;
b. encouragement of retention of agricultural lands in San Benito
County adjoining South County agricultural areas; and
c. discouragement of Urban Service Area (USA) expansions into
agricultural areas when LAFCO determines that a city’s USA
contains more land than is needed to accommodate five years of
projected growth and development.
South County Joint Area Plan
As part of the Santa Clara County General Plan, the South County Joint Area
Plan provides guidance to South County jurisdictions in the following issue
areas: Open Space and Recreation, and Agriculture. The Joint Area Plan
contains the following policies that are relevant to the proposed project.
Agriculture
•

SC 14.0: Agriculture should be continued and supported since it
contributes to the local economy and helps to delineate urban
boundaries. Among other benefits, it is the most productive use for
land which is not immediately planned for urban development. More
effective methods of support and preservation should be developed.
The County and the Cities should reaffirm their commitment to long term maintenance of agricultural land uses and to agriculture as an
economic enterprise in South County.

•

SC 14.2: Agricultural lands should be protected from encroachment
by incompatible land uses and the economic viability of agriculture
should be maintained using a variety of methods, such as: contiguous
urban development, the designation as agricultural lands those lands
which are outside of urban areas, minimum lot size designations in
agricultural areas, the limitation of land uses in agriculturally
designated areas to agriculture and uses necessary for the support of
agriculture, and the encouragement of direct marketing methods.
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•

SC 14.3: The County and the Cities should establish areas for the
permanent preservation of agricultural lands and programs to
accomplish that objective, such as exclusive agricultural zoning,
transfer of development rights (TDR) programs, and right-to-farm
legislation.

•

SC 14.4: Some prime agricultural lands in South County (particularly
within the prime agricultural areas east and south of Gilroy) should be
preserved for agricultural use through appropriate agricultural land
preservation tools, such as exclusive agricultural zoning, TDR
programs, and right-to-farm legislation.

•

SC 14.5: The County should continue the A-20 and A-40 minimum lot
size designations in the agricultural area.

•

SC 14.6: The expansion of the “uses compatible with agriculture”
category in County zoning ordinances and Williamson Act policies
should be approved only when such additional uses will clearly
contribute to the long-term viability of agriculture.

•

SC 14.7: The County and the Cities should plan for further urban
growth to occur in areas which will avoid encroachment into those
agricultural lands with the greatest long-term potential to remain
economically viable.

•

SC 14.8: The conversion of agricultural land which has been
designated for urban growth should occur in an orderly manner to
retain the stability and viability of remaining agricultural lands as long
as possible.

•

SC 14.9: The cities should use their policies for urban service area
extensions and utility extensions to guide urban growth away from
long-term agricultural areas.

•

SC 14.10: The policies of LAFCO should guide urban development
away from those agricultural areas with the greatest potential for longterm economic viability.

•

SC 14.11: In order to separate agricultural from urban activities, and
to minimize land use conflicts, buffers should be established between
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viable agricultural areas and urban expansion areas. Activities in these
buffer zones should be limited to uses which are compatible with both
agricultural and urban activities. Specific uses should be defined
through an open intergovernmental process.
•

SC 14.12: The range of activities permitted in agricultural areas of
South County should be determined through an intergovernmental
process. Allowed uses should reflect the range of activities which are
necessary to promote the continued economic viability of agriculture in
South County.

3.2.2.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation

II.A. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
There are no areas of prime agricultural land (Class I or II) within the Preserve
boundaries. Therefore, the Use and Management Plan would not convert any
prime agricultural use to non-agricultural use. Additionally, the Use and
Management Plan would not affect any lands outside of the Preserve
boundaries. No impact on prime agricultural lands is anticipated as the result of
implementation of the Use and Management Plan. Accordingly, there would be
no impact, and no mitigation is required.
II.B. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use?
The Preserve is zoned AR-d1, Agricultural Ranchlands with Combining
District, The purpose of the Agricultural Ranchlands district, also known as the
AR district, is to preserve ranching, the natural resources, and the rural character
of the areas to which it applies. Permitted uses include ranching or agriculture,
low-intensity recreation, mineral extraction, and land in its natural state. As the
Use and Management Plan proposes low intensity recreation, grazing, and
protection of land in its natural state, there would be no conflict with current
zoning of the Preserve lands.
The -d1 combining district is intended to conserve the scenic attributes of those
hillside lands most immediately visible from the valley floor. It is intended to
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minimize the visual impacts of structures and grading on the natural
topography and landscape, using a combination of supplemental development
standards, design guidelines, design review, and use of process incentives for
smaller and less visible projects.

However, as noted in Section 3.1.2 of

Aesthetics, proposed improvements at the Preserve are not subject to such
design review
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
II.C. Conflict with an existing Williamson Act Contract or the County’s
Williamson Act Ordinance?
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve is not preserved under the Williamson
Act. Therefore, the Use and Management Plan would not Conflict with an
existing Williamson Act Contract or the County’s Williamson Act Ordinance.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
II.D. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
While the Preserve contains many forested areas and potential agricultural
areas, the proposed Use and Management Plan would not result in the loss or
conversion of these lands. No impact on agricultural or forest lands is
anticipated as the result of implementation of the Use and Management Plan.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
II.E. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code section 4526) or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as definite by Government Code section 51104(g)?
The project does not conflict with existing zoning of timberland nor will any
rezoning of any type occur. No impact on zoned Timberland is anticipated as
the result of implementation of the Use and Management Plan. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
II.F. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use?
While the Preserve contains many forested areas, the proposed Use and
Management Plan would not result in the loss of forest lands or conversion to a
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non-forest use. No impact on forest lands is anticipated as the result of
implementation of the Use and Management Plan. Accordingly, there would be
no impact, and no mitigation is required.
3.2.3. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar impacts as those described under the
Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.2.2). No impact on
agricultural uses, Williamson Act lands, or forest lands is anticipated as the
result of construction of access improvements. Accordingly, there would be no
impact, and no mitigation is required.
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3.3.

Air Quality

III. AIR QUALITY
A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Cumulative

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated
Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

None

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

5,34

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

X

2,3,4

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is a nonattainment area for an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

X

5,29

D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X

E. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

X

F. Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or
cause any change in climate?

X

This section provides an analysis of air quality impacts resulting from the
proposed project. It summarizes the overall regulatory framework for air
quality management in California and the region, describes existing air quality
conditions in the project area, and identifies sensitive land uses. Environmental
impacts related to air quality, as well as mitigation measures to reduce or
eliminate potential impacts, are also discussed. Please refer to Section 3.8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions for a discussion of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and climate change impacts.
3.3.1. Setting
The air quality study area for the project is located within the Santa Clara
Valley in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The Santa Clara
Valley has a high potential to accumulate air pollutants. In particular, warm
summer temperatures, stable air conditions, and mountains surrounding the
valley promote ozone formation in the valley. Ozone precursors from San
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Francisco, San Mateo, and Alameda Counties can also be carried to the valley
by prevailing winds. In addition, on summer days with low-level temperature
inversions, ozone can be recirculated by southerly drainage flows in the late
evening and early morning and by the prevailing northwesterly winds in the
afternoon. A similar recirculation pattern occurs in the winter, affecting levels
of carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM). This movement of the
air up and down the valley increases the impact of local pollutants (Bay Area
Air Quality Management District 2012).
The air quality management agencies of direct importance in the project area
are the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the California Air
Resources Board (ARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). EPA and ARB have established national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) and California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS),
respectively, for the following six pollutants: ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead, CO, and PM, including PM less than or equal to 10
microns in diameter (PM10) and PM less than or equal to 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM2.5). The ARB and BAAQMD are responsible for ensuring that
these standards are met. Table 3.3-1 summarizes the NAAQS and CAAQS and
the respective attainment status of Santa Clara County.
Sensitive receptors are defined as locations where pollutant-sensitive members
of the population may reside or where the presence of air pollutant emissions
could adversely affect use of the land. Sensitive members of the population
include those who may be more negatively affected by poor air quality than
other members of the population, such as children, the elderly, or the infirmed.
In general, residential areas, hospitals, daycare facilities, elder-care facilities,
elementary schools, and parks typically contain a high concentration of these
sensitive population groups. The proposed project is surrounded by the Coyote
Valley Open Space Preserve. A few scattered residences are located
approximately 790 feet (0.15 mile) west of the future use area.
Table 3.3-1. Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Criteria
Pollutant
Ozone

July 25, 2013

Average Time

California
Standards

1-hour
8–hour

0.09 ppm
0.070 ppm

National Standardsa
Primary
None
0.075 ppm

Secondary
None
0.075 ppm

Attainment Status of
Santa Clara Countyb
State
National
Nonattainment
-c
Nonattainment Nonattainment
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Criteria
Pollutant
Particulate
Matter (PM10)
Fine Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)
Carbon
Monoxide
Nitrogen
Dioxide
Sulfur Dioxided

Lead

Sulfates
Visibility
Reducing
Particles
Hydrogen
Sulfide
Vinyl Chloride

July 25, 2013

Average Time

California
Standards

National Standardsa

24-hour
Annual mean
24-hour
Annual mean
8-hour
1-hour
Annual mean
1-hour
Annual mean
24-hour
3-hour
1-hour
30-day
Average
Calendar
quarter
3-month
average
24-hour

50 µg/m3
20 µg/m3
None
12 µg/m3
9.0 ppm
20 ppm
0.030 ppm
0.18 ppm
None
0.04 ppm
None
0.25 ppm

Primary
150 µg/m3
None
35 µg/m3
12 µg/m3
9 ppm
35 ppm
0.053 ppm
0.100 ppm
0.030 ppm
0.014 ppm
None
0.075 ppm

Secondary
150 µg/m3
None
35 µg/m3
15 µg/m3
None
None
0.053 ppm
None
None
None
0.5 ppm
None

1.5 µg/m3

None

None

3

8-hour

Attainment Status of
Santa Clara Countyb
State
National
Nonattainment
Attainment
Nonattainment
- Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Attainment

Maintenance

Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment

Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment

None

Attainment

-

1.5 µg/m3

1.5 µg/m3

-

Attainment

None 0.15 µg/m3

0.15 µg/m3

-

Attainment

None

None

Attainment

-

-e

None

None

Unclassified

-

1-hour

0.03 ppm

None

None

Unclassified

-

24-hour

0.01 ppm

None

None

Unclassified

-

25 µg/m
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Criteria
Pollutant

Average Time

California
Standards

National Standardsa
Primary

Secondary

Attainment Status of
Santa Clara Countyb
State
National

Notes:
ppm= parts per million
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a.

b.

National standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. Primary standards are intended to
protect public health, whereas secondary standards are intended to protect public welfare and the
environment.
Local monitoring data are used to designate areas as nonattainment, maintenance, attainment, or unclassified
for the NAAQS and CAAQS. The four designations are further defined as:
Nonattainment—assigned to areas where monitored pollutant concentrations consistently violate the
standard in question.
Maintenance—assigned to areas where monitored pollutant concentrations exceeded the standard in
question in the past but are no longer in violation of that standard.
Attainment—assigned to areas where pollutant concentrations meet the standard in question over a
designated period of time.

c.

d.
e.

Unclassified—assigned to areas were data are insufficient to determine whether a pollutant is violating the
standard in question.
The federal 1-hour standard of 12 parts per hundred million was in effect from 1979 through June 15, 2005.
The revoked standard is referenced because it was employed for such a long period and is a benchmark for
State Implementation Plans.
The annual and 24-hour NAAQS for SO2 only apply for one year after designation of the new 1-hour standard
to those areas that were previously nonattainment for 24-hour and annual NAAQS.
CAAQS for visibility-reducing particles is defined by an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer –
visibility of 10 miles or more due to particles when relative humidity is less than 70%.

Sources: California Air Resources Board 2012 and 2013; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2012

3.3.2. Air Quality Significance Thresholds
The BAAQMD is responsible for ensuring that state and federal ambient air
quality standards are not violated within the SFBAAB. Analysis thresholds
for construction- and operational-related pollutant emissions are contained in
BAAQMD’s (2012) CEQA Guidelines. BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines also
contain thresholds of significance for ozone, CO, PM2.5, PM10, toxic air
contaminates (TACs), and odors; these thresholds are presented in Table 3.3-2.
Table 3.3-2. BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance
Pollutant
ROG
NOX
CO
PM10 (total)
PM10 (exhaust)
PM2.5 (exhaust)

July 25, 2013

Construction
54 lbs/day
54 lbs/day
--82 lbs/day
54 lbs/day

Operations
54 lbs/day or 10 tons/year
54 lbs/day or 10 tons/year
Violation of CAAQS
-82 lbs/day or 15 tons/year
54 lbs/day or 10 tons/year
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Pollutant
PM10 /PM2.5 (fugitive
dust)
TACs (project-level)

Construction
BMPs

Operations
--

Same as construction
Increased cancer risk of 10 in 1 million; increased noncancer risk of greater than 1.0 (hazard index [HI]); PM2.5
increase of greater than 0.3 micrograms per cubic meter
TACs (cumulative)
Increased cancer risk of 100 in 1 million; increased non- Same as construction
cancer risk of greater than 10.0; PM2.5 increase of
greater than 0.8 microgram per cubic meter at receptors
within 1,000 feet
Odors
-Five complaints per year
averaged over 3 years
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2012.

In March 2012, an Alameda County Superior Court ruled that BAAQMD
needed to comply with CEQA prior to adopting their 2010 CEQA Guidelines,
which included significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and GHGs.
The Superior Court did not determine whether the thresholds were valid on the
merits, but found that the adoption of the thresholds was a project under
CEQA. The court ordered a writ of mandate ordering BAAQMD to set aside
the thresholds and cease their dissemination until BAAQMD complied with
CEQA. In May 2012, BAAQMD filed an appeal with the Court of Appeal,
First Appellate District, and the plaintiff filed a cross-appeal shortly thereafter.
While BAAQMD is not recommending its significance thresholds for use by
local agencies at this time, the methodology used by the BAAQMD to develop
its GHG thresholds is strongly supported by substantial evidence.

The

Authority has had the BAAQMD proposed thresholds independently reviewed
and determined that the BAAQMD thresholds are well-grounded on air quality
regulations, AB 32 Scoping Plan targets and related regulations, scientific
evidence, and scientific reasoning concerning air quality and GHG emissions.
Based on this reasoning, the Authority has decided that the BAAQMD
Guidelines are appropriate to adopt for use to determine significance in the
environmental review of this Project.
Using these thresholds for the project also allows a rigorous standardized
approach of determining whether the Project would cause a significant air
quality impact. BAAQMD’s Justification Report explains the agency’s
reasoning for adopting the thresholds (Bay Area Air Quality Management
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District 2009).
3.3.3.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
This impact discussion utilizes the BAAQMD’s thresholds identified above to
determine the level of impacts associated with the project.
III.A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
Santa Clara County is currently designated a nonattainment area for the federal
8-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards, as well as maintenance area for the federal
CO standard (Table 3.3-1). The most recent BAAQMD air quality attainment
plans are the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan and the 1994 CO Redesignation
Request and Maintenance Plan. BAAQMD also recently adopted the 2010
Clean Air Plan, which provides an integrated strategy to control ozone, PM,
TACs, and GHG emissions. The BAAQMD plans estimate future emissions in
the SFBAAB and determine strategies necessary for emissions reductions
through regulatory controls. Emissions projections are based on population,
vehicle, and land use trends typically developed by the BAAQMD,
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG).
A project is deemed inconsistent with air quality plans if it would result in
population and/or employment growth that exceeds estimates used to develop
applicable air quality plans, which, in turn, would generate emissions not
accounted for in the regional emissions budgets. Therefore, the proposed
project is evaluated to determine if it is consistent with the land use
designations and growth anticipated in the BAAQMD air quality attainment
plans.
The purpose of the proposed project is to support implementation of the
Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan by
constructing a variety of community facilities, use areas, and trails. As
discussed in Section 3.17, Transportation/Traffic, the proposed project would
not permanently change the existing or planned transportation network or
traffic patterns in the area. The project would also not add any additional
capacity to existing roadways. Likewise, as described in Section 3.11, Land
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Use and Planning, the project would not conflict with any applicable land use
plan or contribute to regional employment or population growth. The proposed
project would generate emissions during construction and operation (discussed
below), but these emissions would are not expected to impede attainment or
maintenance of the NAAQS or CAAQS.
Based on the above analysis, the project is consistent with recent growth
projections for the region and would not conflict with the current BAAQMD
air quality plans. The project likewise contributes to the County’s long-term
vision to improve resource conservation and preserve open space and natural
lands. The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any
applicable land use plan or policy. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
III.B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?
Construction
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate
short-term emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Emissions would
originate from offroad construction equipment exhaust, haul truck exhaust,
employee vehicle exhaust, land clearing, and asphalt paving. Constructionrelated emissions would vary substantially depending on the level of activity,
the specific construction operations, and wind and precipitation conditions.
Construction emissions from offroad equipment and haul trucks were estimated
using emission factors generated by the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod), version 2011.1.1, and the ARB’s EMFAC2011. Based on
information provided by 2M, it was assumed that construction would involve
seven phases, each with varying activities and required equipment. Table 3.3-3
summarizes the construction phases, anticipated activities, and equipment
assumed in the emissions modeling. Detailed calculation spreadsheets are
provided in Appendix B.
Table 3.3-3. Anticipated Construction Phasing and Equipment
Phase
1A

Year
2014

Activities
Staging/Parking Grading
Gateway Trail Grading
Outdoor Learning Area

July 25, 2013

Equipment
Bulldozer
Motor
Grader
Excavator

Number/Day
1

Hours/Day
8

Days
2

1

8

1

1

8

2
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Grading

1B

2014

Paving

1C

2014

Foothills Trail Grading

2A

2019

Valley Loop Trail Grading

2B

2019

3A

2021

Valley Loop Trail
Compacting
Staging Area Expansion
Additional Use Area

3B

2021

Paving

Backhoe
Front-end
Loader
Compactor
Dump Truck
Water Truck
Asphalt
Paver
Roller
Trail Dozer
Motor
Grader
Excavator
Front-end
Loader
Compactor
Dump Truck
Water Truck

1

4

4

1

8

5

1
1
1

8
4
4

2
3
15

1

8

2

1
1

4
8

2
4

1

8

5

1

8

2

2

8

7

1
6
1

8
8
4

10
8
20

Roller

1

8

5

Bulldozer
Motor
Grader
Excavator
Front-end
Loader
Compactor
Dump Truck
Water Truck
Asphalt
Paver
Roller

1

8

2

1

8

1

1

8

2

1

8

5

1
1
1

8
4
4

2
3
15

1

8

2

1

4

2

Construction emissions from employee vehicle trips were estimated using
emission factors generated by the ARB’s EMFAC2011. Based on model
defaults, it was assumed that 1.25 employees would be required for each piece
of offroad equipment (see Table 3.3-3), and that employees would make two
trips to the construction site each day. Vehicle trip lengths were assumed to be
12.4 miles based on CalEEMod default values for Santa Clara County.
Establishment of the staging areas and installation of the trails will require site
modification. ROG emissions generated by asphalt paving and fugitive dust
emissions generated by site grading were estimated using CalEEMod and the
anticipated acreages of individual facilities. A maximum of one-quarter the
total facility area was assumed to be distributed daily, based on conservative
CalEEMod defaults.
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An estimate of emissions associated with construction of the proposed project
is presented in Table 3.3-4. All construction phases are assumed to occur
sequentially (i.e., there would be no overlap between the phases).
Consequently, the evaluation of project significance is made by comparing
each phase against the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance, rather than
summing all emissions presented in Table 3.3-4.
Table 3.3-4. Estimated Construction-Related Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
Phase

ROG

NOX

6
43
Phase 1A
1
8
Phase 1B
1
11
Phase 1C
4
27
Phase 2A
0
3
Phase 2B
3
21
Phase 3A
1
5
Phase 3B
54
54
BAAQMD Threshold
See Appendix A for detailed construction calculations.

CO
25
5
4
24
3
22
5
-

PM10
Exhaust
2
1
0
1
0
1
0
82

PM2.5
Dust
0.26
0.05
0.04
0.17
0.49
0.12
0.00
-

Exhaust
2
1
0
1
0
1
0
54

Dust
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.05
0.01
0.00
-

SO2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
-

As shown in Table 3.3-4, construction of the project would not generate ROG,
NOX, or PM exhaust in excess of the BAAQMD’s numeric thresholds. The
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines consider dust impacts to be less than significant
through the application of BMPs. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-MM-1 would reduce construction-related fugitive dust emissions
to less-than-significant levels. The BAAQMD also recommendations minimum
BMPs be implemented to control exhaust-related emissions, regardless of
impact significance. Accordingly, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQMM-2 is required during project construction. With the implementation of
Mitigation Measures AQ-MM-1 and AQ-MM-2, this impact would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1: Implement BAAQMD basic construction
mitigation measures to reduce construction-related dust
The Authority will require all construction contractors to implement the basic
construction mitigation measures recommended by BAAQMD to reduce
fugitive dust emissions. Emission reduction measures will include, at a
minimum, the following measures. Additional measures may be identified by
BAAQMD or the contractor as appropriate.
•
July 25, 2013
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graded areas, and unpaved access roads) will be watered two times per
day.
•

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site
will be covered.

•

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads will be
removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per
day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

•

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads will be limited to 15 mph.

•

All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved will be completed
as soon as possible. Building pads will be laid as soon as possible after
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.

•

A publicly visible sign will be posted with the telephone number and
person to contact at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This
person will respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.
BAAQMD’s phone number will also be visible to ensure compliance
with applicable regulations.

Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-2: Implement BAAQMD basic construction
mitigation measures to reduce construction-related exhaust emissions
The Authority will require all construction contractors to implement the basic
construction mitigation measures recommended by BAAQMD to reduce
equipment exhaust emissions. Additional measures may be identified by
BAAQMD or the contractor as appropriate.
•

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when
not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as
required by the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13,
Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage
shall be provided for construction workers at all access points

•

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator.

Operations
The preserve will provide outdoor recreational opportunities, including
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horseback riding, biking, and hiking. It is anticipated that use of the preserve
will generate a maximum of 125 daily vehicle trips. These trips would occur
on weekends when use of the preserve is highest; the number of weekday trips
would be substantially less (Hexagon Transportation Consultants 2013, See
Appendix C). Criteria pollutant emissions generated by increased vehicle trips
were estimated using the ARB’s EMFAC 2011. Trip lengths were assumed to
be 5.4 miles, based on CalEEMod default values for “home based other” trips
in Santa Clara County.
In additional to vehicle trips, routine landscaping and maintenance would
generate minor amounts of criteria pollutants during project operations. It is
anticipated that two employees would be required to close and open the
preserve gates at dawn and dusk, respectively. Weeding and mowing would
also occur twice annually for approximately one week. Emissions generated
by landscaping and maintenance were quantified using emission factors
provided by CalEEMod.
An estimate of emissions associated with operation of the proposed project is
presented in Table 5. Emissions would begin in 2014 following construction of
Phases 1A through 1C. To ensure a conservative analysis, it was assumed that
maintenance activities and visitor vehicle trips would occur on the same day.
Note that while emissions would occur annually after 2014, use of the preserve
will be closed during construction of Phases 2A, 2B, 3A, and 3B.
Accordingly, there will be no overlap in construction- and operational-related
emissions.
Table 3.3-5. Estimated Operational-Related Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)
Activity
Recreational Visitor Trips
Operations and Maintenance
Total Daily Emissions
BAAQMD Threshold

ROG
0.07
0.75
0.81
54

See Appendix B for detailed construction calculations.

NOX
0.23
0.31
0.53
54

CO
2.28
15.71
17.98
-

PM10
0.00
0.06
0.06
82

PM2.5
0.00
0.06
0.06
54

SO2
0.01
0.00
0.01
-

As shown in Table 3.3-5, operation of the project is expected to result in a
slight increase in all criteria pollutant emissions, relative to existing conditions.
These increases would be well below applicable BAAQMD significance
thresholds. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
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mitigation is required.
III.C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is a nonattainment area for an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
BAAQMD has identified project-level thresholds to evaluate criteria pollutant
impacts (see Table 3.3-2). In developing these thresholds, BAAQMD
considered levels at which project emissions would be cumulatively
considerable. As noted in their CEQA Guidelines (2012):
In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD
considered the emission levels for which a project‘s individual emissions
would be cumulatively considerable. If a project exceeds the identified
significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable,
resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing air
quality conditions. Therefore, additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts
is unnecessary.
The criteria pollutant thresholds presented in Table 3.3-2 therefore represent
the maximum emissions the project may generate before contributing to a
cumulative impact on regional air quality. Consequently, exceedances of the
project-level thresholds would be cumulatively considerable. As discussed
above, construction and operational emissions associated with the project are
not expected to exceed BAAQMD’s quantitative thresholds (see Tables 3.3-4
and 3.3-5). With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-MM-1 and AQMM-2, this impact would be less than significant.
III.D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM)
Project construction would generate DPM, resulting in the exposure of nearby
existing sensitive receptors (residences) to both project-level and cumulative
DPM concentrations.
Diesel-fueled engines, which generate DPM, would be used during project
construction. BAAQMD considers ultra-fine (PM2.5) particle emissions to be
the DPM of greatest health concern. Cancer health risks associated with
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exposure to diesel exhaust are typically associated with chronic exposure, in
which a 70-year exposure period is assumed. In addition, DPM concentrations,
and thus cancer health risks, dissipate as a function of distance from the
emissions source. BAAQMD has determined that construction activities
occurring at distances of greater than 1,000 feet from a sensitive receptor likely
do not pose a significant health risk.
As discussed above, a few scattered residences are located approximately 790
feet (0.15 mile) west of the future use area. DPM generated during
construction of use area (Phases 1A, 1B, 1C, 3A, and 3C) may expose these
receptors to increased health risks. Although construction activities at the use
area would occur within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors, construction would
be minimal and require a maximum of 15 days of consecutive activity. This is
well below the 70-year exposure period typically associated with increased
cancer health risks. Moreover, as shown in Table 3.3-3, maximum daily DPM
generated by construction of the use area would not exceed two pounds. These
emissions would dissipate as a function of distance and would be lower at the
nearest sensitive receptor.
Based on the construction duration and estimated DPM emissions, construction
of the proposed project is neither expected to exceed the BAAQMD risk
thresholds nor expose sensitive populations to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
Carbon Monoxide Hot-Spots
Implementation of the proposed project would not alter or worsen the current
congestion (i.e., no changes in level of service) on Palm Avenue or any other
streets in the project vicinity (see section 3.17, Transportation/Traffic).
Likewise, the project would not alter the design of any roadways or generate a
significant number of new vehicles trips. Project-related increases in traffic
volumes at affected intersections is less than the BAAQMD’s screening
criteria of 44,000 vehicles per hour, where a less-than-significant impact to
localized CO concentrations would occur for increases in traffic volumes that
are below this amount (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2012).
Accordingly, the project would not contribute to or worsen localized CO
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concentrations within the study area from increased traffic or congestion
associated with the project. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
III.E. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can be unpleasant,
leading to considerable distress among the public and often generating citizen
complaints to local governments and air districts. Project-related odor
emissions would be limited to the construction period, when emissions from
equipment may be evident in the immediately surrounding area. These
activities would be short term and are not likely to result in nuisance odors that
would violate BAAQMD standards. Accordingly, this impact would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.
III.F. Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or cause any change
in climate?
The project will negligibly alter the existing topography and tree cover in the
preserve. Construction will temporarily effect air movement, soil moisture and
ground temperature over the project site, but the area of impact is too small to
have an impact on climate. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
3.3.4. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvement actions will have similar impacts as those described
under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.3.3). Less-thansignificant impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively
minor in nature. Accordingly, impacts under the initial improvements would be
less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-MM-1
and AQ-MM-2.
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3.4.

Biological Resources

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Will The Plan:

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

1, 7, 1, 17

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

3,7, 8a, 17,33

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) or tributary
to an already impaired water body, as defined by
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

X

3, 7, 17, 32

D. Have a substantial adverse effect on oak
woodland habitat as defined by Oak Woodlands
Conservation Law (conversion/loss of oak
woodlands) – Public Resource Code 21083.4?

X

1, 3, 30, 31

E. Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

X

1,7, 17, 17o

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan?

X

3,4

G. Impact a local natural community, such as a
freshwater marsh, oak forest or salt water tide
land?

X

1,2,3,10b,11d
,11e

H. Impact a watercourse, aquatic, wetland, or
riparian area or habitat?

X

2,3,12b,39,45
,46
1,2,3,25

I. Adversely impact unique or heritage trees or a
large number of trees over 12" in diameter?

X

J. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
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Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

protecting biological resources:
i) Tree Preservation Ordinance?

X

ii) Wetland Habitat?

1, 3, 31, 49
X

iii) Riparian Habitat?

X

3,5, 8a
3,5, 8a

3.4.1. Setting
The following description of existing conditions at the project site is based on:
•

site visits by wildlife biologists Troy Rahmig and Kailash Mozumder;

•

a search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2013),
for the following USGS 7.5 minute topographic quadrangles: San Jose
East, Lick Observatory, Isabel Valley, Santa Teresa Hills, Morgan Hill,
Mount Sizer, Loma Prieta, Mount Madonna, and Gilroy; and

•

existing published and unpublished literature.

This information was used to determine habitats that occur within the Preserve
and the likelihood for special-status species to occur within the Preserve.
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve is located on the west side of Coyote
Valley just east of the Calero Reservoir and contains a mixture of oak
woodland and grassland communities. The Preserve is located at the base of
the foothills of the forested, east-facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains
and to the west of Santa Clara Valley and the drier grasslands, chaparral, and
oak savanna of the Diablo Range. The Valley has a Mediterranean climate,
characterized by extended periods of precipitation during winter months and
virtually none from spring through autumn. The Valley has a wide variety of
vegetation types, plant communities, and species, which may be attributed to
the varying environmental conditions present in the Valley. As a result of
varying environmental conditions, stands of chaparral and grasslands tend to be
dominant in higher and drier areas, whereas in shady or wetter areas,
woodlands and forests occur. In the Coyote Valley, on the west-facing slopes
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of the Diablo Range, oak woodlands are common in drainages and on northfacing slopes.
Land Cover Descriptions
Land cover in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve includes annual
grassland, oak savanna, oak woodland, serpentine grassland, serpentine scrub
and developed lands.
Table 3.4-1: Habitats in Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Acreage in
Preserve *

Percentage
of Preserve

Annual grassland

112.5

31.9%

Oak savanna

103.6

29.4%

Oak woodland

75.1

21.3%

Serpentine grassland

47.2

13.4%

Serpentine scrub

12.2

3.5%

Developed**

1.7

0.5%

352.4

100%

Habitat Type

Total

* Acreage values from 2012 Coyote Valley Open Space
Preserve Grazing Management Recommendations (Appendix
D)
** These landcover types are all extensively altered by
human management and are therefore discussed together
below.

Annual Grassland
Annual grassland is one of the most common biological communities, covering
approximately one-third of the preserve. Annual grassland is a component of
all the biological communities, and is the dominant community in most of the
more level areas (low-lying valleys and ridges) throughout the preserve. This
community is dominated by annual grasses such as wild oats (Avena barbata),
soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and foxtail
barley (Hordeum murinum). In addition to these grass species there is a low
diversity of native forbs such as sky lupine (Lupinus nanus), California
buttercup (Ranunculus californicus), and California poppy (Eschscholzia
californica). Barbour and Witham (2004) point out that the conservation value
of annual grasslands is generally underestimated. While dominated by
nonnative grasses, these grasslands also provide habitat to many native forbs.
Annual grasslands provide foraging habitat and cover for many common
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wildlife species. Grasslands are beneficial to wildlife because the low stature
of the grasses and herbs provides open or bare areas in which small mammals
and other wildlife can burrow and forage. Moreover, carefully managed
grazing and/or mowing can result in an increase in native grasses and other
vegetation with a concomitant decrease in nonnative invasive weedy species.
Native vegetation provides much higher quality habitat for wildlife than does
non-native vegetation. Wildlife species common in grasslands include redtailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), common raven (Corvus corax), California
ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), black-tailed hare (Lepus
californicus), brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani), and mule deer (Odocoileus
hemionus). Grassland with low vegetation cover and density that support
ground squirrels also likely supports the Western burrowing owl (Athena
cunicularia hypugea) and aestivation sites for California red-legged frog (Rana
aurora draytonii) and California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense).
Serpentine Grassland
Two areas, totaling approximately 47 acres (13.4%), of the preserve have been
mapped as serpentine grassland based on the plant community and soils
present. These areas are found on the hills located in the northeast and
southeast areas of the preserve. The thin serpentine soils present tend to
prevent non-native grasses from establishing due to the lower productivity, and
as a result these areas have a larger abundance of native forbs and grasses.
Species associated with this community include purple needle grass (Nassella
pulchra), most beautiful jewelflower (Streptanthus glandulosa ssp.
glandulosa), and smooth lessingia (Lessingia macradenia var. glabrata).
Within these grasslands are areas of serpentine rock outcrops that have the
potential to support special status plant species such as Santa Clara Valley
dudleya (Dudleya setchellii) and Metcalf Canyon jewel-flower (Streptanthus
albidus ssp. albidus). In addition these rock outcrops support large patches of
dwarf plantain (Plantago erecta), the primary host plant for the Bay
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis).
Serpentine Scrub
Located on the hillside on the northern end of the Preserve and surrounded by
serpentine grassland is an area of serpentine scrub covering an estimated 12
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acres. The dominant plant species associated with this community is California
sagebrush (Artemesia californica). This scrub community with its fairly open
canopy and low, dense cover, offers a complex mix of niches for many
different plant and animal species.
Oak Savanna
Oak savanna is the second most common biological community, covering
approximately one-third of the Preserve and found predominantly on south
facing slopes and ridgetops. This community is a transitional zone between the
annual grasslands and oaks woodlands, characterized by an open canopy
dominated by blue oak (Quercus douglasii) with a mixture of other oak species
such as black oak (Q. kelloggii), valley oak (Q. lobata), and coast live oak (Q.
agrifolia). Annual grasses cover the majority of the understory with a small
percentage of other shrubs such as poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum).
Oak Woodland
The oak woodland areas are primarily found on the north and eastern facing
slopes and are characterized by an almost continuous canopy of oak and other
hardwood species. Within the understory annual grasses are less dominant and
are replaced by leaf litter and shade tolerant shrub species such as gooseberry
(Ribes californicum).
Developed
This small area (1.7 acres) located near the entrance to the Preserve has had
frequent regular disturbance and is dominated by non-native plant species.
Special-Status Plants
Twenty-nine special-status plant species were identified as having the potential
to occur in the region (Table 3.4-2). The following three species are known to
occur in the Preserve.
•

Santa Clara Valley dudleya (Dudleya setchellii),

•

Smooth lessingia (Lessingia micradenia var. glabrata), and

•

Most beautiful jewel-flower (Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus).

Nine additional species have a moderate to high potential to occur in the
Preserve due to the presence of suitable habitat and/or documented occurrences
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within one mile of the Preserve (and in some cases occurrences nearly
adjacent). These nine species are the following:
•

Big-scale balsamroot (Balsamorhiza macrolepis),

•

Tiburon Indian paintbrush (Castilleja affinis ssp. neglecta),

•

Pink creamsacs (Castilleja rubicundula ssp. rubicundula),

•

Coyote ceanothus (Ceanothus ferrisae),

•

Mt. Hamilton thistle (Cirsium fontinale var. campylon),

•

Fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea),

•

Loma Prieta hoita (Hoita strobilina)

•

Hall’s bush mallow (Malacothamnus hallii), and

•

Metcalf Canyon jewel-flower (Streptanthus albidus ssp. albidus).

The following section provides a more detailed discussion of these twelve
sensitive plant species that are known to occur, or that have a moderate to high
potential to occur within the Preserve.
Big-scale balsamroot
Big-scale balsamroot has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on
List 1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial herb that is confined to western North
America. Its blooming period lasts from March to June. It is known historically
from the San Martin area.
Tiburon Indian Paintbrush
Tiburon Indian Paintbrush is federally listed as endangered, and state listed as
threatened. California Native Plant Society (CNPS) includes it on List 1B
(CNPS 2013). It is a perennial, hemiparasitic herb that occurs in serpentine
grassland. Its blooming period lasts from April to June. It is known from 8
occurrences in Marin and Santa Clara counties (CNDDB 2013). One of the
two documented Santa Clara County occurrences is located on a ridge between
Andersen Lake and US 101, near the southern end of the study area. This
occurrence was last reported in 2002, at which time it consisted of five plants.
Pink Creamsacs
Pink creamsacs has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on List 1B
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(CNPS 2013). This species is an annual herb and is strictly endemic to
serpentine habitat and may occur within the Preserve based on the proximity to
a historically known occurrence from private land less than 1.5 miles to the
south.
Coyote Ceanothus
Coyote ceanothus is federally listed as endangered. It has no state status, but
CNPS includes it on List 1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial shrub that occurs
in serpentine chaparral and grassland. Its blooming period runs from January
through May. Coyote ceanothus is endemic to Santa Clara County, and is
known from fewer than five occurrences in the Mt. Hamilton range (CNPS
2013).
Mt. Hamilton Thistle
Mt. Hamilton thistle has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on List
1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial herb that occurs in seasonal and perennial
drainages on serpentine (CNDDB 2006). Its primary blooming period lasts
from April through October, although it can bloom as early as February. Mt.
Hamilton thistle is known from Alameda, Santa Clara, and Stanislaus Counties
(CNPS 2013). More than ten occurrences of Mt Hamilton thistle, comprising
thousands of individuals, are located in the hills east of Coyote Creek, along
unnamed tributaries to Coyote Creek, along Silver Creek, in Hellyer Canyon
and Metcalfe Canyon, and at the north end of Burnett Ave.
Santa Clara Valley Dudleya
Santa Clara Valley dudleya is federally listed as endangered. It has no state
status, but CNPS includes it on List 1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial herb
that occurs on rocky outcrops and on rocks in serpentine grassland and
woodland (CNDDB 2013). Its blooming period lasts from April through June.
Santa Clara Valley dudleya is endemic to Santa Clara County (CNDDB 2013,
CNPS 2013). Rock outcrops within the serpentine grassland on the Preserve
are known to support this species.
Fragrant Fritillary
Fragrant fritillary has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on List
1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial bulbiferous herb that occurs in grassland,
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predominantly on serpentine and clay soils (CNDDB 2013, CNPS 2013). It
blooms from February through April. Fragrant fritillary’s distribution ranges
through most of the San Francisco Bay Area, from Sonoma County in the north
to Monterey County in the south (CNDDB 2013, CNPS 2013).
Loma Prieta Hoita
Loma Prieta hoita has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on List
1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial herb that is confined to California. Its
blooming period lasts from May to July. It was documented in 2003 less than
three miles away along a utility transmission corridor access road near the end
of Malech Road on the opposite side of Coyote Valley.
Smooth Lessingia
Smooth lessingia has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on List 1B
(CNPS 2013). It is an annual herb that occurs in serpentine chaparral and
woodland, and is frequently found on roadsides (CNDDB 2013). It blooms
from July through November. Smooth lessingia is only known from Santa
Clara County (CNDDB 2013, CNPS 2013). Occurrences are known from
Metcalf Road, Anderson Lake Dam, and Coyote Creek Golf Drive, comprising
several hundred individuals in total.
Hall’s Bush Mallow
Hall’s bush mallow has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it on List
1B (CNPS 2013). It is a perennial shrub that occurs in chaparral, particularly
in serpentine areas, and is known from Contra Costa, Santa Clara, Merced,
Stanislaus, Mendocino, San Mateo, and possibly Alameda Counties (CNDDB
2013). Its blooming period runs from May through September. Occurrences
are documented adjacent to Anderson Lake Dam, and in the Silver Creek Hills,
between Silver Creek and US 101.
Metcalf Canyon Jewel-Flower
Metcalf Canyon jewel-flower is federally listed as endangered. It has no state
status, but CNPS includes it on List 1B (CNPS 2013). It is an annual herb that
occurs in open areas in serpentine grassland (CNDDB 2013). Its blooming
period runs from April through July. Metcalf Canyon jewel-flower is endemic
to Santa Clara County (CNDDB 2013, CNPS 2013). Over 1,000 plants have
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been reported growing on the ridge between Anderson Lake and US 101.
Occurrences are also documented near Metcalf Canyon Road, and south of
Metcalf Canyon Road near the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)
substation.
Most Beautiful Jewel-flower
Most beautiful jewel-flower has no federal or state status, but CNPS includes it
on List 1B (CNPS 2013). It is an annual herb that occurs on serpentine
outcrops in grassland, chaparral, and woodland (CNDDB 2013). Its primary
blooming period runs from April to June but it can bloom as early as March.
Most beautiful jewel-flower is known from the Eastern San Francisco Bay
Area, with occurrences in Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, and Stanislaus
Counties. In addition, several occurrences are known from Monterey and San
Luis Obispo Counties, disjunct from the rest of the species’ range (CNPS 2013;
CNDDB 2013). Over 10,000 plants were reported in 1969 growing in three
subpopulations on the ridge between Metcalf Canyon and Coyote Creek.
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Table 3.4-2: Special-Status Plants Known to Occur or that May Occur in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Legal Statusa
Common and Scientific
Name
bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris

Federal/State/
CNPS
–/–/1B

Anderson's manzanita
Arctostaphylos andersonii

SC/–/1B

Big-scale balsamroot
Balsamorhiza macrolepis

–/–/1B

round-leaved filaree
California macrophylla

Tiburon Indian paintbrush
Castilleja affinis ssp.
neglecta

July 25, 2013

Habitat
present?
Yes

Likelihood to Occur
within Project
Areab
Low – not known
from area, site may
not provide favorable
conditions

Geographic Distribution
Inner North Coast Ranges, San
Francisco Bay Area, west-central
Great Valley

Habitat Requirements
Coastal bluff scrub, valley and
foothill grasslands, cismontane
woodlands, from 10–1,645 feet (3–
500 m)

Western San Francisco Bay region,
Santa Cruz mountains. Santa Clara,
Santa Cruz, and San Mateo
Counties

Chaparral and edges of broad-leaved
upland forest, chaparral, north coast
coniferous forest, below 2,300 feet

Yes

Low – not known
from area, site may
not provide favorable
conditions

San Francisco Bay region, Sierra
Nevada foothills, Coast Ranges,
eastern Cascade Ranges,
Sacramento Valley

Rocky annual grassland and fields,
foothill woodland hillsides,
sometimes serpentine, below 4,600
feet

Yes

Moderate –
appropriate habitat
conditions may exist
on site, though the
most recent
occurrence was

1B

Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa,
Colusa, Fresno, Glenn, Kings,
Kern, Lake, Lassen, Los Angeles,
Merced, Monterey, Napa,
Riverside, Santa Barbara, San
Benito, Santa Clara, San Diego, San
Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San
Mateo, Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus,
Tehama, Tulare, Ventura and Yolo
Counties

Cismontane woodland, Valley and
foothill grassland

Yes

Low – open clay
soils were not
observed on site.

E/T/1B

Southern inner north Coast Ranges,
northwestern San Francisco Bay
region, Marin, Napa and Santa
Clara Counties

Serpentine grasslands

Yes

Moderate - Known
from Coyote Ridge.
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Legal Statusa
Common and Scientific
Name
Pink creamsacs
Castilleja rubicundula ssp.
rubicundula

Federal/State/
CNPS
1B

Habitat
present?
Yes

Likelihood to Occur
within Project
Areab
Moderate - Known
historically from
private land less than
1.5 miles to the
south.

Geographic Distribution
Butte, Contra Costa, Colusa, Glenn,
Lake, Napa, Santa Clara and Shasta
County.

Habitat Requirements
Serpentine grassland, chaparral
openings, woodlands, and seeps

E/–/1B

Northeastern San Francisco Bay,
Mount Hamilton Range, Santa
Clara County

Chaparral, coastal scrub, annual
grassland, on serpentine soils

Yes

Moderate - Known
from Coyote Ridge
and north of Morgan
Hill.

Congdon's tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp.
congdonii

SC/–/1B

East San Francisco Bay Area,
Salinas Valley, Los Osos Valley

Annual grassland, on lower slopes,
flats, and swales, sometimes on
alkaline or saline soils, below 700
feet. Blooms June–Nov.

Yes

Low - not known
from area, site may
not provide favorable
conditions

Monterey spineflower
Chorizanthe pungens var.
pungens

T/–/1B

Northern and central coast; San
Francisco Bay; Monterey, Santa
Cruz, and San Luis Obispo*
Counties

Maritime chaparral, cismontane
woodland, coastal dunes, coastal
scrub, valley and foothill grassland,
sandy soils

No

Low - not known
from area, lacks
coastally influenced
conditions.

robust spineflower
Chorizanthe robusta var.
robusta

E/–/1B

Central coastal California,
Alameda*, Monterey, San
Francisco*, San Mateo*, Santa
Clara*, and Santa Cruz Counties

Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes
openings in cismontane woodland,
on sandy soil

No

Low - not known
from area, lacks
coastally influenced
conditions.

Coyote ceanothus
Ceanothus ferrisae

Mt. Hamilton thistle
Cirsium fontinale var.
campylon

1B

Mt. Hamilton Range, eastern San
Francisco Bay area, Alameda, Santa
Clara, and Stanislaus Counties

Freshwater seeps and streams on
serpentine outcrops, chaparral,
cismontaine woodland, valley and
foothill grassland, 400–2,500 feet

Yes

Moderate - Known
from Santa Teresa
hills, Calero Creek
County Park, and
Coyote Ridge.

San Francisco collinsia
Collinsia multicolor

–/–/1B

Northern and central central coast,
northern outer south Coast Ranges.
Monterey, Santa Cruz, San
Francisco, and San Mateo Counties

Closed-cone coniferous forest,
coastal scrub, sometimes serpentine

No

Low - not known
from area, site may
not provide favorable
conditions
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Legal Statusa
Common and Scientific
Name
Santa Clara Valley dudleya
Dudleya setchellii

Federal/State/
CNPS
E/–/1B

Geographic Distribution
Santa Clara County

Habitat Requirements
Cismontane woodland, valley and
foothill grassland, serpentinite, rocky

Habitat
present?
Yes

Likelihood to Occur
within Project
Areab
Present Documented within
serpentine grassland
on site.

Fragrant fritillary
Fritillaria liliacea

SC/–/1B

Coast Ranges from Marin County
to San Benito County

Adobe soils of interior foothills,
coastal prairie, coastal scrub, annual
grassland, often on serpentinite,
below 1,350 feet

Yes

Moderate - Known
from Calero County
Park and Coyote
Ridge.

Loma Prieta hoita
Hoita strobilina

SC/–/1B

Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa
Clara, and Santa Cruz Counties

Chaparral, cismontane woodland,
riparian woodland (usually
serpentinite), 100–2,000 feet

Yes

Moderate –
appropriate habitat
conditions may exist
on site.

E/–/1B

Scattered occurrences in Coast
Range valleys and southwest edge
of Sacramento Valley, Alameda,
Contra Costa, Mendocino, Napa,
Santa Barbara*, Santa Clara*, and
Solano Counites. Historically
distributed through the north coast,
southern Sacramento Valley, San
Francisco Bay region and the south
coast.

Alkaline or saline vernal pools and
swales, below 700 feet

No

Low - not known
from area, outside of
known range.

SC/–/1B

Primarily located in the lower
Sacramento Valley, also from north
Coast Ranges, northern San Joaquin
Valley and the Santa Cruz
mountains.

Deep, seasonally wet habitats such as
vernal pools, ditches, marsh edges,
and river banks, below 500 feet.
Blooms April–June.

No

Low – site does not
support appropriate
habitat.

Alameda, Santa Clara and
Stanislaus County.

Cismontane woodland

No

Low – outside of
known range

Santa Clara County

Chaparral on serpentinite, often on
roadsides, 400–1,380 feet

Yes

Present Documented within
serpentine grassland
on site.

Contra Costa goldfields
Lasthenia conjugens

Legenere
Legenere limosa

Mt. Hamilton coreopsis
Leptosyne hamiltonii
Smooth lessingia
Lessingia micradenia var.
glabrata
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Legal Statusa
Common and Scientific
Name
Mt. Hamilton lomatium
Lomatium observatorium
showy golden madia
Madia radiata

Federal/State/
CNPS
–/–/1B

Habitat
present?
No

Likelihood to Occur
within Project
Areab
Low – outside of
known range

Geographic Distribution
Endemic to Mount Hamilton

Habitat Requirements
Oak woodland, between 1219–1330
m; blooms March–May

–/–/1B

Contra Costa, Fresno, Kings, Kern,
Monterey, Santa Barbara, San
Benito, Santa Clara, San Joaquin,
San Luis Obispo and Stanislaus
County.

Cismontane woodland, Valley and
foothill grassland

Yes

Low – outside of
known range

Indian Valley bush-mallow
Malacothamnus aboriginum

–/–/1B

Fresno, Kings, Monterey, San
Benito, Santa Clara and San Mateo
Counties

Chaparral, Cismontane woodland

No

Low – outside of
known range

Arcuate bush mallow
Malacothamnus arcuatus

–/–/1B

Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and San
Mateo Counties

Chaparral, Cismontane woodland

Yes

Low – outside of
known range

Hall’s bush mallow
Malacothamnus hallii

–/–/1B

Alameda, Contra Costa, Merced,
Santa Clara, and Stanislaus
Counties

Chaparral between 30–2,500 feet

Yes

High - Known
immediately north of
site from Calero and
Santa Teresa County
Parks, also north of
Morgan Hill and
Rancho Canada del
Oro.

Woodland woollythreads
Monolopia gracilens

–/–/1B

Alameda, Contra Costa, Monterey,
Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San Luis
Obispo and San MateoCounties

Broadleafed upland forest,
Chaparral, Cismontane woodland,
North Coast coniferous forest,
Valley and foothill grassland

Yes

Low – not known
from area, site may
not provide favorable
conditions

Metcalf Canyon jewelflower
Streptanthus albidus ssp.
albidus

E/–/1B

Santa Clara County

Valley and foothill grassland, on
serpentinite

Yes

Moderate Documented
occurrences north of
Morgan Hill and
Coyote Ridge.

Most beautiful jewel-flower
Streptanthus albidus ssp.
peramoenus

–/–/1B

Eastern San Francisco Bay area,
Central south coastal outer ranges.
Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa
Clara Counties

Chaparral, annual grassland, on
ridges and slopes on serpentinite
outcrops, 450–3,200 feet

Yes

Present Documented within
serpentine grassland
on site.
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Legal Statusa
Common and Scientific
Name
Mt. Hamilton jewel-flower
Streptanthus callistus
Santa Cruz clover
Trifolium buckwestiorum

July 25, 2013

Federal/State/
CNPS
–/–/1B
–/–/1B

Geographic Distribution
Santa Clara County

Habitat Requirements
Chaparral, cismontane woodland

Monterey, Santa Cruz, and Sonoma
Counties

Broadleafed upland forest,
cismontane woodland, coastal prairie
/ margins

Habitat
present?
No
No

Likelihood to Occur
within Project
Areab
Low – outside of
known range
Low – outside of
known range

Page 3-43

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Legal Statusa
Common and Scientific
Name

Federal/State/
CNPS

Geographic Distribution

Habitat Requirements

Habitat
present?

Likelihood to Occur
within Project
Areab

Notes:
a
Status explanations:
Federal
E
= listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
T
= listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
PE = proposed for federal listing as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
PT = proposed for federal listing as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
C
= species for which USFWS has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list.
SC = species of concern; species for which existing information indicates it may warrant listing but for which substantial biological information to support a
proposed rule is lacking.
–
= no listing.
State
E
= listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
T
= listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act.
R
= listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act. This category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants previously listed
as rare retain this designation.
CE = candidate species for listing as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act
SSC = species of special concern in California.
–
= no listing.
California Native Plant Society
1A = List 1A species: presumed extinct in California.
1B = List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
2
= List 2 species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.
3
= List 3 species: plants about which more information is needed to determine their status.
4
= List 4 species: plants of limited distribution.
–
= no listing.
*
= known populations believed extirpated from that County
?
= population location within County uncertain
b
Definitions of levels of Occurrence likelihood:
High:
Known occurrence of plant in region from Natural Diversity Data Base, or other documents in the vicinity of the project; or presence of suitable habitat
conditions and suitable microhabitat conditions.
Moderate:
Known occurrence of plant in region from Natural Diversity Data Base, or other documents in the vicinity of the project; or presence of
suitable habitat conditions but suitable microhabitat conditions are not present.
Low:
Plant not known to occur in the region from the Natural Diversity Data Base, or other documents in the vicinity of the project; or habitat conditions of
July 25, 2013 poor quality.
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Special-Status Wildlife
Twenty-three special-status wildlife species were identified as having the
potential to occur in the region (Table 3.4-3). Of the twenty-three the following
thirteen species are discussed briefly below either by themselves or within a
representative species group because they have a moderate or high likelihood
of occurring on site.
Opler’s longhorn moth
Opler’s longhorn moth occurs in serpentine grassland where its larval food
plant, California cream cups (Platystemon californicus), is known to grow.
Longhorn moths are small, day-flying moths that belong to the family
Incurvariidae. These moths are in the genus Adela, and are sometimes referred
to as fairy moths. These moths have faced the same pressures faced by Bay
checkerspot butterfly and have benefited from the actions taken to preserve that
species. Field observations show that the dispersal scale for this moth is small,
on the order of hundreds of meters, thus limiting its ability to easily colonize
new areas. They were observed within the Preserve in 1992 and have also
historically been found in Morgan Hill, Coyote Ridge, and Santa Teresa hills.
Bay Checkerspot Butterfly
The Bay checkerspot butterfly is federally listed as threatened. Bay
checkerspot butterflies occur on shallow, serpentine, or similar soils, which
support their larval food plants and nectar sources for adults. The primary
larval host plant is the California (dwarf) plantain (Plantago erecta). Larvae
feed on the leaves of the plantain, as well as owl's clover (Castilleja densiflorus
and C. exserta). Bay checkerspot butterfly populations have declined due to
habitat loss caused by non-native plant species replacing native food sources
and by urban and suburban development (USFWS 1998). The distribution of
the bay checkerspot butterfly varies spatially and temporally (i.e., sites that are
unoccupied one year may be occupied the next) and the number of total
individuals and populations fluctuates greatly year-to-year (USFWS 1998).
The areas of suitable habitat that support persistent populations are located
along Coyote Ridge, to the east of the Preserve on the east side of US 101.
Smaller “satellite” populations are located north of the Preserve in the Santa
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Teresa Hills, Tulare Hill, and at the Preserve. Individuals are expected to
move between populations because all of the Santa Clara County populations
are within flight distance of each other (USFWS 1998).
Critical habitat designated by USFWS for the Bay checkerspot butterfly
includes 24,190 acres in Santa Clara County, with the highest priority areas
being the core areas along Coyote Ridge (USFWS 2001). The Preserve falls
within critical habitat units 9a and 9b for the species with the last observation
in 1997.
Hom’s microblind harvestman
This species is known only from serpentine rocks in grassland habitats. This
species can be found clinging to the undersides of serpentine rocks near
permanent springs. The species is known from Santa Teresa Park.
California Tiger Salamander
California tiger salamander is federally listed as threatened and is a state
species of special concern. California tiger salamander is terrestrial and spends
most of its time underground in small mammal burrows, emerging only for
brief periods in the winter to breed. Breeding is known to occur in temporary
pools and may also occur in more permanent bodies of water that do not
contain bullfrogs or other non-native predators. Suitable breeding habitat and
known occurrences for tiger salamander are present within one mile of the
Preserve, though onsite conditions only support upland aestivation habitat for
the species.
California Red-Legged Frog
The California red-legged frog is federally listed as threatened and is a state
species of special concern. Red-legged frog habitat is characterized by
permanent and ephemeral streams or ponds with emergent and submergent
vegetation and riparian vegetation along the banks. Adults prefer dense,
shrubby, or emergent vegetation closely associated with deep (depths greater
than 2 feet) still or slow-moving water. The largest densities of California redlegged frogs are associated with deep-water pools with dense stands of
overhanging willows and an intermixed fringe of cattails. California redlegged frogs have been found up to 30 meters (98 feet) from water in adjacent
dense riparian vegetation for up to 77 days (Rathbun et al. 1993). Where water
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sources dry during the summer months, California red-legged frog may use
upland areas that contain small mammal burrows and moist leaf litter for
aestivation or refuge (Jennings and Hayes 1994).
Red-legged frog populations in Santa Clara County are primarily found in
streams or stock ponds in the foothill and mountain ranges and are considered
extirpated from most of the streams in urban portions of Coyote Valley. In the
vicinity of the Preserve they are known from Calero and Coyote Creek county
parks. There are no records of the species within the Preserve, though the area
may be used for upland or dispersal habitat.
Golden Eagle
Golden eagles are a CDFW fully protected species and are federally protected
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Within California, the golden
eagle is a year-round resident generally inhabiting mountainous and hilly
terrain throughout the open areas of the state. Golden eagle have been observed
soaring over the Preserve, though are not likely nesting within the Preserve.
Recently this species has been documented nesting near Anderson Reservoir.
Burrowing Owl
Burrowing owl is a CDFW species of concern. Burrowing owl habitat is
annual and perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands characterized by low
growing vegetation. Suitable habitat may also include trees and shrubs if the
canopy cover is less than 30% of the ground surface (Haug et al. 1993).
Burrowing owls use burrows constructed by other animals such as California
ground squirrels and may also use man-made structures such as culverts, debris
piles, and holes beneath pavement. Burrowing owl is fairly tolerant of human
presence and is the only owl species known to nest underground.
The Preserve provides suitable foraging and potential nesting habitat for the
species, the closest documented occurrences come from Tulare Hill, Coyote
Ridge and southern Coyote Valley.
Nesting Raptors
Raptors that could potentially occur in the Preserve area include red-tailed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and great horned
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owl (Bubo virginianus). These nest in riparian and other woodland areas,
including non-native woodlands. The breeding season for these species
generally extends from February 1 to August 15. A variety of tree-nesting
raptors may nest in oak woodland habitat within the Preserve, while groundnesting raptors such as northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) may nest in grassland
habitat. No active raptor nests were identified, though foraging white-tailed
kite and northern harrier were identified during field visits. The potential for
raptors to nest within the Preserve in the future is high.
Other Migratory Bird Species
Oak woodlands provide suitable breeding and foraging habitat for a variety of
migratory bird species. Due to the heterogeneity in vegetative structure, the
adjacency to ecotone habitat, this habitat can be very productive for nesting
songbirds. Both special status and other migratory bird species could occur
within the Preserve. Those that do not have any state or federal listing status
are all protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Bat Species
The Preserve offers potential foraging and roosting habitat for special-status
bat species including hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), long-eared myotis (Myotis
evotis), and yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis). Roosts are used during the
daytime to seek refuge; at night between foraging excursions to rest, digest
prey, seek refuge from predators or poor weather conditions, or for social
purposes; and in winter for hibernation. Adult females and their young use
some particularly secure roosts as maternity roosts. The number of bats
occupying a given roost can vary from a solitary individual to a large colony,
depending on the species. Roosting sites are very sensitive to human
disturbance, especially when bats are hibernating or rearing young.
At dusk, bats leave their roosts to forage for insects in nearby ponds or riparian
habitats. Bats generally prey on insect species that are locally abundant near
water bodies. Ecotone areas (areas of transition between habitats) are also used
as foraging areas. The reservoirs around the Preserve including Calero and
Chesbro have a high foraging potential for bat species. The open water
provides an abundance of prey, and the location is well within the distance for
any bats roosting within the Preserve.
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San Francisco Dusky-footed Woodrat
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes annectens) is a CDFW
species of special concern. This subspecies is known to occur in the hardwood
forests and chaparral throughout the Bay Area, including Santa Cruz
Mountains. Dusky-footed woodrat (N. fuscipes) is a common species
throughout much of California, occurring in the Coast Ranges, the Sierra
Nevada foothills, and the northeastern interior portion of the state. The species
occupies forest habitats with moderate canopy cover and moderate to dense
understory vegetation, as well as chaparral habitats (Zeiner et al. 1990).
Dusky-footed woodrats feed on a wide variety of plants, ranging from fungi to
oaks. They build large, distinctive stick houses that can measure up to 8 feet in
diameter.
The San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat is widely distributed in Santa Clara
County and has potential to occur within the Preserve given the appropriate
habitat for the species.
American Badger
The American badger is a state species of special concern. These nonmigratory solitary mammals have large home ranges and can be found in a
variety of open, arid habitats, but are most commonly associated with
grasslands, savannas, and mountain meadows. This species has been observed
on Tulare Hill approximately three miles from the Preserve. The Tulare Hill
area has been identified as a viable corridor for the passage of American
badgers from the Mt. Hamilton Range to the Santa Cruz Mountains.

July 25, 2013

Page 3-49

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Table 3.4-3: Special-Status Wildlife Known to Occur or that May Occur in the in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Status a
Common and Scientific
Name
INVERTEBRATES
Opler’s longhorn moth
Adela oplerella

Federal/
State

Potential for Occurrence
in Project Area

California Distribution

Habitats

–/–

Vicinity of San Francisco Bay

Serpentine soils, grasslands

Moderate— Known from site in 1992; also
in Morgan Hill, Coyote Ridge, and Santa
Teresa hills.

Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha
bayensis

T/–

Vicinity of San Francisco Bay

Native grasslands on outcrops of
serpentine soil; California plantain
and owls clover are host plants

Moderate—Historically known from the
site, which is part of Critical Habitat. Also in
Calero County Park, Tulare Hill, and Coyote
Ridge.

Hom’s microblind
harvestman
Microcina homi

–/–

Serpentine grassland and rocks

Moderate—Known from Santa Teresa
County Park, north of Morgan Hill, and
Coyote Ridge

Jung’smicroblind
harvestman
Microcina juni

–/–

Serpentine rocks

Low—appropriate habitat in the Preserve
however no records have been reported
within 5 miles.

AMPHIBIANS
California tiger salamander
Ambystoma californiense

California red-legged frog
Rana aurora draytoni
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T/T

Central Valley, including Sierra
Nevada foothills, up to
approximately 1,000 feet, and
coastal region from Butte County
south to Santa Barbara County

Small ponds, lakes, or vernal pools
in grasslands and oak woodlands
for larvae; rodent burrows, rock
crevices, or fallen logs for cover
for adults and for summer
dormancy

High— Numerous occurrences nearby,
including three ponds within 1 mile.

T/SSC

Found along the coast and coastal
mountain ranges of California
from Humboldt County to San
Diego County; Sierra Nevada
(mid-elevations [above 1,000
feet] from Butte County to Fresno
County)

Permanent and semipermanent
aquatic habitats, such as creeks and
coldwater ponds, with emergent
and submergent vegetation and
riparian species along the edges;
may estivate in rodent burrows or
cracks during dry periods

Moderate— Known from Calero and Coyote
Creek county parks, and private land
approximately 3 mi south of the Preserve.

Page 3-50

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Status a
Common and Scientific
Name
Foothill yellow-legged frog
Rana boylii

REPTILES
California horned lizard
Phrynosoma blainvillii

Western pond turtle
Emys marmorata

Federal/
State
–/SSC

Potential for Occurrence
in Project Area
Low—Inappropriate habitat in the vicinity
of the Preserve.

California Distribution
Occurs in the Klamath, Cascade,
north Coast, south Coast,
Transverse, and Sierra Nevada
Ranges up to approximately 6,000
feet

Habitats
Creeks or rivers in woodland,
forest, mixed chaparral, and wet
meadow habitats with rock and
gravel substrate and low
overhanging vegetation along the
edge. Usually found near riffles
with rocks and sunny banks
nearby.

–/SSC

Sacramento Valley, including
foothills, south to southern
California; Coast Ranges south of
Sonoma County; below 4,000 feet
in northern California

Grasslands, brushlands,
woodlands, and open coniferous
forest with sandy or loose soil;
requires abundant ant colonies for
foraging

Low—a small amount of isolated
appropriate habitat occurs within the
Preservein. No CNDDB records within 5
miles.

–/SSC

Occurs from the Oregon border of
Del Norte and Siskiyou Counties
south along the coast to San
Francisco Bay, inland through the
Sacramento Valley, and on the
western slope of Sierra Nevada

Occupies ponds, marshes, rivers,
streams, and irrigation canals with
muddy or rocky bottoms and with
watercress, cattails, water lilies, or
other aquatic vegetation in
woodlands, grasslands, and open
forests

Low—Inappropriate habitat in the vicinity
of the Preserve.

BIRDS
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Status a
Common and Scientific
Name
Tricolored Blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

Federal/
State
–/SSC

California Distribution
Largely endemic to California;
permanent residents in the Central
Valley from Butte County to Kern
County; at scattered coastal
locations from Marin County
south to San Diego County;
breeds at scattered locations in
Lake, Sonoma, and Solano
Counties; rare nester in Siskiyou,
Modoc, and Lassen Counties

Habitats
Nests in dense colonies in
emergent marsh vegetation, such as
tules and cattails, or upland sites
with blackberries, nettles, thistles,
and grainfields; nesting habitat
must be large enough to support 50
pairs; probably requires water at or
near the nesting colony; requires
large foraging areas, including
marshes, pastures, agricultural
wetlands, dairies, and feedlots,
where insect prey is abundant

Potential for Occurrence
in Project Area
Low—suitable habitat not present in the
Preserve.

Golden eagle
Aquila chrysaetos

PR/SSC, FP

Foothills and mountains
throughout California.
Uncommon nonbreeding visitor to
lowlands such as the Central
Valley

Nest on cliffs and escarpments or
in tall trees overlooking open
country. Forages in annual
grasslands, chaparral, and oak
woodlands with plentiful medium
and large-sized mammals

High—Appropriate foraging habitat in the
Preserve. Observed on site during the nonbreeding period. No CNDDB records within
2 miles.

Burrowing Owl
Athene cunicularia

–/SSC

Lowlands throughout California,
including the Central Valley,
northeastern plateau, southeastern
deserts, and coastal areas; rare
along south coast

Rodent burrows in sparse grassland, desert, and agricultural
habitats

Moderate—Appropriate overwintering
habitat available. Known from Tulare Hill,
Coyote Ridge, and south Coyote Valley
during the non-breeding period.

Black swift
Cypseloides niger

–/SSC

Breeds very locally in the Sierra
Nevada and Cascade Range, the
San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and
San Jacinto mountains, and in
coastal bluffs from San Mateo
county south to near San Luis
Obispo county

Nests in moist crevice or cave on
sea cliffs above the surf, or on
cliffs behind, or adjacent to,
waterfalls in deep canyons

Low—Inappropriate habitat in the vicinity
of the Preserve.
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Status a
Common and Scientific
Name
White-tailed Kite
Elanus leucurus

Least Bell’s Vireo
Vireo bellii pusillus

MAMMALS
Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

Federal/
State
–/FP

E/E

–/SSC

Potential for Occurrence
in Project Area
High—Appropriate foraging habitat.
Species observed during field visit.

California Distribution
Lowland areas west of Sierra
Nevada from head of Sacramento
Valley south, including coastal
valleys and foothills to western
San Diego County at the Mexico
border

Habitats
Low foothills or valley areas with
valley or live oaks, riparian areas,
and marshes near open grasslands
for foraging

From central/northern California
through the Sacramento and San
Joaquin valleys and Sierra
Nevada foothills

Riparian habitats along open water
or dry parts of intermittent streams

Low—Appropriate nesting habitat does not
exist.

Widespread throughout California

Roosts in fissures in caves, tunnels,
mines, hollow trees, and locations
with stable

Low—lack of appropriate roosting habitat,
though the species may be found foraging.
No occurrence records in the vicinity of the
Preserve.

Santa Cruz kangaroo rat
Dipodomys venustus
venustus

–/–

Central Coast of California

Well-drained, deep soils often on
slopes with chaparral or mixed
chaparral and sometimes
abandoned farm fields

Low – lacks appropriate habitat

Hoary bat
Lasiurus cinereus

–/–

Widespread throughout California

Roosts in trees, typically within
forests

Moderate—Appropriate foraging and
roosting habitat. No occurrence records in
the vicinity of the Preserve.

Long-eared myotis
Myotis evotis

–/–

Occurs throughout California
except the southeastern deserts
and the Central Valley

Occurs primarily in high elevation
coniferous forests, but also found
in mixed hardwood/conifer, high
desert, and humid coastal conifer
habitats

Moderate—Appropriate foraging and
roosting habitat. No occurrence records in
the vicinity of the Preserve.

Yuma myotis
Myotis yumanensis

–/–

Common and widespread
throughout most of California
except the Colorado and Mojave
deserts

Found in a wide variety of habitats
from sea level to 11,000 ft., but
uncommon above 8,000 ft.
Optimal habitat is open forests and
woodlands near water bodies

Moderate—Appropriate foraging and
roosting habitat. No occurrence records in
the vicinity of the Preserve.
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Status a
Common and Scientific
Name
San Francisco dusky-footed
woodrat
Neotoma fuscipes
annectens
American badger
Taxidea taxus
San Joaquin kit fox
Vulpes macrotis mutica

Federal/
State
–/SSC

California Distribution
Hardwood forests and chaparral
throughout the Bay Area,
including Santa Cruz mountains

Habitats
Riparian, chaparral, redwood, and
mixed evergreen forest habitats

Potential for Occurrence
in Project Area
Moderate— Known from east of Coyote
Ridge

–/SSC

Throughout California, except the
northern corner of the north coast
area.

Typically open areas of drier scrub,
forest, and herbaceous habitats
with friable soils

Moderate—Known occurrences on Tulare
Ridge within agricultural areas in Coyote
Valley.

E/T

Principally occurs in the San
Joaquin Valley and adjacent open
foothills to the west; recent
records from 17 counties
extending from Kern County
north to Contra Costa County

Saltbush scrub, grassland, oak,
savanna, and freshwater scrub

Low—Appropriate habitat disconnected
from known populations. Habitat
fragmentation and human disturbance likely
precludes the species from the Preserve. No
CNDDB records in or within 2 miles. Last
sighting of the species in the general area
was in Morgan Hill in the early 1970s.

Status explanations:
Federal
E
= listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
T
= listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
PT = proposed for federal listing as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
D
= delisted as threatened/endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
C
= species for which USFWS has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to support issuance of a proposed rule to list, but
issuance of the proposed rule is precluded.
PD = proposed for delisting as under the federal Endangered Species Act.
PR = Species protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
–
= no listing.
State
E
= listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
T
= listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act.
FP = fully protected under California Fish and Game Code.
SSC = species of special concern in California.
–
= no listing.
Potential Occurrence in the Study Area:
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Status a
Common and Scientific
Federal/
Potential for Occurrence
Name
State
California Distribution
Habitats
in Project Area
High:
Known occurrences of the species within the study area or California Natural Diversity Database, or other documents, records the occurrence of the species
within a 10-mile radius of the study area. Suitable habitat is present within the study area.
Moderate:
California Natural Diversity Database, or other documents, records the known occurrence of the species within a 10-mile radius of the study area.
Poor quality suitable habitat is present within the study area.
Low:
California Natural Diversity Database, or other documents, does not record the occurrence of the species within a 10-mile radius of the study area. Suitable
habitat is present within the study area.

July 25, 2013

Page 3-55

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Wildlife Movement
Wildlife movement corridors are areas that provide habitat connections for
wildlife between two distinct points or patches of suitable habitat. Often,
linkages or movement routes describe areas between habitat that has been
separated or fragmented by topography, changes in vegetation, or other natural
or human disturbances or land use changes. The fragmentation of natural
habitat creates isolated “islands” of vegetation that may not provide sufficient
area or resources to accommodate sustainable populations for a number of
species, thus adversely affecting both genetic and species diversity.
The Preserve extends and contributes to important habitat linkages and wildlife
corridors identified in the Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP and may contribute
to the build out of the reserve system outlined in the document. Wildlife with
large home ranges, such as black-tailed deer, gray foxes, and bobcats, are
expected to travel through the woodland areas and the preservation of this land
ensures a connection between two of the southernmost critical habitat units for
the Bay checkerspot butterfly.
3.4.2.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
IV.A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
The Preserve contains habitat that currently supports and has the potential to
support special status species, though the proposed access improvements avoid
impacts to all known sensitive biological resources and would not result in the
modification of these habitats. Public access through the creation of trails,
interpretive signs and staging areas and actions defined in the Use and
Management Plan could result in small-scale impacts to species and their
habitats, but are not anticipated to cause any reduction in habitat value or
function and should have no negative impact to species numbers or diversity.
Therefore, effects to sensitive species or their habitat would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
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IV.B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?
The designed access improvements and actions defined in the Use and
Management Plan avoid impacts to all sensitive natural communities,
specifically serpentine grasslands and rock outcrops that are known to support
special status plant species and have the potential to support Bay checkerspot
butterfly. Public access through the creation of trails, interpretive signs and
staging areas could result in small-scale impacts to annual grassland and oak
savannah habitats, but are not anticipated to cause any reduction in habitat
value or function. Therefore, effects to sensitive natural communities would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IV.C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) or tributary to an already impaired
water body, as defined by section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
The Preserve does contain areas that may be defined as wetlands, however the
designed access improvements and actions defined in the Use and Management
Plan will not require direct removal, filling or hydrological interruption of
these features. For example, bridges that are proposed over existing streams
will be clear span bridges and will be installed without any work in wetlands or
waters of the U.S. Further, the use of BMPs to ensure no impacts to wetlands
are incorporated into the design of the access improvements. Therefore, effects
on wetlands would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IV.D. Have a substantial adverse effect on oak woodland habitat as
defined by Oak Woodlands Conservation Law (conversion/loss of oak
woodlands) – Public Resource Code 21083.4?
The Preserve contains oak woodland habitat. The public access through the
creation of trails, interpretive signs and staging areas and actions defined in the
Use and Management Plan could result in small-scale impacts to grassland
habitat within oak woodlands. No trees will be removed as the result of any of
the site improvements. Impacts would not result in the loss or conversion of
July 25, 2013
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oak woodland habitat. Therefore, impacts to oak woodland habitat would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IV.E. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
The Preserve contains habitat that has been identified in other regional
planning efforts as movement corridors for wildlife species. The designation
of this land as open space will only serve to maintain and improve this
function. Public access through the creation of trails, interpretive signs and
staging areas and actions defined in the Use and Management Plan will not
interfere with this landscape level function. Therefore, there will be no impact
on migratory wildlife corridors or access to nursery sites as a result of the
project, and no mitigation is required.
IV.F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation plan?
The designation of this Preserve as open space is in line with the Biological
Goals and Objectives outlined in the Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP and only
contributes to the benefits to biological resources that will be realized by this
regional conservation plan. In fact a portion of the Preserve has been identified
in the Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP (Habitat Plan) as an area if high
conservation interest and it may become part of the proposed reserve system
described in the Habitat Plan. Therefore, no conflicts with any adopted
HCP/NCCP or other conservation plan are anticipated as the result of
construction of access improvements or the implementation of the Use and
Management Plan. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.
IV.G. Impact a local natural community, such as a freshwater marsh, oak
forest or salt water tide land?
The designed access improvements and actions defined in the Use and
Management Plan avoid impacts to all sensitive natural communities,
specifically serpentine grasslands and rock outcrops that are known to support
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special status plant species. Public access through the creation of trails,
interpretive signs and staging areas could result in small-scale impacts to
specific habitats, but are not anticipated to cause any reduction in habitat value
or function. Therefore, impacts to sensitive natural communities as the result of
the project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IV.H. Impact a watercourse, aquatic, wetland, or riparian area or
habitat?
See IV.C. above. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.
IV.I. Adversely impact unique or heritage trees or a large number of trees
over 12" in diameter?
The designed access improvements and actions defined in the Use and
Management Plan do not require impacts to trees. Therefore, there will be no
impact to unique or heritage trees or trees over 12” in diameter as a result of
the project, and no mitigation is required.
IV.J. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources:
i) Tree Preservation Ordinance?
The designed access improvements and actions defined in the Use and
Management Plan do not require impacts on trees. Therefore, no conflicts with
any tree preservation ordinance are anticipated as the result of construction
access improvements or the implementation of the Use and Management Plan.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
ii) Wetland Habitat?
See # IV.C above. This impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
iii) Riparian Habitat?
The County requires a setback of 150 feet from the top of bank of streams, and
100 feet from top of bank for altered streams (Santa Clara County General Plan
1980). This minimum setback can be reduced with approval from the County
Board of Supervisors.
The Santa Clara County Planning Office is in the process of developing
Riparian Protection regulations for integration in the County Zoning
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Ordinance. These regulations are intended to provide for the protection and
potential enhancement of riparian habitat along designated streams in the
County. In June 2003, the County Planning Office published A Background
Document for the Development of a Riparian Protection Ordinance for the
County of Santa Clara which assessed relevant scientific and regulatory
information on the topic (Santa Clara County 2003).
The designed access improvements and actions defined in the Use and
Management Plan avoid impacts on riparian habitat. Public access through the
creation of trails, interpretive signs and staging areas could result in small-scale
impacts to specific habitats, but are not anticipated to cause any reduction in
habitat value or function. Therefore, no impact to riparian habitat communities
is anticipated as the result of construction of access improvements or the
implementation of the Use and Management Plan, and no mitigation is
required.
3.4.3. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvement actions will have similar impacts as those described
under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.4.2). Less-thansignificant impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively
minor in nature and/or temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the initial
improvements would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.5.

Cultural/Historical/Archaeological Resources

V. CULTURAL/HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL
A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, or the
County‘s Historic Preservation Ordinance (i.e.
relocation, alterations or demolition of historic
resources)?

X

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources
3, 16, 19, 40,
41, 49

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource as
defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines?

X

3, 19, 40, 41

C. Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

X

2, 40, 41

D. Be located in a Historic District (e.g., New
Almaden Historic Area)?

X

7, 10a

E. Disturb a historic resource or cause a physical
change which would affect unique ethnic cultural
values or restrict existing religious or sacred uses
within the potential impact area?

X

3,25,42

F. Disturb potential archaeological resources?

X

3,10d,41,42

G. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

X

2,3,4,40,41

3.5.1. Setting
This section includes the existing cultural resources (prehistoric, ethnographic
and historic) located within the project area. Initial research and the field
survey are described in detail.
Prehistoric Context
Prehistorically, the project vicinity sustained relatively high populations
because it provided a multitude of marine and terrestrial resources. The project
vicinity was once a network of marshes, sloughs and estuaries; with rivers and
streams emptying into the bay. The valley floor was grassland that extended to
woodland in higher elevations. Occupation sites would have been situated to
take advantage of nearby riverine, marshland, grassland, and woodland zones.
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In the Santa Clara Valley, prehistoric occupation was sparse and intermittent
until the Lower Archaic Period (5000–3000 BC). The Upper Archaic (2000
BC–AD 300) marked an increased emphasis on vegetal resources, particularly
hard seeds or acorns (Jones 1992). Social complexity seems to have increased
during this time, as evidenced by the establishment of year-round occupation
sites (Jones 1992, Allen et al. 1999). Hildebrandt (1997) also presented
evidence that a late shift toward the use of inland over coastal resources
occurred in the southern Santa Clara Valley.
During the Emergent Period (AD 1500 to contact), an elaborate sociopolitical
hierarchy was in place in the southern Bay Area. Each autonomous tribelet
was joined into a complex system of exchange with other Costanoan tribelets
and with tribes throughout northern and central California. Positions of status
most likely emerged during this period, and items of trade, such as the
clamshell disc bead, and Olivella beads, took on value as markers of wealth
and status (Allen et al. 1999).
Ethnographic Context
At the time of European contact, the project area was occupied by a group of
Native Americans referred to as the Costanoan. This brief summary of
Costanoan ethnography is taken from Levy 1978, except where otherwise
noted.
The Costanoan are a linguistically defined group composed of several
autonomous tribelets speaking eight different, but related, Utian languages of
the Penutian stock (Shipley 1978). The territory of the Costanoan people
extended along the coast from San Francisco Bay in the north to just beyond
Carmel in the south, and as much as 60 miles inland.
The Costanoan were hunter-gatherers and relied heavily on acorns and seafood.
They also exploited a wide range of other foods including buckeye, berries,
roots, land and sea mammals, waterfowl, reptiles, and insects. Costanoan
technology that aided in the procurement and processing of foodstuffs included
tule rafts, bow and arrow, cordage, bone tools, and twined basketry. Costanoan
villages were usually composed of domed, thatched dwellings and assembly
houses, semi-subterranean sweathouse, and circular or oval dance structures
enclosed by a woven fence.
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Seven Spanish missions were founded within Costanoan territory between
1790 and 1797. While living within the mission system, the Costanoan
commingled with other groups, including Esselen, Yokuts, Miwok, and
Patwin. Mission life was detrimental to the Costanoan population. It has been
estimated that in 1770, the time of the first mission in Costanoan territory, the
population numbered around 10,000. By 1832, however, the population had
declined to less than 2,000 individuals as a result of introduced disease and
reductions in births.
After the secularization of the missions, mission Indians gradually left the
missions, and many went to work as manual laborers on ranchos. There was a
partial return to aboriginal religious practices and subsistence strategies, but for
the most part, the Costanoan culture was greatly diminished. In 1971, the
descendants of the Costanoan united to form a corporate entity, the Ohlone
Indian Tribe, which is currently active in politics and Native American issues.
Historical Context
Mission Santa Clara Asís was established in 1777, and is where Santa Clara
County derives its name. Santa Clara County was one of the original 27
counties, and is the home of San Jose, the county seat and California’s first
state capitol (Kyle et al. 1990).
After achieving its independence from Spain, the Mexican government began
making land grants to its citizens to encourage the settlement of the region.
The governor of Alta California, José Figueroa, granted Juan María Hernández
the land near where the modern city of Morgan Hill stands today. Hernández
built an adobe residence on what was known as Rancho Ojo de Agua de la
Coche (“sow spring”). The land was later purchased by Martin Murphy Sr.
(Kyle et al. 1990). Martin Murphy Sr. was an Irish immigrant who originally
settled in Canada, and later moved to land to the west of the Mississippi.
However, after disease claimed several family members, Murphy sold all of his
property and headed to California. Once there, most of the men of the Murphy
family enlisted under Sutter’s leadership and helped to put down the
Alavarado-Castro insurrection. Afterward, Murphy Sr. purchased Rancho Ojo
de Agua de la Coche, near modern day Morgan Hill. The town is named after
Hiram Morgan Hill, the husband of Martin Murphy’s granddaughter. Their

July 25, 2013

Page 3-63

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

home, known as “Villa Mira Monte,” has been restored, and currently stands in
a community park (Kyle et al. 1990).
Cultural Resources Within The Project Area
Archaeological Resources
Efforts to identify cultural resources in the project area consisted of conducting
a literature review and records search, historic map research, and an
archaeological survey of the project area. A records search for the project area
was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), located at
Sonoma State University. Sources consulted during the record search included
maps of previous cultural resource studies and known cultural resource
locations.
The entire project area falls within the boundary of a prehistoric district, the
Circle of Circles Archaeological District, listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (#82004985). The district is comprised of four sites: P-43000120, P-43-000347, P-43-000362 and P-43-000363.
P-43-000120 is listed as the largest year-round occupation site in Santa Clara
County. The site is comprised of chert cores, flakes and debitage; fire affected
rock, shell, and shell beads, as well as dark midden soil. A bedrock mortar is
also listed as a constituent of the site. There are historical components,
including glazed pottery and glass sherds. The site is large and runs along a
drainage at the foot of a large knoll.
P-43-000347 is a large occupation or ceremonial site located on the top of a
large knoll. The site consists of a circle of depressions which have been ringed
in native stone. Cultural constituents include Olivella shell and shell beads,
other bay shell, chert tools and debitage, faunal bone, and one chert projectile
point. Dark midden soil has been observed at the center of the depressions.
Human bone was also found at the site.
P-43-000362 was originally recorded in as a Franciscan chert quarry and, as
stated in the site record for P-43-000362, is thought to be the source of the
Franciscan chert found at P-43-000120. The site lies to south-east of P-43000120, on a knoll. However, it was reassessed in 2005 by Basin Research
Associates, and was determined to be misidentified. The material was closely
examined and it was decided that it does not match that which was found at P-
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43-000120, as previously thought.
P-43-000363 is a Franciscan chert quarry located to the west of P-43-000120.
The material matches that which was found at P-43-000120, although no
culturally modified material was observed, as stated in the site record for P-43000363.
Field Survey
ICF archaeologists conducted a field survey on January 31, 2013 at the Coyote
Valley Open Space Authority parcel. The purpose of this survey was to
relocate existing archaeological sites and record any new resources found.
The archaeologist conducted a pedestrian survey with 20 meter transects,
where possible. All previously recorded sites within the prehistoric district
were relocated. GPS data was collected and photographs were taken of the
resources, as well as the surrounding area.
The north-east end of P-43-000120 was surveyed, starting from the south-east
corner, closest to the entrance gate. Visibility was good (75%), due to the low
green grass throughout the area. The area has been highly disturbed due to
agriculture activities. Various rodent and other small animal burrows covered
the area. The backdirt of these holes was thoroughly combed through. The soil
consisted of dry grayish brown silt. Several chert cores and debitage were
found in the rodent backdirt. The material was consistently Franciscan chert,
which corroborates the information on the site record for P-43-000120. A
large dry creek bed, Fisher Creek, runs north/south through the site. The creek
bed was closely examined for any culture material, and the stratigraphy of the
creek bed walls was also examined. No cultural material, including any midden
soil, was identified in this area.
A portion of P-43-000120 was not able to be surveyed due to pesticide
spraying being conducted by the Open Space Authority. The un-surveyed area
lies in the center of the site, at the northern end. The entire perimeter was
surveyed. No cultural material was observed. The BRM mentioned in the site
record for P-43-000120 could not be relocated.
P-43-000362 was relocated and surveyed. The site exists on a very steep slope
to the south of P-43-000120. Visibility was fair due to the low, green grass
which covered the entire hillside. Rodent activity was abundant, and the backJuly 25, 2013
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dirt was closely examined with a hand trowel. The soil consisted of dark,
reddish brown loam. The area was intensely surveyed, and all rocks were
checked for mortars. An additional outcropping to the east of P-43-000362
was surveyed. No cultural material was observed in these areas.
P-43-000347 is located at the top of a large knoll to the north-east of P-43000120. It has been previously recorded as a “circle of circles”, a series of
depressions ringed in rocks. As recorded in the site record for P-43-000347,
the site is said to extend to the north of the fence line, which runs east/west
through the site. The entire top area of the knoll was surveyed. No
depressions were found on the north side of the fence line; however, one
potential modified chert tool was observed on the surface. The north side of the
fence was also highly impacted by cows, the ground surface was deeply pitted
due to the animals hooves. On the south-side of the fence line, many of the
depressions were relocated, and GPS positions were taken. The depressions
varied in size from one meter to 4.5 meters. Most of the depressions were
surrounded by stones, but the larger ones had more stones, often built two
courses high. The site is covered in rocks of the same material as those built up
around the depressions. The flat area on which the site exists is surrounded by
very steep slope and dry, low lying shrubs, including poison oak and
manzanita. Visibility was fair to poor, due to very dense, low grasses. The
center of the site is consistent with the site record in that there is a darkening of
the soil, possible midden. No shell was observed. No bedrock mortars were
identified, but one small portable mortar was found. A GPS point was taken
for the mortar.
The second quarry site previously recorded, P-43-000363, was also relocated.
It is located at the top of a steep slope directly southeast from P-43-000347.
The area had a cover of tall, green grass. The ground was soft and wet,
perhaps an indication of the origins of a spring. Visibility was poor, and few
rodent burrows were apparent. The outcropping was thoroughly checked for
cultural modifications. No bedrock mortars or other cultural material was
observed.
3.5.2.
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V.A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, or the County‘s
Historic Preservation Ordinance (i.e. relocation, alterations or demolition
of historic resources)?
There are no historic-period resources or standing structures within the project
boundary, ergo the project will not affect any resources under CEQA
guidelines or the County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance. Therefore there
will be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
V.B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines?
The Use and Management Plan states that all archaeological and ceremonial
use areas will be protected by restricted access. Irrigation in known
archaeological areas will be prohibited. Where facilities are to be established,
no ground disturbing excavation will take place, and all work will be
completed on imported fill material, therefore allowing the archaeological
resource to be preserved in place. However, due to the presence of known
archaeological sites in the project area, project-related impacts on these
resources are considered potentially significant unless mitigation is
incorporated. Such mitigation measures may include implementing a scientific
recovery program involving archaeological testing in those areas where
cultural resources are discovered, or if dry-farm grain production is proposed
within the Fisher Creek valley floor. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure CUL-MM-1 this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1: Stop work if prehistoric and/or historic
archaeological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing
activities.
The Authority will ensure the construction specifications include a stop work
order if prehistoric or historic-period cultural materials are unearthed during
ground-disturbing activities. All work within 100 feet of the find will be
stopped until a qualified archaeologist and Native American representative can
assess the significance of the find. Prehistoric materials might include obsidian
and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or tool
making debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected
rocks and artifacts; stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones,
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or milling slabs); and battered-stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted
stones. Historic-period materials might include stone, concrete, or adobe
footings and walls; filled wells or privies; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or
ceramic refuse. If the prehistoric cultural material is determined to be
potentially significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Native
American representative, will develop a treatment plan that could include site
avoidance, capping, or data recovery.
V.C. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
The project will not implement any downward ground disturbance; therefore
the likelihood of encountering any human remains is low. However, if human
remains are discovered, mitigation measures must be taken; therefore, this
impact is considered potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure CUL-MM-2 this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-2: Stop work if human remains are
encountered during ground-disturbing activities.
The Authority will ensure the construction specifications include a stop work
order if human remains are discovered during ground-disturbing activities.
There will be no further excavation or disturbance of the site within a 50-foot
radius of the location of such discovery, or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent remains. The Santa Clara County Coroner will be
notified and will make a determination as to whether the remains are Native
American. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his
authority, he will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which will
attempt to identify descendants of the deceased Native American. If no
satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the disposition of the remains
pursuant to this state law, then the land owner will re-inter the human remains
and items associated with Native American burials on the property in a
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
V.D. Be located in a Historic District (e.g., New Almaden Historic Area)?
The project does not fall within the boundaries of a Historic District.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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V.E. Disturb a historic resource or cause a physical change which would
affect unique ethnic cultural values or restrict existing religious or sacred
uses within the potential impact area?
Although sparse historic-era resources (glass and pottery fragments) have been
identified in the project area, there is always the possibility that such resources
may be encountered, even through minimal ground-disturbing activities. The
project Use and Management Plan states that all archaeological and ceremonial
use areas will be protected by restricted access. Where facilities are to be
established, no ground disturbing excavation will take place, and all work will
be completed on imported fill material. However, project-related impacts on
these resources are considered potentially significant unless mitigation is
incorporated. With implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1 and
CUL-MM-2, this impact would be less than significant.
V.F. Disturb potential archaeological resources?
The goals and objectives listed in the project Use and Management Plan
include implementation of recovery programs for any archaeological sites
discovered, or in the case that any dry-farming is proposed. However, because
there are known archaeological sites in the project area, there is always the
possibility that previously undiscovered archaeological resources are also
present in the project area. Project-related impacts on these resources are
considered potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1 this impact would be less
than significant.
V.G. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?
Neither the initial improvements, nor the Use and Management Plan propose
ground disturbing activities of such extent or depth to disturb unique
paleontological or geological resources. Accordingly, there would be no
impact, and no mitigation is required.
3.5.3. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvement actions will have similar impacts as those described
under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.5.2). Less-thansignificant impacts are anticipated with appropriate mitigation, and those
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impacts would be relatively minor in nature and temporary. Accordingly,
impacts under the initial improvements would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1 and CUL-MM-2.
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3.6.

Energy

VI. ENERGY
A. Use non-renewable resources in large quantities
or in a wasteful manner?
B. Involve the removal of vegetation capable of
providing summer shade to a building or
significantly affect solar access to adjacent
property?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

X

Sources
1, 3, 5

X

2, 3

3.6.1. Setting
Regional Energy Use
According to the Santa Clara County General Plan, the threat of energy
increases and the limited availability of non-renewable resources such as
gasoline could have serious adverse impacts on the economy of Santa Clara
County and the Bay Area. Higher costs to consumers and businesses could
result in reduced disposable household incomes, a greater number of failed
business ventures, and higher unemployment rates. Although measures at the
local level are largely focused on reducing transportation energy demand, the
County encourages similar conservation measures in the industrial,
commercial, and residential sectors (Santa Clara County 1994). The County’s
General Plan recommends the following strategies needed to improve energy
conservation overall at the local and subregional level:
•

Strategy #1: Reduce Transportation Energy Demand and OilDependency

•

Strategy #2: Conserve Energy in Residential and Other Sectors.

•

Strategy #3: Increase Consumer and Public Awareness Through
Education

Regulatory Context
This section discusses the state and local policies and regulations that are
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relevant to the analysis of the proposed Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Use and Management Plan.
Building Efficiency Standards, Title 24
The state of California regulates energy consumption under Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations. The Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards were developed by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and
apply to energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and
lighting in new residential and non-residential buildings. The CEC updates
these standards periodically and adopted the latest standards in 2005. Under
Assembly Bill 970, signed September 2000, the CEC will update and
implement its appliance and building efficient standards to make “maximum
feasible” reduction in unnecessary energy consumption.
Santa Clara County General Plan
The Santa Clara County General Plan provides Countywide guidance for issues
related to energy conservation. The County’s General Plan contains the
following policies that are relevant to the proposed project.
•

C-RC 77. Energy efficiency and conservation efforts in the
transportation, industrial, commercial, residential, agricultural and
public sectors shall be encouraged at the local, county (sub-regional),
and regional level.

•

C-RC 78. The objectives of the state energy plan should be
implemented at the local and regional level through an overall strategy
consisting of:
a.

reducing transportation energy demand and oil-dependency;

b.

conserving energy in residential, commercial, agricultural, and

industrial sectors; and
c.

increasing consumer and general public awareness through

education.
•

C-RC 79. Energy use and fossil fuel dependency in the transportation
sector should be reduced by the following general means:
a.

growth management policies and implementation to minimize

increases in the extent of the urbanized area and to promote balanced,
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compact urban development;
b.

land use and development standards which support alternative

transportation modes;
c.

travel demand management, TDM, and transportation system

operational efficiency; expanded transit service; and
d.
•

increased availability and use of alternative fuels.

C-RC 80. Sub-regional/countywide planning for Santa Clara County
should place major emphasis on the inter-related goals, strategies and
policies for improving energy efficiency in transportation, air quality,
and reducing traffic congestion.

•

C-RC 81. Energy conservation in existing buildings and homes,
particularly those pre-dating adoption of energy-efficiency building
code standards, should be improved and encouraged.

•

C-RC 82. Alternatives to non-renewable energy sources should be
encouraged and implemented in the design of new buildings and
incorporated in the redesign and reconstruction of older buildings.

3.6.2.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation

VI.A. Use non-renewable resources in large quantities or in a wasteful
manner?
In general, improvements and management actions proposed under the Use and
Management Plan would not require excessive amounts of energy beyond what
is required for construction. Because many of the proposed improvements
would encourage alternative modes of transportation through the extension of
the current Open Space Preserve trail network in and beyond the Preserve, and
through construction of new staging and access areas, the proposed
improvements would to some degree reduce transportation energy demand and
oil-dependency within the County. Accordingly, actions proposed under the
Use and Management Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on
energy resources, and no mitigation is required.
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VI.B. Involve the removal of vegetation capable of providing summer
shade to a building or significantly affect solar access to adjacent
property?
None of the improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan
would remove a significant source of shade from an occupied building, nor
would they block solar access on adjacent properties. Accordingly, there
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
3.6.3.

Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation

VI.A. Use non-renewable resources in large quantities or in a wasteful
manner?
In general, none of the proposed initial improvements would require excessive
amounts of energy beyond what is required for construction. Because many of
the proposed improvements would encourage alternative modes of
transportation through the construction of the current Open Space Preserve trail
network, and through construction of new staging and access areas, the
proposed projects would to some degree reduce transportation energy demand
and oil-dependency within the County. Accordingly, the proposed initial
improvements would have a less-than-significant impact on energy resources,
and no mitigation is required.
VI.B. Involve the removal of vegetation capable of providing summer
shade to a building or significantly affect solar access to adjacent
property?
None of the initial improvements proposed would remove a significant source
of shade from an adjacent occupied building, nor would they block solar access
on adjacent properties. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.
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3.7.

Geology

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Will The Plan:

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

VII. GEOLOGIC
A. Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

X

6, 17, 43

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

6, 17, 18b

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

X

6, 17, 18b

iv) Landslides?

X

6, 17, 18b

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or siltation or
the loss of topsoil?

X

6,23

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in onor off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, shrink/ swell
potential, soil creep or serve erosion?

X

2, 3, 17, 23,
24, 42

D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the
report, Soils of Santa Clara County or California
Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or
property?

X

14, 20, 21,
23, 24, 48

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

X

3,6, 23,24

F. Cause substantial compaction or over-covering of
soil either on-site or off-site?

X

3,6

G. Cause substantial change in topography or
unstable soil conditions from excavation,
grading, or fill?

X

2, 3, 6, 42

H. Be located in an area designated as having a
potential for major geological hazard?

X

9b, 10c, 11a,
12a, 17, 18

I. Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake
fault?
J. Be located in a Geologic Study Zone?

X

9c, 10c, 11a

X

9c, 11a
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Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

X

Sources
9b, 10c, 11a,
12a, 17, 18
1, 3, 10j, 11c

b. 20% to 30%?

X

1, 3, 10j, 11c

c. 10% to 20%?

X

1, 3, 10j, 11c

K. Involve construction of a building, road or septic
system on a slope of:
a. 30% or greater?

3.7.1.

Setting

Summary of Regional and Local Geology
The Santa Clara Valley is a part of the northwesterly trending, intermountain
San Francisco Bay depression—a large structural trough created by
downwarping of the geologic features to the Valley’s east and west. The
Valley or trough is flanked by the San Andreas Fault along the western edge
and the Hayward fault along the eastern edge (Iwamura 1995). Unconsolidated
alluvial sediments washed in from the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and
the Diablo Range to the east during the Pleistocene-Holocene, filling the
Valley. The accumulated alluvial fill within the Valley constitutes the
groundwater basin (Iwamura 1995). Erosion resistant ultramafic rocks, part of
the Coast Range Ophiolite, underlie much of Coyote Creek Valley and
comprise the Diablo Range foothills. These rocks are visible as outcrops near
Anderson Dam. Valley alluvium submerges these rocks downstream of the
dam, but bedrock resurfaces near Parkway Lakes constricting the Valley’s
width and depth, at a point known as Coyote Narrows. Large fan deposits
originate from the Diablo Range foothills and splay into the Coyote Creek
Valley. Coyote Creek continues to excavate the toes of these fan deposits
adding to the coarse nature of the unconsolidated channel deposits.
This region has historically experienced a high level of seismic activity. The
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) indicates that the Preserve is
located in an area that is subject to a “light” to “strong” level of ground shaking
(ABAG 2010).
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There are no Alquist-Priolo zones located in the project area (California
Geological Survey 1999); therefore, hazard of surface fault rupture at the
project site is considered low. However, the project site is located near a
number of faults recognized as active by the state of California and zoned
pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act, including the Calaveras and Hayward
faults, which lie to the east of the Preserve, and the Sergeant and San Andreas
faults, which lie to the west of the Preserve. All of these faults are capable of
generating strong earthquake-induced ground shaking within the Preserve.
The State of California identifies much of the eastern, flat portion of the project
area as being subject to liquefaction, and much of western, hilly portion as
subject to earthquake-induced landslide (California Geological Survey 2004).
However, Santa Clara County does not identify the project area as being
subject to either liquefaction or earthquake-induced landslide (Santa Clara
County 2012).
Much of Santa Clara Valley experienced subsidence between 1932 and 1969 as
a result of the overextraction of groundwater. Since the 1960s, subsidence has
been halted through the District’s efforts; less groundwater is extracted, and
surface reservoirs created to promote groundwater recharge have raised the
water table (Ingebritsen and Jones 1999). The current limited fluctuations in
groundwater levels have a low probability to cause structural damage.
Soil Types and Characteristics
The soils present at the project site are Vallecitos rocky loam Gilroy clay loam,
Montara rocky clay loam, and Zamora loam. They are distributed according to
topography and source geology (Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
2012). Table 3.8-1 below presents the soil characteristics for erosion hazard,
runoff, shrink-swell potential, and corrosivity to uncoated steel.
The predominant soil in the low-lying, flat eastern and central area is Zamora
loam. This deep, silty soil formed from alluvium of weathered sedimentary
rocks (Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 2012). Depending on slope,
Zamora soils have an erosion hazard of none (0% slopes) to slight to moderate
(2–9% slopes) (Soil Conservation Service 1968).
The predominant soil in the southern tip of the project site is Gilroy clay loam.
This moderately deep, well-drained soil formed from igneous and metamorphic
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rocks and occurs on hills in the project area on 20–75% slopes (Santa Clara
County Open Space Authority 2012). Gilroy clay loam soils have an erosion
hazard of moderate (5–30% slopes) to very high (50–75% slopes) (Soil
Conservation Service 1968).
The predominant soil in the central and western hills is Vallecitos rocky loam.
This shallow (10–20 inches deep), rocky, well-drained soil formed from
metamorphosed sandstone and shale and occurs on hills in the project area on
15–75% slopes (Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 2012). Vallecitos
loam soils have an erosion hazard of moderate (15–30% slopes) to very high
(50–75% slopes) (Soil Conservation Service 1968). A serpentine soil occurs on
two hilltops in the northeast and southeast portions of the project site: Montara
rocky clay loam. This shallow, well-drained soil occurs on uplands and ridge
tops with 15–50% slopes (Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 2012).
Montara rocky clay loam soils have an erosion hazard of moderate to high (15–
50% slopes) (Soil Conservation Service 1968).
Table 3.7-1. Soil Characteristics

Zamora loam
Gilroy clay loam

Erosion Hazard
None to moderate
Moderate to very
high
Moderate to very
high
Moderate to high

Runoff
Very slow to
medium
Medium to rapid

Vallecitos rocky
Medium to very
loam
rapid
Montara rocky clay
Medium to rapid
loam, and
Sources: Soil Conservation Service 1968, 1974.

3.7.2.
Federal

Shrink-Swell
Potential
Moderate-high

Corrosivity
(uncoated steel)
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

High

Moderate to high

Moderate

Low

Regulatory Setting

There are no relevant federal regulations for Geology and Soils other than
Section 402 of the CWA, which is discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and
Water Quality.
State
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
California’s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (PRC Section 2621 et
seq.), originally enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones
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Act and renamed in 1994, is intended to reduce the risk to life and property
from surface fault rupture during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits
most types of structures intended for human occupancy1 from being located
across the traces of active faults and strictly regulates construction in the
corridors along active faults (earthquake fault zones). It also defines criteria for
identifying active faults, giving legal weight to terms such as active, and
establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to
earthquake fault zones.
Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned, and construction along or
across them is strictly regulated if the faults are sufficiently active and well
defined. A fault is considered sufficiently active if one or more of its segments
or strands shows evidence of surface displacement during the Holocene time
(defined for purposes of the act as referring to approximately the last 11,000
years). A fault is considered well defined if its trace can be clearly identified by
a trained geologist at the ground surface or in the shallow subsurface, using
standard professional techniques, criteria, and judgment (Bryant and Hart
2007).
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
Similar to the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990
(PRC Sections 2690–2699.6) is intended to reduce damage resulting from
earthquakes. While the Alquist-Priolo Act addresses surface fault rupture, the
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards,
including strong groundshaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced
landslides. Its provisions are similar in concept to those of the Alquist-Priolo
Act: the state is charged with identifying and mapping areas at risk of strong
groundshaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other corollary hazards, and cities
and counties are required to regulate development within mapped seismic
hazard zones.
Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, permit review is the primary
mechanism for local regulation of development. Specifically, cities and
counties are prohibited from issuing development permits for sites within
1 With reference to the Alquist-Priolo Act, a structure for human occupancy is defined as one “used or intended for supporting or sheltering any
use or occupancy, which is expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year” (California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Division 2, Section 3601[e]).
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seismic hazard zones until appropriate site-specific geologic and/or
geotechnical investigations have been carried out and measures to reduce
potential damage have been incorporated into the development plans.
Local
Building codes, which provide important protection from seismic and other
geologic hazards, are adopted at the local jurisdiction level. Santa Clara County
enforces the 2010 California Building Code (Santa Clara County 2013).
Santa Clara County’s Geologic Ordinance, Chapter IV of Division C12 of the
County Ordinance Code, was adopted March 2002. This ordinance lays out
requirements for geologic investigations. Specifically, a geologic investigation
may be required for proposed developments in County geologic hazard zones.
3.7.3.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation

VII.A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

The Preserve is not located in an earthquake fault zone established by the state
of California pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act, nor is it traversed by any
fault(s) recognized as an active seismic source by the Uniform Building
Code/California Building Code (UBC/CBC). The risk of surface fault rupture
at the site is thus considered low. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
Based on recent analysis by the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS’s) Working
Group on Earthquake Hazards (2007 Working Group on California Earthquake
Probabilities 2008), the project area, while not located near a known or
delineated fault, is very likely to experience strong seismic ground shaking
during the lifespan of the proposed Use and Management Plan. Because both
Authority maintenance staff and visitors could be onsite from sunrise to sunset,
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there is risk of injury or mortality if existing or proposed structures—bridges,
learning place, parking area, restrooms, caretaker facility—were damaged in an
earthquake. Thus, the risk to human safety is moderate and could constitute a
potential for significant impact for individuals present during a large
earthquake.

The risk of structural damage is also moderate and could

constitute a potential for significant impact. However, the proposed project
would be designed and constructed in accordance with all relevant provisions
of the current California Building Code (CBC) standards.

With these

provisions in place, risks would be minimized to the extent feasible.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Because a portion of the project site lies within an identified liquefaction
hazard zone (California Geological Survey 2004) and because the project area
generally is located in a region that is susceptible to seismic ground shaking,
impacts to facilities identified in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use
and Management Plan could result. However, any proposed new facilities
identified in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management
Plan would be constructed in accordance with all relevant provisions of the
current CBC standards.

With these provisions in place, risks would be

minimized to the extent feasible. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
iv) Landslides?
A portion of the project site lies within a landslide hazard zone (California
Geological Survey 2004). Substantial earthwork, which could result in slope
stability hazards, is not anticipated, as no such earthwork is proposed.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
VII.B. Result in substantial soil erosion or siltation or the loss of topsoil?
The soils at the Project site are generally characterized by medium to rapid
surface runoff with a moderate to high erosion hazard in the hills. In the flatter
areas, the runoff is very slow to medium and erosion hazard is none to
moderate. Construction activities, including grading, could expose soil to
accelerated erosion, and this impact is considered potentially significant.
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However, implementation of the environmental measures described in
“Erosion Control Measures to Protect Water Quality,” in Chapter 2, Project
Description, would minimize potential erosion impacts. Additionally, these
measures would be included in the SWPPP prepared for the project that would
further minimize potential impacts. Accordingly, this impact would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.
VII.C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, collapse,
shrink/ swell potential, soil creep or serve erosion?
The risk of subsidence at the project site is low, as discussed above. Soils at the
project site are potentially susceptible to liquefaction, landslide, shrink/swell,
and erosion. However, any proposed new facilities identified in the Coyote
Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan would be constructed
in accordance with all relevant provisions of the current CBC standards.
Further, implementation of the environmental measures described in “Erosion
Control Measures to Protect Water Quality,” in Chapter 2, “Description,”
would minimize potential erosion impacts. Additionally, these measures
would be included in the SWPPP prepared for the project that would further
minimize potential impacts. With these provisions in place, risks would be
minimized to the extent feasible. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
VII.D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the report, Soils of Santa
Clara County or California Building Code, creating substantial risks to
life or property?
The project area may include expansive soils. However, no significant new
structures are proposed for construction that could be damaged. The project
would not create substantial risks related to expansive soils. Accordingly, this
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
VII.E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?
The proposed project would not involve the construction or operation of septic

July 25, 2013

Page 3-82

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

tanks or other waste disposal systems. Accordingly, there would be no impact,
and no mitigation is required.
VII.F. Cause substantial compaction or over-covering of soil either on-site
or off-site?
Only minimal additional facilities are proposed that would require site
development that could result in compaction of soils at the project site. All
proposed facilities under the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and
Management Plan would be constructed in accordance with the most recent
CBC standards. Due to the lack of potential for extensive compaction of soils
within the project site, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.
Compliance with the CBC standards would ensure that this impact would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required
VII.G. Cause substantial change in topography or unstable soil conditions
from excavation, grading, or fill?
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan does not
propose any excavation, grading, or fill that could significantly alter
topography or create unstable soil conditions in the project site. Additionally,
all proposed facilities under the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and
Management Plan would be constructed in accordance with the most recent
CBC standards. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.
VII.H. Be located in an area designated as having a potential for major
geological hazard?
See VII.A above. This impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
VII.I. Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake fault?
See VII.A(i) above. This impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
VII.J. Be located in a Geologic Study Zone?
No portion of the Preserve is located in a geologic study zone or special studies
zone established by the State of California pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

July 25, 2013

Page 3-83

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

VII.K. Involve construction of a building, road, or septic system on a
slope of 30% or greater?
No building, road, or septic system is proposed in the Coyote Valley Open
Space Preserve Use and Management Plan for placement in a slope of greater
than 30%. However, trails on slopes of greater than 30% are proposed. All
trail construction would be performed consistent with best practices of Santa
Clara County Parks Department. With adherence to these best practices, risks
would be minimized to the extent feasible. and the impact would be less than
significant. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
3.7.4. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
The impacts related to the initial improvements will have similar impacts as
those described under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.7.3).
Less-than-significant impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be
relatively minor in nature and temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the
initial improvements would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
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3.8.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

B. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

X

C. Would the project increase greenhouse gas
emissions that hinder or delay the State‘s ability
to meet the reduction target (25% reduction by
2020) contained in CA Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)?

X

1,3,5

2,3

This section provides an analysis of GHG impacts resulting from the proposed
project. It provides a broad overview of climate change science and
summarizes the overall regulatory framework for GHG emissions and climate
change. Environmental impacts related to GHG emissions, as well as
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potential impacts, are also
discussed. Please refer to Section 3.3, Air Quality for a discussion of criteria
pollutant impacts.
3.8.1. Setting
Climate change is a term used to describe large-scale shifts in existing patterns
in the earth’s climate system. Although the climate has historically responded
to natural drivers, recent climate change has been unequivocally linked to
increasing concentrations of GHGs in earth’s lower atmosphere
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007a). The rapid loading of
GHGs into the atmosphere is primarily due to the burning of fossil fuels since
the industrial revolution.
Higher concentrations of heat-trapping GHGs in the atmosphere result in
increasing global surface temperatures, a phenomenon commonly referred to as
global warming. Warming of the earth’s lower atmosphere induces large-scale
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changes in planetary systems, including ocean circulation patterns,
precipitation patterns, global ice cover, and biological distributions
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007a, b).
The most common GHGs resulting from human activity are carbon dioxide
(CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O). State CEQA Guidelines also
define GHGs of concern to include perfluorinated carbons (PFCs), sulfur
hexafluoride (SF6), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). Unlike criteria air
pollutants, which occur locally or regionally, the long atmospheric lifetimes of
these GHGs allow them to be well-mixed in the atmosphere and transported
over distances. Key characteristics of all compounds are summarized in Table
3.8-1. Generally, GHG emissions are quantified in terms of metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) emitted per year.
Table 3.8-1. Key Characteristics of Principle Greenhouse Gases
GHG
Primary Emissions
Sources
Carbon dioxide (CO2)

Methane (CH4)

Nitrous oxide (N2O)

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)

Perfluorinated carbons
(PFCs)
Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)

July 25, 2013

• Burning of fossil fuels
• Gas flaring
• Cement production
• Land use change
• Burning of fossil fuels
• Agriculture processes
• Livestock
• Landfill outgassing
• Land use change
• Burning of fossil fuels
• Agriculture processes
• Nitric acid production
• Nylon production
• Commercial, industrial,
and consumer products
• Air conditioners and
refrigerants
• Aluminum production
• Semiconductor
manufacturing
• Power distribution
• Semiconductor
manufacturing

Global
Warming
Potential
(GWP)a

Atmospheric
Atmospheric
Abundance (2005)
Lifetime
(yr)b

1

50-200

391 ppm

21

9-15

1,871 ppb

310

120

323 ppb

140 – 11,700

1.5 – 264

3.9 – 65 ppt

6,500 – 9,200

10,000 –
50,000

2.9 – 74 ppt

23,900

3,200

7.4 ppt
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Notes:
ppm = parts per million
ppb = parts per billion
ppt = parts per trillion
a.
b.

The GWP is used to describe emissions of GHGs in terms of a single gas, known as CO2e. GHGs are
expressed as CO2e by normalizing emissions to CO2, which as a GWP of 1.
Defined as the half-life of the gas.

Sources: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007a; Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center 2012

Climate change is a complex phenomenon that has the potential to alter local
climatic patterns and meteorology. Increases in anthropogenic GHG emissions
have been unequivocally linked to recent warming and climate shifts.
Although modeling indicates that climate change will result globally and
regionally, there remains uncertainty with regard to characterizing the precise
local climate characteristics and predicting precisely how various ecological
and social systems will react to any changes in the existing climate at the local
level. Regardless of this uncertainty in precise predictions, it is widely
understood that substantial climate change is expected to occur in the future.
Federal regulation on climate change under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) is
under development, with the EPA in a lead role. California has adopted
statewide legislation addressing various aspects of climate change and GHG
emissions mitigation. Much of this establishes a broad framework for the
state’s long-term GHG reduction and climate change adaptation program. Of
particular importance is AB 32, which establishes a statewide goal to reduce
GHG emissions back to 1990 levels by 2020. The Governor has also issued
several executive orders related to the state’s evolving climate change policy.
3.8.2. Greenhouse Gas Significance Thresholds
As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the BAAQMD has the primary
responsibility for air quality management within Santa Clara County. The
BAAQMD’s (2012) CEQA Guidelines identify separate analysis requirements
for construction- and operational-related GHG emissions.
Construction
Construction emissions represent a small portion of overall emissions in the
Bay Area. Unlike operational emissions, they are also temporary and limited to
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the construction period. As discussed above, BAAQMD has not established a
quantitative threshold for the evaluation of construction-related GHG
emissions. The significance of construction GHG emissions is therefore
evaluated by considering the overall magnitude of emissions, as well as
determining whether the Project has incorporated feasible BMPs.
Operation
The BAAQMD has established separate thresholds for land-use development
and stationary source projects. While the project does not propose new
development (e.g., single-family homes) or stationary sources (e.g.,
generators), the BAAQMD’s land-use development threshold of 1,100 metric
tons CO2e per year is used to evaluate the significance of operational-related
emissions. This threshold was selected as it is the more stringent of the two
BAAQMD thresholds (stationary source threshold is 10,000 metric tons CO2e).
Operational emissions sources associated with the project (e.g. landscaping
equipment, visitor vehicle trips) are also more closely aligned with emissions
sources anticipated for new development.
3.8.3.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation

VIII.A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?
Construction
Construction activities would generate short-term emissions of CO2, CH4, and
N2O from the use of equipment (e.g., graders) and on-road vehicles (e.g.,
employee commuter cars). Construction emissions generated by these sources
were estimated using the activity assumptions discussed in Section III, Air
Quality, and emission factors provided by CalEEMod (version 2011.1.1) and
EMFAC2011. Table 3.8-2 summarizes the results of the emissions modeling.
Please refer to Appendix B for detailed calculation spreadsheets.
Table 3.8-2. Estimated Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (metric tons per year)
Construction
Year
2014
2019
2021
Total Emissions
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CO2
10
19
8
37

Offroad Equipment
CH4
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

N2O
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Onroad Vehicles
CO2
Othera
1.33
0.07
2.55
0.13
1.14
0.06
5
0.00

CO2e
12
22
9
43

Page 3-88

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Notes
a
Includes CH4, N2O, and other trace GHGs emitted by onroad vehicles.
See Appendix A for detailed construction calculations

As shown in Table 3.8-2, construction of the project would generate 43 metric
tons of CO2e. This is equivalent to adding 9 typical passenger vehicles to the
road during the construction periods (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
2011). While not established as a construction threshold, these constructionrelated emissions are well below the BAAQMD’s 1,100 metric ton CO2e
operational threshold. Because construction emissions would cease once
construction is complete, they are considered short-term.
As discussed above, the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines do not recommend a
GHG emission threshold for construction-related emissions. However, they do
recommend implementation of BMPs to help control and reduce GHG
emissions. Implementation of the BAAQMD’s BMPs is therefore required to
reduce construction-related GHG emissions. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure GHG-MM-1, this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure GHG-MM-1: Implement BAAQMD Best
Management Practices for Construction
The Authority will require all construction contractors to implement the BMPs
recommended by the BAAQMD to reduce GHG emissions. Emission
reduction measures will include, at a minimum, the following three measures.
•

Use alternative-fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction
vehicles/equipment for at least 15% of the fleet.

•

Use at least 10% local building materials (from within 100 miles of the
project site).

•

Recycle at least 50% of construction generated waste.

Operation
Operation of the project would require daily staffing and annual maintenance.
Use of the preserve would also increase the number of daily visitor trips. GHG
emissions generated by these activities were estimated using the activity
assumptions discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, and emission factors
provided by CalEEMod (version 2011.1.1) and EMFAC2011. It was
conservatively assumed that the number of daily weekend visitor trips (125)
July 25, 2013

Page 3-89

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

would be observed each day of the year. Since the number of visitors would be
substantially less on weekdays, the emissions estimate presented in Table 3.8-3
represents a worst case analysis of operational-related GHG emissions.
Table 3.8-3. Estimated Operational-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (metric tons per year)
Activity
Operations and Maintenance
Recreational Visitor Trips
Total
BAAQMD Threshold
Notes
a
Includes CH4, N2O, and other trace GHGs.
See Appendix A for detailed construction calculations.

CO2
9
83
91
-

Othera
0
4
5
-

CO2e
9
87
96
1,100

As shown in Table 3.8-3, operation of the project would generate 96 metric
tons CO2e per year, which is the equivalent to adding 19 typical passenger
vehicles to the road (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2011). This is
well-below the BAAQMD’s significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons CO2e.
Therefore, operational emissions would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
VIII.B. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
VIII.C. Would the project increase greenhouse gas emissions that hinder
or delay the State’s ability to meet the reduction target (25% reduction by
2020) contained in Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)?
Santa Clara County has not yet adopted a qualified plan, policy, or regulation
to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the most applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions is AB 32,
which codified the State’s GHG emissions reduction targets for the future.
The ARB adopted the AB 32 Scoping Plan as a framework for achieving AB
32. The Scoping Plan outlines a series of technologically feasible and costeffective measures to reduce statewide GHG emissions. These strategies are
geared towards sectors and activities that generate significant amounts of
GHGs. For example, the majority of measures address building, energy, waste
and wastewater generation, goods movement, water usage, and high global
warming potential gases. Activities associated with the project are not
considered by the AB 32 Scoping Plan as having a high potential to emit
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GHGs. This statement is substantiated by the project-level emissions analysis,
which demonstrates that the operational GHG emission rate is considerably
low (96 metric tons CO2e per year; for comparative purposes, statewide GHG
emissions in 2010 were 451,600,000 metric tons CO2e). Consequently, none of
the AB 32 reduction strategies are applicable to the project.
Based on the above analysis, the project would not conflict with
implementation of AB 32. Moreover, the project will improve natural resource
and open space conservation, which could contribute to long-term emissions
benefits from carbon sequestration. Recreational opportunities provided by the
project also promote healthy lifestyles and alternative modes of transportation
(e.g., biking). Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
3.8.4. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvement actions will have similar impacts as those described
under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.8.3). Less-thansignificant impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively
minor in nature. Accordingly, impacts under the initial improvements would be
less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-MM-1.
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3.9.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS
A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Will The Plan:

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

1, 3, 4, 5

X

2, 3, 5

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

X

3, 6, 27, 30,
33, 40

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

X

1, 3

E. Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

X

3, 48

F. Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

X

3, 6, 9, 24

G. Involve risk of explosion or release of hazardous
substances (including pesticides, herbicides, toxic
substances, oil, chemicals or radioactive
materials?
H. Provide breeding grounds for vectors?

X

1, 3, 4, 5

X

1, 3, 5

I. Proposed site plan result in a safety hazard (i.e.,
parking layout, access, closed community, etc.)?

X

3

J. Involve construction of a building, road or septic
system on a slope of 30% or greater?

X

1, 3, 17n

K. Involve construction of a roadway greater than
20% slope for a distance of 300' or more?

X

1, 3, 17n

L. Be located within 200 feet of a 230 kV or above
electrical transmission line
M. Create any health hazard?

X

2, 4
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Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Sources
2, 3, 4

X

N. Expose people to existing sources of potential
health hazards?
O. Be located in an Airport Land Use Commission
Safety Zone?

Less than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

X

31
X

P. Increase fire hazard in an area already involving
extreme fire hazard?

10g

Q. Be located on a cul-de-sacs over 800 ft. in length
and require secondary access which will be
difficult to obtain?

X

1, 3, 4, 32, 33

R. Employ technology which could adversely affect
safety in case of a breakdown?

X

1, 3, 5

3.9.1. Setting
There are no identified hazardous wastes present on the project site, based on
preliminary State Water Board and EPA database searches
(<http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/> and
<http://www.epa.gov/enviro/wme/>). The database information indicates no
present or former hazardous waste sites within 1 mile of the preserve.
One high-voltage PG&E transmission line is present to the immediate west of
the preserve. The 230 kV PG&E transmission line connects Calpine
transmission lines originating at the Metcalf Substation.
The project area is not within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of an
airstrip, and does not occur in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as
designated by the CDF (CAL FIRE 2007).
The project would not interfere with an emergency response plan. The
contractors’ specifications include instructions to maintain emergency access
and keep traffic flow open in each direction as part of a traffic handling plan
that would be prepared as part of the project.
The County currently implements mosquito abatement measures to discourage
mosquito populations from becoming established on local ponds. Mosquitoes
commonly serve as vectors of disease and can potentially pose a risk to human
health.

July 25, 2013

Page 3-93

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Regulatory Context
This section discusses the federal, state, and local policies and regulations that
are relevant to the analysis of the proposed Use and Management Plan Project.
Definition
A hazardous material is defined by the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) as a material that poses a significant present or potential
hazard to human health and safety, or the environment, if released because of
its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics (26 CCR
25501). Hazardous materials that would be used during construction activities
for this project include diesel fuel and other liquids used in construction
equipment. Applicable hazardous material regulations and policies are
summarized below.
Federal Policies and Regulations
The EPA is the principal federal regulatory agency responsible for the safe use
and handling of hazardous materials. Two key federal regulations pertaining to
hazardous wastes are described below. Other applicable federal regulations are
contained primarily in 29, 40, and 49 CFR.
Federal Toxic Substances Control Act/Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act/Hazardous and Solid Waste Act
The federal Toxic Substances Control Act (1976) and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) established an EPAadministered program to regulate the generation, transport, treatment, storage,
and disposal of hazardous waste. The RCRA was amended in 1984 by the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Act, which affirmed and extended the “cradle to
grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes.
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, and Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), commonly known as “Superfund,” was enacted by Congress
on December 11, 1980. This law (United States Code [USC], Title 42, Section
103) provides broad federal authority to respond directly to releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or
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the environment. CERCLA establishes requirements concerning closed and
abandoned hazardous waste sites, provides for liability of persons responsible
for releases of hazardous waste at these sites, and establishes a trust fund to
provide for cleanup when no responsible party can be identified. CERCLA also
enabled the revision of the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The NCP (Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR], Title 40, Part 300) provides the guidelines and
procedures needed to respond to releases and threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, and/or contaminants. The NCP also established the
National Priorities List. CERCLA was amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Acton October 17, 1986.
State Policies and Regulations
California regulations are equal to or more stringent than federal regulations.
The EPA has granted the state primary oversight responsibility to administer
and enforce hazardous waste management programs. State regulations require
planning and management to ensure that hazardous wastes are handled, stored,
and disposed of properly to reduce risks to human health and the environment.
Several key state laws pertaining to hazardous wastes are discussed below.
California Environmental Protection Agency
Cal/EPA was created in 1991. It unified California’s environmental authority
in a single cabinet-level agency and brought the ARB, State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
CalRecycle, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, and the Department of Pesticide
Regulation under one agency. These agencies were placed within the Cal/EPA
“umbrella” for the protection of human health and the environment to ensure
the coordinated deployment of state resources. Their mission is to restore,
protect, and enhance the environment and ensure public health, environmental
quality, and economic vitality.
Department of Toxic Substance Control
DTSC, a department of Cal/EPA, is the primary agency in California for
regulating hazardous waste, cleaning up existing contamination, and finding
ways to reduce the amount of hazardous waste produced in California. DTSC
regulates hazardous waste primarily under the authority of the federal RCRA
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and the California Health and Safety Code (primarily Division 20, Chapters 6.5
through 10.6, and Title 22, Division 4.5). Other laws that affect hazardous
waste are specific to handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment,
reduction, cleanup, and emergency planning.
USC 65962.5 (commonly referred to as the Cortese List) includes DTSC-listed
hazardous waste facilities and sites, Department of Health Services lists of
contaminated drinking water wells, sites listed by the SWRCB as having UST
leaks or a discharge of hazardous wastes or materials into the water or
groundwater, and lists from local regulatory agencies of sites with a known
migration of hazardous waste/material.
Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act of 1985
The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act, also
known as the Business Plan Act, requires businesses that use hazardous
materials to prepare a plan that describes their facilities, inventories,
emergency response plans, and training programs. Hazardous materials are
defined as unsafe raw or unused materials that are part of a process or
manufacturing step. They are not considered hazardous waste. Health concerns
pertaining to the release of hazardous materials, however, are similar to those
pertaining to hazardous waste.
Hazardous Waste Control Act
DTSC is responsible for the enforcement of the Hazardous Waste Control Act
(California Health and Safety Code Section 25100 et seq.), which creates the
framework under which hazardous wastes are managed in California. The law
provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program that
administers and implements the provisions of the federal RCRA cradle-tograve waste management system in California. It also provides for the
designation of California-only hazardous waste and development of standards
that are equal to or, in some cases, more stringent than federal requirements.
Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management
Regulatory Program
The Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management
Regulatory Program (Unified Program) (California Health and Safety Code,
Chapter 6.11, Sections 25404-25404.9) consolidates, coordinates, and makes
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consistent the administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and
enforcement activities of the environmental and emergency response programs
and provides authority to the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).
According to the Mountain View 2030 General Plan, the CUPA for the City of
Mountain View is the Santa Clara County Hazardous Materials Compliance
Division (HMCD).
The Unified Program consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the
administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement activities of
the following hazardous materials programs: Hazardous Materials Business
Plan (HMBP) Program, California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP)
Program, UST Program, Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) Program,
Hazardous Waste Generator Program, and Hazardous Waste Tiered-Permitting
Program.
California Code of Regulations, Title 8—Industrial Relations
Occupational safety standards exist in federal and state laws to minimize
worker safety risks from both physical and chemical hazards in the workplace.
The California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal OSHA) and
the federal OSHA are the agencies responsible for ensuring worker safety in
the workplace. Cal OSHA assumes primary responsibility for developing and
enforcing standards for safe workplaces and work practices. These standards
would be applicable to both construction and operation of the Project.
California Labor Code (Division 5; Parts 1, 6, 7, and 7.5)
The California Labor Code is a collection of regulations that include the
regulation of the workplace to ensure appropriate training on the use and
handling of hazardous materials and the operation of equipment and machines
that use, store, transport, or dispose of hazardous materials. Division 5, Part 1,
Chapter 2.5 ensures employees that are in charge of the handling of hazardous
materials are appropriately trained on, and informed of, the materials they are
handling. Division 5, Part 7 ensures employees who work with volatile
flammable liquids are outfitted in appropriate safety gear and clothing.
Local Policies and Regulations
Santa Clara County General Plan
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•

C-HS 14. All feasible measures to safely and effectively manage
hazardous materials and site hazardous materials treatment facilities
should be used, including complying with all federal and state
mandates.

•

C-HS 15. To achieve a more effective, efficient and economical
regulatory environment, all feasible means to simplify and coordinate
locally-implemented hazardous materials management regulations
should be considered.

•

C-HS 17. Local governments should comply with all federal and state
regulations regarding emergency planning and preparedness.

•

C-HS 18. Local government, business, and community organizations
should cooperate in preparing the most effective emergency response
plans and procedures feasible.

•

C-HS 19. The County and cities should comply with federal and state
hazardous materials regulations and planning activities, including, the
Countywide Hazardous Waste Management Plan, the Hazardous
Materials Area Plan, and the Operations Section of the County
Emergency Plan regarding a hazardous materials incident.

•

C-HS 21. Local emergency planning agencies should work to ensure
continuity of government and a swift restoration of public and
commercial services.

•

C-HS 22. Ensure that critical emergency services and equipment
normally provided by outside agencies will be available in each
jurisdiction to the extent possible (i.e., public health, mental health,
coroner, fire suppression, etc.).

•

C-HS 23. Local governments and hazardous materials users should
work jointly to identify the most effective and economically feasible
measures to prevent hazardous materials incidents and ensure the swift
post-incident recovery of all effected.

•

C-HS 36. General strategies for airport safety in Santa Clara County
include the following:
o

July 25, 2013

Limit population densities and land uses within designated
Page 3-98

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

safety zones.
o

Regulate structures and objects which could be hazardous or
distracting to air navigation.

•

R-HS 33. For areas where it may be appropriate, fire protection
agencies and districts should utilize controlled burns and other forms
of vegetation management to reduce the build up on vegetative matter
and the potential fire hazard within an area.

Santa Clara County Code
Division A8 Civil Protection and Emergency Services (Sec. A8-21. Emergency
plan).
The County Office of Emergency Services shall be responsible for the
development of the County Emergency Plan, which plan shall provide for the
utilization of the California Standardized Emergency Management System
(SEMS) and the effective mobilization of all of the resources of this County,
both public and private, to meet any condition constituting a local emergency,
state of emergency, or state of war emergency; and shall provide for the
organization, powers and duties, services and staff of the Emergency
Organization. Such plan shall take effect upon adoption by resolution of the
Board of Supervisors.
It shall be the responsibility of all emergency operations center service chiefs
and alternates to have a thorough knowledge of the Santa Clara County
Emergency Plan and to insure that their respective supporting services and key
personnel are properly trained and organized to meet all of their responsibilities
in the event of an emergency. (Ord. No. NS-300.600, § 2, 5-13-97)
3.9.2.

Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
IX.A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
IX.B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving
the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
No foreseeable hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is anticipated or could result
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in the release hazardous materials that would endanger the public. However,
equipment on site could leak diesel, gasoline, oil, and other lubricants onto
soils or into Fisher Creek. These materials would be onsite only in quantities
sufficient to operate the equipment. The contractor will implement standard
BMPs for ensuring these materials do not leak into waters on site.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
IX.C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school
No improvements or actions proposed under the Use and Management Plan are
located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. Accordingly, there
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
IX.D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are located
on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Accordingly, there would be
no impact, and no mitigation is required.
IX.E. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
routes. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
IX.F. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are located in
a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or a wildland area that may
contain substantial forest fire risks and hazards, as determined by the CDF

July 25, 2013

Page 3-100

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

(CAL FIRE 2007). Accordingly, impacts due extreme fire hazards would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IX.G. Involve risk of explosion or release of hazardous substances
(including pesticides, herbicides, toxic substances, oil, chemicals or
radioactive materials)?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are expected
to create a hazard to the public through an explosion or release of hazardous
substances. Hazardous materials present at the project site during construction
would likely include fuels, oils, solvents, paints, and adhesives. All hazardous
materials would be handled in accordance with OSHA and other regulatory
standards. Any potential impacts that could occur as a result of the abovementioned materials through Use and Management Plan construction will be
further minimized and contained through implementation of standard BMPs
and measures identified in the project SWPPP, as discussed in Section 3.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
IX.H. Provide breeding grounds for vectors?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would
provide a breeding ground for vectors. The County currently implements
mosquito abatement measures to control the spread of diseases such as West
Nile Virus. Specifically, the Santa Clara County Vector Control District is the
responsible County agency and coordinates all vector control efforts within the
Preserve. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
IX.I. Proposed site plan result in a safety hazard (i.e., parking layout,
access, closed community, etc.)?
As described in Section 3.17, Transportation, no improvements proposed
under the Use and Management Plan would introduce an unsafe design feature
or obstruct access to nearby uses. To facilitate emergency access to the
Preserve during project construction, the County will implement a construction
traffic control plan that includes provisions to ensure unobstructed emergency
access. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
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IX.J. Involve construction of a building, road or septic system on a slope
of 30% or greater?
This project does not include construction of a building, road or septic system
on a slope of 30% or greater. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.
IX.K. Involve construction of a roadway greater than 20% slope for a
distance of 300' or more?
No roadway construction on a slope of 20% or greater is proposed under the
Use and Management Plan. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.
IX.L. Be located within 200' of a 230KV or above electrical transmission
line?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are located
within 200 feet of a 230 KV or above electrical transmission line. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
IX.M. Create any health hazard?
IX.N. Expose people to existing sources of potential health hazards?
See items IX.A, IX.B, and IX.D above. Accordingly, this impact would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IX.O. Be located in an Airport Land Use Commission Safety Zone?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are located
within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public or private airstrip.
The closest airport—San Jose International—is located at least 16 miles north
of the project site. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with an
airport land use plan, operation of nearby airports, or pose a safety hazard to
people working in the project area. Accordingly, there would be no impact,
and no mitigation is required.
IX.P. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are located in
a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or a wildland area that may
contain substantial forest fire risks and hazards, as determined by the CDF
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(CAL FIRE 2007). Accordingly, impacts due extreme fire hazards would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
IX.Q. Be located on a cul-de-sacs over 800 feet in length and require
secondary access which will be difficult to obtain?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan are located
on a cul-de-sac and would not require secondary access. Accordingly, there
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
IX.R. Employ technology which could adversely affect safety in case of a
breakdown?
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan employ
technology beyond basic utilities. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and
no mitigation is required.
3.9.3. Discussion of Initial Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar impacts as those described under the
Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.9.2). Less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be construction impacts
relatively minor in nature and temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the
initial improvements would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
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3.10. Hydrology and Water Quality

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
A. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted?

X
X

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Will The Plan:

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources
34, 36
3, 4

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on or off site?

X

1, 3, 46

D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or
off- site?

X

3

E. Create or contribute increased impervious
surfaces and associated runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

X

1, 3, 5, 36,
21a

F. Degrade surface or ground water quality or
public water supply?(Including marine, fresh and
wetland waters.)

X

1, 3, 11b, 21,
46

G. Place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

X

3, 18b, 18d

H. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

X

3, 18b, 18d

I. Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

X

2, 3, 4

J. Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to

X
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Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

receiving waters?
K. Be located in an area of special water quality
concern (e.g., Los Gatos or Guadalupe
Watershed)?

X

4, 6a

L. Result in use of well water previously
contaminated by nitrates, mercury, asbestos, etc.
existing in the groundwater supply?

X

10e, 23

M. Result in a septic field being constructed on soil
with severe septic drain field limitations or where
a high water table extends close to the natural
land surface?

X

10e, 11b,
12d, 20, 21,
22, 24

N. Result in a septic field being located within
50 feet of a drainage swale; 100 feet of any well,
water course or water body or 200 feet of a
reservoir at capacity?

X

1, 2, 3, 4

X

O. Conflict with Water Resources Protection
Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land
Uses near Streams?
P. Result in extensions of a sewer trunk line with
capacity to serve new development?

X

22, 51

3

Q. Require a NPDES permit for construction [Does
it disturb one (1) acre or more?]?

X

3, 46

R. Result in significant changes to receiving waters
quality during or following construction?

X

46, 47

S. Is the project a tributary to an already impaired
water body? If so will the project result in an
increase in any existing pollutants?

X

46, 47

T. Substantially change the direction, rate of flow,
or quantity, or quality of ground waters, either
through direct additions or withdrawals, or
through interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?

X

1, 3, 46

U. Interfere substantially with ground water
recharge or reduce the amount of groundwater
otherwise available for public water supplies?

X

3,10e,11b

V. Involve a surface water body, natural drainage
channel, streambed or water course such as to
alter the amount, location, course, or flow of its
waters?

X

1,3,11c,28,45

3.10.1. Setting
Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve is located in the 320-square-mile Coyote
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Creek Watershed in Santa Clara County.
Physical Setting
From the mid-1800s through the 1950s, agricultural activities in the Coyote
Creek Watershed increased, causing an increase in groundwater pumping and
the need for small canals and ditches to divert some surface water. (Balance
Hydrologics Inc. 2005.)
Fisher Creek is an eight mile long northerly flowing creek whose upper
tributaries lie within the Preserve boundary. Fisher Creek, which is part of the
Coyote Creek watershed, drains approximately 16 square miles of undeveloped
uplands and agricultural valley floor between Monterey Road and the Santa
Cruz Mountains, from its origin in the vicinity of Cochrane Road in Morgan
Hill in the south to its confluence with Coyote Creek at the Coyote Narrows in
the north.
Climate
Santa Clara County has a Mediterranean climate, characterized by extended
periods of precipitation during the winter months and virtually no precipitation
from spring through autumn. The wet season generally extends from
November through April with some minimal rainfall from May through
October. Annual average rainfall varies significantly due to topography and
related orographic and rain shadow effects. Increased elevation on coastal
oriented slopes (typically west/southwest facing) results in increased
precipitation, while decreased elevation on the lee-side interior facing
(typically east/northeast facing) results in decreased precipitation. The average
annual rainfall in San Jose for the period of record of July 1, 1948 to December
31, 2005 was 14.66 inches (Western Regional Climate Center 2006). Average
rainfall figures can be somewhat misleading because, in addition to seasonal
variation, droughts in California are not uncommon. For example, annual
rainfall in San Jose between 1948 to 2005 ranged from 6.12 inches in 1953 to
32.27 inches in 1983 (Western Regional Climate Center 2006). Snow may
occur in the mountains where the headwaters for the watersheds are located but
melts quickly and does not provide flow from snowmelt in the late spring to
early summer as occurs in the Sierra Nevada Mountains. The Mediterranean
climate also produces fairly mild air temperatures in the Valley floor that rarely
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drop far below freezing. North of San Jose the average summer temperatures
are rarely higher than 90°F. South of San Jose both summer and winter
extremes are somewhat greater (Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management
Initiative 2003).
The wind patterns in the Santa Clara Valley are influenced greatly by the
terrain, resulting in a prevailing flow roughly parallel to the Valley’s
northwest–southeast axis, with a northwesterly sea breeze extending up the
Valley during the afternoon and early evening and a light south-southeasterly
drainage flow occurring during the late evening and early morning. In summer
a convergence zone is sometimes observed in the southern end of the Valley
between Gilroy and Morgan Hill, when air flowing from the Monterey Bay
through the Pajaro Gap gets channeled northward into the south end of the
Santa Clara Valley and meets the prevailing north-northwesterlies. Speeds are
greatest in the spring and summer and least in the fall and winter. Nighttime
and early morning hours have light winds and are frequently calm year-round,
while summer afternoon and evening are quite breezy. Strong winds are rare,
coming only with occasional winter storms.
Surface Water
Coyote Creek has a variety of beneficial uses as identified by the San Francisco
Bay RWQCB (Region 2) including cold freshwater habitat, fish migration
habitat, preservation of rare and endangered species, water contact recreation
(potential), water non-contact recreation, fish spawning, warm freshwater
habitat, wildlife habitat. The CWA Section 303(d) list of water quality limited
segments (303(d) List) as approved by the EPA does not identify Fisher Creek
as impaired. The potential source is identified as urban runoff/storm sewers.
Groundwater
Coyote Creek is located in the Santa Clara Subbasin of the Santa Clara Valley
Groundwater Basin (Basin Number 2-9.02). The groundwater subbasin has a
surface area of 240 square miles and occupies a structural trough parallel
between the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and the Diablo Range to the
east. The subbasin extends north to the Santa Clara County line and south to a
groundwater divide near the town of Morgan Hill. Groundwater quality in the
major producing aquifers within the basin, while hard, is of good to excellent
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mineral composition and is suitable for most uses. Drinking water standards
are met at public supply wells without the use of treatment methods (DWR
2004).
Regulatory Setting
Water quality is regulated at both the federal and state level in California. The
major federal legislation governing the water quality aspects of the proposed
project is the CWA, as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987. The
objective of the act is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” The California Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides
the basis for water quality regulation within California. The State Water
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) administers water rights, water
pollution control, and water quality functions throughout the state, while the
RWQCBs conduct planning, permitting, and enforcement activities.
Federal Clean Water Act of 1972
Several sections of the CWA regulate impacts on waters of the United States.
CWA Section 101 specifies the objectives of CWA implemented largely
through CWA Title III (Standards and Enforcement) and CWA Section 301
(Prohibitions). Identification of impaired water bodies and required actions to
address the impairments is specified under CWA Section 303. CWA Section
401 (Certification) specifies additional requirements for permit review,
particularly at the state level.
Section 303— Total Maximum Daily Load Program
The State of California adopts water quality standards to protect beneficial uses
of state waters, as required by the CWA 303 Total Maximum Daily Load
Program and the state’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969.
CWA 303(d) established the total maximum daily load (TMDL) process to
guide the application of state water quality standards (see the discussion of
state water quality standards below). To identify candidate water bodies for
TMDL analysis, a list of water-quality–limited streams is generated. These
streams are impaired by the presence of pollutants, including sediments, and
have no additional assimilative capacity for these pollutants. ).
In addition to the impaired water body list required by CWA Section 303(d),
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CWA Section 305(b) requires states to develop a report assessing statewide
surface water quality. Both CWA requirements are being addressed through the
development of a 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report (2010 California Integrated
Report), which will address both an update to the 303(d) list and a 305(b)
assessment of statewide water quality. The SWRCB developed a statewide
2010 California Integrated Report based on the Integrated Reports from each of
the nine RWQCBs. The 2010 California Integrated Report was approved by
the SWRCB at a public hearing on August 4, 2010, and the report was
approved by USEPA on October 11, 2011. Currently the SWRCB is soliciting
comments on the 2012 Integrated Report, which is expected to be final in 2013.
Section 401—Water Quality Certification
CWA 401 requires that an applicant pursuing a federal permit to conduct any
activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant obtain a water quality
certification (or waiver). Water quality certifications are issued by the State
RWQCBs in California. The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the
San Francisco Bay RWQCB [SFBRWQCB]. Under CWA, the state (as
implemented by the relevant board) must issue or waive water quality
certification for the Project to be permitted under CWA 404 by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE). A water quality certification requires the
evaluation of water quality effects associated with dredging or the placement of
fill materials into waters of the United States. Construction of the proposed
Project would require CWA 401 certification for the Project if CWA 404 were
triggered, or if operational dewatering activities were to occur and the
discharge leads to waters of the United States.
Section 402—NPDES Program
The 1972 amendments to the federal Water Pollution Control Act established
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program
to control discharges of pollutants from point sources (CWA 402). The 1987
amendments to CWA created a new section of CWA devoted to stormwater
permitting (CWA 402[p]). EPA has granted the State of California primacy in
administering and enforcing the provisions of CWA and the NPDES permit
program. The NPDES permit program is the primary federal program that
regulates point-source and nonpoint-source discharges to waters of the United
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States.
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program
The MRP regulated 77 cities in the Bay Area region and other agencies in
Santa Clara Valley that comprise the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP). Provision C.3 is for New
Development and Redevelopment source control, site design, and stormwater
treatment measures to address stormwater runoff pollutant discharges. This
goal is accomplished through LID techniques, including rainwater harvest,
infiltration and biotreatment. The MRP (under Provision C.3) requires that
permanent water quality control devices treat all stormwater to the maximum
extent practicable (MEP). Runoff from new impervious surfaces of 10,000
square feet or more must be sized according to the volume or rate criteria
identified in the permit. After treatment devices are installed, owners must
enter into a maintenance agreement to ensure the treatment devices are
maintained, inspected, and reported on annually.
Construction Activities
Construction activities are regulated under the NPDES General Permit for
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff associated with Construction Activity
(General Construction Permit) (State Water Board Water Quality Order 99-08DWQ and Order No. 01-119), provided that the total amount of ground
disturbance during construction exceeds 5,000 square feet. Coverage under a
General Construction Permit requires the preparation of a SWPPP and
submittal of an NOI to comply with the General Permit. The NOI would be
submitted to the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, which is the regulating agency
for this General Permit. The SWPPP includes pollution prevention measures
(erosion and sediment control measures and measures to control nonstormwater discharges and hazardous spills), demonstration of compliance with
all applicable local and regional erosion and sediment control standards,
identification of responsible parties, a detailed construction timeline, and a best
management practice (BMP) monitoring and maintenance schedule. The NOI
includes site-specific information and the certification of compliance with the
terms of the General Construction Permit.
3.10.2. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
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Mitigation
X.A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
X.F. Degrade surface or ground water quality or public water
supply?(Including marine, fresh and wetland waters.)
X.J. Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters?
X.K. Be located in an area of special water quality concern (e.g., Los
Gatos or Guadalupe Watershed)?
X.R. Result in significant changes to receiving waters quality during or
following construction?
X.S. Is the project a tributary to an already impaired water body? If so
will the project result in an increase in any existing pollutants?
Each of these questions focuses on the potential for pollutants or discharges to
enter Fisher Creek at any level or at a level that violates water quality standards
and/or which could have a negative effect on water quality. To ensure the
access improvements do not impact water quality during or post construction,
an environmental commitment requiring use of appropriate BMPs even when
an NDPES permit is not required are part of the access improvement. BMPs
would be chosen from the Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook (Caltrans
2005, 2006) for specific site conditions, time of construction, and type of
construction and would include but not be limited to erosion and applicable
sediment control BMPs, non-stormwater management BMPs, waste
management and materials pollution control BMPs, and tracking control BMPs
as appropriate to ensure contaminants from the construction site do not impact
water quality. The Authority would have final approval of all BMPs.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
X.B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted?
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X.T. Substantially change the direction, rate of flow, or quantity, or
quality of ground waters, either through direct additions or withdrawals,
or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations?
X.U. Interfere substantially with ground water recharge or reduce the
amount of groundwater otherwise available for public water supplies?
Groundwater recharge within the Use and Management Plan area occurs
primarily through Fisher Creek and other ephemeral tributaries onsite.
Recharge from percolation of local precipitation is comparatively small. The
Use and Management Plan does not include an increase in impermeable
surfaces sufficient to alter groundwater recharge associated with local
precipitation, nor does it interfere with instream recharge activities.
Groundwater use would occur in the Preserve at a small scale that would not
impact groundwater availability. The Use and Management Plan does not
include plans for groundwater withdraws or excavations deep or large enough
to intercept an aquifer and changes to the groundwater conditions.
Accordingly, there is no impact to groundwater recharge associated with the
Plan and no mitigation is required.
X.C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off
site?
Existing drainage patterns may be altered on very localized levels during Use
and Management Plan implementation. However, as described in the above
water quality impacts, the project would require a SWPPP and grading plan be
approved and implement prior to construction commencing under the general
construction NPDES permit. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
X.D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
X.E. Create or contribute increased impervious surfaces and associated
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
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polluted runoff?
X.G. Place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
X.H. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?
X.I. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
X.V. Involve a surface water body, natural drainage channel, streambed
or water course such as to alter the amount, location, course, or flow of its
waters?
The Use and Management Plan will not change the pattern amount of
watershed drainage to an extent that could result in flooding on- or off-site.
The Use and Management Plan does not include significant increases in
impermeable surfaces that would alter absorption rates. Changes to the
drainage pattern and rate and amount of surface runoff would occur at a very
localized level during construction. The drainage plan and SWPPP developed
as part of the NPDES General Construction Permit would sufficiently limit any
significant changes to drainage patterns and any increases in runoff and
associated erosion, and siltation during and post construction. The Use and
Management Plan includes facility setbacks to allow for the expansion of the
riparian habitat, which also serves as a buffer protecting water quality. The
Use and Management Plan does not propose any changes in surface water
bodies, natural drainage channels or water courses that would alter Coyote
Creek. No structures will impede or redirect flood flows. No activities of the
Plan could put people or structures at risk due to a levee or dam failure.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
X.L. Result in use of well water previously contaminated by nitrates,
mercury, asbestos, etc. existing in the groundwater supply?
None of actions proposed under the Use and Management Plan would require
the use of wells. However, if an established well were to be used for any
project, proper water quality testing would be conducted to ensure water

July 25, 2013

Page 3-113

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

quality meets all applicable standards for the designated use of the water.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
X.M. Result in a septic field being constructed on soil with severe septic
drain field limitations or where a high water table extends close to the
natural land surface?
The Use and Management Plan does not include septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, potential impacts resulting from
performance of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems are not
analyzed further. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.
X.N. Result in a septic field being located within 50 feet of a drainage
swale; 100 feet of any well, water course or water body or 200 feet of a
reservoir at capacity?
The Use and Management Plan would not include the addition of swales,
wells, water bodies, or reservoirs near an existing septic field. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
X.O Conflict with Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines
and Standards for Land Uses near Streams?
The Use and Management Plan calls for protection and passive enhancement
of Fisher Creek and the other ephemeral tributaries on the Preserve. However,
if actions are taken the Authority will incorporate methods and techniques
given in the Guidelines and Standards for Land Uses near Streams
(SCVWRPC, 2006) to control erosion, stabilize slopes, and whenever
necessary and feasible. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
X.P. Result in extensions of a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new
development?
No sewer trunk line expansions with capacity to serve a new development are
expected to be necessary under the Use and Management Plan. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
X.Q. Require a NPDES permit for construction [Does it disturb one (1)
acre or more]?
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Because the construction associated with the Use and Management Plan would
disturb more than 5,000 square feet of land, a NPDES General Construction
Permit will be required. As part of the permitting process, a SWPPP and
grading plan would be prepared, reviewed, and implemented to limit erosion
and siltation impacts. The impact from obtaining a NPDES permit would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
3.10.3. Discussion of Access Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
X.A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
X.F. Degrade surface or ground water quality or public water
supply?(Including marine, fresh and wetland waters.)
X.J. Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters?
X.K. Be located in an area of special water quality concern (e.g., Los
Gatos or Guadalupe Watershed)?
X.R. Result in significant changes to receiving waters quality during or
following construction?
X.S. Is the project a tributary to an already impaired water body? If so
will the project result in an increase in any existing pollutants?
These questions focus on the potential for pollutants or discharges to enter
Fisher Creek at any level or at a level that violates water quality standards
and/or which could have a negative effect on the water quality of receiving
waters. To ensure the access improvements do not impact water quality during
or post construction, an environmental commitment requiring use of
appropriate BMPs even when an NDPES permit is not required are part of the
access improvement. BMPs would be chosen from the Caltrans Storm Water
Quality Handbook (Caltrans 2005, 2006) for specific site conditions, time of
construction, and type of construction and would include but not be limited to
erosion and applicable sediment control BMPs, non-stormwater management
BMPs, waste management and materials pollution control BMPs, and tracking
control BMPs as appropriate to ensure contaminants from the construction site
do not impact water quality. The Authority would have final approval of all
BMPs. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
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X.B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted?
X.T. Substantially change the direction, rate of flow, or quantity, or
quality of ground waters, either through direct additions or withdrawals,
or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations?
X.U. Interfere substantially with ground water recharge or reduce the
amount of groundwater otherwise available for public water supplies?
Groundwater recharge within the Preserve occurs primarily through Fisher
Creek and other ephemeral tributaries onsite. Recharge from percolation of
local precipitation is comparatively small. The access improvements do not
include an increase in impermeable surfaces sufficient to alter groundwater
recharge associated with local precipitation, nor does it interfere with instream
recharge activities. Groundwater use would occur in the Preserve at a small
scale that would not impact groundwater availability. The access
improvements do not include plans for groundwater withdraws or excavations
deep or large enough to intercept an aquifer and changes to the groundwater
conditions. Accordingly, there is no impact to groundwater recharge
associated with the initial improvements and no mitigation is required.
X.C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off
site?
Existing drainage patterns may be altered on very localized levels during
construction of the access improvements. However, as described in the above
water quality impacts, the project would require a SWPPP and grading plan be
approved and implement prior to construction commencing under the general
construction NPDES permit. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
X.D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
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substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
X.E. Create or contribute increased impervious surfaces and associated
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
X.G. Place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
X.H. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?
X.I. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
X.V. Involve a surface water body, natural drainage channel, streambed
or water course such as to alter the amount, location, course, or flow of its
waters?
The proposed access improvements will not change the pattern amount of
watershed drainage to an extent that could result in flooding on- or off-site.
The access improvements do not include significant increases in impermeable
surfaces that would alter absorption rates. Changes to the drainage pattern and
rate and amount of surface runoff would occur at a very localized level during
construction. The drainage plan and SWPPP developed as part of the NPDES
General Construction Permit would sufficiently limit any significant changes to
drainage patterns and any increases in runoff and associated erosion, and
siltation during and post construction. The Use and Management Plan includes
facility setbacks to allow for the expansion of the riparian habitat, which also
serves as a buffer protecting water quality. The access improvements do not
propose any changes in surface water bodies, natural drainage channels or
water courses that would alter Coyote Creek. No structures will impede or
redirect flood flows. No activities of this project could put people or structures
at risk due to a levee or dam failure. Accordingly, this impact would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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X.L. Result in use of well water previously contaminated by nitrates,
mercury, asbestos, etc. existing in the groundwater supply?
None of the access improvements would require the use of wells. However, if
an established well were to be used for any access improvement project, proper
water quality testing would be conducted to ensure water quality meets all
applicable standards for the designated use of the water. Accordingly, this
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
X.M. Result in a septic field being constructed on soil with severe septic
drain field limitations or where a high water table extends close to the
natural land surface?
None of the access improvements would include the construction of a septic
tank. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
X.N. Result in a septic field being located within 50 feet of a drainage
swale; 100 feet of any well, water course or water body or 200 feet of a
reservoir at capacity?
The staging area would include a water quality swale. However, the swale
would not be located within 50 feet of a septic field. None of the other access
improvements include the addition of wells, water bodies, or reservoirs near an
existing septic field. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation
is required.
X.O Conflict with Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines
and Standards for Land Uses near Streams?
The only access improvements occurring near streams are trail crossings and
all of the proposed crossings clear span the bed and bank of streams and cross
perpendicular to the stream. Hence, access improvements are the consistent
with the Guidelines and Standards for Land Uses near Streams. Accordingly,
this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
X.P. Result in extensions of a sewer trunk line with capacity to serve new
development?
There are no access improvements that necessitate sewer trunk line expansions
with capacity to serve a new development. Accordingly, there would be no
impact, and no mitigation is required.
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X.Q. Require a NPDES permit for construction [Does it disturb one (1)
acre or more]?
Because the construction associated with the initial access improvements
would disturb more than 5,000 square feet of land, a NPDES General
Construction Permit will be required. As part of the permitting process, a
SWPPP and grading plan would be prepared, reviewed, and implemented to
limit erosion and siltation impacts. The impact from obtaining a NPDES
permit would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.11. Land Use and Planning

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING
A. Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

X

Sources
6a, 7, 9a, 10a

X

1, 3, 5

i. San Martin and/or South County

X

6a,b, 10a, 44,
45

ii. Los Gatos Specific Plan or Lexington
Watershed

X

6a, 10a, 13,
14

iii. East Foothills Policy Area

X

6a, 10a

iv. New Almaden Hist. Area/Guadalupe
Watershed

X

6a, 7, 10a

v. Stanford

X

6a, 15, 16

vi. San Jose

X

8, 10a

D. Be incompatible with existing land use in the
vicinity?

X

1, 2, 3, 12b

E. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community?

X

2,4

B. Conflict with applicable plans or policies adopted
by agencies with jurisdiction over the project?
C. Conflict with special policies?

3.11.1. Setting
Regional Land Use
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve (the Preserve) is located in the Santa
Clara Valley, which runs the entire length of Santa Clara County from north to
south. The Valley is flanked by the Diablo Range on the east and the Santa
Cruz Mountains on the west. The Valley is generally split into two geographic
regions: the North Valley and the South Valley. The North Valley is
extensively urbanized with some open spaces along the Bay and includes 12 of
the County’s 14 cities. The South Valley, where the Preserve is located,
remains predominantly rural with low-density residential developments scatted
along the Valley floor (Santa Clara County, et al, 2012a).
While all of the Preserve is located in unincorporated Santa Clara County, the
majority of the site is within the City of San Jose sphere of influence (San Jose
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2013a). However, the City’s jurisdictional boundary is immediately adjacent to
the Preserve to the north and west. The City of Morgan Hill is approximately
three miles southeast of the Preserve.
Land uses immediately surrounding the Preserve include mainly large- and
medium-scale agricultural uses to the east, ranchlands to the south, and
hillsides to the west and north. Small pockets of single-family residential
parcels are located to the west of McKean Road and to the east of Santa Teresa
Boulevard. The Cinnabar Hills Golf Course, which has three distinct nines, is
northwest of the Preserve.
Park Land Use
The Santa Clara County Open Space Authority (Authority) owns and operates
the Preserve. The Authority was created in 1993 by the California State
Legislature in response to efforts by citizens and local governments of the
County to protect the open spaces that were threatened by development and to
maintain the ecological integrity of the region. Since its establishment, the
Authority has preserved over 15,000 acres throughout the County, including
the 3,882-acre Rancho Canada del Oro Open Space Preserve (approximately
2.5 miles southwest of the Preserve) and the 3,207-acre Palassou Ridge Open
Space Preserve (approximately 12 miles southeast of the Preserve). The
Authority is an independent special district, rather than part of a county
government, and is governed by an elected board of directors (Santa Clara
County Open Space Authority 2013).
The 348-acre Preserve was acquired by the Authority in 2010. Currently, the
land is used for seasonal grazing, resource conservation of sensitive habitats,
and Santa Clara Valley Water District operations.
3.11.2. Regulatory Context
Land use plans and policies relevant to the Coyote Preserve Use and
Management Plan were reviewed to identify potential adverse effects. Plans
and policies relevant to the proposed project are described below.
Santa Clara County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
The Santa Clara County General Plan (Santa Clara County 1994) is a longrange comprehensive document required by state law and adopted by the Santa
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Clara County Board of Supervisors in 1994 that addresses issues related to
physical development, growth, and conservation of County resources. The
County’s General Plan is organized by area, and includes separate sections for
Countywide Issues and Policies, Rural Unincorporated Area Issues and
Policies, Urban Unincorporated Area Issues and Policies, and the South
County Joint Area Plan. The Preserve is located in a Rural Unincorporated
Area and has a land use designation of both Hillsides and Ranchlands (Santa
Clara County 2011).
The Santa Clara County Revised Zoning Ordinance, originally adopted in 1937
and last revised in 2013, implements the County General Plan and guides the
future growth of County jurisdictions in accordance with that plan. The
Preserve is zoned as Agricultural Ranchlands with Combining District (ARd1). This district is intended preserve ranching, natural resources, and the rural
character of the area. Permitted uses include ranching or agriculture, lowintensity recreation, mineral extraction, and land in its natural state. The d1
Combining District in the Santa Clara Valley Viewshed is intended to conserve
the scenic attributes of those hillside lands most immediately visible from the
valley floor. It is intended to minimize the visual impacts of structures and
grading on the natural topography and landscape, using a combination of
supplemental development standards, design guidelines, design review, and use
of process incentives for smaller and less visible projects (County of Santa
Clara 2013).
San Jose 2040 General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
The San Jose 2040 General Plan (City of San Jose 2011) is the framework for
guiding land use decisions through goals, policies, and land use designations.
The General Plan 2040 Land Use Designation map (City of San Jose 2013a)
depicts the adopted land use designations within the City’s sphere of influence.
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve has a land use designation of both
Urban Reserve and Open Hillside. The Coyote Valley Urban Reserve (CVUR)
of the Coyote Valley Plan (CVP) generally encompasses the area between the
Coyote Greenbelt and the North Coyote Campus Industrial Area. CVUR
includes the Valley floor on both sides of Monterey Highway west of Coyote
Creek, northwesterly of Palm Avenue, and the prolongation of Palm Avenue to
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Coyote Creek. Agricultural and rural residential lands are the existing,
predominant use in this area. The 2040 General Plan does not support growth
within the CVUR through the year 2040. This is due to the City’s desire to
direct new growth into areas that will make best use of existing transit facilities
and other infrastructure. Including no growth capacity for the CVUR is
consistent with the long-term preservation for open space or low-intensity
agricultural use.
Open Hillside designated areas are natural resources that provide a valuable
scenic backdrop for much of the City and serve a habitat for a wide variety of
plants and animals. The 2040 General Plan seeks to preserve and protect these
hillside and rural areas as contributors to the City while also protecting the
public from natural hazards that can occur in the area. Because areas designed
as Open Hillside are often located on slopes greater than seven percent, their
development typically requires significant grading activities. Areas with slopes
greater than thirty percent are typically ridgelines that need special treatment to
protect views from the valley and to prevent exposure to hazards.
The zoning ordinance is intended to guide, control, and regulate future growth
and development in the City in a sound and orderly manner, and to promote
achievement of the goals and purposes of the San Jose General Plan (City of
San Jose 2010). The ordinance regulates development standards for properties,
including permitted uses. Zoning maps also designate various types of land use
zoning throughout the City. Although the Preserve is located in the City’s
sphere of influence, it is not within City limits; therefore, the site does not have
a zoning designation under the San Jose General Plan. The areas to the east and
south of the site are also not within City limits; however, the land to the north
is zoned as Agricultural and the land to the west is zoned as Agricultural
Planned Development and single-family residential (City of San Jose 2013b).
Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update
The Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update (Santa Clara
County 1995) serves as a land use plan for implementing regional, subregional, and connector trail routes within Santa Clara County. The Plan
proposes approximately 535 miles of off-street trail routes and over 120 miles
of on-street bicycle-only routes as part of a Countywide trail system. Trails
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within the Plan fall into three different categories: Regional Trails that are of
national, state, or regional significance; Sub-Regional Trails that provide
continuity between cities and link two or more Regional Trails; and Connector
Trails that provide urban access to Regional or Sub-Regional Trails or that
connect County Parks. Existing or proposed trails in the vicinity of the
Preserve include the Regional Trails Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic
Trail. No designated proposed or existing trails bisect the Preserve.
Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan
The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan provides a framework for promoting the
protection and recovery of natural resources, including endangered species,
while streamlining the permitting process for planned development,
infrastructure, and maintenance activities. The Habitat Plan will allow the
County of Santa Clara, the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), the
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), and the cities of Gilroy,
Morgan Hill, and San Jose to receive endangered-species permits for activities
and projects they conduct under their jurisdiction. The Santa Clara Valley
Open Space Authority also participated in the Plan’s preparation. The Final
Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan was adopted in 2012. The Plan covers
approximately 519,506 acres of Santa Clara County including the Preserve
(Santa Clara County, et al, 2012b).
Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation System Strategic Plan
The County Parks Strategic Plan (Santa Clara County 2003) promotes the goal
of accommodating the growing outdoor recreation needs of an increasing urban
population. The Strategic Plan focuses on the balance of recreation and natural
resource protection, guiding the improvement and expansion of the County
park system to meet the growing demand for high-quality recreational
opportunities in the County, while also supporting local natural and cultural
resources.
3.11.3. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XI.A. Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?
As stated above, the Preserve consists of land use designations of Hillsides and
Ranchlands in the Santa Clara County General Plan and Coyote Valley Urban

July 25, 2013

Page 3-124

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

Reserve and Hillside in the San Jose General Plan. The proposed project would
include an outdoor learning place for educational programs, several miles of
trails, parking, maintenance access routes, fencing, signs, restrooms, and picnic
areas. These new uses would not conflict with existing land use designations.
Further, the proposed use areas would only represent approximately 9 percent
of the Preserve’s 348 acres assuming an immediate use zone of 50 feet around
all trails. The other 317 acres of the Preserve would continue existing uses by
providing seasonal grazing for land management, natural resource conservation
of sensitive natural habitats, and drainage. No conflicts with County or City
land use designations would occur.
Although the Preserve does not have a zoning designation under the San Jose
Zoning Ordinance, the Santa Clara Zoning Ordinance zones the land as AR-d1.
This district is intended preserve ranching, natural resources, and the rural
character of the area. Permitted uses include ranching or agriculture, lowintensity recreation, mineral extraction, and land in its natural state. The d1
Combining District in the Santa Clara Valley Viewshed is intended to conserve
the scenic attributes of those hillside lands most immediately visible from the
valley floor. The proposed project would include low-intensity recreation and
would continue seasonal grazing, as permitted by the zoning. In addition, the
site improvements would not be visible from the valley floor due to distance,
flat topography, and intervening vegetation. The only structures proposed to be
constructed include restrooms and a non-potable water structure; however,
these would likely be blocked from view by the proposed screening hedgerow
along the Santa Clara Valley Water District pipeline property. Accordingly,
any potential impact to County zoning would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
XI.B. Conflict with applicable plans or policies adopted by agencies with
jurisdiction over the project?
The proposed project does not conflict with any applicable plan or policies of
the Santa Clara County Open Space Authority. The Authority is an
independent special district, rather than part of a county government, and is
governed by an elected board of directors. As such, no other agencies have
jurisdiction over the project. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.
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Although not adopted, the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and
Management Plan (the proposed project) includes goals and objectives for the
Preserve. The vision of these goals and objectives is to provide a gateway to
the Santa Cruz Mountains with a strong sense of place and time. Through
resource conservation and stewardship, the Preserve’s cultural and agrarian
values, habitats and endangered species, and its position in a cross-valley
wildlife corridor will be protected, celebrated, and enjoyed by visitors. The
Plan includes six objectives including natural resource management, cultural
resource management, public access and use management, interpretive
programs, and partnership programs. The goals and objectives in this plan
would be implemented and adhered to under the proposed project.
XI.C. Conflict with special policies?
The Preserve is not located under the jurisdiction of special policies or plans.
Therefore, the project is not expected to conflict with any special policies.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XI.D. Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity?
The Preserve is generally surrounded by agricultural, open hillside, and
ranchland uses. The existing Preserve land also features these uses. In addition,
to the northwest is the Cinnabar Hills Golf Club. The proposed project would
continue the majority of the existing uses at the Preserve and would add smallscale recreational uses such as trails and outdoor classrooms. Therefore, the
improvements proposed under the proposed project would be compatible with
existing land uses in the vicinity. Development of amenities such as restroom
facilities, picnic areas, and a non-potable water structure would be screened by
perimeter hedges and would constitute a small percentage of the overall
Preserve land. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.
XI.E. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established
community?
The proposed project would not modify or divide an established community.
The Preserve would be accessible at the current terminus of Palm Avenue,
which is bordered by agricultural land. The proposed project would not
construct features that would visually separate the area and would not add new
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streets or roadways that could divide the existing community. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
3.11.4. Discussion of Initial Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar impacts as those described under the
Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.11.3). Less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively minor in nature
and temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the initial improvements would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.12. Mineral Resources

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES
A. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region or the residents of the state?
B. Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?
C. Result in substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

1,2,3,19

X

1, 2, 3, 6,8

X

2, 3

3.12.1. Setting
Based on the existing California Geological Survey (CGS) classifications of
South San Francisco Bay region as mandated by the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), only the area generally encompassed by
the abandoned Azevedo Quarry (A.J. Raisch Paving Company), on
Communications Hill south of downtown San Jose and north of the project site,
is classified as containing mineral deposits that are either of statewide
significance or require further evaluation. Other than this area, the County
does not appear to have any mineral deposits that are subject to SMARA
(Kohler-Antablin 1996).
The region surrounding the Preserve was formerly rural in nature, but since the
1960s has been developing into an area characterized by urban and suburban
uses. Remaining agricultural lands in Santa Clara County lie primarily south
of the Preserve, in the rural South County area (Santa Clara County 1994).
3.12.2. Discussion of Use and Management Impacts and Mitigation
XII.A. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of future value to the region and the residents of the state?
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XII.B. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or
other land use plan?
The proposed public access improvement areas within the Preserve do not
traverse or lie adjacent to any areas having known mineral resources of
statewide or regional significance based on existing CGS classifications.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XII.C. Result in substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural
resource?
None of the activities proposed in the Use and Management Plan would
expend substantial amounts of fossil fuels or other non-renewable resources
during project operation. Accordingly, this impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
3.12.3. Discussion of Initial Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar impacts as those described under the
Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.12.2). Less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively minor in nature
and temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the initial improvements would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

July 25, 2013

Page 3-129

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

3.13. Noise

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

XIII. NOISE
X

A. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

1, 3, 5, 6

B. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

X

3, 6

C. Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

X

1, 2, 4, 3, 5,
31

D. Result in a substantial temporary increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

X

1, 3, 5

E. Increase substantially the ambient noise levels for
adjoining areas during and/or after construction?

X

1, 3, 5

3.13.1. Setting
This section addresses the noise environment in the project area.
Noise Terminology
The following are brief definitions of noise terminology used in this
evaluation:
•

Sound. A vibratory disturbance created by a vibrating object, which,
when transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air, is
capable of being detected by a receiving mechanism, such as the
human ear or a microphone.

•

Noise. Sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or otherwise
undesirable.

•

Ambient Noise. The composite of noise from all sources near and far
in a given environment exclusive of particular noise sources to be
measured.
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•

Decibel (dB). A unitless measure of sound on a logarithmic scale,
which indicates the squared ratio of sound pressure amplitude to a
reference sound pressure amplitude. The reference pressure is 20
micro-pascals.

•

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA). An overall frequency-weighted sound
level in decibels that approximates the frequency response of the
human ear.

•

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). The average of sound energy
occurring over a specified period. In effect, Leq is the steady-state
sound level that in a stated period would contain the same acoustical
energy as the time-varying sound that actually occurs during the same
period.

•

Exceedance Sound Level (Lxx). The sound level exceeded a defined
percentage of the time during a sound level measurement period. For
example L90 is the sound level exceeded 90% of the time and L10 is the
sound level exceeded 10% of the time.

•

Maximum and Minimum Sound Levels (Lmax and Lmin). The
maximum or minimum sound level measured during a measurement
period.

•

Day-Night Level (Ldn). The energy average of the A-weighted sound
levels occurring during a 24-hour period, with 10 dB added to the Aweighted sound levels occurring during the period from 10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.

•

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). The energy average
of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-hour period with
5 dB added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring during the period
from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB added to the A-weighted
sound levels occurring during the period from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

Ldn and CNEL values rarely differ by more than 1 dB. As a matter of practice,
Ldn and CNEL values are considered to be equivalent and are treated as such in
this assessment. In general, human sound perception is such that a change in
sound level of 3 dB is just noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable,
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and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or halving a sound level.
3.13.2. Regulatory Setting
County of Santa Clara General Plan Noise Element
The County of Santa Clara’s General Plan Noise Element, as adopted on
December 20, 1994, contains planning guidelines relating to noise and
identifies goals and policies to support achievement of those goals. Noise
element guidelines relate primarily to land use compatibility with noise sources
that are regulated at the local level, such as traffic, aircraft, and trains.
The County’s noise compatibility standards indicate that exterior noise above
65 dBA Ldn would result in a noise impact on residential land uses. However,
for open space use, there are no critical noise levels listed. Homes in
agricultural areas are not subject to the residential standards. Public buildings
in parks and open space areas are required to meet noise standards as listed
under “Public or Semi-Public Facilities.” The noise compatibility standards
indicate exterior noise above 55 dBA, Ldn, would result in an impact on parks,
open space reserves, wildlife refuges, etc., and noise above 75 dBA, Ldn, on
industrial land uses.
County of Santa Clara Noise Ordinance
Noise regulations applicable within the County are found in Chapter VIII,
Control of Noise and Vibration, Sections B11-150 through B11-159. The
County’s exterior noise limits are found in Section B11-152, and are
summarized in Table 3.13-1.
Table 3.13-1: County of Santa Clara Noise Ordinance Exterior Noise Limits

1

Receiving Land Use Category

Time Period

Noise Level (dBA)

One- and two-family residential

10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.
7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.

45
55

Multiple-family dwelling

10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.

50

Residential public space

7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.

55

Commercial

10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.
7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.

60
65

Light industrial

Any time

70

Heavy industrial

Any time

75

Notes:
1 Levels not to be exceeded more than 30 minutes in any hour.
2 No person may operate or cause to be operated any source of sound at any location within the unincorporated territory
of the County or allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise controlled by the
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Receiving Land Use Category
Time Period
Noise Level (dBA)
person, which causes the noise level when measured on any other property either incorporated or unincorporated, to
exceed:
• The noise standard for that land use as specified above for a cumulative period of more than 30 minutes in any hour;
or
• The noise standard for that land use as specified above plus five dB for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes
in any hour; or
• The noise standard for that land use as specified above plus ten dB for a cumulative period of more than five minutes
in any hour; or
• The noise standard for that land use as specified above plus 15 dB for a cumulative period of more than one minute
in any hour; or
• The noise standard for that land use as specified above plus 20 dB or the maximum measured ambient, for any period
of time.
3 If the measured ambient level exceeds that permissible within any of the first four noise limit categories above (i.e.,
cumulative periods of 1 to 30 minutes), the allowable noise exposure standard will be increased in five dB increments
in each category as appropriate to encompass or reflect the ambient noise level. In the event the ambient noise level
exceeds the fifth noise limit category (i.e., any period of time), the maximum allowable noise level under the category
will be increased to reflect the maximum ambient noise level.
4 If the noise measurement occurs on a property adjoining a different land use category, the noise level limit applicable to
the lower land use category, plus five dB, will apply.
5 If for any reason the alleged offending noise source cannot be shutdown, the ambient noise must be estimated by
performing a measurement in the same general area of the source but at a sufficient distance that the noise from the
source is at least ten dB below the ambient in order that only the ambient level be measured. If the difference between
the ambient and the noise source is five to ten dB, then the level of the ambient itself can be reasonably determined by
subtracting a one-decibel correction to account for the contribution of the source.
6 In the event the alleged offensive noise contains a steady, audible tone such as a whine, screech or hum, or contains
music or speech conveying informational content, the standard limits as specified above will be reduced by five dB.

The County’s interior noise limits are found in Section B11-153, and are
summarized in Table 3.13-2. These interior noise limits are only applicable to
multifamily dwelling units.
Table 3.13-2: County of Santa Clara Interior Noise Limits for Multifamily Residential Dwellings
Type of Land Use
Multifamily dwelling

Time Interval

Allowable Interior Noise Level (dBA)

10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.
7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.

35
45

Notes:
1 No person will operate or cause to be operated within a dwelling unit any source of sound or allow creation of
any noise which causes the noise level when measured inside a neighboring receiving dwelling unit to exceed:
The noise standard as specified above for a cumulative period of more than five minutes in any hour; or
The noise standard as specified above plus five dB for a cumulative period of more than one minute in any
hour; or
The noise standard as specified above plus ten dB or the maximum measured ambient, for any period of time.
2 If the measured ambient level exceeds that permissible within any of the noise limit categories above, the
allowable noise exposure standard will be increased in five-dB increments in each category as appropriate to
reflect the ambient noise level.
3. In the event the alleged offensive noise contains a steady, audible tone such as a whine, screech or hum, or
contains music or speech conveying information content, the standard limits as specified above will be reduced by
five dB.
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Section B11-154 enumerates specific prohibitions within the County. The
loading, unloading, opening, closing, or handling of boxes, crates, containers,
building materials, garbage cans, or similar objects may not occur between the
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. in a manner as to cause a noise disturbance
across a residential real property line or at any time to violate the provisions of
Table 3.13-1.
Construction activities may not occur between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., weekdays and Saturdays, or at any time on Sundays or holidays to
create a noise disturbance across a residential or commercial real property line,
except for emergency work of public service utilities or by variance. This
section does not apply to the use of domestic power tools. Where technically
and economically feasible, construction activities must be conducted in a
manner that the maximum noise levels at affected properties do not exceed the
mobile equipment standards indicated in Table 3.13-3 or the stationary
equipment standards indicated in Table 3.13-4.
Table 3.13-3: County of Santa Clara Construction Standards for Mobile Equipment

Daily, except Sundays and legal
holidays 7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m.
Daily, 7:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m. and all day
Sunday and legal holidays
1

1

Single- and Two-Family
Dwelling Residential
Area
75 dBA

Multifamily Dwelling
Residential Area

Commerci
al Area

80 dBA

85 dBA

50 dBA

55 dBA

60 dBA

The mobile equipment standards apply to nonscheduled, intermittent, short-term operation (less than ten days) of
mobile equipment.

Table 3.13-4: County of Santa Clara Construction Standards for Stationary Equipment

Daily, except Sundays and legal
holidays 7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m.
Daily, 7:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m. and all day
Sunday and legal holidays
1

1

Single- and Two-Family
Dwelling Residential
Area
60 dBA

Multifamily Dwelling
Residential Area

Commerci
al Area

65 dBA

70 dBA

50 dBA

55 dBA

60 dBA

The stationary equipment standards apply to repetitively scheduled and relatively long-term operation (periods of
ten days or more) of stationary equipment.

The County’s noise ordinance also prohibits operating or permitting the
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operation of any device that creates a vibrating or quivering effect that:
•

Endangers or injures the safety or health of human beings or animals;
or

•

Annoys or disturbs a person of normal sensitivities; or

•

Endangers or injures personal or real properties.

The County’s noise ordinance presumes that the vibration perception threshold
is a motion velocity of 1/100 inches per second over the range of 1 to
100 Hertz.
For the operation of powered model vehicles, the County’s noise ordinance
prohibits the operation of powered model vehicles between the hours of
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day so as to create a noise disturbance
across a residential or commercial real property line or at any time that violates
the standards indicated in Table 3.13-1 or in a manner as to exceed the levels
set forth for public space land use in Table 3.13-1, measured at a distance of
not less than 100 feet from any point on the path of a vehicle operating on
public space or public right-of-way.
Existing Conditions
The Preserve is an undeveloped open space with low levels of ambient noise.
Predominant sources of noise within the Preserve include aircraft overflights,
and noise from grazing and maintenance activities.
Noise-Sensitive Land Uses
Sensitive land uses are generally defined as locations where people reside or
where the presence of noise could adversely affect the use of the land. Typical
noise-sensitive land uses include residences, schools, hospitals, and parks.
Two residences are located approximately 900 feet from the entrance of the
Preserve, where the construction of access improvements are proposed
3.13.3. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XIII.A. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
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XIII.B. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?
XIII.C. Result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
XIII.D. Result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
XIII.E. Increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas
during and/or after construction?
Construction Noise
Noise from construction activities would include noise from grading, paving,
and other earthmoving activities. Additionally, construction noise also results
from machinery and equipment used in the construction process. A detailed
inventory of construction equipment that will be used for the Use and
Management Plan was not available; therefore, this noise analysis is based on
anticipated construction equipment that will be used during earthmoving and
construction activities. Table 3.13-5 presents a list of noise generation levels
for various types of equipment typically used on various construction projects.
The list, compiled by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) (1995), was
used in this analysis to estimate construction noise. A reasonable worst-case
assumption is that the three loudest pieces of equipment for each phase would
operate simultaneously and continuously over at least a 1-hour period for a
combined-source noise level.
Table 3.13-5: Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels
Equipment
Air Compressor

Typical Noise Level 50 feet
from Source (dBA)
81

Backhoe
Compactor

80
82

Concrete Mixer

85

Grader

85

Paver

89

Truck

88

Source: FTA 2006.

Based on the noise levels presented in Table 3.13-5, Table 3.13-6 calculates
estimated sound levels from construction activities as a function of distance,
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assuming simultaneous operation of a grader, paver, and truck for a combinedsource noise level of 92 dBA at 50 feet. The magnitude of construction noise
impacts was assumed to depend on the type of construction activity, the noise
level generated by various pieces of construction equipment, and the distance
between the activity and noise-sensitive receivers. The calculations in Table 318 are based on the construction noise propagation method recommended by
the U.S. Department of Transportation (FTA 2006). This method assumes
geometric attenuation rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance and additional
attenuation from ground absorption. Any shielding effects that might result
from local barriers (including topography) are not included, thus making the
analysis conservative.
Table 3.13-6: Construction Noise Calculation
Construction Condition: Site leveling
Source 1: Grader—Sound level (dBA) at 50
feet =

85

Source 2: Truck—Sound level (dBA) at 50
feet =

88

Source 3: Paver—Sound level (dBA) at 50
feet =

89

Average Height of Sources—Hs (feet) =

10

Average Height of Recevier—Hr (feet) =

5

Ground Type (soft or
hard) =

soft

Calculated Data:
All Sources Combined—Sound level (dBA) at 50 feet =

92

Effective Height
(Hs+Hr)/2 =

7.5

Ground factor (G) =
Distance Between
Source and Receiver
(feet)
50
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0.62
Geometric
Attenuation (dB)
0

Ground Effect
Attenuation
(dB)
0

Calculated
Sound Level
(dBA)
92

100

-6

-2

85

200

-12

-4

77

300

-16

-5

72

400

-18

-6

69

500

-20

-6

66

600

-22

-7

64

700

-23

-7

62

800

-24

-7

61

900

-25

-8

60
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Construction Condition: Site leveling
1000
-26

-8

58

1200

-28

-9

56

1400

-29

-9

55

1600

-30

-9

53

1800

-31

-10

52

2000

-32

-10

50

2500

-34

-10

48

3000

-36

-11

46

Calculations based on FTA 2006.
Note: This calculation does not include the effects, if any, of local shielding from
walls, topography or other barriers which may reduce sound levels further.

The Santa Clara County mobile source noise standards in Table 3.13-3 are used
to assess construction noise impacts. The results in Table 3.13-4 indicate that
construction activities would not exceed the County’s daytime noise standard
for residential uses. However, because of the potential for construction noise
from heavy construction vehicles and trucks driving down Palm Avenue to
exceed County noise standards, construction activity without mitigation is
considered to result in a significant noise impact. The Authority has
committed to the following environmental measures to minimize the effects of
construction-related noise:
•

The normal working day for construction activities will be between
7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Construction will not be allowed on
Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.

•

Construction equipment will have appropriate mufflers, intake
silencers, and noise control features and will be properly maintained
and equipped with exhaust mufflers that meet state standards.

•

Vehicles and other gas- or diesel-powered equipment will be
prohibited from unnecessary warming up, idling, and engine revving.

Although implementation of these measures would reduce construction noise
they would not necessarily reduce construction noise to a level below County
standards and would not necessarily reduce construction noise to a less than
significant level. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1,
construction noise would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1: Comply with Santa Clara County
Noise Standards by Employing Noise Reducing Construction
Practices
If the Authority receives complaints concerning noise from construction
operations, the Authority shall retain a qualified acoustical consultant to
determine if construction operations are resulting in noise that exceeds
County noise standards. If it is determined that noise standards are being
exceeded construction operations shall be modified such that noise does
not exceed that applicable standards. Potential modifications to
construction operations include but are not limited to:
•

Using small equipment that creates less noise,

•

Reducing the number of pieces of equipment that are used at the
same time in one area, and

•

Providing temporary local barriers around noise generating
equipment.

Construction Vibration
Vibration from construction activity is typically below the threshold of
perception when the activity is more than about 50 feet from the receiver.
Exceptions to this occur if construction activity involves pile driving or other
dynamic impact equipment. This type of equipment will not be used for
implementation of the access improvements or the Use and Management Plan.
Because dynamic equipment will not be used and because vibration from
construction activities would be short-term, vibration from construction would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Operational Noise
Use of the improved facilities will not be a source of increased ambient noise.
Noise from operation of the facilities indicated in the Use and Management
Plan would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
3.13.4. Discussion of Initial Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
All access improvement actions will have similar impacts as that described
under the Use and Management Plan impact discussion (3.13.3). Accordingly,
this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.14. Population and Housing

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
A. Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources
2, 3, 4

X

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

X

C. Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

X

3.14.1. Setting
The Open Space Preserve is located entirely within unincorporated Santa Clara
County.
Between 1980 and 1990, Santa Clara County grew by 202,506 people. This
growth represents a 16% increase in population. Similarly, between 1990 and
2000, the County grew by an additional 185,008, which accounts for a 12%
change in population. It is predicted that the County's population will continue
to grow, but at a slower rate. Moderate rates of growth in employment and
housing development may account for this slow down in population growth
(Santa Clara County 2006a). Based on ABAG projections, an estimated
population of 1,788,300 in 596,760 households resided within the County in
2005. By 2025, ABAG projects the number of people residing within the
County will increase to 2,064,200 in 695,170 households. This represents a
13% increase in population and a 14% increase in the number of households
over a 20-year period (ABAG 2002).
According to ABAG figures, San Jose’s estimated population in 2005 was
956,800, and its housing stock comprised 294,450 households. The City is
projected to increase to a population of 1,096,200 residing in 344,110
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households by 2025. This represents a 13% increase in population and a 14%
increase in the number of households over a 20-year period. During the same
time period, Morgan Hill’s population is projected to increase 27% from
38,500 to 52,400, while the number of households in the City is projected to
increase 28% from 12,130 to 16,890 (ABAG 2002).
Regulatory Context
Currently, no portion of the Open Space Preserve is under residential
development. The existing zoning and land use provisions of the County
preclude such activities from occurring within Preserve boundaries; therefore,
the proposed project was not evaluated for consistency with issues or policies
related to population and housing at the County- or city-level.
3.14.2. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XIV.A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Construction of any improvements proposed under the Use and Management
Plan would not induce new population growth in the area, since neither new
housing nor infrastructure is proposed. Accordingly, there would be no impact,
and no mitigation is required.
XIV.B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
XIV.C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Neither housing nor people will be displaced by the proposed Use and
Management Plan. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.
3.14.3. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar impacts as those described under the
Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.14.3).

No impacts are

anticipated. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.
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3.15. Public Services

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

XV. Public Services
A. Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
i. Fire Protection?

X

1, 3, 5

ii. Police Protection?

X

1, 3, 5

iii. School facilities?

X

1, 3, 5

iv. Parks?

X

1, 3, 5

v. Other government services?

X

1, 3, 5

B. Induce substantial growth or concentration of
population? (Growth inducing?)

X

1, 3, 5

C. Employ equipment which could interfere with
existing communications or broadcast systems?

X

1, 3, 5

D. Increase the need for new systems or supplies, or
cause substantial alterations to the following
utilities:
i. Electricity or Natural gas

X

1, 3, 5

ii. Local or regional water treatment or
distribution facilities

X

1, 3, 5

iii. Local or regional water supplies

X

1, 3, 5

iv. Sewage disposal

X

1, 3, 5

v. Storm water drainage

X

1, 3, 5

vi. Solid waste or litter

X

1, 3, 5

3.15.1. Setting
Public Services
South Santa Clara County Fire District
The South Santa Clara County Fire District is an all risk emergency response
agency. The SSCCFD is equipped to deal with emergency medical service
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response, all types of fires, hazardous materials, water rescues and public
service assists. The South Santa Clara County Fire District participates
actively in automatic aid agreements, (the closest engine responding regardless
of jurisdiction) with the Gilroy Fire Department, Santa Clara County Fire
Department, Pajaro Valley, Hollister and San Jose Fire Departments. The
SSCCFD also provides service for the unincorporated areas of Morgan Hill,
Gilroy, and San Martin. The South Santa Clara County Fire District contracts
for personnel and administration with the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CDF) (http://www.ssccfd.com). SSCCFD operates the
following three stations: Station 1 in the Morgan Hill area, located at 15670
Monterey Rd., Morgan Hill, CA 95037; Station 2 in the San Martin area,
located at 10810 No Name Uno, Gilroy, CA 95020; and Station 3 in the Gilroy
area, located at 3050 Hecker Pass Highway, Gilroy, CA 95020. Station 1 is the
closest station at approximately 8 miles from the Preserve, and houses one
engine, one water tender, one reserve engine, and two full-time personnel,
including one engineer and one captain, one of which is a paramedic.
SSCCFD may respond to incidents in the Preserve in areas of unincorporated
Santa Clara county and as back-up for SJFD and SCCFD.
Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office
The Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office operates a Parks Patrol, which
responds to calls from Park Rangers. The deputies contract with the County
parks to supplement patrol divisions in unincorporated areas under County
jurisdiction. In the winter, there are two deputies and a sergeant in the Parks
Patrol. In the summer, there are seven staff members (six on the weekends)
including six deputies and a sergeant. They use a patrol vehicle to police the
area. The Parks Patrol is located in the Headquarters Patrol Division at 55
West Younger Avenue, San Jose, CA 95110, which is approximately 15 miles
north of the Preserve.
Santa Clara County Department of Parks and Recreation
With the Parks Department, there are 10 full-time Park Rangers in the Program
area, which is divided into two units. The Hellyer Unit covers the area from
Coyote Hellyer County Park to Metcalf Rd and has five Rangers. The
Anderson Unit covers the area from Metcalf Road to Anderson County Park.
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The Park Rangers usually patrol by vehicle, but there is a mounted patrol unit
that rides the trails. Patrols in the Preserve are conducted a few times a week
from each end. SJPD, MHPD, and the Parks Patrol (SCCSO) respond and
provide backup for the Park Rangers. Rangers are dispatched by County
emergency service dispatchers.
Schools
City of San Jose
The San Jose Unified School District (SJUSD) provides school services to the
area surrounding the project site. The SJUSD has an enrollment of
approximately 33,000 students in 41 schools, including 27 elementary schools,
6 middle schools, and 8 comprehensive high schools.
Morgan Hill
The Morgan Hill Unified School District (MHUSD) provides school services
to the area surrounding the project site. The MHUSD comprises 14 schools,
including nine elementary schools, two middle schools, two high schools, and
a continuation high school. Approximately 9,000 students are enrolled in
MHUSD schools.
Utilities
The Preserve contains various utilities that either cross or occur in the vicinity
of the Preserve. These utilities are described below.
•

Non potable water is potentially available via SCVWD’s cross valley
water supply pipeline, which connects to the Coyote Pump Plant and
Anderson Reservoir to the South and Calero Reservoir and the Santa
Teresa Water Treatment Plant to the north Most water supplies
delivered locally are imported by the SCVWD through long-term
contracts from the state and federal government (Santa Clara County
1994).

•

Gas and electricity lines are owned by PG&E and outside of the
Preserve boundary.

•

Santa Clara County provides solid waste and recycling services within
the Preserve.

Regulatory Context
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California Integrated Waste Management Act
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, or AB 939,
established the Integrated Waste Management Board, required the
implementation of integrated waste management plans and also mandated that
local jurisdictions divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste generated (from
1990 levels), beginning January 1, 2000, and divert at least 75 percent by 2010.
In 2006, SB 1016 updated the requirements. The new per capita disposal and
goal measurement system moves the emphasis from an estimated diversion
measurement number to using an actual disposal measurement number as a
factor, along with evaluating program implementation efforts. These two
factors will help determine each jurisdiction's progress toward achieving its
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) diversion goals. The 50 percent
diversion requirement is now measured in terms of per-capita disposal
expressed as pounds per person per day.
California Public Utilities Commission
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned
telecommunications, electric, natural gas, water, railroad, rail transit, and
passenger transportation companies. CPUC is responsible for assuring
California utility customers have safe, reliable utility service at reasonable
rates, protecting utility customers from fraud, and promoting the health of
California’s economy. CPUC establishes service standards and safety rules,
and authorizes utility rate changes as well as enforcing the CEQA for utility
construction. CPUC also regulates the relocation of power lines by public
utilities under its jurisdiction, such as PG&E. CPUC works with other state
and federal agencies in promoting water quality, environmental protection, and
safety.
Santa Clara County General Plan
The Santa Clara County General Plan provides Countywide guidance for issues
related to public services and utilities. The County’s general plan contains the
following policies that are relevant to the proposed project.
Water Supply
•
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should be coordinated with overall water supply planning by the
SCVWD in order to maximize dependability of long term water supply
resources.
•

C-RC 8: Environmental impacts of all state and local water supply
planning and decision-making should be taken into full consideration.

Solid Waste Management
•

C-RC 63: Santa Clara County shall strive to reduce the quantity of
solid waste disposed of in landfills and to achieve or surpass the
requirements of state law (the law currently specifies 25/% reduction
of landfilled wastes by 1995, and 50% by 2000).

•

C-RC 64: Countywide solid waste management efforts shall be guided
by the hierarchy of strategies outlined below, emphasizing resource
recovery in accordance with state law:
a.

Source reduction and reuse,

b.

Recycling and composting,

c.

Transformation, and

d.

Landfilling as final option.

Regional Parks and Public Open Space Lands
•

C-PR 12: Parks and trails in remote areas, fire hazardous areas, and
areas with inadequate access should be planned to provide the services
or improvements necessary to provide for the safety and support of the
public using the parks and to avoid negative impacts on the
surrounding areas.

South County Joint County Area Plan
As part of the Santa Clara County General Plan, the South County Joint Area
Plan provides guidance to South County jurisdictions for issue related to public
services and utilities. The Joint Area Plan contains the following policies that
are relevant to the proposed project.
Water Supply
•

SC 7.0: New development should not exceed the water supply, and
management of water should be made more efficient through
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appropriate means, such as watershed protection, percolation,
reclamation, and conservation.
•

SC 7.8: New development should not exceed the water supply, and
use of water should be made more efficient through appropriate means,
such as conservation and reclamation.

3.15.2. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XV.A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services: (i.e., Fire Protection,
Police Protection, School facilities, Parks, and other government services)?
The improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would not
involve any growth-inducing elements that could necessitate new or altered
police, fire, schools, roads, or other public facilities or service.
While none of the proposed actions in the Use and Management Plan would
increase emergency response time, the Plan would create new access to the site
and demand on Police, Fire, and emergency services. As discussed in the
Setting Section (3.15.1), Station 1 of the SCCFD is the closest station at
approximately 8 miles from the Preserve, and houses one engine, one water
tender, one reserve engine, and two full-time personnel, including one engineer
and one captain, one of which is a paramedic. Additionally, the Santa Clara
County Sheriff’s Office Parks Patrol is located in the Headquarters Patrol
Division at 55 West Younger Avenue, San Jose, CA 95110, which is
approximately 15 miles north of the Preserve.
It is not anticipated that the proposed addition of recreation to the site would
significantly increase demands on emergency service given the Preserve’s
anticipated ultimate level of use described in the Traffic and Parking Study for
the Preserve completed by Hexagon Traffic Consultants (Appendix C).
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant for Fire and Police
protection, and no mitigation is required. There would be no impact for
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schools, parks, or other government services, and no mitigation is required.
XV.B. Induce substantial growth or concentration of population?
(Growth inducing?)
No improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would result
in growth-inducing effects or in concentrations of population. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XV.C. Employ equipment which could interfere with existing
communications or broadcast systems?
The improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would not
involve any devices that would interfere with existing communications or
broadcast systems. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation
is required.
XV.D. Increase the need for new systems or supplies, or cause substantial
alterations to utilities (i.e., Electricity or Natural gas, Local or regional
water treatment or distribution facilities, Local or regional water supplies,
Sewage disposal, Storm water drainage, Solid waste or litter)?
The improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would not
result in increased need for new utilities systems or supplies. The project
would not provide any potable water and the proposed restroom facilities
would be vault restrooms and would not require any water and sewer. As such,
the proposed improvements would not exceed projected water supply or
wastewater treatment capacity or requirements, and there are sufficient water
supplies available to serve the Preserve. Additionally, the Preserve’s solid
waste generation rates are not expected to increase significantly under the Use
and Management Plan. Given the small amount of solid waste and recyclable
materials that would be generated through implementation of the Use and
Management Plan, the proposed improvements would not be expected to
exceed the capacity of the existing landfill, nor require construction of a new
landfill. The project would include a stormwater swale, but this would not
affect the existing stormwater drainage system. No electrical or
telecommunication line expansions are expected to be necessary under the Use
and Management Plan. Therefore, impacts to existing utility systems or
supplies would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.15.3. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
XV.A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services: (i.e., Fire Protection,
Police Protection, School facilities, Parks, and other government services)?
No public access improvements proposed would involve any growth-inducing
elements that could necessitate new or altered police, fire, schools, roads, or
other public facilities or service. While none of the proposed actions in the
Use and Management Plan would increase emergency response time, the Plan
would create new access to the site and demand on Police, Fire, and emergency
services.
It is not anticipated that the proposed addition of recreation to the site would
significantly increase demands on emergency service given the Preserve’s
anticipated level of use after initial improvements described in the Traffic and
Parking Study for the Preserve completed by Hexagon Traffic Consultants
(Appendix C). Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant for Fire
and Police protection, and no mitigation is required. There would be no impact
for schools, parks, or other government services, and no mitigation is required.
XV.B. Induce substantial growth or concentration of population?
(Growth inducing?)
No public access improvements would result in growth inducing effects or in
concentrations of population. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.
XV.C. Employ equipment which could interfere with existing
communications or broadcast systems?
No public access improvements proposed would involve any devices that
would interfere with existing communications or broadcast systems.
Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XV.D. Increase the need for new systems or supplies, or cause substantial
alterations to utilities (i.e., Electricity or Natural gas, Local or regional
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water treatment or distribution facilities, Local or regional water supplies,
Sewage disposal, Storm water drainage, Solid waste or litter)?
No public access improvements proposed would result in increased need for
new utilities systems or supplies. The restroom facility would be a vault
restroom and would not require water or wastewater utilities. one of the public
access improvements would provide potable water. As such, the proposed
improvements would not exceed projected water supply or wastewater
treatment capacity or requirements. Additionally, the Preserve solid waste
generation rates are not expected to increase significantly under the Use and
Management Plan. Given the small amount of solid waste and recyclable
materials that would be generated through implementation of the Use and
Management Plan, the proposed improvements would not be expected to
exceed the capacity of the existing landfill, nor require construction of a new
landfill. The project would include a stormwater swale, but this would not
affect the existing stormwater drainage system. No electrical or
telecommunication line expansions are expected to be necessary under the Use
and Management Plan. Therefore, impacts to existing utility systems or
supplies would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.16. Recreation

XVI. RECREATION
A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

X

B. Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

X

C. Be on, within, or near a public or private park,
wildlife reserve, or trail (includes those proposed
for the future), or affect existing recreational
opportunities?

X

D. Result in loss of open space rated as high priority
for acquisition in the “Preservation 20/20" report.

X

Sources

1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
50

1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
50

2, 4, 9d, 10h,
50
38

3.16.1. Setting
Regional Parks and Other Resources
Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve is located adjacent to or in the general
vicinity of numerous other private, City of San Jose owned, and County-owned
open space areas, including the Coyote Creek Parkway, Melody Park, Great
Oaks Park, Kelley Park, Silver Leaf Park, and Basking Ridge Park, Anderson
Lake County Park, Field Sports Park, and Motorcycle County Park. These
areas form a network of open space and provide a variety of recreational
opportunities.
3.16.2. Regulatory Context
State and local policies and regulations that are relevant to the analysis of parks
and recreation, and mineral and agricultural resource impacts are described
below.
Strategic Plan: Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation System
The Parks Department’s Strategic Plan guides the acquisition, planning,

July 25, 2013

Page 3-151

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve Use and Management Plan
Draft Initial Study

development, programming, management, and funding of regional parks and
recreation in Santa Clara County (Santa Clara County 2003).
Santa Clara County General Plan
The Santa Clara County General Plan provides Countywide guidance in the
following issue areas: Regional Parks and Public Open Space Lands, Trails
and Pathways, Agriculture and Agricultural Resources, and Mineral Resources.
No portion of the Preserve traverses any areas having known mineral resources
of statewide or regional significance based on existing CGS classifications, nor
does the Use and Management Plan propose to expand into such areas;
therefore, the Use and Management Plan was not evaluated for consistency
with issues or policies related to mineral resources within the County. The
County’s General Plan contains the following policies that are relevant to the
proposed project.
Regional Parks and Public Open Space Lands
•

C-PR 1: An integrated and diverse system of accessible local and
regional parks, scenic roads, trails, recreation facilities, and recreation
services should be provided.

•

C-PR 2: Sufficient land should be acquired and held in the public
domain to satisfy the recreation needs of current and future residents
and to implement the trailside concept along our scenic roads.

•

C-PR 3: The County’s regional park system should:
a.
utilize the county’s finest natural resources in meeting
park and open space needs;
b.
provide a balance of types of regional parks with a
balanced geographical distribution;
c.
provide an integrated park system with maximum
continuity and a clear relationship of elements, using scenic
roads, bikeways, and trails as important linkages; and
d.

•

give structure and livability to the urban community.

C-PR 4: The public open space lands system should:
a.
preserve visually and environmentally significant open
space resources; and
b.
provide for recreation activities compatible with the
enjoyment and preservation of each site’s natural resources, with
trail linkages to adjacent and nearby regional park lands.
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•

C-PR 5: Water resource facilities, utility corridors, abandoned railroad
tracks, and reclaimed solid waste disposal sites should be used for
compatible recreational uses, where feasible.

•

C-PR 7: Opportunities for access to regional parks and public open
space lands via public transit, hiking, bicycling, and equestrian trails
should be provided. Until public transit service is available, additional
parking should be provided where needed.

•

C-PR 8: Facilities and programs within regional parks and public open
space lands should be accessible to all persons, regardless of physical
limitations, consistent with available financial resources, the
constraints of natural topography, and natural resource conservation.

•

C-PR 9: The parks and recreation system should be designed and
implemented to help attain open space and natural environment goals
and policies.

•

C-PR 10: Recreation facilities and activities within regional parks and
public open space lands should be located and designed to be
compatible with the long term sustainability of each site’s natural and
cultural resources, with particular attention to the preservation of
unique, rare, or endangered resources (including historic and
archeological sites, plant and animal species, special geologic
formations, etc.).

•

C-PR 11: Park planning and development should take into account
and seek to minimize potential impacts on adjacent property owners.

•

C-PR 12: Parks and trails in remote areas, fire hazardous areas, and
areas with inadequate access should be planned to provide the services
or improvements necessary to provide for the safety and support of the
public using the parks and to avoid negative impacts on the
surrounding areas.

•

C-PR 13: Public recreation uses should not be allowed in areas where
comparable private development would not be allowed, unless
consistent with an adopted park master plan.

•

C-PR 14: Parks and recreation system planning, acquisition,
development, and operation should be coordinated among cities, the
County, State and Federal governments, school districts and special
districts, and should take advantage of opportunities for linkages
between adjacent publicly owned parks and open space lands.

•

C-PR 15: The provision of public regional parks and recreational
facilities of countywide significance both in urban and rural areas shall
be the responsibility of county government.
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Trails and Pathways
•

C-PR 20: A countywide system of hiking, bicycling and horseback
riding trails should be provided which includes trails within and
between parks and other publicly owned open space lands, as well as
trails providing access from the urban area to these lands.

•

C-PR 21: The countywide trail system should be linked with major
trails in adjacent counties.

•

C-PR 23: The proposed countywide trail network should be
implemented using a variety of methods that take advantage of
implementation opportunities as they arise.

•

C-PR 24: The assistance of private individuals, user groups,
organizations, businesses, and schools should be sought to aid in the
planning, development, patrolling and maintenance of trails.

•

C-PR 25: All trails should be marked. Trails and appropriate markers
should be established along historically significant trail routes,
whenever feasible.

•

C-PR 26: Maps and trail guides should be made available to the public
to increase awareness of existing public trails.

•

C-PR 27: Trail planning, acquisition, development, and management
should be coordinated among the various local, regional, state, and
federal agencies which provide trails or funding for trails.

•

C-PR 28: Trail acquisition, development, patrol, maintenance, and
liability responsibilities should be established on a project-by-project
basis, and should be coordinated with all jurisdictions involved in each
trail segment.

•

C-PR 30: Trails should be located, designed, and developed with
sensitivity to the resources and hazards of the areas they traverse and to
their potential impacts on adjacent lands and private property.

•

C-PR 32: Parks and trails in remote areas, fire hazardous areas, and
areas with inadequate access shall be planned to:
a.
provide the services or improvements necessary to
provide for the safety and support of the public using the parks
and trails; and
b.

•

avoid negative impacts on the surrounding areas.

C-PR 33: Information should be made available to property owners
from whom trail easement dedications may be required or requested
concerning laws that limit property owner liability.

Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, An Element
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of the General Plan
The Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update (November
1995) as an element of the General Plan focuses on implementing regional,
sub-regional, and connector trail routes within Santa Clara County. The Plan
proposes approximately 535 miles of off-street trail routes and over 120 miles
of on-street bicycle-only routes as part of a countywide trail system. Trails
within the Plan fall into three different categories: Regional Trails that are of
national, state, or regional significance; Sub-Regional Trails that provide
continuity between cities and link two or more Regional Trails; and Connector
Trails that provide urban access to Regional or Sub-Regional Trails or that
connect County Parks. The Coyote Creek Trail, to the east of the preserve is a
Regional Trail Route. From approximately Burnett Avenue north to Hellyer
Park it is also designated as the Northern Recreation Retracement Route of the
Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail (R1-A). From Bailey Avenue
south to Anderson Reservoir it also serves as a portion of the Bay Area Ridge
Trail (R5-C).
Other existing or planned Countywide trail routes that are in the vicinity of the
Preserve include the following.
•

R1-A/R5-C: Bay Area Ridge Trail—The Juan Bautista de Anza
National Historic Trail and Bay Area Ridge Trail connector along
Bailey Avenue.

•

C-20: Bailey Avenue Trail (Scenic Road)—A Connector Trail that
connects Coyote Creek Parkway to Calero County Park.

•

C-24: Willow Springs Trail—A Connector Trail Route follows
Burnett Avenue linking the Parkway with Morgan Hill. This route is
also designated on the City of Morgan Hill Trails Plan.

South County Joint Area Plan
As part of the Santa Clara County General Plan, the South County Joint Area
Plan provides guidance to South County jurisdictions in the following issue
areas: Open Space and Recreation, and Agriculture. No portion of the
Preserve traverses any areas having known mineral resources of statewide or
regional significance based on existing CGS classifications, nor does the Use
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and Management Plan propose to expand into such areas; therefore, the
proposed Use and Management Plan was not evaluated for consistency with
issues or policies related to mineral resources within the City’s sphere of
influence. The Joint Area Plan contains the following policies that are relevant
to the proposed project.
Open Space and Recreation
SC 16.0: The wide variety of open space areas in the South County should be
preserved and maintained. Greenbelts should delineate and provide contrast to
the urban areas of the South County cities. A system of city and regional parks
should be linked by pedestrian ways, trails and streamside park chains.
Implementation of the Llagas and Uvas Creeks as major streamside park chains
should be actively promoted. A variety of methods should be used to retain
open space and, at the same time, respect the needs and rights of property
owners.
SC 16.1: The South County includes a variety of types of open space areas,
including: the Valley floor, stream corridors, lands around reservoirs, lands
adjacent to scenic highways, the valleys, and the mountain areas beyond the
foothills. Of these geographic areas, stream corridors lands around reservoirs,
lands which provide greenbelts for the cities, and significant hillside features
should receive highest priority for preservation as open space.
SC 16.2: Geographic areas which should be considered for the location of
future regional parks in South County include: the valley floor, stream
corridors, lands around reservoirs, lands adjacent to scenic highways, the
foothills adjacent to South County, the intermountain valleys, and the mountain
areas beyond the foothills. Of these geographic areas, stream corridors and
lands around reservoirs, lands which provide greenbelts for the cities and
significant hillside features should be given highest priority for future regional
park location.
SC 16.3: A system of neighborhood, community, citywide and regional parks
should be developed, linked where feasible by pedestrian ways, trails and
pathways and streamside park chains. Where appropriate, parks should be
located adjacent to other community facilities, such as schools, to optimize the
multiple use of public open space facilities.
SC 16.4: A system of scenic roads and trails should be developed linking the
urban area with the rural and open space areas, with careful consideration of
fire risk, hazards, and protection of natural resources.
SC 16.7: High priority should be placed on:
a.
implementation of safe on-road bicycle routes through bike lane
striping and signage and widening of roadway shoulders where
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necessary;
b.
acquisition of roadside rights-of-way for pedestrian and
equestrian trails and pathways and bicycle routes;
c.
acquisition of streamside areas for pedestrian and equestrian
trails and pathways, particularly where the streamsides remain a natural
state; and
d.
implementation of streamside trails in a manner which respects
adjacent private property rights and preserves natural resources.
SC 16.8: The hillside/mountain areas to the east and the west should be limited
to low-intensity rural uses compatible with open space in order to maintain
their integrity as the South County’s major scenic and natural resources. The
Preservation 2020 Task Force recommendations should be used in that context.
SC 16.10: Riparian systems, streamsides and floodways should be maintained
in open space or related open space uses such as wildlife habitat, recreation or
agriculture. Implementation of the Llagas and Uvas Creeks as major
streamside park chains should be actively promoted.
SC 16.17: A variety of open space preservation tools should be used to protect
open space in South County, including:
a.

public acquisition,

b.

land use regulation,

c.

planning and urban development policy,

d.

economic incentives to landowners,

e.

open space easements,

f.

transfer of development rights,

g.

planned cluster development,

h.

assessment districts, and

i.

dedication of additional lands upon development.

SC 16.20: The South County cities should:
a.
retain important open space lands through planning for orderly,
staged urban development;
b.
acquire and develop city and neighborhood parks, providing just
compensation for the taking of private lands;
c.
implement portions of trail systems and streamside park chains
within their boundaries;
d.
plan and regulate land use to avoid hazardous areas and protect
critical natural resources;
e.
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f.
participate in the development of regional open space
preservation programs.
SC 16.21: The County should:
a.
acquire and develop regional parks in the South County,
providing just compensation for the taking of private lands;
b.
protect open space resources by regulating land use to prevent
the introduction of uses incompatible with open space resource
preservation within legally permissible limits, and preserve open space
through planning, regulation, acquistion and/or development rights
transfer programs;
c.
plan and regulate land use to avoid hazardous areas and protect
critical natural resources; and
d.
continue to provide property tax relief via the Williamson Act to
landowners who agree to maintain their lands in open space uses.
SC 16.22: The South County Cities and the County together should:
a.
establish policies and implementation plans for greenbelts
between cities, and
b.
identify and help establish a viable source of funding for
acquiring and developing regional parks and pathways and, open space.
3.16.3. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XVI.A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
XVI.B. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?
XVI.C. Be on, within or near a public or private park, wildlife reserve, or
trail (includes those proposed for the future) or affect existing or future
recreational opportunities?
XVI.D. Result in loss of open space rated as high priority for acquisition in
the “Preservation 20/20” report?
The access improvements and activities proposed under the Use and
Management Plan would not be growth-inducing and therefore would not
increase demands for parks or other recreational facilities beyond existing
levels. The Use and Management Plan is designed to accommodate for recent
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and future growth projected for the County and Silicon Valley Region while
protecting the natural beauty of the Preserve. The proposed Use and
Management Plan would be located entirely within Coyote Valley Open Space
Preserve. Improvements proposed under the Use and Management Plan would
enhance existing recreational opportunities as well as create new opportunities
for recreation where none existed before. The proposed Use and Management
Plan would not result in a loss of open space; rather, it would continue to
maintain open space within the existing Preserve boundary. Accordingly, there
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
3.16.4. Discussion of Initial Improvements Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvement actions will have similar impacts as those described
under the Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.16.3). Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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3.17. Transportation/Traffic

XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including, but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeway, pedestrian and bicycle
paths and mass transit.
B. Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
County congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

4, 6a, 26, 27,
28, 29, 43

X

6, 49, 50, 53

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
includingeither an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?

X

5, 6, 7, 53

D. Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
E. Result in inadequate emergency access?

X

3, 5, 6,7, 53

X

1, 3, 5, 48, 53

F. Conflict with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., transit, bicycles,
walking)?

X

8a, 21a

G. Not provide safe access, obstruct access to
nearby uses or fail to provide for future street
right of way?

X

1, 3, 30

H. Increase traffic hazards to pedestrians, bicyclists
and vehicles?

X

3, 4

I. Cause increases in demand for existing on or offstreet parking because of inadequate project
parking?

X

1, 3, 30

3.17.1. Setting
Traffic Terminology
Following are definitions of key traffic and transportation terms used in this
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section:
Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT): Average traffic volume on the
roadway section during a typical 24-hour day.
Level of service (LOS): A scale used to determine the operating quality of a
roadway segment or intersection based on volume-to-capacity ratios or average
delay experienced by vehicles on the facility. The levels range from “A” to
“F” with LOS “A” representing free flow traffic and LOS “F” representing
severe traffic congestion. Agencies adopt LOS standards that define the level
of operations that are acceptable within their jurisdiction.
Peak hour: The hour during the morning (typically between 7 and 9 a.m.) or
the afternoon (typically between 4 and 6 p.m.) in which the greatest volume of
traffic travels on a given roadway.
Volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio: The percentage of available capacity on a
roadway or through an intersection that is utilized by existing or projected
traffic.
Existing Conditions
The Preserve is located at the terminus of Palm Avenue, in unincorporated
Santa Clara County, between the cities of San Jose and Morgan Hill.
Regional freeways and arterial roadways serving the project site include the
following.
•

US 101 is an eight-lane north-south freeway linking the cities of San
Jose and Morgan Hill to points north and south. From US 101, access
to the Preserve is provided via the freeway interchange at Bailey
Avenue.

•

Monterey Road (also designated as SR 82) is a four-lane divided
arterial, which runs parallel to Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and US
101 and intersects with Palm Avenue at a signalized intersection.

•

Santa Teresa Road/Hale Avenue is a two-lane east-west arterial that
runs parallel to Monterey Road from San Jose to Morgan Hill.

Transit Service
VTA bus route 68 serves Santa Teresa Boulevard from downtown San Jose to
Gilroy via the Blossom Hill and Morgan Hill Caltrain stations and the Santa
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Teresa LRT station.
Bikeways
Several bike lanes, bike routes, and bike paths are provided throughout San
Jose and Santa Clara County. Class II (on-street) bike lanes are provided on
Monterey Road from Curtner Avenue to just south of Bernal Avenue.
Parking
Unpaved Parking is provided just inside the entrance to the Preserve at the
terminus of Palm Avenue.
3.17.2. Regulatory Context
Local policies and regulations that are relevant to the analysis of transportation
impacts of the proposed Use and Management Plan are described below.
Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program
The Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program (CMP) is prepared
by the VTA, which was last updated in December 2001. The Santa Clara
County CMP evaluates highways and arterial roadways within the County that
are identified as CMP road facilities.
The LOS standard for CMP roadways within Santa Clara County is LOS E.
For intersections on CMP roadways that already operate at LOS F, an increase
of four seconds of average control delay and a minimum change of 0.01 in the
V/C ratio define a significant impact. (VTA 1998.)
Santa Clara County General Plan
The Santa Clara County General Plan provides countywide guidance for issues
related to transportation. (Santa Clara County 1994.) The County’s General
Plan contains the following policies that are relevant to the Use and
Management Plan.
•

C-TR 12: It is the goal of this plan to achieve a LOS no lower than D
at peak travel periods on city streets, county roads, expressways and
state highways. However, in certain instances, a lower level of service
may be acceptable when LOS D can not practically be achieved.

•

C-TR 13: Support and encourage the writing and implementation of
deficiency plans for segments of the Congestion Management Plan
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designated transportation system that do not operate within the CMP
LOS standard or are expected to not operate within the CMP LOS
standard. Deficiency plans should focus on and give strong support to
the use of existing and planned transit facilities.
•

C-TR 15: Increase the overall physical capacity of the transportation
system to meet projected demand, primarily through the following
means:
o

increased transit system capacity and service levels for light
rail, passenger rail, and bus transit;

o

increased paratransit, bike and pedestrian facilities and service;
and

o

roadway capacity improvements to improve interchanges and
complete the commuter lane network.

•

C-TR 16: Provide a balanced and integrated transportation system,
which will allow for alternative means of travel and opportunities for
transfer between alternative means.

•

C-TR 34: Bicycling and walking should be encouraged and facilitated
as energy conserving, nonpolluting alternatives to automobile travel.

•

C-TR 35: A bicycle transit system should be provided that is safe and
convenient for the user and which will provide for the travel needs of
bicyclists.

•

C-TR 36: Facilities should be provided to make bicycle and pedestrian
travel more safe, direct, convenient and pleasant for commuting and
other trips to activity centers and to support the use of other commute
alternatives.

3.17.3. Methodology
Level of Service Criteria
LOS is the primary measurement used to determine the operating quality of a
roadway segment or intersection. In general, LOS is measured by the ratio of
traffic volume to capacity (V/C) or by the average delay experienced by
vehicles on the facility. The quality of traffic operation is graded into one of
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six LOS designations, A, B, C, D, E, or F, with LOS A representing the best
range of operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst. LOS on
transportation facilities is analyzed and measured according to procedures
provided in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board
2000).
The VTA CMP’s Traffic LOS Analysis Guidelines provides LOS procedures
for both CMP roadway segments and intersections. (VTA 2003). Roadway
segment LOS is based method detailed in Chapter 16 of the Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) 2000 (TRB 2000). This method determines LOS for
signalized intersections on the basis of average control delay. Average control
delay includes not only the delay while stopped at an intersection, but also
delays due to oversaturation queues, movements at slower speeds and stops
and slow downs on intersection approaches as vehicles move in queues or slow
down upstream of an intersection. Table 3.17-1 summarizes the relationship
between delay and LOS for signalized intersections.
Table 3.17-1: Signalized Intersection LOS Criteria
Level of Service
A

Average Control Delay
(seconds/vehicle)
delay
 10.0

B+
B
B-

10.0 < delay
12.0 < delay
18.0 < delay

 12.0
 18.0
 20.0

C+
C
C-

20.0 < delay
23.0 < delay
32.0 < delay

 23.0
 32.0
 35.0

D+
D
D-

35.0 < delay
39.0 < delay
51.0 < delay

 39.0
 51.0
 55.0

E+
E
E-

55.0 < delay
60.0 < delay
75.0 < delay

 60.0
 75.0
 80.0

F

delay > 80.0

Source: VTA 2003.

Traffic level of service on two-lane rural highways is based upon percent time
spent following (PTSF) and average travel speed. The analysis methodology is
described in “Chapter 20” of HCM 2000.
The HCM methods for evaluating LOS of freeway segments are based on
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density, expressed as passenger cars per mile per lane (pcpmpl). The LOS
criteria based on density are provided in Table 3.17-2. Table 3.17-2 also
includes matching speed ranges for the density ranges. The density values for
the LOS A/B, B/C and C/D thresholds are based on values from HCM 2000.
The LOS D/E and E/F thresholds are essentially based on Santa Clara County
conditions.
Table 3.17-2: Freeway LOS Criteria
Level of Service
A
B
C
D
E
F

Density
(passenger cars/mile/lane)
density <= 11.0
11.0 <= density < 18.0
18.0 <= density < 26.0
26.0 <= density < 46.0
46.0 <= density < 58.0
58.0 <= density

Speed
(miles/hour)
67.0 <= speed
66.5 <= speed < 67.0
66.0 <= speed < 66.5
46.0 <= speed < 66.0
35.0 <= speed < 46.0
speed < 35.0

LOS Standard
LOS standards are used to evaluate the transportation impacts of long-term
growth. In order to monitor roadway operations, cities and counties adopt
standards by which the minimum acceptable roadway operating conditions are
determined, and deficiencies may be identified. LOS standards are defined in
policies presented in the city and county General Plans, as described under the
“Regulatory Context” section of this chapter.
The LOS standard for CMP roadways within the County is LOS E. For
intersections on CMP roadways that already operate at LOS F, an increase of
four seconds of average control delay and a minimum change of 0.01 in the
V/C ratio define a significant impact.
The LOS standard is LOS D at peak travel periods for city streets, county
roads, expressways and state highways within the County.
Traffic and Parking Forecasting
A Traffic and Parking Study for the Preserve was completed by Hexagon
Traffic Consultants and is included in Appendix C. Based on that analysis, the
number of daily trips estimated to be added to Palm Avenue is 125 on a
Saturday for Phase 1. The weekday number will be substantially less. While
125 trips is a noticeable increase over the existing traffic count of 145 vehicles
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on Saturday, the cumulative total is only a small fraction of the road capacity
of 12,000 vehicles per day and would not impact the LOS of Palm Avenue.
Even if the total traffic were to double with development of the Phase 2 trail
system, the traffic total still would be insignificant. Likewise, the project would
have an insignificant impact on intersections that provide access to the area,
such as Hale Avenue/Palm Avenue and Monterey Highway/Palm Avenue.
Hexagon estimated that the staging area will need about 16 parking spaces for
Phase 1, whereas 28 parking spaces are planned. There should not be any
parking spillover in the first phase. The Open Space Authority has a stated plan
to install “No Parking” signs on Palm Avenue, but there does not appear to be
a need in the first phase.
The parking demand easily could double with development of the Phase 2 trail
system. In such a case, the 28 parking spaces would not be enough. It appears
that at least 31 spaces would be needed based on the Silver Creek Valley Road
staging area. This estimate can be refined based on parking data from the Phase
1 usage.
Equestrian parking will be controlled by a reservation system if monitoring
indicates it is necessary, so it is not expected that equestrian parking will
exceed the capacity.
Thresholds of Significance
Criteria for determining the significance of impacts related to transportation are
based upon criteria contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The
proposed project would have a significant impact on the environment if it
would:
•

Cause a substantial increase in traffic or traffic congestion in relation
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system;

•

Generate 100 or more peak hour trips;

•

Increase traffic hazards to pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles;

•

Not provide safe access, obstruct access to nearby uses or fail to
provide for future street right of way;

•

Cause increases in demand for existing on or off-street parking because
of inadequate project parking; and
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•

Conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., transit, bicycles, walking).

3.17.4. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XVII.A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including, but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeway,
pedestrian and bicycle paths and mass transit.
XVII.B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
The number of daily trips estimated to be added to Palm Avenue is 125 on a
Saturday for Phase 1. The weekday number will be substantially less. While
125 trips is a noticeable increase over the existing traffic count of 145 vehicles
on Saturday, the cumulative total is only a small fraction of the road capacity
of 12,000 vehicles per day and would not impact the LOS of Palm Avenue.
Even if the total traffic were to double with development of the Phase 2 trail
system, the traffic total still would be insignificant. Likewise, the project would
have an insignificant impact on intersections that provide access to the area,
such as Hale Avenue/Palm Avenue and Monterey Highway/Palm Avenue.
Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
XVII.C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?
No operating airports or heliports are located within two miles of the proposed
project. Helicopters would not be used during project construction. The
proposed project would not include any features that would disrupt or affect
air traffic. Accordingly, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.
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XVII.D. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
XVII.E. Result in inadequate emergency access?
The Preserve entrance is at the terminus of a lightly traveled roadway. While
gated from sunset to sunrise, the Preserve entrance is clearly visible to driver
and provides safe, unencumbered access to the Preserve. Accordingly, there
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XVII.F. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities.
XVII.G. Not provide safe access, obstruct access to nearby uses or fail to
provide for future street right of way?
XVII.H. Increase traffic hazards to pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles?
The project would not include any features that would disrupt safe access or
affect existing public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian uses. Accordingly, there
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XVII.I. Cause increases in demand for existing on or off-street parking
because of inadequate project parking?
Hexagon estimated that the staging area will need about 16 parking spaces for
Phase 1, whereas 28 parking spaces are planned. There should not be any
parking spillover in the first phase. The Open Space Authority has a stated plan
to install “No Parking” signs on Palm Avenue, but there does not appear to be
a need in the first phase.
The parking demand easily could double with development of the Phase 2 trail
system. In such a case, the 28 parking spaces would not be enough. It appears
that at least 31 spaces would be needed based on the Silver Creek Valley Road
staging area. This estimate can be refined based on parking data from the Phase
1 usage. However, both the future use area allows for up to 38 additional
phases and could be implemented in part or in full to manage demand.
Equestrian parking will be controlled by a reservation system if monitoring
indicates it is necessary, so it is not expected that equestrian parking will
exceed the capacity.
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Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
3.17.5. Discussion of Initial Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar or less impacts as that described
under the Use and Management Plan discussion (3.17.4). Less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively minor in nature.
Accordingly, impacts under the initial improvements would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.18. Utilities

XVIII. Utilities
A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
B. Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

Cumulative

Significant,
No Apparent
Mitigation

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Will The Plan:

Less than
Significant

None

Impact Conclusion

Sources

X

1, 3, 5

X

1, 3, 5, 21, 38

X

C. Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

1, 3, 5

D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

X

1, 3, 5, 21

E. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project‘s projected demand in addition to the
provider‘s existing commitments?

X

1, 3, 5

F. Not be able to be served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project‘s solid waste disposal needs?

X

1, 3, 5

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

X

5, 6

3.18.1. Setting
Utilities
The Parkway contains various utilities that either cross, run parallel to, or occur
intermittently within the Parkway. These utilities are described below.
The Preserve contains various utilities that either cross or occur in the vicinity
of the Preserve. These utilities are described below.
•

Non potable water is potentially available via SCVWD’s cross valley
water supply pipeline, which connects to the Coyote Pump Plant and
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Anderson Reservoir to the South and Calero Reservoir and the Santa
Teresa Water Treatment Plant to the north Most water supplies
delivered locally are imported by the SCVWD through long-term
contracts from the state and federal government (Santa Clara County
1994).
•

Gas and electricity lines are owned by PG&E and outside of the
Preserve boundary.

•

Santa Clara County provides solid waste and recycling services within
the Preserve.

3.18.2. Regulatory Context
California Integrated Waste Management Act
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, or AB 939,
established the Integrated Waste Management Board, required the
implementation of integrated waste management plans and also mandated that
local jurisdictions divert at least 50 percent of all solid waste generated (from
1990 levels), beginning January 1, 2000, and divert at least 75 percent by 2010.
In 2006, SB 1016 updated the requirements. The new per capita disposal and
goal measurement system moves the emphasis from an estimated diversion
measurement number to using an actual disposal measurement number as a
factor, along with evaluating program implementation efforts. These two
factors will help determine each jurisdiction's progress toward achieving its
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) diversion goals. The 50 percent
diversion requirement is now measured in terms of per-capita disposal
expressed as pounds per person per day.
Santa Clara County General Plan
The Santa Clara County General Plan provides Countywide guidance for issues
related to public services and utilities. The County’s general plan contains the
following policies that are relevant to the proposed project.
Water Supply
C-RC 7: Countywide land use and growth management planning should be
coordinated with overall water supply planning by the SCVWD in order to
maximize dependability of long term water supply resources.
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C-RC 8: Environmental impacts of all state and local water supply planning
and decision-making should be taken into full consideration.
Solid Waste Management
C-RC 63: Santa Clara County shall strive to reduce the quantity of solid waste
disposed of in landfills and to achieve or surpass the requirements of state law
(the law currently specifies 25/% reduction of landfilled wastes by 1995, and
50% by 2000).
C-RC 64: Countywide solid waste management efforts shall be guided by the
hierarchy of strategies outlined below, emphasizing resource recovery in
accordance with state law:
a.

Source reduction and reuse,

b.

Recycling and composting,

c.

Transformation, and

d.

Landfilling as final option.

South County Joint County Area Plan
As part of the Santa Clara County General Plan, the South County Joint Area
Plan provides guidance to South County jurisdictions for issue related to public
services and utilities. The Joint Area Plan contains the following policies that
are relevant to the proposed project.
Water Supply
SC 7.0: New development should not exceed the water supply, and
management of water should be made more efficient through appropriate
means, such as watershed protection, percolation, reclamation, and
conservation.
SC 7.8: New development should not exceed the water supply, and use of
water should be made more efficient through appropriate means, such as
conservation and reclamation.
3.18.3. Discussion of Use and Management Plan Impacts and
Mitigation
XVIII.A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?
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XVIII.B. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
XVIII.D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
XVIII.E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
The project would not discharge wastewater. Thus, the project will not create a
demand for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Accordingly,
there would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
XVIII.C. Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?
To ensure the access improvements do not impact water quality during or post
construction, an environmental commitment requiring use of appropriate BMPs
even when an NDPES permit is not required are part of the access
improvement. BMPs would be chosen from the Caltrans Storm Water Quality
Handbook (Caltrans 2005, 2006) for specific site conditions, time of
construction, and type of construction and would include but not be limited to
erosion and applicable sediment control BMPs, non-stormwater management
BMPs, waste management and materials pollution control BMPs, and tracking
control BMPs as appropriate to ensure contaminants from the construction site
do not impact water quality. The Authority would have final approval of all
BMPs. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
XVIII.F. Not be able to be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
XVIII.G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?
Solid waste generation rates are not expected to increase significantly under the
Use and Management Plan. Given the small amount of solid waste and
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recyclable materials that would be generated through implementation of the
Use and Management Plan, the proposed improvements would not be expected
to exceed the capacity of the existing landfill, nor require construction of a new
landfill. Accordingly, this impact would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
3.18.4. Discussion of Initial Improvement Impacts and Mitigation
All initial improvements will have similar impacts as those described under the
Use and Management Plan Impact discussion (3.18.3). Less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated, and those impacts would be relatively minor in nature
and temporary. Accordingly, impacts under the initial improvements would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.19. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Will The Plan:

No

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
A. Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Yes

X

B. Have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals, to the disadvantage of longterm environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the environment is one which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period of time, while long-term impacts will endure well into the
future.)

X

C. Have environmental impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probably future projects.

X

D. Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

X

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
Discuss on attached sheet(s) all “yes” answers and any “no” answers that are potentially controversial or require
clarification. (Must be TYPED). Describe any potential impacts and discuss possible mitigations. For source, refer
to attached “Initial Study Source List”. When a source is used that is not listed on the form or an individual is
contacted, that source and/or individual should be cited in the discussion.
DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be recommended.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on the attached are included as
part of the proposed project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE RECOMMENDED.
I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is recommended.
The project may have significant effect(s) on the environment, but they were analyzed in a prior document
pursuant to applicable legal standards and such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis. For these effects that are less than significant with mitigation incorporated, the mitigation
measures from the prior document are described to the extent they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

Signature

Date

Print Name & Title
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INITIAL STUDY SOURCE LIST
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Field Inspection
Project Plans
Planner‘s Knowledge of Area
Experience With Other Project of This Size and
Nature
County General Plan
The South County Joint Area Plan
County Zoning Regulations (Ordinance)
Second Amendment to Agreement [with San Jose]
for Allocation of Tax Increment Funds
MAPS (various scales)
a. County Zoning (500' or 1,000')
b. ABAG - On Shaky Ground-Santa Clara County
Map Set (2 miles)
c. Barclay‘s Santa Clara County Locaide Street
Atlas (2631')
d. County Regional Parks, Trails and Scenic
Highways Map (10,000')
5000' or one mile Scale MAPS
a. County General Plan Land Use
b. Natural Habitat Areas
c. Relative Seismic Stability d. Archaeological
Resources
e. Water Resources & Water Problems
f. Viewshed and Scenic Road
g. Fire Hazard
h. Parks and Public Open Space
i. Heritage Resources
j. Slope Constraint
k. Serpentine soils
2000' Scale MAPS
a. State of California, Special Studies Zones
[Revised Official Map]
b. Water Problem/Resource
c. USGS Topo Quad (7-1/2 minutes)
d. Dept. of Fish & Game, Natural Diversity Data
Base Map Overlays & Textual Reports
e. Natural Resources [Key to map found in: Natural
Resource Sensitivity Areas-Locality Data,
Harvey & Stanley Associates-Contact County
staff]
1000' Scale MAPS/Air Photos
a. Geologic Hazards
b. Color Air Photos (MPSI)
c. Santa Clara valley Water District-Maps of Flood
Control Facilities & Limits of 1% Flooding
d. Soils Overlay Air Photos
e. Future Width Line‖ map set
County Lexington Basin Ordinance Relating to
Sewage Disposal
Los Gatos Hillsides Specific Area Plan
Stanford University General Use Permit and
Environmental Impact Report [EIR]
Stanford Protocol and Land Use Policy Agreement
County Geologist
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18. Site Specific Geologic Report
19. State Department of Mines and Geology, Special
Report #146
20. USDA, SCS, ―Soils of Santa Clara County‖
21. USDA, SCS, ―Soil Survey of Eastern Santa Clara
County
22. County Environmental Health/Septic Tank Sewage
Disposal System - Bulletin ―A‖
23. San Martin Water Quality Study
24. County Environmental Health Department Tests and
Reports
25. Santa Clara County Heritage Resource (including
Trees) Inventory [computer database]
26. Official County Road Book
27. County Transportation Agency
28. County Standards and Policies Manual (Vol. I – Land
Development)
29. Public Works Departments of Individual Cities
30. County Off-street Parking Standards
31. ALUC Land Use Plan for Areas Surrounding
Airports [1992 version]
32. County Fire Marshal
33. California Department of Forestry
34. BAAQMD Annual Summary of Contaminant
Excesses & BAAQMD, ―Air Quality & Urban
Development-Guidelines for Assessing Impacts of
Projects & Plans
35. Architectural and Site Approval Committee Secretary
36. County Guidelines for Architecture and Site
Approval
37. County Development Guidelines for Design Review
38. Open Space Preservation, Report of the Preservation
2020 Task Force, April 1987 (Chapter IV)
39. Riparian Inventory of Santa Clara County, Greenbelt
Coalition, November 1988.
40. Section 21151.4 of California Public Resources
Code.
41. Site Specific Archaeological Reconnaissance Report
42. State Archaeological Clearinghouse, Sonoma State
University
43. Transportation Research Board, ―Highway Capacity
Manual, Special Report 209, 1985
44. Design Guidelines for Non-residential Development
in San Martin.
45. Southwest San Martin Area Interim Development
Guidelines
46. 2009 NPDES Storm Water Discharge Permit
47. 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)
48. California Building Code (2007)
49. County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code
50. Santa Clara Countywide Trails Master Plan Update,
November 1995
51. Santa Clara Valley Water District Water Resources
Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards
for Land Use Near Streams
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Figure S-1: Gateway Trail

This drawing is conceptual and for planning and permit
processing purposes only. Program information, scale,
location of areas, and other information shown are
subject to field evaluation and modification.
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Figure S-2: Valley Loop Trail

This drawing is conceptual and for planning and permit
processing purposes only. Program information, scale,
location of areas, and other information shown are
subject to field evaluation and modification.
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Figure S-3: Foothills Loop Trail

This drawing is conceptual and for planning and permit
processing purposes only. Program information, scale,
location of areas, and other information shown are
subject to field evaluation and modification.
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Construction Emissions Calculations
Phase

Subphase

A

Phase 1 (2014)

B

C

A
Phase 2 (2019)

B

A
Phase 3 (2021)

B

Equipment

Number/
Hrs/ Day Days
Day

Year

CalEEMod Name

CalEEMod
HP Bin

Load

ROG

NOX

CO

PM10

g/hp-hr
PM2.5

SO2

CO2

CH4

N2O

ROG

NOX

Pounds/day
CO
PM10

PM2.5

SO2

CO2

Total MT
CH4

N2O

Bulldozer

1

8

2

2014

Rubber Tired Dozers

250

0.4

0.7

6.0

2.0

0.3

0.3

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

1.3

10.7

3.6

0.4

0.4

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.0

Motor Grader

1

8

1

2014

Graders

175

0.41

0.6

4.8

3.4

0.3

0.3

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.8

6.1

4.3

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0

Excavator

1

8

2

2014

Excavators

175

0.38

0.6

4.2

3.4

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.7

4.9

4.0

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.6

0.0

0.0

Backhoe

1

4

4

2014

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

120

0.37

0.7

4.7

3.8

0.4

0.4

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.3

1.8

1.5

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.0

Front-end Loader

1

8

5

2014

Rubber Tired Loaders

250

0.4

0.5

4.2

1.4

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.8

7.4

2.4

0.3

0.3

0.0

2.3

0.0

0.0

Compactor

1

8

2

2014

120

0.78

0.9

5.5

3.9

0.5

0.5

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

1.4

9.0

6.4

0.8

0.8

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.0

Dump Truck

1

4

3

2014

Crushing/Proc. Equipment
Dumpers/Tenders

25

0.42

0.7

4.4

2.4

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

Water Truck

1

4

15

2014

Off-Highway Trucks

175

0.38

0.6

4.4

3.4

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.4

2.6

2.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

2.3

0.0

0.0

Asphalt Paver

1

8

2

2014

Pavers

120

0.42

1.1

6.5

4.1

0.6

0.6

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

1.0

5.8

3.7

0.5

0.5

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

Roller

1

4

2

2014

Rollers

120

0.38

0.9

5.7

3.9

0.5

0.5

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.4

2.3

1.6

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

Trail Dozer

1

8

4

2014

Rubber Tired Dozers

250

0.4

0.7

6.0

2.0

0.3

0.3

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

1.3

10.7

3.6

0.4

0.4

0.0

1.8

0.0

0.0

Bulldozer

0

0

0

2019

Rubber Tired Dozers

250

0.4

0.6

4.3

1.7

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Motor Grader

1

8

5

2019

Graders

175

0.41

0.5

2.9

3.3

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.6

3.6

4.2

0.2

0.2

0.0

1.6

0.0

0.0

Excavator

1

8

2

2019

Excavators

175

0.38

0.4

2.2

3.4

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.5

2.6

3.9

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.6

0.0

0.0

Backhoe

0

0

0

2019

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

120

0.37

0.4

3.0

3.7

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Front-end Loader

2

8

7

2019

Rubber Tired Loaders

250

0.4

0.3

2.4

1.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

1.2

8.6

4.3

0.3

0.3

0.0

6.4

0.0

0.0

Compactor

1

8

10

2019

120

0.78

0.5

3.5

3.7

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.9

5.9

6.2

0.4

0.4

0.0

4.3

0.0

0.0

Dump Truck

6

8

8

2019

Crushing/Proc. Equipment
Dumpers/Tenders

25

0.42

0.7

4.3

2.3

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.8

4.8

2.6

0.2

0.2

0.0

2.3

0.0

0.0

Water Truck

1

4

20

2019

Off-Highway Trucks

175

0.38

0.4

2.4

3.4

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.2

1.4

2.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

3.0

0.0

0.0

Asphalt Paver

0

0

0

2019

Pavers

120

0.42

0.8

4.8

4.0

0.4

0.4

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Roller

1

8

5

2019

Rollers

120

0.38

0.6

3.9

3.8

0.3

0.3

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.5

3.2

3.0

0.2

0.2

0.0

1.0

0.0

0.0

Bulldozer

1

8

2

2021

Rubber Tired Dozers

250

0.4

0.5

3.7

1.6

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.9

6.5

2.8

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.0

Motor Grader

1

8

1

2021

Graders

175

0.41

0.4

2.3

3.3

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.5

2.9

4.2

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0

Excavator

1

8

2

2021

Excavators

175

0.38

0.3

1.7

3.4

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.4

2.0

3.9

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.6

0.0

0.0

Backhoe

0

0

0

2021

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

120

0.37

0.4

2.5

3.7

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Front-end Loader

1

8

5

2021

Rubber Tired Loaders

250

0.4

0.3

1.9

1.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.5

3.4

2.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

2.3

0.0

0.0

Compactor

1

8

2

2021

120

0.78

0.4

3.0

3.7

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.7

4.9

6.1

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.0

Dump Truck

1

4

3

2021

Crushing/Proc. Equipment
Dumpers/Tenders

25

0.42

0.7

4.3

2.3

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

Water Truck

1

4

15

2021

Off-Highway Trucks

175

0.38

0.4

1.8

3.4

0.1

0.1

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.2

1.1

2.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

2.3

0.0

0.0

Asphalt Paver

1

8

2

2021

Pavers

120

0.42

0.7

4.2

3.9

0.3

0.3

0.0

568.3

0.1

0.0

0.6

3.8

3.5

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

Roller

1

4

2

2021

Rollers

120

0.38

0.5

3.4

3.7

0.2

0.2

0.0

568.3

0.0

0.0

0.2

1.4

1.5

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

Construction Emissions Calculations
Phase
Phase 1 (2014)

Subphase

Vehicle Type

Round Trips/day*

Mi/round trip

VMT/day

Total Days

Year

grams per mile
ROG

NOX

CO

PM10

PM2.5

pounds per day
SO2

CO2

Other

ROG

NOX

CO

PM10

mt per day
PM2.5

SO2

CO2

Other

A

Employee Vehicle

10

24.8

248

15

2014

0.04

0.15

1.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

335.24

16.76

0.02

0.08

0.84

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.08

0.00

B

Employee Vehicle

3

24.8

62

2

2014

0.04

0.15

1.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

335.24

16.76

0.01

0.02

0.21

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

C

Employee Vehicle

1

24.8

31

4

2014

0.04

0.15

1.53

0.00

0.00

0.00

335.24

16.76

0.00

0.01

0.10

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

Phase 2 (2019)

A

Employee Vehicle

15

24.8

372

20

2019

0.02

0.09

0.87

0.00

0.00

0.00

336.26

16.81

0.01

0.07

0.71

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.01

B

Employee Vehicle

1

24.8

31

5

2019

0.02

0.09

0.87

0.00

0.00

0.00

336.26

16.81

0.00

0.01

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

Phase 3 (2021)

A

Employee Vehicle

9

24.8

217

15

2021

0.01

0.08

0.76

0.00

0.00

0.00

336.50

16.82

0.01

0.04

0.37

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

B

Employee Vehicle

3

24.8

62

2

2021

0.01

0.08

0.76

0.00

0.00

0.00

336.50

16.82

0.00

0.01

0.10

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

*1.25 employees assumed per equipment. Each employee assumed to make two-12.4 mile trips per day (24.8 miles round trip)

Operational Emissions Calculations
Activity
Vegetation Management
Site Staff

Employees/ Day

Trips/ Day

Days/ Year

Trip Miles

VMT/Day

2
2

4
4

4
250

24.8
24.8

99.2
99.2

Trips/ Day

Days/ Year

Trip Miles

VMT/Day

125

365

5.4

675

Equipment

Hr/ Day

Days/ Yr

HP

LF

Mower
Trimmer

8
8

4
4

5
5

0.21
0.21

Activity
Visitor Trips

Activity
Site Staff

Grams per Mile (EMFAC2011 2014 Factors)
ROG
0.04
0.04

NOX
0.15
0.15

ROG
0.04

NOX
0.15

ROG
17.18
22.08

NOX
4.56
8.40

CO
1.53
1.53

PM10
0.00
0.00

PM2.5
0.00
0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00

Pounds per day
CO2
335.24
335.24

Other
16.76
16.76

ROG
0.01
0.01

NOX
0.03
0.03

CO2
335.24

Other
16.76

ROG
0.07

NOX
0.23

CO2
858.88
858.88

Other
42.94
42.94

ROG
0.32
0.41

NOX
0.08
0.16

Grams per Mile (EMFAC2011 2014 Factors)
CO
1.53

PM10
0.00

PM2.5
0.00

SO2
0.00

PM10
2.38
0.61

PM2.5
2.38
0.61

SO2
0.03
0.03

PM10
0.00
0.00

PM2.5
0.00
0.00

SO2
0.00
0.00

CO2
0.13
8.31

PM2.5
0.00

SO2
0.01

CO2
82.59

PM2.5
0.04
0.01

SO2
0.00
0.00

CO2
0.03
0.03

Pounds per day

Grams per hp-hr (CalEEMod 2014 Factors)
CO
401.97
409.95

CO
0.33
0.33

MT per Year

CO
2.28

PM10
0.00

MT per Year

Pounds per day
CO
7.44
7.59

PM10
0.04
0.01

Other
0.01
0.42

Other
4.13

MT per Year
Other
0.00
0.00

A
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Memorandum

Date:

May 23, 2013

To:

Patrick Miller, 2M Associates

From:

Gary Black

Subject:

Traffic and Parking Study for Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve

Introduction
Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. has prepared this memo to describe the results of the traffic and
parking study conducted for the proposed Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve staging area to be located
at the end of Palm Avenue in Santa Clara County. The proposed staging area initially will serve one trail
about 4 miles in length (see Figure 1). Initially, the staging area will have 28 parking spaces plus room for
3 equestrian trailers. Equestrian use of the parking area will be by reservation, if necessary. In the long
range, more trails will be built that will provide loops for hikers and equestrians. The purpose of this study
is to determine the amount of traffic and parking demand that will be created by the staging area. The
analysis includes an estimate of trip generation of the staging area and documents the comparison of the
estimated parking demand to the proposed number of parking spaces. This memo also evaluates the
impact of the project trips on Palm Avenue.
To determine the number of trips that might be generated and to determine the parking demand, Hexagon
counted a comparable staging area. According to Open Space staff, a comparable staging area is located
on Silver Creek Valley Road near US 101 (see Figure 2). This staging area serves the Coyote Creek
multipurpose trail.
Hexagon counted parking and trip generation at the Silver Creek Valley Road staging area on three
consecutive Saturdays, two in April and one in May 2013. On all three Saturdays the weather was clear.
The high temperatures were as follows: 78 on April 20, 72 on April 27, and 88 on May 4.

Parking Counts
The parking results show that the maximum number of cars parked was 31 on April 27th. May 4th had a
maximum of 30 cars. For some reason, April 20th was lower with 23 cars. Also, the number of hikers
versus bike riders varied by day. On April 20th and 27th, about 35% of the users were hikers and 65% bike
riders. On May 4th the hikers were about 60% and bike riders 40%. Based on these three count days, it
appears that the split between bike riders and hikers is fairly even.

Trip Generation Counts
The trip generation counts showed a total of 107 to 126 total ins and outs during the six hour count period.
Based on the count results, it appears that the mornings before 10 AM also are pretty busy. The
afternoons after 4 PM probably are fairly quiet. The trip generation count covered 6 hours, and there are
about another 8 hours of daylight for trail use. However, the usage during those other 8 hours is estimated
to be less, hour for hour, than during the count period. Therefore, a reasonable, and probably
conservative, assumption is that the total daily trip generation at the staging area is double the 6-hour
count, which calculates to a maximum of about 250 daily trips.
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Silver Creek Valley Road Staging Area
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Table 1
Coyote Creek Trailhead
Location

Saturday April 20th

Time
10:00 AM
10:30 AM
11:00 AM
11:30 AM
NOON
12:30PM
1:00 PM
1:30 PM
2:00 PM
2:30 PM
3:00 PM
3:30 PM
4:00 PM

OCCUPIED
21
19
20
23
21
22
14
9
13
10
10
8
8

IN'S
0
5
15
24
28
33
34
34
40
43
48
52
55

OUT'S
0
7
14
21
28
32
41
46
48
54
59
65
68

HIKERS
0
2
6
10
10
13
14
14
16
18
19
21
22

BIKERS
0
3
10
14
18
20
20
20
24
25
29
31
33

OUT'S
0
9
25
31
34
39
44
48
56
62
67
70
73

HIKERS
0
4
6
6
7
9
10
13
15
15
16
16
17

BIKERS
0
8
11
17
17
20
22
23
30
32
32
34
36

OUT'S
0
3
14
22
33
37
44
48
52
54
61
63
65

HIKERS
0
2
3
7
13
14
16
18
20
23
24
24
24

BIKERS
0
3
5
6
7
7
8
12
14
17
17
18
18

123
Location

Saturday April 27th

Time
10:00 AM
10:30 AM
11:00 AM
11:30 AM
NOON
12:30PM
1:00 PM
1:30 PM
2:00 PM
2:30 PM
3:00 PM
3:30 PM
4:00 PM

OCCUPIED
28
31
20
20
18
18
16
16
17
13
9
9
8

IN'S
0
12
17
23
24
29
32
36
45
47
48
50
53
126

Location

Saturday May 4th

Time
10:00 AM
10:30 AM
11:00 AM
11:30 AM
NOON
12:30PM
1:00 PM
1:30 PM
2:00 PM
2:30 PM
3:00 PM
3:30 PM
4:00 PM

OCCUPIED
28
30
22
19
15
12
8
10
10
14
8
7
5

IN'S
0
5
8
13
20
21
24
30
34
40
41
42
42
107
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Palm Avenue Count
Hexagon counted the daily traffic on Palm Avenue for 7 days from Monday April 29 to Monday May 6,
2013. The count location was just west of Hale Avenue. Palm Avenue is a two-lane rural road,
approximately 20 feet in width, with no shoulders. While the design of the road does not meet typical urban
street guidelines (no shoulders, no curbs, gutters, or sidewalks), it is appropriate for the rural setting and
the low traffic volume. Since there are only a handful of homes on Palm Avenue, the counts were quite
low. The daily traffic was around 180 vehicles on weekdays, 145 vehicles on Saturday, and 111 vehicles
on Sunday (see Appendix for detailed count data). The capacity of a two-lane road like Palm Avenue is
about 12,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, the current traffic on Palm Avenue is less than 2% of the road’s
capacity.

Staging Area Estimates
Hexagon can use the results of the counts at the Silver Creek Valley Road staging area to estimate the
usage of the proposed staging area on Palm Avenue. The Silver Creek staging area serves just one trail:
the Coyote Creek trail. However, from the staging area, users can go either north or south on the trail.
Therefore, the staging area functionally serves the equivalent of two trails.
The Palm Avenue staging area initially will serve one four-mile loop trail. Because Palm Avenue is less
convenient to access than Silver Creek Valley Road and because the staging area will serve only one trail,
it is reasonable to assume that the Palm Avenue staging area will get one-half the usage of the Silver
Creek Valley Road staging area. Therefore, Hexagon estimates that the Palm Avenue staging area will
need 16 parking spaces for the first development phase. A reasonable estimate is that the staging area will
generate about 125 daily trips on a Saturday. Based on our past experience, Hexagon believes that the
weekday usage of the staging area will be substantially lower than Saturday.
We understand that in later phases of development, the number of trails will be expanded to four. Based
on the usage at the Silver Creek Valley Road staging area, it appears that the planned 26 parking spaces
will be insufficient for build-out of the Palm Avenue location. The Open Space District should monitor the
usage of the staging area following completion of the Phase 1 trail. A refined estimate of parking demand
for Phase 2 could be developed based on the Phase 1 data.

Conclusions
The number of daily trips estimated to be added to Palm Avenue is 125 on a Saturday for Phase 1. The
weekday number will be substantially less. While 125 trips is a noticeable increase over the existing traffic
count of 145 vehicles on Saturday, the cumulative total is only a small fraction of the road capacity. Even if
the total traffic were to double with development of the Phase 2 trail system, the traffic total still would be
insignificant. Likewise, the project would have an insignificant impact on intersections that provide access
to the area, such as Hale Avenue/Palm Avenue and Monterey Highway/Palm Avenue.
Hexagon estimates that the staging area will need about 16 parking spaces for Phase 1, whereas 28
parking spaces are planned. There should not be any parking spillover in the first phase. The Open Space
Authority has a stated plan to install “No Parking” signs on Palm Avenue, but there does not appear to be
a need in the first phase.
The parking demand easily could double with development of the Phase 2 trail system. In such a case, the
28 parking spaces would not be enough. It appears that at least 31 spaces would be needed based on the
Silver Creek Valley Road staging area. This estimate can be refined based on parking data from the
Phase 1 usage.
Equestrian parking will be controlled by a reservation system if monitoring indicates it is necessary, so it is
not expected that equestrian parking will exceed the capacity.
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Jodi M. McGraw, Ph.D.
Ecologist and Principal
Jodi McGraw Consulting
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Prepared for
Andrea Mackenzie
General Manager
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
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1 Introduction
1.1 The Preserve
The Santa Clara County Open Space Authority (Authority) is evaluating the use of cattle grazing as a
management tool for the 348-acre Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve (Preserve). The Preserve features
a mosaic of grassland and oak woodland communities, including serpentine grassland. These
communities support a relatively high diversity and abundance of sensitive plants and animals, including
three serpentine endemic plants, most beautiful jewelflower (Streptanthus glandulosa ssp. glandulosa),
smooth lessingia (Lessingia macradenia var. glabrata), and Santa Clara Valley dudleya (Dudleya
setchellii), and several species of raptors, including white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), northern harrier
(Circus cyaneus), and golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos). The Preserve also features suitable habitat for
additional rare and endangered species, including Bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha
bayensis).
Though largely intact and in good condition, the communities of the Preserve are like similarly systems
in the region, in that they are dominated by non-native annual grasses and forbs including soft chess
(Bromus hordeaceus), barley (Hordeum murinum), rip gut brome (B. diandrus) and slender wild oats
(Avena barbata). These exotic plants compete with native herbs for scarce soil resources and light,
reducing their abundance and diversity (Corbin and D’Antonio 2004). Exotic grasses also contribute to
the accumulation of dense litter or thatch on the soil surface, which inhibits establishment of many
native grassland herbs (Young and Evans 1989, Facelli and Pickett 1991). Accumulation of this thatch
also creates fine fuel, which can present a fire hazard to developed areas near the Preserve.

1.2 Grazing Management
Recent research in the upland systems of the Preserve has demonstrated that well-managed cattle
grazing can reduce thatch and promote native plant species richness by reducing competition from nonnative annual grasses (D’Antonio et al. 2001, Hayes and Holl 2003, Huntsinger et al. 2007). These
beneficial effects of grazing are regarded as essential to maintaining habitat for serpentine endemic
species including Bay checkerspot butterfly, the host plants of which are suppressed by dense annual
grasses (Weiss 1999, Weiss et al. 2007).
When not effectively managed, cattle grazing can negatively impact a variety of natural systems, with
the most vulnerable including riparian and riverine areas, wetlands, and plant species that are highly
susceptible to impacts of direct herbivory (Fleischner 1994, Painter 1995, and Belsky et al. 1999).
Additional impacts of cattle grazing can include soil loss and erosion, and degradation of water quality.
These impacts to riparian areas and wetlands are evident in examination of the Preserve, which was
grazed by cattle as part of a livestock operation prior to acquisition by the Authority in 2008 (D.
Neumann pers. comm. 2012).

1.3 Assessment Methods
Recognizing the value of grazing as a landscape-level management tool to maintain and enhance the
structure and species composition of the upland communities within the Preserve, and also the
potential negative impacts that it causes if not well-managed, the Authority requested an evaluation of
grazing within the Preserve. The objectives of this assessment were to:
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1. Assess the ecological benefits and potential negative impacts associated with using cattle
grazing as a management tool at the site, based upon available information about the Preserve’s
ecology including rare plants, animals, and sensitive habitats, and historic and current grazing
regime, and the effectiveness and effects of grazing management at ecologically-similar
properties in the region;
2. Identify ecological goals for grazing management that identify the desired conditions created by
grazing, and describe how livestock grazing can be conducted as part of overall Preserve
management;
3. Outline grazing management recommendations to achieve the goals as part of an adaptive
management framework, within which monitoring can be used to evaluate effectiveness of
cattle grazing at meeting the goals. These initial recommendations for grazing management can
inform management using cattle grazing, and be integrated into a comprehensive resource
management plan for the Preserve.
The recommendations were developed based on a site assessment and synthesis and critical analysis of
existing information about the Preserve, including:
1. An initial plant species list (Cochrane 2011);
2. Geographic information system (GIS) data documenting the locations of three rare plant species:
Santa Clara Valley dudleya, most beautify jewelflower, and smooth lessingia (SCCOSA 2012b);
3. An assessment of the residual dry matter on the site (Tharp et al. 2012);
4. GIS data identifying location of existing infrastructure (e.g. fences and troughs) (SCCOSA 2012a);
5. Additional spatial data available for the region, including the California Natural Diversity
Database (2012), California Geology (Department of Conservation 2000), the National
Hydrographic Database (NHD 2005), and the Santa Clara Area soil survey (USDA 2010).

1.4 Document Overview
This information was integrated with knowledge about the Preserve and initial goals for its management
shared by Authority staff (D. Neumann pers. comm., 2012, D. Tharp pers. comm. 2012, and A.
Mackenzie pers. comm. 2012), to develop the following components of this document:


Site Conditions (Section 2): A brief assessment of the conditions of the Preserve evaluated to
develop grazing management goals and recommendations;



Goals (Section 3): A list of the desired future conditions of the biological systems within the
Preserve, as well as desired outcomes for the management of cattle grazing as part of overall
Preserve management;



Management Recommendations (Section 4): An outline of key management steps to attain the
goals (Section 3) based on the Preserve conditions (Section 2); and



Adaptive Management and Monitoring (Section 5): Recommended approaches to monitoring
the ecological systems and grazing management to promote attainment of the goals over time,
as part of an adaptive management framework.
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2 Preserve Description
This section generally describes the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve, with emphasis on aspects of the
site relevant to effective grazing management.

2.1 Topography
The Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve is an approximately 348-acre Preserve situated on the eastern
slope of the Santa Cruz Mountains adjacent to Coyote Valley. The Preserve primarily features hilly
terrain characterized by rounded ridge tops, intervening valleys, and hill slopes of 30-55% (Figure 1).
The eastern edge of the Preserve abuts Coyote Valley, and features gently-sloping terrain within three
main areas:
1. an approximately 28-acre area between the Preserve’s two drainages on the central eastern
portion of the Preserve;
2. an approximately 9-acre area in the southeastern corner of the property; and
3. the valley bottom traversed by the road that bisects the Preserve.
Elevation ranges between 285 feet above mean sea level on the eastern edge of the Preserve, and 935
feet above mean sea level on the ridge in the southern corner of the property (USGS 2005).

2.2 Climate
The Preserve features a Mediterranean climate, characterized by cool, wet winters, and warm, dry
summers. Average annual rainfall is approximately 21.5 inches, most of which falls between November
and April (WRCC 2012).
Precipitation, which is a major determinant of herbaceous plant growth within the Preserve, can be
highly variable. The following climatic factors have important implications for the phenology (i.e.
seasonal development) and quantity of herbaceous plant growth, and thus are essential to consider
when planning grazing management:
1. Total annual precipitation;
2. The timing of the germinating rains in fall; and
3. The occurrence and duration of the mid-winter drought, an approximately two to four-week
period without rain that often occurs in the region between December and February; and
4. The extent of rainfall into the spring.

2.3 Geology and Soils
The Preserve largely features Cretaceous and Jurassic sandstone with smaller amounts of shale, chert,
limestone, and conglomerate that are part of the as Franciscan melange or complex (Alt and Hyndman,
2000, Dept. of Conservation 2000). The exception is along the eastern edge of the Preserve, which is
underlain by Quaternary alluvium deposits characteristic of the valley bottom.
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Figure 1: Topography and Hydrology within the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
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Figure 2: Soils within the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
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Soils in the Preserve reflect its variable geology and topography, and are mapped as part of four main
units (Table 2; Figure 2, USDA 2010):
1. Zamora Loam occurs in the low-lying areas on the eastern portion of the Preserve and in the
valley in the center. Formed from alluvium of weathered sedimentary rocks, this silty loam soil
occurs on slopes of 0-2% and 2-9% on fans and terraces.
2. Montara Rocky Clay Loam occurs on the two hilltops located on the northeast and southeast
portions of the Preserve. These shallow, well-drained soils formed in material weathered from
serpentinitic rocks occur on uplands and ridge tops with 15-50% slopes.
3. Vallecitos Rocky Loam predominates in the hills in the central and western portion of the
property. These shallow (10-20 inches deep), well-drained soils are formed from
metamorphosed sandstone and shale predominantly of the Franciscan Formation, and occur on
hills with slopes between 15 to 75%.
4. Gilroy Clay Loam occurs in the southern tip of the property. Found on 20-75% slopes, this
moderately deep, well-drained soil formed in material weathered from basic igneous and
metamorphic rocks in hills and mountains.
Table 1: Main soil types within the Coyote Valley Preserve
Soil Unit
Gilroy Clay Loam
30-50% slope
50-75% Slope
Subtotal: Gilroy Clay Loam
Montara Rocky Clay Loam (Serpentine): 15-15% Slope
Vallecitos Rocky Loam
15-30% Slope
50-75% Slope
Subtotal: Vallecitos Rocky Loam
Zamora Loam
0-2% Slope
2-9% Slope
Subtotal: Zamora Loam
Total

Acres
17.9
17.1
0.8
17.9
53.2

Percent
5%
5%
0%
5%
15%

80.0
144.7
224.7

23%
41%
64%

7.7
48.7
56.4
352.3

2%
14%
16%
100%

Soils in the Preserve vary in their fertility, and interact with microclimate to greatly influence plant
species composition and community structure (Section 2.1.5). Owing largely to their greater depth and
higher fertility, the alluvial Zamora loam soils are more productive than the thinner Vallecitos and Gilroy
loams in the hills.
The serpentine Montara soils features high concentrations of magnesium, iron, and nickel, and low
availability of calcium, nitrogen, and phosphorus. These conditions are generally inimical to plant
growth, though a suite of serpentine endemic plants have evolved adaptations that enable them to
grow in serpentine-derived soils (Kruckeberg 1984). Though these plants typically can grow on loam
soils, they are competitively excluded from them. Fertilization of serpentine soils through nitrogen
deposition has been found to promote growth of non-native plants, particularly European annual
grasses, which then outcompete species adapted to growth on serpentine soils (Weiss 1999).
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2.4 Hydrology
2.4.1 Springs
The Preserve features three mapped springs located around the base of the northeastern serpentine hill
near the toe of the slope (Figure 1). All three springs were historically developed to provide water for
livestock and feature spring boxes with pipes that previously diverted water to troughs located
downslope. The springs also feature uncaptured flow that supports wetland species including saltgrass
(Distichlis spicata) and spreading rush (Juncus patens).

2.4.2 Streams
Located in the Coyote Creek Watershed in the southern portion of the San Francisco Bay, the Preserve is
drained by two intermittent streams that converge just east of the Preserve boundary (Figure 3). Once it
leaves the Preserve, water flows an estimated 0.5 mile before the drainage splits into two courses (NHD
2005):
1. The northern branch flows three miles through a canal to an 0.8-mile natural drainage that flows
into Coyote Creek just east of Tulare Hill; and
2. The southern branch is a natural stream course that flows south along the western portion of
Coyote Valley 4.5 miles before apparently ending in a field near the City of Morgan Hill.
Within the Preserve, the northern fork of the stream is lined with small boulders upstream of the middle
spring (Figure 1). The boulders were imported to the site and installed to armor the stream bank and
prevent erosion or alterations of its course, which might negatively impact an adjacent aqueduct: a 6”
pipeline that traverses the linear parcel bisecting the Preserve, which is owned by the Santa Clara Valley
Water District (D. Neumann, pers. comm. 2012).
The Preserve’s drainages are anticipated to feature water during and immediately after storms in years
receiving normal or above-average rainfall. During the period of the assessment, which was conducted
in February of a drought year, water in the drainages was limited to a pool formed in a depression near
the outflow of the center of the three springs. The drainages support limited riparian plant species,
which may reflect their intermittent hydrology, as well as impacts of the historic grazing operation.

2.5 Plant Communities
The Preserve features a mosaic of upland plant
communities, which were coarsely mapped based
upon structure visible in aerial imagery (Table 2,
Figure 3). Additional, field-based mapping is needed
to differentiate the California annual grassland and
serpentine grassland, which cannot be distinguished
based on aerial imagery but instead require
assessment of dominant and indicator plant species.
Field mapping could also be conducted to map the
areal extent of the wetlands associated with the
springs and drainages (Section 2.4.1).
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Table 2: Estimated Acres of six main community
types within the Preserve
Community
annual grassland
oak savanna
oak woodland
serpentine grassland
serpentine scrub
developed
Total

Acres
112.5
103.6
75.1
47.2
12.2
1.7
352.4

Percent
31.9%
29.4%
21.3%
13.4%
3.5%
0.5%
100.0%

March 31, 2012

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Grazing Management Recommendations

Preserve Description

Figure 3: Plant Communities within the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
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The following brief descriptions of the upland plant communities were developed based on an initial
winter site visit, and a prior plant species list (Cochrane 2011). Additional assessment of the Preserve’s
communities during the spring, when plant species identification is possible, could be used to enhance
descriptions of the ecological systems.

2.5.1 Annual Grasslands
Nearly one-third of the reserve (113 acres) supports California annual grassland. This community
primarily features herbaceous plants and is dominated by non-native annual grasses, including soft
chess (Bromus hordeaceus), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum), rip gut brome (B. diandrus), and slender
wild oats (Avena barbata). The grasslands feature a low diversity and abundance native forbs, including
California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), sky lupine (Lupinus nanus), and California buttercup
(Ranunculus californicus).
California annual grasslands occur in two primary areas within the Preserve, low-lying valleys and ridges,
where species composition likely differs due to soil conditions and historic land use. The low-lying areas
support grasslands on deeper, more productive, alluvial soils (Section 2.3). Some of these areas,
including the ~28-acre fenced area in the center of eastern portion of the property, have been tilled as
part of prior cultivation (Section 2.3). Because of their productivity and prior land use, these areas likely
featured greater cover of non-native species and lower richness of native plants. The ridges and
adjacent slopes feature thinner soils that are likely less conducive to dense non-native annual grass
growth. Because they are less productive and lack a history of cultivation, they likely feature greater
relative cover and richness of native plants.

2.5.2 Oak Savannas
Nearly 30% of the Preserve (104 acres) supports oak savannas, which occur preferentially on ridge tops
and south-facing slopes within the central and southern portion of the Preserve. Oak savannas are
characterized by a relatively open canopy (e.g. 20-75%) of primarily blue oaks (Quercus douglasii), with
coast live oak (Q. agrifolia), valley oak (Q. lobata), and black oak (Q. kelloggii) occurring at lower density.
The herbaceous plant assemblage under and between trees is dominated by non-native annual grasses,
but also features native and exotic herbs as well as scattered native shrubs such as poison oak
(Toxicodendron diversilobum).

2.5.3 Oak Woodland
Approximately 75 acres (21%) of the reserve supports oak woodlands, which feature a nearly continuous
canopy (>75%) of oaks as well as other hardwood species including California bay (Umbellularia
californica) and California Buckeye (Aesculus californica). Located primarily on cooler north- and eastfacing slopes and in drainages, oak woodlands feature an understory dominated by shade-tolerant
shrubs including poison oak and hillside gooseberry (Ribes californicum) and herbs, with a relatively
lower density of annual grasses.

2.5.4 Serpentine Grasslands
An estimated 47 acres (14%) of the Preserve features serpentine grassland—an herb-dominated
community that occurs on the Montara serpentinite soils located atop the hills in the northeast and
southeast portions of the Preserve. When compared with the California annual grassland, serpentine
grassland is less productive. Non-native annual grasses grow poorly due to the inimical soil conditions;
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as a result, serpentine grasslands feature a higher relative abundance and richness of native forbs
including most beautiful jewelflower (Streptanthus glandulosa ssp. glandulosa) and smooth lessingia
(Lessingia macradenia var. glabrata), as well as perennial bunchgrasses (Stipa pulchra and S. lepida). The
serpentine rock outcroppings located in the center of the serpentine grasslands support native plants
adapted to thin soils and rock, including the endangered Santa Clara Valley dudleya (Dudleya setchellii).
They also feature populations of at least one of the larval host plants for the Bay checkerspot butterfly,
dwarf plantain (Plantago erecta).
Fertilization of serpentine soils through nitrogen deposition due to air pollution promotes growth of
non-native plants, particularly European annual grasses, which outcompete native species adapted to
serpentine soils (Weiss 1999). Grazing nitrogen-enriched serpentine grasslands has been identified as a
primary management technique to reduce competition from non-native annual grasses (USFWS 1998,
Weiss 1999).

2.5.5 Serpentine Scrub
An estimated 12 acres (3.5%) of the Preserve features serpentine scrub—a community characterized by
sparse to moderate cover of primarily soft-wooded shrubs including California sagebrush (Artemesia
californica) and sticky monkeyflower (Mimulus californicus). The area between shrubs features
herbaceous plants adapted to thin, low-nutrient soils that are similar in composition to the serpentine
grasslands. Rock outcroppings also support occurrences of Santa Clara Valley dudleya.

2.6 Sensitive Species
The communities of the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve are largely intact and support a diverse suite
of native plants and animals. The Preserve is known or likely to support numerous species that are rare,
threatened, or endangered (Table 3, Figure 4). These include several species of plants that are endemic
to serpentine communities in the region, including most beautiful jewelflower, Santa Clara Valley
dudley, and smooth lessingia. The Preserve also provides suitable habitat for many additional rare plants
found in serpentine and wetland areas in the region (Table 3).
The Preserve also supports grassland birds including white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and golden
eagle, which have been incidentally observed during the course of prior assessments (Table 3). It
features appropriate habitat for additional invertebrate species which surveys may reveal occur on the
site, including Opler’s long-horned moth (Adela oplerella) and Hom’s micro-blind harvestman (Microcina
homi). The Preserve also features suitable upland habitat for several pond-breeding aquatic species that
are known to occur in the region, including California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense),
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), and Pacific pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), though
suitable aquatic habitat is not currently present in the Preserve.
A portion of the Preserve has been designated as critical habitat for the Bay checkerspot butterfly
(Euphydryas editha bayensis; Figure 4), which was last observed in the Kalana Hills area located partially
within the Preserve in 1992 (USFWS 1998, USFWS 2008). Prior research has demonstrated that suitable
but unoccupied habitat is essential for the long-term population persistence of this and other species
exhibiting metapopulation dynamics (Harrison et al. 1988 and Harrison 1994). With proper management
to create and maintain suitable habitat for the species, which includes short-statured, low-thatch
serpentine grasslands featuring the butterfly’s larval host plant, dwarf plantain (Plantago erecta), the
threatened species could colonize the Preserve via dispersal from nearby occupied habitat in Calero
County Park, Tulare Hill, and Coyote Ridge (Harrison 1989).
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Table 3: Rare and special status species that occur within, or could potentially inhabit, the Coyote Valley
Open Space Preserve. (Scientific name in Hickman 1993 provided in brackets). (CNDDB 2012)
Species

Known Occurrences in Site and
Nearby Areas

Status¹

Habitat Preference

most beautiful jewelflower
(Streptanthus glandulosa ssp.
glandulosa ) [S. albidus ssp.
peramoenus]

CNPS
1B.1

Serpentine
grassland and rock
outcroppings

Present in serpentine grassland on
site (Figure 1)

Metcalf jewelflower
(Streptanthus glandulosus ssp.
albidus)
[S. albidus ssp. albidus]

FE,
CNPS
1B.1

Serpentine
communities

Occurrences north of Morgan Hill
and Coyote Ridge

Santa Clara Valley Dudleya
(Dudleya abramsii ssp. setchellii )
[D. setchellii]

FE,
CNPS
1B. 1

Serpentine rock
outcroppings

Present in serpentine grassland on
site (Figure 1)

smooth lessingia
(Lessingia macradenia var. glabrata)

CNPS
1B.2

Serpentine
grassland and rock
outcroppings

Present in serpentine grassland on
site (Figure 1)

Coyote Ceanothus
(Ceanothus ferrisiae)

CNPS
1B.1

Serpentine
chaparral

Known from Coyote Ridge and north
of Morgan Hill

Fragrant fritillary
(Fritilaria liliacea)

CNPS
1B.2

Grassland, coastal
scrub, and
woodland, incl.
serpentine

Known from Calero County Park and
Coyote Ridge

Hall’s bushmallow
(Malacothamnus hallii)

CNPS
1B.2

Serpentine
chaparral and
coastal scrub

Known from Calero and Santa Teresa
county parks; also north of Morgan
Hill and Rancho Canada del Oro

Pink cream sacs
(Castilleja rubicundula ssp.
rubicundula)

CNPS
1B.2

Serpentine
grassland, chaparral
openings,
woodlands, and
seeps

Historically known from private land
<1.5 mi. south.

Tiburon Indian paintbrush
(Castilleja affinis ssp. neglecta)

CNPS
1B.2

Serpentine
grassland

Known from Coyote Ridge

Mt. Hamilton fountain thistle
(Cirsium fontinale var. campylon)

CNPS
1B.2

Serpentine
grassland, esp. wet
areas incl. seeps

Known from Santa Teresa hills,
Calero Creek County Park, and
Coyote Ridge

FT

Serpentine
grasslands and rock
outcroppings

Historically known from the site
(1992 and 1997), which is critical
habitat. Also in Calero County Park,
Tulare Hill, and Coyote Ridge.

Opler’s longhorn moth
(Adela oplerella)

Grasslands incl.
coastal prairie and
serpentine

Known from site in 1992; also in
Morgan Hill, Coyote Ridge, and
Santa Teresa hills

Hom’s micro-blind harvestman
(Microcina homi)

Serpentine
grasslands

Santa Teresa County Park, north of
Morgan Hill, and Coyote Ridge
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Table 3: Rare and special status species that occur within, or could potentially inhabit, the Coyote Valley
Open Space Preserve. (Scientific name in Hickman 1993 provided in brackets). (CNDDB 2012)
Species

Known Occurrences in Site and
Nearby Areas

Status¹

Habitat Preference

California tiger salamander
(Ambystoma californiense)

FT, ST

Ponds and adjacent
grasslands and
savannas

Numerous occurrences nearby,
including three ponds within 1 mi
north

California red-legged frog
(Rana draytonii)

FT

Ponds, streams with
pools, and adjacent
uplands

Known from Calero and Coyote
Creek county parks, and private land
~3 mi south of the Preserve

Pacific pond turtle
(Actinemys marmorata)

SSC

Ponds, streams, and
adjacent uplands

Known from Coyote Creek and
ponds, and Chesbro and Calero
reservoirs.

burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia)

SSC

Short-statured
grasslands

Known from Tulare Hill, Coyote
Ridge, and south Coyote Valley

Golden eagle
(Aquila chrysaetos)

FP

Grasslands,
shrublands, and
woodlands

Known from Calero Co. Park;
observed foraging over site 2/1/12

northern harrier
(Circus cyaneus)

SSC

Tall-statured
grasslands

Observed foraging over site 2/1/12

white-tailed kite
(Elanus leucurus)

FP

Tall-statured
grasslands,
meadows, and
fields

Observed foraging over site 2/1/12

San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat
(Neotoma fuscipes annectens)

SSC

Shrublands and
woodlands

Known from east of Coyote Ridge

FE= Federally Endangered. Species in danger of extinction throughout all or significant portion of its range.
FT = Federally Threatened; likely to become endangered within foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of
its range.
SE = State endangered. Species who’s continued existence in California is jeopardized.
ST = State threatened. Species, although not presently threatened with extinction, may become endangered in the
foreseeable future.
SSC = California species of special concern. Animal species with California breeding populations that may face extinction in
the near future.
FP = Fully protected by the State of California under Sections 3511 and 4700 of the Fish and Game Code.
WL= Department of Fish and Game Watch List
FE= Federally Endangered. Species in danger of extinction throughout all or significant portion of its range.
SE = State endangered. Species who’s continued existence in California is jeopardized.
CNPS 1B= California Native Plant Society List of most rare and endangered plants
IB.1: Seriously threatened in California (>80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of
threat)
IB.2: Fairly threatened in California (20-80% of occurrences threatened/moderate degree and
immediacy of threat)
CNPS 4= California Native Plant Society Watch List
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Figure 4: Known sensitive species occurrences within and near the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
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2.1 Land Use
The Preserve was acquired by the Authority in 2008 for protection as open space. Prior to that, it was
used primarily for livestock grazing, particularly for raising cattle. In the years leading up to acquisition
by the Authority, the property was used as part of a cow/calf livestock operation, though additional
details about the grazing regime including seasonality and intensity are unknown (D. Neumann, pers.
comm. 2012). Habitat within the Preserve has likely grazed by livestock, at least intermittently, since the
1700s when European settlers began colonizing the greater Santa Clara Valley (San Francisco Estuarine
Institute 2008).
Land within the Preserve is undeveloped. It historically featured in the southeastern corner a gathering
area with a bandstand that was used for private gatherings, though this infrastructure has since been
removed (D. Neumann, pers. comm. 2012).
The Preserve is adjacent to land featuring a variety of uses. The 350-acre Cinnabar Hills golf course
adjoins approximately half of the Preserve’s western border. To the north and south is private land likely
used for cattle grazing. The Preserve’s eastern border is adjacent to farmland featuring low-density
residential development.

2.2 Infrastructure
The Preserve lacks structures and instead features infrastructure primarily established to facilitate
livestock management (Figure 5).

2.2.1 Roads
The Preserve is bisected by a 0.8 mile natural surface road located within a separate parcel owned by
the Santa Clara Valley Water District. The road parallels the District’s 6” aqueduct, which conveys water
to Calero Reservoir from points east of the Preserve.
The Preserve contains an additional approximately 2.2 miles of other natural surface, largely ungraded
roads that receive infrequent use at present. These occur along the northern drainage, in the
southeastern corner of the property, and along the ridge on the southern property boundary (Figure 5).

2.2.2 Fences
The Preserve features a perimeter fence and two interior fences: one encircles an approximately 28acre historically cultivated area in the center-east portion of the property, and the other fence creates
an approximately 9-acre enclosure on the southeastern corner of the Preserve (Figure 5). The
approximately 4.1 miles of fence are primarily constructed of 6 strands of barb wire. Because the
property has not been grazed since 2009, the fences featured breaches at the time of the assessment in
February 2012.
The Preserve currently does not currently feature any corrals or other holding areas for livestock.
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Figure 5: Existing infrastructure within the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve

Jodi McGraw Consulting

15

March 31, 2012

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Grazing Management Recommendations

Preserve Description

2.2.3 Water Infrastructure
Up until 2009, the Preserve featured five troughs fed directly by the three springs and the aqueduct
water system. The eastern-most spring historically fed troughs located on either side of the fence
creating the ~28-acre enclosure in the eastern portion of the property. Each of the two other springs
featured a trough at the base of the hill. All troughs except the one associated with the westernmost
spring were removed by a prior cattle operator (D. Neumann pers. comm. 2012). At the time the
assessment, the springs were unfenced and thus accessible to both cattle and native animals, including
feral pigs (Sus scofa), which have been observed obtaining water from the springs on the Preserve (D.
Tharp, pers. comm. 2012).
A six-inch pipe conveys water to Calero Reservoir through the center of the property, and provides a
source of non-potable water for the Preserve (D. Neumann pers. comm. 2012). In addition, a pipeline
linked to the aqueduct (labeled “well” in Figure 5) is located near the center of the ~ 9-acre fenced area
in the southeastern portion of the Preserve.
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3 Grazing Management Goals
This section identifies goals for management of the Preserve that relate to the use of cattle grazing as a
vegetation management tool. The management goals focus on the biological systems, and primarily
state the desired future condition of the communities and species that can be affected by cattle grazing.
Goals for coordinated grazing management identify ways in which grazing management can be
conducted as part of overall Preserve management. Section 4 outlines management recommendations
to attain the goals, while Section 5 identifies monitoring to evaluate progress toward many of the
biological goals.

3.1 Biological Systems
Biological goals are identified for two main systems within the Preserve: upland systems, and riparian
and wetland systems.

3.1.1 Upland Communities and Species
UC-1.

Maintain or enhance the mosaic of upland communities of varying structure and
successional stages, which collectively provide a diversity of habitats for plants and
animals within the Preserve.

UC-2.

Maintain or enhance connectivity of communities within the Preserve to adjacent intact
habitat areas, to facilitate movement of plants, animals, and ecological processes that
sustain the populations and communities within the Preserve and broader region.

UC-3.

Maintain or increase the areal extent of serpentine grassland, serpentine scrub, oak
savanna, and oak woodland within the Preserve.

UC-4.

Create and maintain a diversity of grassland habitat structure, which promotes the total
richness of native plant and animal species, including populations of several sensitive
species.

UC-5.

Promote native plant relative abundance and species richness within the upland
communities by reducing the competitive effects of non-native annual grasses.

UC-6.

Promote recruitment of oaks to maintain persisting populations of this keystone
species.

UC-7.

Maintain or increase populations of special status species that inhabit grassland, oak
savanna and woodland, and serpentine communities, and otherwise promote their
long-term viability within the Preserve (Table 1).

UC-8.

Maintain, enhance, and, where appropriate, create habitat that can support populations
of special status species that may not currently inhabit the area, but for which the site
may be essential for long-term persistence (Table 1).

3.1.2 Riparian and Wetland Communities and Species
RWC-1. Increase the areal extent of riparian and wetland communities, which occur at the
outflow of springs and along streams within the Preserve.
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RWC-2. Restore the natural structure and native plant species composition of riparian areas and
wetlands.
RWC-3. Maintain or increase the total diversity of native plants and animals supported in
riparian areas, by creating and maintaining a rich mosaic of intact natural communities
and the range of abiotic conditions which support them.
RWC-4. Promote recruitment of riparian herbs, shrubs, and trees, in areas featuring suitable
hydrologic conditions and as otherwise feasible, to restore areas of riparian vegetation
along the streams.
RWC-5. Protect and enhance water quality within streams, springs, and other wetlands by
preventing or reducing sediment, nutrients, and other pollutants.
RWC-6. Maintain or increase populations of special status species that inhabit riparian and
wetland areas and otherwise promote their long-term viability within the Preserve.
RWC-7. Maintain, enhance, and, where appropriate, create wetland and riparian and riverine
habitat that can support populations of special status species including California redlegged frog and California tiger salamander.

3.2 Coordinated Management
The following goals are designed to facilitate effective grazing management as part of overall
management of the Preserve.
CM-1. Prevent or limit impacts to natural biological systems caused by the use of grazing as a
management tool, including by preventing the invasion and spread of invasive plants,
maintaining wildlife-friendly infrastructure including fences and troughs, and protecting
native animals that might be regarded as a nuisance or harm to livestock (e.g. California
ground squirrel, coyote, and mountain lion).
CM-2. Protect cultural resources on site from damage caused by intensive cattle use and other
aspects of grazing management.
CM-3. Reduce the risk of wildfire by reducing the amount of fine fuels.
CM-4. Prevent or limit conflicts between grazing management and public enjoyment of the
Preserve, including trail use.
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4 Management Recommendations
This section outlines management recommendations designed to attain the goals (Section 3), which
were developed in consideration of the Preserve conditions (Section 2). Separate recommendations are
identified for upland systems, riparian and wetland systems, and for coordinated grazing management.
4.1 Upland Systems Grazing Management
Grazing is recommended to control non-native annual grass cover within four main upland communities:
California annual grassland, oak savanna, serpentine grassland, and serpentine scrub. Grazing within the
oak woodlands is anticipated to be incidental and have limited effects on this important community.

4.1.1 Animal Class and Type
Cattle are recommended for grazing management of the Preserve. Unlike other livestock including
sheep, goats, and horses, cattle preferentially feed on grasses, which are the primary guild of non-native
plants within the Preserve. Either cows and calves or yearlings (i.e. stockers or steers) can be used to
attain the management goals identified. Yearlings tend to forage further from water and may enhance
utilization of the site compared with cows with calves. Because they tend to wander more, yearlings
require well-kept fences (Guenther 2001).
Goats or other livestock might also be used, where appropriate, to control invasive plant species,
including forbs and shrubs. Separate management prescriptions should be developed for such invasive
species control projects.

4.1.2 Seasonality of Use
Cattle grazing is recommended in the upland systems of the Preserve during the early growth period
(November-March). Grazing can begin when 1” of new grass has been produced and cattle should be
removed prior to onset of flowering of native herbaceous plants in early spring. April 1st can serve as a
target data for removing cattle; however, the precise timing of removal of cattle can be based on the
phenology (i.e. development) of the plant species. Specifically, the removal date can be moved up if
native herb flowering is initiated earlier, as can occur in unseasonably warm and/or dry years (e.g.
March 15), or pushed back if flowering is delayed (e.g. April 15) as can occur in cooler, wetter seasons.
Early-season grazing is designed to promote native plants by reducing the abundance and competitive
effects of exotic annual grasses and forbs. During the early season, cattle are expected to
disproportionately negatively affect exotic annual grasses, which are their preferred forage during this
time. By reducing overall biomass and thus residual dry matter (RDM), early season grazing will also
reduce litter accumulation, which will also promote germination of native annual forbs during the
following year. Additionally, early season grazing can reduce fine fuels that can promote wildfire.
Early season grazing is also designed to minimize the negative impacts of cattle herbivory and trampling
on the natural systems. Waiting to turn out cattle until at least 1” of new growth has been produced will
limit cattle herbivory of perennial herbs, shrubs, and trees, which could reduce their growth and
survival. Removal of cattle in early spring is also anticipated to achieve the following (UCANR 2011):


Reduce cattle herbivory on the rare native plants which are most susceptible to impacts during
their flowering and seed production (April-October)
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o

smooth lessingia: July-November

o

Santa Clara Valley dudleya: April-October

o

most beautiful jewelflower: March-October



Reduce cattle herbivory on native perennial bunchgrasses, including purple needlegrass (Stipa
pulchra), foothill needlegrass (S. lepida), California melic grass (Melica californica), small
flowered melica (M. imperfecta), and blue wild rye (Elymus glaucus), which have peak growth
from April to May, and flower in the late spring and early summer (May-July).



Reduce cattle herbivory of woody vegetation and acorns, which cattle eat during summer and
fall (July-October), thus reducing availability of these important food sources used by mule deer,
band-tailed pigeons, and acorn woodpeckers, among other species.



Prevent trampling of ground-nesting grassland birds (April-August) (CPIF 2000).



Reduce cattle use of oak woodlands, which would provide shade and thus relief from the hotter
temperatures of late spring, summer, and early fall.



Reduce susceptibility of native shrubs and trees, including oak seedlings and saplings, to damage
during winter than spring and summer (Hall 1992); these species are otherwise promoted by
grazing which reduces competition with non-native annual grasses (Swiecki et al. 1997).



Increase the area of the Preserve utilized by cattle, by increasing the range of cattle movement
away from water, relative to grazing in the warmer, drier seasons (May-October) when cattle
use can be concentrated near water.



Reduce soil disturbance and provide plants with an opportunity to recover from grazing, relative
to year-round operation.

In years of high productivity or as otherwise needed to reduce residual dry matter and thus promote
plant establishment and growth, cattle may be turned out prior to green up during the fall (e.g. OctoberNovember). Monitoring should be used to ensure there is ample annual grass biomass, so that cattle
don’t utilize woody vegetation and perennial grasses or forbs, including Santa Clara Valley dudleya.

4.1.3 Intensity
The intensity of grazing, measured as the amount of biomass removed, can influence its effects. The
following recommendations for residual dry matter and stocking rates were designed to attain the most
beneficial effects of grazing, by reducing annual grass abundance, while reducing the potential for
negative impacts associated with trampling, herbivory of native plants, soil erosion and loss, and
degradation of water quality.

4.1.3.1 Residual Dry Matter Targets
In these recommendations, grazing intensity is measured based on the amount of residual dry matter
(RDM) present at the end of the grazing year in October. Residual dry matter is an appropriate way to
measure intensity for the following interrelated reasons:
1. RDM has been found to directly influence the composition and structure of herb-dominated
communities, and thus directly relates to several biological goals (e.g. maintain or enhance
native plant abundance and richness) (Heady 1956).
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2. RDM protects soil from erosion and nutrient loss, such that intensity thresholds based on RDM
can be used to protect ecosystem functions (Bartolome et al. 1980).
3. RDM can be readily measured as part of monitoring to evaluate successful implementation of
the intensity component of a grazing prescription (Guenther 1998).
4. RDM can be quantified and used to evaluate effectiveness of the grazing prescription at
attaining the biological goals of grazing.
5. RDM explicitly incorporates variation in annual productivity due to interannual variability in
weather (i.e. precipitation). In contrast, using set stocking rates would result in interannual
variability in grazing intensity in terms of impacts to plant species.
Table 4 lists RDM targets for the four main community types anticipated to be used by cattle. Use of oak
woodlands is likely to be limited during the winter and early spring, when cattle preferentially use sunlit
areas with abundant herbaceous plant growth. Monitoring should be used to evaluate cattle utilization
of oak woodlands and make adjustments, as needed.
Target RDM values differ among the communities because of their variable productivity. Within a
community, productivity varies spatially due to microsite conditions including slope, aspect, soils, and
disturbance, and temporally, as a result of interannual variability in climate (i.e. precipitation; Section
2.2). Recognizing this variability, the RDM targets are based upon the anticipated average of estimated
low and high production areas and years.
Table 4: Estimated stocking rate to achieve the residual dry matter targets within the
portions of the Preserve to be grazed, based on mean annual productivity estimates for
the land cover types in the Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve.
pounds per acre

Community
annual grassland
oak savanna
serpentine grassland
serpentine scrub
oak woodland
Total Grazed

Acres
75.8
100.6
47.0
12.2
74.7
310.3

Target
Annual Productivity¹
Residual
Dry
Low
High Mean Matter²
1,600 2,200 1,900
1,000
1,400 2,200 1,800
1,000
800 1,600 1,200
700
600 1,200
900
700
incidental use º

Pounds to be
Grazed³
Per
Acre
Total
900
68,220
800
80,480
500
23,500
200
2,447
174,647

Months of Grazing

5

Pounds of forage consumed per animal unit month

800

Pounds of forage consumed per animal unit during the five-month season
Estimated number of animal units to attain target RDM

4,000
44

¹ Estimated annual biomass production based on community type and microsite conditions
² Target amount of RDM to remain at the end of the season (October).
³ Biomass to be removed per acre and overall in each community type. Calculations exclude the ~28
acre and ~9 acre enclosed areas on the eastern portion of the Preserve, which the Authority does
not intend to graze as part of ongoing management program.
* Stocking rate estimated by dividing the total AUMs by the months of use
º Cattle use limited to temporary movement and occasional use
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The RDM targets were developed based upon two considerations:
1. Empirical research examining grazing effects on native plant structure and composition (Weiss
et al. 2011);
2. Assessment of the anticipated impacts of various stocking levels (light, conservative, moderate,
and heavy) on various biological systems (‘indicators’) within the Preserve including Bay
Checkerspot butterfly, oak generation, and native wildflowers (UCANR et al. 2011).
The RDM targets reflect light to conservative utilization, in which no more than 50% of the forage would
be removed within each community in each year. These rates are designed to promote cattle use of the
exotic annual grasses and limit herbivory of native plants associated with higher utilization rates.
Spatial variability in productivity and utilization will result in variable levels of RDM within each
community. To a certain extent, this is desirable as creating a mosaic of herbaceous vegetation height
will promote diversity within the Preserve. Short-statured areas will promote native plants that are
highly susceptible to competition by native grasses, including many diminutive annual forbs (e.g.
wildflowers) as well as native plants that are not preferred forage for cattle but are important for
wildlife, such as turkey mullein (Croton setigerus). Native animals that prefer or require short-statured
grasslands, such as burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) may also be promoted in areas of greater
utilization (CPIF 200, Shuford and Gardali 2008).
Likewise, areas of limited or no utilization by cattle can support greater densities of grazing-sensitive
plants, as well as animals adapted to taller structure and greater thatch, such as California vole
(Microtus californicus), and its predators including white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) and northern
harrier (Circus cyaneus) (CPIF 2000, Shuford and Gardali 2008).

4.1.3.2 Estimated Stocking Rates
Based on the anticipated productivity, the number of animal units needed to achieve the RDM targets
through grazing during a five-month period (November -March) was estimated (Table 4). An animal unit
is 1,000 lbs of grazing animal, which equates to a cow/calf pair, a bull, or two yearlings. Each animal unit
requires 800 lbs of forage per month.
Importantly, the estimated stocking rate may need to be reduced if the area assessed is not used by
cattle. The ~28-acre exclosure on the east end of the property and the ~9-acre exclosure on the
southeast corner of the property were not included in the stocking rate calculations (Table 4), as the
Open Space Authority does not intended to graze them (D. Neumann, pers. comm. 2012). Additional
areas that are not utilized should be deducted from the calculations, including:
1. Areas within fenced riparian and wetland exclosures (Section 4.2.1); and
2. Areas that are too far from water, too steep, feature infestations of invasive species, or are
otherwise unused by cattle.
The stocking rate may also need to be adjusted each year based on productivity, which varies based
upon the timing and amount of precipitation. In years of abundant early rainfall (e.g. October-early
November) which promotes grass establishment and growth, higher stocking rates may be needed to
reduce biomass by March 31 to a level that will result in the target RDM by October. Likewise, in areas
of limited early season precipitation when grass growth will be limited, the stocking rate may need to be
reduced to avoid cattle herbivory of perennial herbs and woody species.
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4.1.3.3 Estimated Spring Biomass to Attain Target Residual Dry Matter
Determining the amount of spring biomass to be left standing following cessation of grazing in order to
meet the fall RDM levels requires consideration of several factors including:
1. the monthly rate of biomass production following cessation of grazing during early spring (AprilJune), which is estimated here to be 10-15%;
2. the monthly rate of biomass loss due to native animal herbivory, natural disturbances (e.g.
animal diggings), and decay, which is estimated to be 10-15% (Bartolome et al. 2006);
3. the onset of the germinating rains in fall, which is assumed to be by the end of October.
Based on the assumptions above, biomass in annual grassland and oak savanna should be 1,250 to 1,575
pounds per acre when cattle are removed, while that in serpentine grassland and serpentine scrub
should be 875 to 1,100 pounds per acre. Spring biomass and fall RDM monitoring should be used to
refine these targets over time. Lower spring productivity and/or higher rates of biomass loss following
cessation of grazing will require leaving more standing biomass in spring and thus a lower stocking rate,
while high productivity and/or lower rates of loss will necessitate greater utilization and thus stocking
during the winter and early spring to achieve the target RDM.

4.2 Riparian and Wetland Systems
The following management recommendations are provided to attain the riparian and wetland system
goals for the Preserve (Section 3.1.2).

4.2.1 Regulate Cattle Access to Riparian Areas and Wetlands
The streams and springs within the Preserve have been degraded by historic cattle grazing and the
associated development of water sources for the cattle use (Section 2.4). The stream courses and
springs should be fenced to regulate and generally limit cattle utilization in order to:
1. Promote growth of riparian and wetland vegetation, which supports numerous species, such as
breeding birds, provides aquatic habitat, including pools with necessary emergent vegetation for
pond-breeding amphibians, and maintains water quality by stabilizing banks and filtering
sediment;
2. Prevent trampling of wetland and riparian habitat and species; and
3. Protect the water quality in these sources, which are used by a variety of native animals and
may be subject to state and federal regulations to protect water quality.
The stream courses, springs, and the intervening areas between them as well as an adjacent buffer area
(e.g. 50 feet) should be fenced using a wildlife-friendly fence design (Section 4.3.2.1). Gates providing
access to or through riparian and wetland exclosures should be installed in areas that are least likely to
impact the natural systems, such as the stream reach that has been armored with boulders, and is thus
less erosive and already features limited native plant cover (Section 2.4.2). Cattle or other livestock can
be grazed within the riparian and wetland exclosures, as needed, to control invasive plants populations
or otherwise manage vegetation to attain desired structure and species composition.

Jodi McGraw Consulting

23

March 31, 2012

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve
Grazing Management Recommendations

Management Recommendations

4.2.2 Create New Water Sources
Alternative water sources will need to be provided for cattle away from the fenced streams and springs
and the historic trough locations. The Preserve features three water sources for new troughs:
1. Springs: Three springs are located near the toe of the northern serpentine hill, and have been
developed to supply water for livestock in the past (Section 2.1.4.1).
2. Aqueduct: A six-inch pipe conveys water to Calero Reservoir along the road that bisects the
property, and can provide a source of non-potable water (D. Neumann pers. comm. 2012).
3. Well: A pipe from the aqueduct is located within the center of the ~ 9-acre fenced area in the
southeastern portion of the Preserve (labeled “well” in Figure 5).
Because cattle use and thus impacts are concentrated around water sources, troughs should be located
in consideration of the following:
1. In order to distribute cattle within the Preserve, water troughs should be separated as much as
feasible, given other constraints and considerations.
2. New water troughs should be located at least 50’ away from the fenced stream or spring
exclosure, and in areas that feature relatively low native plant abundance and richness.
3. New troughs should be sited to avoid culturally sensitive areas.
4. Troughs should be located to avoid areas of public visitation (e.g. along trails) or areas of
prominent public view.
As an alternative to a trough, a pond could be created with the Preserve, in order to provide breeding
habitat for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog, as well as potentially Pacific pond
turtle and other aquatic species. The Preserve features appropriate upland habitat for these special
status species, which occur in nearby properties featuring ponds (Table 3). Ponds could be created to
feature the conditions that support breading habitat for the aquatic amphibians, including:


Appropriate depth (>2’)



Appropriate hydroperiod (wet until July)



Appropriate vegetation (emergent vegetation for CRLF; variable for CTS)

Pond creation should be coordinated with the local, state, and federal agencies, including the California
Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, which can provide
guidance on design and permitting and potential funding for projects that recover threatened or
endangered species (e.g. Section 6 funds).

4.3 Coordinated Grazing Management
The following management recommendations are designed to promote attainment of the goals for
managing an effective grazing program as part of the Preserve’s overall management (Section 3.2).
4.3.1 Invasive Plant Control
While cattle grazing can be used as a management tool to control many non-native plant species
(Bossard et al. 2000, Tu et al. 2001), it can also promote the invasion and spread of non-native plants if
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not well managed. The following guidelines are provided to prevent the introduction and spread of
invasive plants during implementation of grazing management.
1. Quarantine cattle in a corral on-site for at least 24 hours prior to allowing them to enter the
Preserve. This can help confine invasive plant species seed in their fur or feces to the corral area,
which can be more easily monitored and treated.
2. Avoid supplemental feeding, which concentrates soil disturbance and can introduce invasive
plants that can contaminate hay (e.g. yellow star thistle).
3. Use early detection-rapid response techniques to identify and eradicate new occurrences of
non-native plant species (e.g. monitor areas of likely introduction, including corrals and highintensity use areas such as troughs).
4.

Use integrated pest management to control populations of invasive plants. Cattle grazing can
be used, where appropriate, to control infestation by:


Erecting temporary (e.g. electric) fences to focus grazing in areas featuring palatable
species; and



Graze cattle when invasive plant species are susceptible to grazing impacts (e.g. during
spring and summer flowering), where doing so will not greatly impact native species.

4.3.2 Infrastructure
In order to use cattle grazing as a management tool within the Preserve, infrastructure improvements
will be necessary. Infrastructure should be designed and maintained to promote public safety and cattle
husbandry, and avoid impacts to, and where possible benefit, native species.
Infrastructure improvement projects can be conducted by the Authority and the grazing operator, in
conjunction with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) which provides technical assistance
as well as funding through the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP).

4.3.2.1 Fences
Effective perimeter fences are needed to prevent cattle trespass onto adjacent properties, while interior
fences are needed to keep cattle within appropriate areas for grazing management. Presently, the
Preserve features a perimeter fence and two interior fences, which are constructed of six-strand barbed
wire (Section 2.4.2). Because the property has not been grazed since 2009, the fence features breaches
that will need to be repaired. In addition, new fences or exclosures are recommended to regulate cattle
access to riparian areas and springs (Section 4.2.1).
The Preserve is located within a landscape linkage or corridor between the Santa Cruz Mountains and
the Diablo (Mount Hamilton) Range Mountains (Spencer et al. 2010, Bay Area Critical Linkages Project in
prep.) To avoid mortality and harm to animals and limit the extent to which fences impede their
movement while safely containing cattle in the Preserve, new fences and fence repairs should be
constructed to be wildlife friendly, following the Open Space Authorities fencing standards (Appendix
A).
Temporary electrical fences might also be effective for short-term confinement of cattle (e.g. in areas of
invasive plant infestations). The fences should be clearly signed to avoid unintended impacts to the
public and monitored to maintain the condition of the electrical line.
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4.3.2.2 Gates
Secure gates are needed along roads and trails, and to regulate cattle movement into or through the
riparian and wetland exclosures (Section 4.2.1). Gates on roads should be locked at all times and used
only by authorized personnel. Trail gates should be spring loaded to close automatically, where feasible,
and feature signs notifying users to keep the gates closed while cattle are present.

4.3.2.3 Corrals
A corral is needed to stage cattle being moved in and out of the Preserve, and to house animals for
observation or under other special circumstances (e.g. sick animals). Because high-intensity cattle use in
corrals removes most vegetation, the corral should be sited in an area on the perimeter of the Preserve
that lacks abundant native plants or sensitive species as well as cultural resources. Locating corrals
away from trails and public staging areas may promote a more enjoyable visitor experience.

4.3.2.4 Troughs
The Preserve currently features a single trough located at the base of the outflow of the center-most
spring (Figure 5). Pipes and spring boxes remain at the other two springs that formerly fed troughs,
though these may require repair.
At least one trough will need to be installed within each fenced area that is grazed, with two troughs
recommended in the core of the Preserve to promote utilization (Section 4.2.2). Troughs should be
designed and maintained to:
1. Restore the hydrologic function of the springs, so that flow not diverted to troughs can support
wetland and riparian vegetation;
2. Incorporate float valves and any other water conservation features to minimize water collected
from springs;
3. Include ramps, emergent rock piles, or other mechanisms that allow animals to escape troughs
(Taylor and Tuttle 2007);
4. Provide 10-15 gallons of water per day per animal unit, while providing a source of water for
wildlife, including birds and mammals including bats, when designed and sited appropriately
(Taylor and Tuttle 2007); and
5. Be cleaned, as needed, during the summer and early fall to avoid impacts to amphibians during
the breeding season (March- August).

4.3.2.5 Salt and Supplements
Range cattle are provided salt and mineral supplements to enhance their health and facilitate foraging.
As with troughs, the location of salt and mineral supplements within the Preserve can influence forage
utilization and thus effectiveness of cattle as a management tool. Unlike troughs, salt licks and vitamin
supplement stations can be readily installed and moved. Locations that should be considered for salt
and mineral supplements include:
1. Areas of relatively high exotic plant abundance that might not otherwise receive use due to
distance from water or other factors;
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2. Flat areas and moderate slopes (<20º), avoiding steep slopes;
3. Areas located away from water sources, including streams, ponds, troughs, and springs (>100
yards); and
4. Areas located away from known special status plant species occurrences and other sensitive
habitat areas (>100 yards).

4.3.3 Native Animal Protection
The Preserve provides habitat for several species of animals that may be perceived as a nuisance or
threat to livestock, including California ground squirrel, American badger, coyote, and mountain lion.
These species play important roles in the ecosystem that the Preserve was established to protect.
California ground squirrels are prey for golden eagle and create burrows used by estivating California
tiger salamanders. Their burrows, along with those of American badger, create small-scale soil
disturbances that can promote establishment of native plants. Mountain lions and coyotes are top
predators, and their removal can have consequences for populations of herbivores and, as a
consequence, plants (Terborgh and Estes 2010).
Given the role of the Preserve in maintaining biodiversity in the region, native animals should not be
killed (shot, poisoned) or otherwise harmed or harassed. Dead cattle should be left in place for use by
scavengers such as turkey vultures and California condors, where doing so will not threaten livestock,
animals, or public health, or impair public enjoyment of the Preserve.

4.3.4 Cultural Resource Protection
The Preserve features known Native American cultural resource areas. To protect these from
degradation, corrals, troughs, salt and mineral feeders, fences, and other infrastructure that could
concentrate cattle use should be located away from known or potential cultural resources areas.

4.3.5 Public Enjoyment
The Preserve will eventually be open for visitor use, including hiking, picnicking, and educational
programs. Additional infrastructure including trails, picnic areas, and other facilities may be installed to
facilitate these and other activities. The following management elements can promote goals related to
public enjoyment of the Preserve during grazing management.
1. Graze during the early season (November-March), when visitor use is lower and impacts to
native plants (e.g. herbivory of wildflowers) will be reduced.
2. Locate grazing infrastructure that promotes higher-intensity cattle use (troughs, corrals,
supplement feeders) away from recreation facilities, including trails, staging areas, and picnic
areas, and their viewsheds.
3. Provide visitor information about grazing management and guidelines for public safety around
cattle on a variety of media, including interpretive signs, kiosks, Preserve brochures, and the
Authority’s website. Visitors unaccustomed to cattle grazing in parks and protected open space
areas will benefit from information about how the Authority is using cattle grazing as a
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management tool to attain Preserve goals. Public safety will also be enhanced by guidelines for
safe recreation around cattle.
Cattle use of recreational trails during the rainy season may cause erosion, damage the trail surface, and
otherwise negatively impact visitor use. These impacts may need to be addressed through installation of
fences or other techniques.
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5 Monitoring and Adaptive Management
Monitoring can be used to evaluate and facilitate success toward the biological goals when it is
implemented as part of an adaptive management framework, in which monitoring results are used to
continually refine management by identifying adjustments designed to enhance success (Nyberg 1998,
Walters and Holling 1990). Adaptive management can also be used to:
1. Evaluate and refine the management techniques, including seasonality and intensity of grazing,
based on observations of their effectiveness relative to the predicted effects and desired
outcomes outlined in these recommendations;
2. Adapt to changes in conditions that could alter effectiveness of grazing management, including
the invasion and spread of invasive plants, an extensive drought or period of high rainfall; and
3. Integrate new information, including results of new research or other monitoring studies
examining grazing effects, or new information about the habitat requirements of special status
species.
This section outlines elements of an adaptive management process designed to promote effectiveness
of grazing management within the Preserve. As part of the adaptive management process, the
monitoring protocols and other elements should themselves be updated or otherwise adjusted, as
needed, to enhance their effectiveness at evaluating and informing grazing management.

5.1 Monitoring
As part of an adaptive management program, two main types of monitoring are recommended:
1. Implementation monitoring, which will assess whether grazing management is being conducted
as recommended; and
2. Biological effectiveness monitoring, which will evaluate conditions of the site to determine
whether grazing management is effective at attaining the biological goals.
The two monitoring approaches are complementary. Specifically, implementation monitoring ensures
grazing is conducted as anticipated and identifies any deviations, which should be considered when
evaluating the effectiveness of grazing management at attaining the goals.

5.1.1 Implementation Monitoring
Implementation monitoring is recommended to evaluate whether grazing management is being
conducted following the seasonality and intensity designed to promote the biological goals (Section 4.1).

5.1.1.1 Seasonality of Use Monitoring
A grazing log can be maintained by Authority staff with the assistance of the grazing operator. The log,
which can be maintained in a spreadsheet to facilitate use, should include:
1. The number and location of animal units in the Preserve.
2. The monthly and annual climate (i.e. rainfall)
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3. The general phenology and productivity of herbaceous plants in the upland systems, such as the
onset of the germinating rains, the date when 1” of new growth was observed, and the onset of
flowering of native herbs.
The log can also be used to track important changes in the seasonality of grazing, such as early rainfall
triggering an early turn out, or cattle being pulled off the property prior to March 31 due to an extended
mid-winter drought. This information can help managers track the various factors that influence
interannual variability in grazing at the site.

5.1.1.2 Intensity of Use Monitoring
Monitoring can be used to assess whether grazing management has attained the target RDM levels in
the various communities (Table 4). Two complimentary approaches can be used to monitor RDM:
1. Areal mapping of RDM classes; and
2. Detailed examination of RDM at reference sites.

5.1.1.2.1 RDM Mapping
At the end of the grazing year (late September to October), the amount of RDM can be visually
estimated and mapped throughout the Preserve according to five RDM classes:
1. >2,000 lbs/acre
2. 1,200-2,000 lbs/acre
3. 800-1,200 lbs/acre
4. 600-800 lbs/acre
5. <600 lbs/acre
Polygons delimiting contiguous areas within each RDM class can be drawn using geographic positioning
system (GPS) or on paper maps, then brought into a Geographic information system (GIS). The layer can
be intersected with the communities (i.e. vegetation) layer to calculate the area of each community type
within each RDM class, evaluate the percent of each community type attaining the target RDM (Table 4),
and locate areas that were above or below the target RDM level.

5.1.1.2.2 RDM Reference Monitoring Sites
To facilitate accuracy of the RDM areal mapping and enable quantitative measures of RDM to be
incorporated in biological effectiveness monitoring (Section 5.1.2), RDM can also be estimated at
monitoring sites using visual indicators and clipping and weighing, as needed (Guenther 1998). The RDM
sites should be located using a stratified design, in which the four community types anticipated to
receive more than incidental cattle use are the strata: annual grassland, oak savanna, serpentine
grassland, and serpentine scrub. A minimum of 5 sites per community type (20 overall) are likely to be
necessary to capture the variability within the communities of the Preserve. Conducting the RDM
monitoring within the plant community composition plots (Section 5.1.2.2), which will also be used for
photomonitoring, will enable analyses correlating RDM with native plant cover, species richness,
sensitive species cover, and other variables it is anticipated to affect.
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The RDM reference monitoring sties can be examined two times each year:
1. During late winter and early spring, to estimate biomass when the cattle are removed; and
2. During late summer/early fall, when RDM is measured.
Comparison of the measures each year can be used to calculate the net change in biomass (pounds per
acre) resulting from ongoing plant growth following cessation of grazing and loss of biomass due to
native herbivores, disturbance, and decay. This can help managers to refine the estimate for the level of
biomass in spring that should be remain when the cattle are removed, in order to attain the RDM goals
in fall (Section 4.1.3.3).

5.1.2 Biological Effectiveness Monitoring
Biological effectiveness monitoring is designed to determine whether grazing management is achieving
the various goals for the biological systems. It consists of systematic observation and recording of
conditions to:
1. Accurately detect their status;
2. Increase understanding of the ecology of the target systems; and
3. Maximize monitoring efficacy while minimizing the resources required.
Two main biological effectiveness monitoring studies for grazing management are recommended for the
Preserve:
1. Areal extent mapping to monitor persistence of the communities; and
2. Quantitative monitoring of plant community composition and structure to evaluate
effectiveness of the grazing management at enhancing native species diversity and abundance.

5.1.2.1 Community Mapping
Areal extent monitoring can be used to track the communities within the Preserve, and thus progress
toward objectives focused on maintaining their extent (i.e. goals UC-1 and RWC-3; Section 3). Changes in
community areal extent can also be used to adjust the calculations of anticipated stocking rate to attain
the target RDM levels (Table 4).
The communities can be mapped in GIS through a combination of analysis of aerial imagery and field
assessment. Due to their variability in structure (i.e. herbs, shrubs, and trees), the grassland, shrubland,
savanna, and woodlands communities can be readily distinguished by their signatures in aerial imagery
(Figure 3). Serpentine grasslands will need to be distinguished from California annual grassland on the
ground based on the presence of plant species that are indicators of serpentine soil. Similarly, wetland
communities may need to be distinguished from grasslands based on field assessment of the presence
of wetland indicator species.
Monitoring can be based upon the existing communities map (Figure 3), which was developed as part of
this assessment using analysis of 2009 aerial imagery. This initial baseline should be refined based upon
a spring assessment of plant species composition to accurately delimit the boundaries between the
various herbaceous communities. Rather than having an abrupt boundary, serpentine and non-
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serpentine grasslands likely intergrade, such that successful long-term monitoring will benefit from
establishing and repeatedly mapping them based upon clear operational definitions.
During future monitoring, a copy of the baseline layer could be overlaid onto new aerial imagery and the
polygons revised to reflect current extent of the communities, as might result from changes in structure
(e.g. shrub establishment in serpentine grassland). A geographic information system can be used to
calculate total patch area, the number of patches, and mean patch size for the communities as a whole,
and by type. Intersection analysis between the current and previous community layers can be used to
identify areas of type conversion. Attempts should be made to correct or account for mapping errors
associated with the polygons, including those caused by image rectification and classification error.
Areas where shifts are identified should be reexamined, using ground truthing as needed, to determine
whether changes have indeed occurred, or whether the shift might be due to mapping error.
Areal mapping should occur approximately every 15-20 years. It is designed to detect changes that
result from succession of grassland to shrubland, due to shrub encroachment, or alternatively,
conversion of shrubland or woodland to grassland as a result of fire or other disturbance. These
processes are likely to occur over moderate time scales. Should vegetation transitions be detected
through annual photomonitoring (Section 5.1.2.2), then areal extent mapping can be initiated sooner in
order to quantify the changes.
To reduce costs associated with requisitioning aerial imagery for the Preserve, community mapping
should be implemented as new, high-resolution aerial imagery for the region becomes available. Areal
extent mapping should be completed by personnel trained in GIS and aerial image analysis who are able
to distinguish community types using aerial imagery and through ground truthing.
A ten percent reduction in the areal extent of a target community during an estimated 15 year interval
should be evaluated as a basis for adjustment to management, the nature of which would depend on
the known or hypothesized cause(s) of the shift. For example, conversion of grassland to shrubland due
to shrub encroachment may be addressed through prescribed fire, or increased intensity of grazing, or
grazing during the summer and fall to promote cattle use of native shrubs. As a threshold, ten percent is
designed to accommodate error associated with the analyses and some localized shifts in community
structure before management action is taken.

5.1.2.2 Plant Community Composition
Plant species composition can be examined using quantitative sampling and photomonitoring to
evaluate whether grazing is maintaining or enhancing the structure and species composition of the
communities within the Preserve. Specifically, this monitoring can be used to:
1. Monitor the abundance and richness of native plants, including special status species (Table 3);
2. Monitor the frequency and abundance of invasive exotic plants; and
3. Monitor the cover and recruitment of woody plants (shrubs and trees), including oaks, which are
a keystone species.
In doing so, monitoring component can evaluate the status toward goals UC 4 through UC 6, and RWC 3,
5 and 6.
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In addition, by essentially conducting grazing management as part of a long-term, large-scale,
experiment, quantitative monitoring can be used to:
1. Test hypotheses for the effects of grazing on various aspects of community structure and
species composition, which provide the basis for recommended grazing management (Section
4.1); and
2. Increase understanding of the ecology of the systems and species.
By incorporating photomonitoring and co-locating the plant community composition sampling sites with
the RDM sites (Section 5.1.12.2), results of the various monitoring studies can be evaluated together,
thus increasing their ability to inform changes to promote effective grazing management.

5.1.2.2.1 Quantitative Sampling
In each of the five main community types where grazing occurs (annual grassland, oak savanna, oak
woodland, serpentine grassland, and serpentine scrub), five paired 5 m x 5 m sample sites should be
randomly located using the GIS. For each pair of plots, one should be randomly assigned as the grazing
treatment, while the other should be a no-grazing control plot, around which a fence should be erected.
To avoid edge effects, the fence should be 8 m x 8 m. Within each of the communities no longer subject
to grazing, wetlands and riparian areas, five plots should be randomly located.
Within each of the monitoring plots, a series of plant community composition measurements should be
collected (Table 5). Sampling should be conducted during the same time each spring (e.g. mid-May),
when annual herbs are in flower. While most perennial herbs will not yet be in flower, they can be
identified based on vegetative morphology and/or the presence of previous year’s inflorescences. RDM
monitoring at these sites should occur during the fall (Section 5.1.1).
Monitoring should be conducted by individuals trained to identify the plant species within the Preserve
based on vegetative and reproductive morphology, and to carefully implement standardized monitoring
protocols. To increase the accuracy of the repeated measurements, the four corners of each plot should
Table 5: Variables to quantify grazing effects on plant community structure and species compositions during
spring
Species/Factor
special status
plant species

Variable Measured
Density (n) by species

Measurement Methods
Counts

absolute cover

Visual estimate using cover classes¹

Evidence of herbivory

Frequency of plants browsed

Oaks

Density (n) by species by size class

Counts of seedlings, saplings, and adults

other plants

absolute cover of each species

Visual estimate using cover classes

soil
disturbance
canopy cover

Visual estimate using cover classes

plant height

Percent of plot with soil disturbance or
erosion
Percent of sky above plot occluded by
shrub or tree canopy
Height of vegetation

litter depth

Depth of dead plant biomass

Measured in four random locations

Visual estimate using spherical densiometer
Distance from soil surface to disk resting on
vegetation in four random locations

¹ Cover classes (percentages): 1, 2, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 10s between 20 and 100.
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be permanently monumented using metal conduit, rebar (approx. ½” diameter), or a large nail. In areas
where vandalism is not a concern, the tops of the markers can be painted to facilitate detection. A
resource grade GPS should be used to obtain the coordinates of corners, so that the plot can be
relocated if the corner stakes are removed.
Sampling could ideally be conducted each year. An interval of two or three years could be used to
provide results at reduced cost; however, a longer duration will likely be required to detect ecologicallymeaningful differences amidst the background variation in many of the variables introduced by
interannual variability in climate.
Data from the plots should be entered into a spreadsheet and used to calculate the following for each
community type and overall:


Mean native plant cover and mean exotic plant cover by guild (i.e. annual herb, perennial herb,
annual grass, perennial grass, subshrub, shrub, and tree)



Mean alpha and gamma (total) native plant richness and mean exotic plant richness



Mean cover of invasive plants



Mean cover of woody plants (shrubs and trees)



Mean vegetation height



Mean litter depth

A two-factor repeated measures Analysis of Variance (RM ANOVA) should be used to evaluate the role
of grazing (or cessation of grazing) in influencing plant community structure and species composition
and changes through time in the five communities where grazing can occur. Within wetlands and
riparian areas, where cattle are excluded, a one-factor RM ANOVA can be used to evaluate changes over
time in each community type. Regression and correlation analyses can be used to evaluate relationships
between the measured variables, such as litter depth and native plant richness, in order to test
hypotheses regarding their relationships (e.g. lower RDM facilitates native annual forbs).
Because interannual variability in climate can cause relatively dramatic changes in plant community
composition and structure, climate data should be analyzed as part of this monitoring. Daily
temperature and precipitation data may be obtained from the Western Regional Climate Center for the
Morgan Hill Station (045853).
Management adjustments should be evaluated if one or more of the communities exhibit the following:


20% decline over time in the mean abundance of special status plants, or a 20% reduction due
to grazing (i.e. in areas that are grazed vs. those that are not)



20% decline in the mean abundance, or mean or total richness of native plants, or a similar
reduction due to grazing



10% increase in the cover of invasive exotic plants over time or due to grazing.

These thresholds are designed to accommodate some temporal shifts in plant community composition
and statistical error before management action is initiated. The nature of the corrective management
should be determined based on the observed results and the anticipated causes, but can include
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additional vegetation management techniques, such as manual vegetation treatment or alternative
grazing strategies, including altered season or intensity of use, including no use.

5.1.2.2.2 Photomonitoring
Photomonitoring provides an effective means of qualitatively tracking many aspects of plant community
structure, including successional changes, as well as important changes in plant species composition,
such as the spread of invasive plants. At each plant community composition sample site, a photostation
should be established. At each station, photographs should be taken at four recorded angles (e.g. the
four cardinal directions), from the same height (e.g. 1 meter).

5.1.2.2.3 Oak Monitoring
Though the 5m x 5m plots will be appropriate for monitoring herbs and shrubs within the grassland,
shrubland, and oak savannas, they are too small to examine dynamics of trees including oaks (Quercus
spp.), which are a critical keystone species within the site. Oak population dynamics including seedling
establishment and adult mortality can be examined using a monitoring protocol similar to that used by
the Authority to examine oak woodland conditions within the Rancho Canada del Oro Open Space
Preserve (RCDO) (D. Neumann pers. comm. 2012). In such a protocol, large plots (e.g. 132' diameter
circular plots, as used at RCDO), the centers of which can be permanently monumented using a stake
and recorded using GPS, can be censused on 1-5 year intervals to determine the following:
1. Number of oak trees, by species, within each of the following size classes:


Small Seedlings (<1 foot tall)



Large Seedlings (1-3 feet tall)



Saplings (1-6” diameter at breast height, or DBH)



Small Adults (>6-11” DBH)



Medium Adults ( >11-24” DBH)



Large Adults ( >24” DBH)

2. Occurrence of cavities and snags (dead standing trees), which provide important habitat for
animals
3. Evidence of disease, such as sudden oak death (Phytophthora ramorum)
4. Other relevant factors or observations.
Data can be used to examine the stage structure of the population and evaluate, over time, whether
mortality due to disease, windfall, or senescence is being offset by recruitment, as well as identify other
changes to the structure of the stands that can influence their value for animal species.

5.2 Adjustments to Grazing Management
The overall effectiveness of grazing management should be evaluated annually, as part of an adaptive
management process in which the results of grazing monitoring are evaluated with respect to the
established goals for the Preserve, to determine desired adjustments to promote effectiveness.
Authority staff may choose to meet with the grazing operator each year, to review the results of
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monitoring, discuss aspects of grazing management that are working, discuss changed conditions in the
site, and identify adjustments that are needed to promote a successful program.
By conducting grazing management through a rigorous, adaptive management process in which grazing
is conducted as a carefully-monitored experiment, the Authority will increase understanding of the
effects and effectiveness of grazing on the natural systems. Authority staff may consider conducting
monitoring in collaboration with universities, including San Jose State University, Santa Clara University,
Stanford University, and the University of California campuses at Santa Cruz and Berkeley. These and
other universities in the region feature faculty and students in biology, environmental science, and other
departments who study rangeland ecology and management and may be very interested in conducting
research that addresses many of the management questions of interest to the Authority. University
personnel can bring valuable resources including research expertise, personnel for field studies, and
funding, and thus may be invaluable partners for implementing the monitoring studies as well as other
elements of a successful grazing program.
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Appendix A: Santa Clara County Open Space Authority Fencing Standards
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Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
Fencing Standards
Limited Cattle Grazing
Road Side - Use 66” (5’5”) t-post
16.5’ between posts

Smooth wire
12”

45”
Ground
to top of t-post

6"
6"
18"

42”
Ground
to top strand

Smooth wire

Interior Fencing - Use 60” (5’0”) t-posts
16.5’ between posts

Smooth wire
11”

43”
Ground
to top of t-post

40”
Ground
to top strand

11”

18"

Ordering t-posts:
All t-post are green
Roadside t-post length is 66” (5.5’)
Interior t-post length is 60” (5.0’)

Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
Fencing Standards
Standard Cattle Grazing
Road Side - Use 66” (5.5’) t-posts
16.5’ between posts

Smooth wire
12”

45”
Ground
to top of t-post

X

6"

Barbed wire

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

6"

42”
Ground
to top strand

Smooth wire

18"

Interior Fencing - Use 60” (5.0’ ) t-posts
16.5’ between posts

Smooth wire
12”

43”
Ground
to top of t-post

X
X

X

5" X
5"

Barbed wire
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Smooth wire
18"

Ordering t-posts:
All t-posts are green
Roadside t-post length is 66” (5.5’)
Interior t-post length is 60” (5.0’)

40”
Ground
to top strand

County of Santa Clara
Office of the County Clerk-Recorder
Business Division
County Government Center
70 West Hedding Street, E. Wing, 1 st Floor
San Jose, California 95110 (408) 299-5688

NOTE:
Before printing, be sure to Update the Total Value by
clicking in the RED BOX at the bottom of this form.

CEQA DOCUMENT DECLARATION
ENVIRONMENTAL FILING FEE RECEIPT
PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING:

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency
1. LEAD AGENCY: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve South Meadow Restoration
2. PROJECT TITLE: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________
408-224-7476
Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority
3. APPLICANT NAME: ____________________________________________________________
PHONE: ________________________________
6980 Santa Teresa Blvd. Suite 100, San Jose, CA 95119
4. APPLICANT ADDRESS: _________________________________________________________________________________________________
5. PROJECT APPLICANT IS A:

Local Public Agency

School District

Other Special District

State Agency

Private Entity

30
6. NOTICE TO BE POSTED FOR ________________
DAYS.
7. CLASSIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT
a. PROJECTS THAT ARE SUBJECT TO DFG FEES
1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21152)

$ 3,029.75

0.00
$_______________

2. NEGATIVE DECLARATION (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21080(C)

$ 2,181.25

0.00
$_______________

3. APPLICATION FEE WATER DIVERSION (STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD ONLY)

$

850.00

0.00
$_______________

4. PROJECTS SUBJECT TO CERTIFIED REGULATORY PROGRAMS

$ 1,030.25

0.00
$_______________

5. COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE FEE (REQUIRED FOR a-1 THROUGH a-4 ABOVE)
Fish & Game Code §711.4(e)

$

50.00

0.00
$_______________

$

50.00

0.00
$_______________

b. PROJECTS THAT ARE EXEMPT FROM DFG FEES
1. NOTICE OF EXEMPTION ($50.00 COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE FEE REQUIRED)

2. A COMPLETED “CEQA FILING FEE NO EFFECT DETERMINATION FORM” FROM THE
DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME, DOCUMENTING THE DFG’S DETERMINATION THAT THE PROJECT
WILL HAVE NO EFFECT ON FISH, WILDLIFE AND HABITAT, OR AN OFFICIAL, DATED RECEIPT /
PROOF OF PAYMENT SHOWING PREVIOUS PAYMENT OF THE DFG FILING FEE FOR THE *SAME
PROJECT IS ATTACHED ($50.00 COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE FEE REQUIRED)
DOCUMENT TYPE:

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

$

50.00

50.00
$_______________

c. NOTICES THAT ARE NOT SUBJECT TO DFG FEES OR COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE FEES
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

NOTICE OF INTENT

NO FEE

$________NO FEE

8. OTHER: __________________________________________________________________________ FEE (IF APPLICABLE): $_______________

50.00
9. TOTAL RECEIVED……………………………………………………………………………………........................................................ $_____________

*NOTE: “SAME PROJECT” MEANS NO CHANGES. IF THE DOCUMENT SUBMITTED IS NOT THE SAME (OTHER THAN DATES), A “NO EFFECT
DETERMINATION” LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME FOR THE SUBSEQUENT FILING OR THE APPROPRIATE FEES ARE
REQUIRED.
THIS FORM MUST BE COMPLETED AND ATTACHED TO THE FRONT OF ALL CEQA DOCUMENTS LISTED ABOVE (INCLUDING COPIES)
SUBMITTED FOR FILING. WE WILL NEED AN ORIGINAL (WET SIGNATURE) AND THREE COPIES. (YOUR ORIGINAL WILL BE RETURNED TO
YOU AT THE TIME OF FILING.)
CHECKS FOR ALL FEES SHOULD BE MADE PAYABLE TO: SANTA CLARA COUNTY CLERK-RECORDER
PLEASE NOTE: FEES ARE ANNUALLY ADJUSTED (Fish & Game Code §711.4(b); PLEASE CHECK WITH THIS OFFICE AND THE DEPARTMENT
OF FISH AND GAME FOR THE LATEST FEE INFORMATION.
“ . . . NO PROJECT SHALL BE OPERATIVE, VESTED, OR FINAL, NOR SHALL LOCAL GOVERNMENT PERMITS FOR THE PROJECT BE VALID,
UNTIL THE FILING FEES REQUIRED PURSUANT TO THIS SECTION ARE PAID.” Fish & Game Code §711.4(c)(3)

(FEES EFFECTIVE 01-01-2014)

Print Form

Notice of Determination
To:
Office of Planning and Research
U.S. Mail:

Street Address:

P.O. Box 3044

1400 Tenth St., Rm 113

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Sacramento, CA 95814
County Clerk
Clara
County of: Santa
_________________________________
70 W. Hedding St.
Address: __________________________________
San Jose, C 95110
_________________________________________

Appendix D
From:
Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency
Public Agency: ___________________________
535 Alkire Ave., Ste. 100
Address: ________________________________
Morgan Hill, CA 95037
_______________________________________
Edmund Sullivan
Contact: _________________________________
(408) 779-7261
Phone: __________________________________

Lead Agency (if different from above):
_______________________________________
Address: ________________________________
_______________________________________
Contact: _________________________________
Phone: __________________________________

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public
Resources Code.
State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to State Clearinghouse): 2013072055
______________________________
Valley Open Space Preserve South Meadow Restoration
Project Title: Coyote
_________________________________________________________________________
Clara Valley Open Space Authority
Project Applicant: Santa
_____________________________________________________________________
Within Coyote Valley OSP, west of Preserve entry off Palm Ave, Santa Clara Co
Project Location (include county): _________________________________________________________

Project Description:
OSA is proposing ecological restoration of the South Meadow area of its Coyote Valley Open Space Preserve by
retiring hydrologic modifications, restoring or enhancing historic meadow topographic features, stabilizing active
sources of sediment, and replanting with appropriate native species. Hydrologic function on the site will be restored
by stabilizing a downcutting channel with headcut repairs, restoring the water table by filling drainage ditches, partially
filling the channel to a more stable configuration, and removing the ranch road and berms that alter on-site hydrology.
Clara Valley Habitat Agency
This is to advise that the Santa
____________________________________________
has approved the above
Responsible Agency)
( Lead Agency or

described project on _______________ and has made the following determinations regarding the above
(date)
described project.
will not] have a significant effect on the environment.
1. The project [ will
An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
2.
A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
2.
were not] made a condition of the approval of the project.
3. Mitigation measures [ were
was not] adopted for this project.
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan [ was
was not] adopted for this project.
5. A statement of Overriding Considerations [ was
were not] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
6. Findings [ were
This is to certify that the final EIR with comments and responses and record of project approval, or the
negative Declaration, is available to the General Public at:
535 Alkire Ave., Ste. 100, Morgan Hill, CA 95037
___________________________________________________________________________________
Edmund Sullivan, Executive Officer
Signature (Public Agency): _____________________________ Title: ____________________________

Date: _______________________________ Date Received for filing at OPR: ____________________

Authority cited: Sections 21083, Public Resources Code.
Reference Section 21000-21174, Public Resources Code.

Revised 2011

