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INITIAL STUDY 
Environmental Checklist and Evaluation for Santa Clara County 

 

File Number: 10688-14CP Date:      March 9, 2015 

Project Name: 
Santa Clara County Ground Mount Solar 

PV Project 
Project Type: 

County Capital 

Improvement 

Project Description 
  

The proposed project consists of construction and operation of photovoltaic (PV) solar arrays with a electrical 

generation capacity of up to 11.4 megawatts along with associated infrastructure at six locations across central 

and south Santa Clara County. SunPower Corporation will be the vendor and operator under contract to the 

County of Santa Clara, Facilities and Fleet Department. Figure 1 shows the locations. The development 

footprints would total approximately 32 acres, including perimeter fencing, access roads, and equipment pads. 

Interconnection to the electricity grid would generally be through underground conduits. See “Project 

Description” below for more detail on the individual site developments. 

 

This project will utilize PG&E’s Renewable Energy Self-Generation Bill Credit Transfer (RES-BCT) program. 

The RES-BCT program (formerly AB 2466) was established by the Legislature effective January 1, 2009 and is 

codified in Section 2830 of the Public Utilities Code. It allows a local government with one or more eligible 

renewable generating facilities to export energy to the grid and receive generation credits to benefitting accounts 

of the same local government. Using RES-BCT, government entities can take advantage of cost-effective, off-

site ground-mounted solar PV systems as opposed to higher-cost carports or rooftop systems. They can also 

employ larger system sizes (up to 5 megawatts), which further increases cost-effectiveness. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
In 2010, the County led a group of eight local public agencies in the procurement of 12 megawatts (MW) 

of solar photovoltaic (PV) systems. The procurement, which was completed in early 2012, resulted in the 

construction and installation of 5.8 MW of solar PV at the County’s largest capital facilities, including 

correctional facilities, health clinics, and commercial office buildings. Based on a referral by Supervisor 

Dave Cortese, the County’s Board of Supervisors has given direction for the County Facilities and Fleet 

Department to investigate renewable energy opportunities that might exist at any and all County 

properties, including “non-traditional” sites, such as park land and roads. This investigation identified six 

sites suitable for ground-mounted PV systems with a total electrical generating capacity of up to 11.4 

MW, which is the proposed project evaluated in this Initial Study. 

 

The project would use PG&E’s Renewable Energy Self-Generation Bill Credit Transfer (RES-BCT) 

program, which was established by the Legislature effective January 1, 2009 and is codified in Section 

2830 of the Public Utilities Code. This program allows a local government with one or more eligible 

renewable generating facilities to export energy to the grid and receive generation credits to benefitting 

accounts of the same local government. Using RES-BCT, government entities can take advantage of cost-

effective, off-site ground-mounted solar PV systems as opposed to higher-cost carports or rooftop 

systems. They can also employ larger system sizes (up to 5 MW), further increasing cost-effectiveness. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

Project Location 

The proposed project consists of construction and operation of PV arrays and associated infrastructure at 

six locations across central and south Santa Clara County. SunPower Corporation will be the vendor and 

operator under contract to the County. Figure 1 shows the locations, and the following table lists the 

locations in order of north to south. The development footprints would total approximately 32 acres, 

including perimeter fencing, access roads, and equipment pads. Interconnection to the electricity grid 

would generally be through underground conduits. Consistent with Section 4.10.345 of the County’s 

Zoning Ordinance (“Solar Energy Conversion Systems – Commercial”), the PV arrays and related above 

ground structures would be set back a minimum of 30 feet from any property line. 

 
Site Location Assessor Parcel 

Numbers 
Area of 
Parcel(s) 

GP / Zoning Development 
Area 

Reid-
Hillview 
Airport 

Cunningham Ave, 
San Jose 
(incorporated) 

491-13-001, 491-
12-070, 491-12-
069, 491-12-068, 
491-12-063 

39 acres 
Public-Quasi Public / 
Industrial Park 

3.23 acres 

Hellyer 
County 
Park 

Sylvandale Av, 
San Jose 
(incorporated) 

494-66-004 
494-66-003 

20 acres 
Open Space, 
Parklands, Habitat / 
Open Space 

6.64 acres 

Guadalupe 
Parkway 

San Jose 
(incorporated) 

459-28-005 
459-28-004 

9 acres 
Residential 
Neighborhood / 
Agricultural, R-1 

6.35 acres 

Malech 
Road 

Malech Road, San 
Jose (uninc.) 

729-57-002 
277 

acres 
Open Hillside / Open 
Space 

9.20 acres 

Holden 
Ranch 

19050 Malaguerra 
Ave, Morgan Hill 

728-35-001 73 acres 
Open 
Space / Open Space 

1.01 acres 

San Martin 
Airport 

555 Church Ave, 
San Martin (uninc) 

825-11-022 64 acres 
Transportation / A-
20Ac-sr 

5.80 acres 
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Figure 1 – PV Array Locations 
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Site / Array Descriptions 

 
The proposed installations would consist of solar PV panels constructed of monocrystalline silicon, anti-

reflective glass, aluminum frame, and copper electrical wires with plastic sheathing. These panels would 

be mounted in rows on steel piers and either be fixed in a tilted position and oriented to maximize 

absorption of sunlight or integrated with a single-axis, horizontal solar tracking system configured to 

optimize energy production by following the path of the sun throughout the day. Figure 2 shows a typical 

installation. Each installation would include an equipment pad containing DC-AC inverters and 

switchgear, which would be connected to the PV arrays via underground PVC conduits. The equipment 

pad would be connected via underground and / or overhead to a nearby PG&E feeder, which is typically 

pole-mounted. Each installation would be protected by a 6-foot high chain-link fence. No lighting would 

be installed at any of the arrays. 

 

 
Figure 2 – Photograph of Typical Ground Mount PV Solar Arrays (background) and 

Electric Equipment Pads for Inverters and Switch Gear (foreground)  

 
The construction periods would range from approximately 10 weeks at Reid-Hill, Holden Ranch, and San 

Martin Airport to 16 weeks at Guadalupe Parkway, Hellyer County Park, and Malech Road. Installation 

activities at each site would include the following: 

• grubbing, clearing, minor grading 

• construction of a base rock access road 

• driving piers into the ground (up to 10 feet below grade), except at Hellyer County Park (see 

separate site description below) 

• erecting steel support structures 

• constructing electrical equipment pads and installing inverters and switchgear 

• trenching and installing PVC conduit between the equipment pad, solar array, and AC tie-in 

location installing the PV modules  

 

Typical equipment used for these activities are as follows: 

• medium bulldozer to scrape / clear / grub sites as necessary 

• small track excavator with vibratory equipment to install piles 

• dump truck (10-wheeler) for delivering base rock 
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• back-hoe for trenching and small excavations 

• concrete truck as necessary (limited)  

• boring equipment as necessary 

• gradall excavator 

• Bobcat to install fencing 

• pick-up trucks with generators / compressors / rivet guns and miscellaneous small hand tools  

 

Ongoing raw material and equipment deliveries to the site would take place throughout the construction 

period. Interconnection would be completed early in the project once equipment pads are constructed, 

with coordination from PG&E. A stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and 

implemented for each project site. The proposed project will employ best available dust control measures 

to reduce and control dust emissions during any grading operations. These measures are listed in 

Appendix A. 

 

Reid-Hillview Airport 

This site, which is located on the southwest side of Reid-Hillview Airport near Cunningham Avenue (see 

Figure 3 below), would host a 1.04 megawatt system using a sun-tracking arrays on approximately 3.2 

acres. This same site was previously evaluated in 2012 for a 1.28 megawatt PV solar system by the 

Environmental Impact Report on the Reid-Hillview Airport Master Plan (State Clearinghouse 

#2011052005). The system would interconnect to a PG&E feeder approximately 1,400 feet to the 

northwest of the site. The site would be surrounded by approximately 1,950 feet of linear fencing with a 

double gate located at the North end of the site for operations / maintenance entry. The design assumes 

that the site will have minimal –if any additional grading and to meet the tolerances of the proposed array 

–slope < 10.5%. A 12-foot-wide road approximately 3,700 feet long would provide access from the north 

end of the site.  

 

Hellyer County Park 

This site would host a 2.74 megawatt fixed-tilt PV system that would cover approximately 6.6 acres in an 

open field southwest of the velodrome (see Figure 4 below or site plan). The site is a capped former 

landfill. To avoid penetration of the cap, the arrays would be supported by concrete ballast foundations on 

3-4-inch gravel bases rather than piles driven into the ground. The concrete supports would be closely 

spaced to reduce pressure on the ground. To reduce ground pressure during construction, lighter-weight, 

wheeled vehicles (rather than tracked) would be used. The PV system would be surrounded by 

approximately 2,100 linear feet of six-foot high perimeter fencing with a single line of barbed wire above 

the fence at 7-10 feet. A double gate entry for operations and maintenance would be located on the east 

side. A 12-foot-wide paved base rock road would branch off of the existing Coyote Creek Trail road to 

provide site access. The design assumes minimal grading will be required. The array would interconnect 

to the PG&E electric grid through a new 400-foot underground AC line at the northeast corner of the 

proposed installation. 

 

Guadalupe Parkway 

This site would host a 2.07 megawatt fixed-tilt PV system that would cover approximately 6.4 acres on 

two vacant parcels west of Guadalupe Parkway. Figure 5 shows the site plan. A connection to the PG&E 

feeder north of the site would be via a underground conduit that would be directionally bored under 

Guadalupe Parkway. The site would be protected by approximately 1,700-foot perimeter fencing with a 

double gated entry for operations / maintenance. Proposed access for construction and operations / 

maintenance would be from an access road that would be extended southward from a paved access road 

that connects to Capitol Expressway. This 900-foot access road would require the construction of a 3-4-

foot high Keystone type retaining wall for a distance of approximately 300 feet to maintain a 12-foot-
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wide access road that is level. However, if Caltrans permits use of existing access from the west side of 

Highway 87, the northern access road would not be constructed.  

 

Malech Road 

This location would host two PV systems, totaling 3.84 megawatts, that would be located on the west and 

east sides of two wetland / drainage channels. Figure 6 shows the site plan. The system would be 

supported using galvanized pile piers and interconnected with the PG&E feeder via a 900 linear-foot 

underground AC wire. The two array locations would be protected by approximately 3,600 linear feet of 

perimeter fencing consisting of a six-foot high chain-link fence with a single barbed wire at 7 feet. A 12-

foot-wide base rock road from Road P would be constructed to provide access for construction equipment 

and operations and maintenance. The road would use bridges to completely span the two drainage 

channels in order to avoid disturbance to the beds or banks. A crane would be used to put the bridges in 

place prior to moving construction vehicles across. 

   

Holden Ranch 

This site would host a .31 megawatt PV system at the Santa Clara County Office of the Sheriff’s Justice 

Training Center at 19050 Malaguerra Avenue, Morgan Hill. This site was formerly the Harry Holden 

Ranch for Boys, and is still referred to as Holden Ranch. Figure 7 shows the site plan. The system would 

interconnect to a PG&E feeder approximately 950 feet east of the site. The site would be protected by 

approximately 1,100 feet of perimeter fencing, which would include a double gate located at the north 

end of the site for operations / maintenance access. The design assumes that the site will require minimal 

(if any) grading to meet the tolerances of the proposed array (slope < 10.5%). The existing paved area 

would be used for construction laydown and access. 

 

San Martin Airport 

A 1.36 megawatt fixed-tilt PV facility would be located at the southern boundary of the County-owned 

airport within the community of San Martin. Figure 8 shows the site plan. The system would be 

supported using galvanized pile piers and interconnected with the PG&E feeder via an 840 linear-foot 

underground AC wire. The site would be protected by a 1,700-foot-long, six-foot high chain-link fence 

with a single barbed wire at 7 feet. A double gate would be located at the north end to provide entry for 

operations and maintenance. A 12-foot wide base rock road would be constructed from the paved road to 

the north. The design assumes that the site will require minimal (if any) grading to meet the tolerances of 

the proposed array (slope < 10.5%).  

 



 8 

 
 

Figure 3 – Reid-Hillview Site Plan 

 
Figure 4 – Hellyer County Park Site Plan 
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Figure 5 – Guadalupe Parkway Site Plan 

 
 

 
Figure 6 – Malech Road Site Plan 
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Figure 7 – Holden Ranch Site Plan 

 

 
 

Figure 8 – San Martin Airport Site Plan 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

 

A.    AESTHETICS 

 IMPACT 

SOURCES 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?  

    2,3,4, 6,17f 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources along 
a designated scenic highway? 

    3, 6,7 17f 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

    2,3 

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

    3,4 

e) If subject to ASA, be generally in non-
compliance with the Guidelines for 
Architecture and Site Approval? 

    11 

f)   If within a Design Review Zoning District for 
purposes of viewshed protection (d, -d1, -d2), 
conflict with applicable General Plan policies 
or Zoning Ordinance provisions? 

 
 
 

 
 
 

      
 
 

 
 

2,3,4,8a, 9,12, 
17f 

 

      

 

SETTING: 

 

The following table summarizes the visual setting and visibility of the six project sites. 

 
Site Name / Location Surroundings Site Visibility / Viewshed 

Reid-Hillview Airport, San 
Jose – Southwest of the 
runway between the ends of 
Cunningham and Waverley 
Avenues 

The site is bounded on the north, 
east, and south by airport property 
and on the west by a residential 
neighborhood. 

Visible from airport property, but 
screened from adjacent 
residences by solid fences. Not 
located within a viewshed area. 

Hellyer County Park - 
Between Sylvandale Ave, 
Paradise Avenue, and the 
Hellyer Velodrome, San Jose 

The site is bounded on the south 
and west by residential 
neighborhoods and on the north 
and east by Hellyer County Park, 
including the Velodrome. 

Visible from Coyote Creek Trail, 
but screened from adjacent 
residences by solid fences. Not 
located within a viewshed area.  

Guadalupe Parkway - 
Between Capitol Expressway 
and Branham Lane, San Jose 

The site is sandwiched between a 
residential neighborhood on the 
west and State Route (SR) 87 
(Guadalupe Parkway) to the east 

Visible from SR 87, but screened 
from adjacent residences by a 
sound wall. Not located within a 
viewshed area. 

Malech Road  - 9501 Malech 
Road, unincorporated San 
Jose 

The site is located north of County 
social service facilities—House on 
the Hill and Mariposa Lodge. The 

Located in a viewshed area, but 
not visible from the valley floor or 
from State Route (SR) 101 or 
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immediate surroundings are 
County-owned grazing lands. 

from Metcalf Road. 

Holden Ranch, 19050 
Malaguerra Av, Morgan Hill 
 

The site is completely surrounded 
by County-owned land. A 
residential neighborhood is located 
to 500-1,000 feet to the south. 

Screened from residential 
neighborhood by riparian corridor 
along Coyote Creek. Not located 
within a viewshed area. 

San Martin Airport, 555 
Church Ave, San Martin 

The site is bounded by the airport 
to the north, SR 101 to the east, 
and agricultural properties to the 
south and west.   

Visible from SR 101 and 
surrounding rural residential 
properties. Not located within a 
viewshed area. 

 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a,c,f) 

 

Less Than Significant. None of the project sites are located near scenic vistas. As discussed 

below, although the Malech Road site is located in a Viewshed District under the Santa Clara 

County’s Zoning Ordinance, it would not be visible from the valley floor and therefore would 

not alter views of the ridgeline. Three of the six sites—Guadalupe Parkway, Reid-Hillview 

Airport, and Hellyer County Park—are located in developed urban areas where utility 

infrastructure and other structures are already present. For example, the Guadalupe Parkway site 

is adjacent to a freeway that contains overhead wires for light rail. Reid Hillview Airport 

contains utility poles, chain-link fences, tarmac, and hangars and other buildings. The Hellyer 

County Park site is a former landfill that is adjacent to the Velodrome, which contains an 

elevated paved track for cycling and related structures. Although the San Martin Airport and 

Malech Road sites are in rural areas, the surrounding area contains infrastructure and other 

structures. SR 101 is adjacent to the San Martin Airport site, and a California Highway Patrol 

inspection facility, and greenhouses and agricultural processing facilities are in the immediate 

vicinity. The Malech Road site is in the vicinity of several existing County facilities, including a 

social service facilities and a Santa Clara County Sheriff’s shooting range. Considering these 

existing conditions, the installation of PV solar arrays would not substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

 

Five of the six sites are not located in a Design Review District. The Malech Road site is located 

in a Design Review District. The County’s Zoning Ordinance (§4.10.345 Solar Energy 

Conversion Systems–Commercial) prohibits the siting of commercial solar energy systems in 

these districts. As a County project, the proposed project is not considered a private commercial 

project and is therefore not subject to the regulations of the zoning ordinance. However, as 

shown in Figure 9, the arrays would be substantially located in areas of the site that are not 

visible from the valley floor (non-colored areas of the map). Therefore, installation of PV arrays 

at the Malech Road site would not conflict with applicable General Plan policies or Zoning 

Ordinance provisions.  

 

b,d,e) 

 

No Impact. None of the six project sites is within the vicinity of a state scenic highway. Metcalf 

Road, a County-designated scenic road, is located to the north of the Malech Road parcel. 
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However, the distance between the road and the closest extent of the PV arrays would be 

approximately 2,000 feet. Because of the hilly terrain and vegetation, the arrays would not be 

visible from Metcalf Road. The PV arrays would not contain lighting, and the PV panels are 

coated to reduce glare. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a new source of 

substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The 

project sites are not subject to Architecture and Site Approval.  

 

 

 
Figure 9 – Malech Road PV Arrays Visibility from Valley Floor 

 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 15 

B.  AGRICULTURE / FOREST RESOURCES 

 In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Convert 10 or more acres of farmland 
classified as prime in the report Soils of 
Santa Clara County (Class I, II)  to non-
agricultural use? 

    3,23,24,26 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use?  

    9,21a 

c)  Conflict with an existing Williamson Act 
Contract or the County’s Williamson Act 
Ordinance (Section C13 of County Ordinance 
Code)? 

d)   Conflict with existing zone 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 defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g))? 

e)   Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

1, 28 

 

 

 

9,  

 

 

 

 

 

32 

f)    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? 

    3,4,26 

 

SETTING: 

 

None of the sites are classified as forest land or commercial timberland. The following table 

shows the agricultural classifications are shown in the following table. 

 
Site Name Total Parcel 

Acreage 
Agriculture / Soils Solar array 

footprint (acres) 

Reid-Hillview Airport 39 Urban / Built-Up Land 3.23 

Hellyer County Park 20 Urban / Built-Up Land 6.64 

Guadalupe Parkway 9 Urban / Built-Up Land 6.35 
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Site Name Total Parcel 
Acreage 

Agriculture / Soils Solar array 
footprint (acres) 

Malech Road 277 
Grazing Lands, Not Prime  

Farmland 
9.20 

Holden Ranch 73 
Prime Farmland, but scores “not 
significant” using LESA model 

1.01 

San Martin Airport 64 
Prime Farmland, but scores “not 
significant” using LESA model 

5.80 

Note: LESA= Land Evaluation and Site Assessment, a model developed by the California Department of Conservation for evaluating farmland 

resources. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-b) 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. Only two of the sites contain Prime Farmland, although they 

scored “not significant” using the California Department of Conservation’s Land Evaluation and 

Site Assessment (LESA) model. In addition, these two sites would only convert approximately 7 

acres, which is less than the County’s 10-acre threshold of significance. 

 

c-f) 

 

No Impact. None of the project sites are under a Williamson Act contract. None contain forest 

land or are zoned for Timberland Production. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 

 

C.  AIR QUALITY 

 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control 
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    5,29, 30 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    5,29, 30 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

    5,29, 30 
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project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial  

 pollutant concentrations? 

    5,29, 30 

 

SETTING: 

 

The proposed project is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD), which regulates air pollutants, including those that may be generated by 

construction and operation of development projects. These so-called criteria pollutants include 

reactive organic gases, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter (PM). 

BAAQMD also regulates toxic air contaminants (fine particulate matter), long-term exposure to 

which is linked with respiratory conditions and increased risk of cancer. Major sources of toxic 

air contaminants in the Bay Area include major automobile and truck transportation corridors 

(e.g., freeways and expressways) and stationary sources (e.g., factories, refineries, power plants). 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-d) 

 

Less Than Significant. The proposed project consists of construction and operation of PV arrays 

on six sites. BAAQMD has screening thresholds for criteria pollutants for various land use types. 

However these land use types are for residential and commercial projects that generate frequent 

vehicle trips. The PV arrays are unmanned and typically only require two visits a year by 

operations and maintenance staff. Construction would involve trucking materials to the site and 

minor grading / excavation to install piers to support the frames holding the PV panels. This 

construction would last several weeks and would be less than or equivalent to or less than the 

level of construction that would occur with commercial facilities (e.g., 277,000 square foot 

general office building) that would fall below BAAQMD’s screening thresholds. Therefore, 

construction and operation of the proposed project would not violate air quality standards, result 

in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 

is non-attainment, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or conflict 

with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Because the proposed PV 

arrays would be unmanned and visited only infrequently for maintenance, the project would not 

involve significant exposure of sensitive receptors to any source of toxic air contaminants, such 

as freeways. 

 

The Guadalupe Parkway site is located along the Guadalupe transportation corridor, which 

includes Highway 87 and a Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) light rail line. Prior to the 

extension of Highway 87 south of Interstate 280, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared to 

address excavation in areas of Chrysostile asbestos in ultramafic rock that naturally occurs in the 

serpentine rock formations in the Communications Hill area north of Hillsdale Avenue.1 It is 

                                                           
1Santa Clara County Transit District. March 1988. Summary Report: Serpentine/Asbestos Public Health Analysis, 

Guadalupe Corridor Transportation Facility.  
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possible that fill placed on the project site could contain traces of asbestos from excavation in the 

Communications Hill area. BAAQMD enforces the California Air Quality Board’s Airborne 

Toxic Control Measures (ATCM), which regulates Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) 

emissions from grading, quarrying, and surface mining at sites which contain ultramafic rock. 

The ATCM requires employment of best available dust control measures to reduce and control 

dust emissions in these areas. Construction at the Guadalupe Parkway site would involve minor 

grading on the north side of the site to create a level road to allow access for construction and 

ongoing operations and maintenance from Capitol Expressway. The proposed project has 

incorporated BAAQMD dust control measures (see Appendix A) that will be used during 

construction of the road and any other grading at the Guadalupe Parkway site to ensure that no 

exposure of people to airborne asbestos particles would occur.  

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 

 

D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 IMPACT 

SOURCES 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

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? 

    1, 7, 17b, 17o,             

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? 

    3,7, 8a, 17b, 
17e, 22d, 22e, 
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? 

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? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

3, 7, 17n, 33 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1, 3, 31, 32 

e) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

    1,7, 17b, 17o 
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species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

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? 

    3,4, 17l 

g) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources:     

 

     i) Tree Preservation Ordinance [Section C16]?     1,3,31, 32 

     ii) Wetland Habitat [GP Policy, R-RC 25-30]?     3, 8a 

    iii) Riparian Habitat [GP Policy, R-RC 31-41]?     3, 8a, 

 
 

SETTING: 

 

The following table summarizes the biological resources setting for the six project sites, 

including coverage under the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (VHP). 

 
Site Name Total 

Parcel 
Acreage 

Valley Habitat 
Plan Coverage 

Valley Habitat Plan 
Land Cover 

Valley Habitat 
Plan Survey 
Area*  

Solar array 
footprint 
(Acres) 

Reid-
Hillview 
Airport 

39 
Urban 

Development >2 
Acres Covered 

California Annual 
Grassland 

Burrowing Owl 3.23 

Hellyer 
County 
Park 

20 
Urban 

Development 
Golf Courses /  
Urban Parks 

None 6.64 

Guadalupe 
Parkway 

9 
Urban 

Development 
Golf Courses /  
Urban Parks 

None 6.35 

Malech 
Road 

277 
Rural 

Development 
Covered 

California Annual 
Grassland / Serpentine 
Bunchgrass Grassland 

Serpentine 
Bunchgrass 
Grassland 

9.20 

Holden 
Ranch 

73 
Private 

Development 
Covered 

Grain / Row Crop None 1.01 

San Martin 
Airport 

64 
Rural 

Development 
Not Covered 

California Annual 
Grassland 

None 5.80 

*In or near the footprints of the proposed PV arrays 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a,b,d-f) 

 

Less Than Significant. The Reid Hillview Airport site is located within the Burrowing Owl 

Survey and Fee Zone under the VHP. The Malech Road site contains Serpentine Bunchgrass 

Grassland, and may host rare plants, including the larval host plant for the Bay Checkerspot 

butterfly. Compliance with the California and Federal Endangered Species Acts would occur 

through the VHP, which is further discussed below.  
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Riparian Habitat and Oak Woodlands 

 

The Hellyer County Park and Holden Ranch sites are adjacent to riparian habitat along Coyote 

Creek. The proposed Holden Ranch PV development footprint is approximately 70 feet from the 

edge of this corridor. The proposed Hellyer County Park development footprint is located 

approximately 150 feet from the edge of the riparian corridor. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service. In addition, the project would be 

consistent with a riparian setback requirement in Condition #11 of the VHP. This provision 

requires that in Urban Service Areas, where the riparian vegetation extends more than 100 feet 

beyond the top of bank of a Category 1 stream (i.e., Coyote Creek), an additional 35-foot buffer 

shall be maintained beyond the edge of the riparian vegetation. The proposed project also would 

not a substantial adverse effect on oak woodland habitat. 

 

Wildlife Movement 

 

The proposed PV arrays at the Malech Road site appear to be located on or adjacent to the 

mapped landscape linkage #8, as identified in the VHP. Ecological Consultants H.T. Harvey and 

Associates conducted a wildlife movement and habitat linkage assessment to determine existing 

wildlife movement patterns in the project vicinity and to assess potential impacts on local and 

regional wildlife movement associated with construction of a solar array at the proposed project 

site. The letter report is contained in Appendix B. Figure 10 shows the potential wildlife 

movement pathways identified by the assessment in relation to the area of the proposed PV 

arrays. The assessment concluded that wildlife movement in a northwest-southeast direction 

along Coyote Ridge would not be constrained as a result of the proposed project due to the width 

of Coyote Ridge. The proposed development would occupy a very small portion of Coyote 

Ridge, and wildlife would be able to easily navigate around the site as necessary to be able to 

move in a northwest-southeast direction. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a 

significant impact on potential wildlife movement pathways on and around the project site or in 

the project region.  
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Figure 10 – Potential Wildlife Movement Pathways 
 

Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency 

 

All six of the proposed PV sites are located within the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan Permit 

Area (VHP), and thus are subject to coverage under the Habitat Plan. In 2013, the County 

adopted an updated Airport Master Plan for Reid Hillview Airport, which included a conceptual 

design for a PV system in the location proposed for this project. Protocol level Burrowing Owl 

surveys were conducted of the Airport by HT Harvey for the Master Plan. HT Harvey 

determined that the area designated for the PV facility contained potential Burrowing Owl 

foraging habitat but not nesting habitat. Any loss of Burrowing Owl foraging habitat would be 

addressed through compliance with the VHP. 

 

The area where the proposed Malech Road PV arrays would be installed is mapped as California 

Annual Grassland land cover. H.T. Harvey and Associates conducted a survey of the site to 

ground truth / map onsite land covers. Per the letter report (see Appendix C), the site contains a 

mix of annual grassland and serpentine bunchgrass grassland. Subsequent land cover mapping 

and rare plant surveys are planned for the site in spring/ summer 2015 to determine how the 

arrays can be sited to comply with the VHP through either adjusting the locations of the PV 

arrays or eliminating either or both of the arrays if that is the only way to feasibly avoid impacts 

per the VHP conditions. Also, as noted above, the proposed arrays at Malech Road would not 

impede wildlife movement through the area. Therefore, it would be consistent with the VHP goal 
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of preserving wildlife linkages. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the 

provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan. 

 

c) 

 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. As shown on Figure 6 (Malech Road 

Site Plan), two wetland drainage channels are located between the two locations of the proposed 

arrays. The H.T. Harvey survey concluded that these features would likely be claimed as 

jurisdictional by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A road providing access to both of these 

locations would use free span bridges to cross the two drainage channels without disturbing their 

beds or banks. A crane would be used to put the bridges in place prior to moving construction 

vehicles across. However, the impact on federally protected wetlands would remain potentially 

significant, and mitigation is required to reduce it to a less-than-significant level. 

 

g) 

 

No Impact. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources 

 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

The following mitigation measure would reduce the impact on federally protected wetlands to a 

less-than-significant level: 

 

• Prior to placement of free-span bridges over the wetland channels at the Malech Road 

project site, a qualified restoration ecologist shall delineate and mark with flags or vinyl 

fencing areas to be protected during construction in order to avoid disturbance to 

channel banks or bed and to minimize the risk of incidental discharges during 

construction. Structures over these channels shall be carefully placed to minimize 

disturbance. Erosion control measures shall be taken to prevent erosion at the bridge 

foundations. 

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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 
(Section 17 of County Ordinance Code) – i.e. 
relocation, alterations or demolition of historic 
resources?  

    3, 16, 19, 40, 
41 
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource as 
defined in §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines? 

    3, 19, 40, 41,  

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

    2,3,4,,40,41 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

    2, 40,41 

 

 

SETTING: 

 

The following table summarizes the setting related to the potential for cultural resources for the 

six project sites. 

 
Site Name Total Parcel 

Acreage 
Site Conditions Solar array 

footprint (Acres) 

Reid-Hillview Airport 39 
Urban / built-up land – general 

aviation airport 
3.23 

Hellyer County Park 20 Urban / built-up land – landfill cap 6.64 

Guadalupe Parkway 9 
Urban / built-up land – parcels 

remaining following construction of 
a freeway 

6.35 

Malech Road 277 
Grazing lands – adjacent to County 

facilities 
9.20 

Holden Ranch 73 
Grazing lands – adjacent to County 

facilities 
1.01 

San Martin Airport 64 
Fallow agricultural land – adjacent 

to general aviation airport 
5.80 

 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a) 

 

No Impact. None of the proposed sites contain historic resources.  

 

b-d) 

 

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. Construction of the proposed PV 

arrays would involve installation of piles up to 10 feet below grade to provide anchors for 

support structures. Shallow grading (1-3 feet below grade) may also take place for site clearing, 

grubbing, and leveling for the PV arrays, equipment pads, and road improvements. With the 

exception of the Malech Road site (discussed below), the project sites are located in previously 
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developed areas that are at low risk for substantial adverse changes to unknown prehistoric 

resources during project construction. 

 

A Cultural Resources Evaluation2 was conducted in 2010 as part of the environmental review of 

a water system upgrade that involved installation of an underground pipeline and associated 

improvements extending from Malech Road into the Mariposa Lodge site and ending at the 

County’s firing range. This development is located several hundred feet to the east of the 

proposed PV array sites. Archival research revealed one recorded site, CA-SCL-272, within the 

project area and 26 recorded sites within one-half mile of the site of the water system upgrade. 

The evaluation recommended archaeological monitoring of earthmoving activities for an area in 

the immediate vicinity of the site of the proposed PV arrays. However, no resources were found 

during construction. Because there is still a risk that undiscovered cultural resources could be 

adversely affected during construction of the PV installations at the Malech Road site, the 

following mitigation measure is incorporated into the proposed project to reduce this impact to a 

less than significant level. 

 

MITIGATION: 

• Due to the possibility that significant buried cultural resources may be found during 

construction, the County will ensure that this language is included in all construction contracts in 

compliance with Section B6-16 of the Santa Clara County Ordinance: 

 “If historical or unique archaeological resources are accidentally discovered during 

construction, work shall be halted at a minimum of 200 feet from the find and the area shall 

be staked off. The County shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission to arrange 

for an immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist. The qualified 

archaeologist shall determine whether or not the site is a historical resource as defined in 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a). If it is determined that the site is a historical resource, 

the County shall refer to the provisions of CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 and the 

provisions of section 15126.4 of the Public Resources Code to determine the significant 

environmental effects of the project on this historical resource. If the archaeological site does 

not meet the criteria defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a), but does meet the 

definition of a unique archaeological resource in Public Resources Code section 21083.2, the 

preferred project site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of this section. If it is 

found that the project will cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, the County 

shall require that reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to be 

preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. Some of the measures to be taken in the 

event of a discovery include: planning future construction to avoid the archaeological site; 

deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easements; capping or covering 

archaeological site with a layer of soil before building on the sites; and/or planning parks, 

greenspace or other open space to incorporate the archaeological sites in the site plan."  

• In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains during earth moving 

activities, the following language shall be included in all construction contracts in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(e): 

                                                           
2Archaeological Resource Management. January 2010. Cultural Resource Evaluation of the Malech Road Water System Upgrade 

Project in the County of Santa Clara. 
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 “If human remains are found during construction there shall be no further excavation or 

disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human 

remains until the coroner of the County is contacted to determine that no investigation of the 

cause of death is required. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American the 

coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours. The Native 

American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the most 

likely descendent from the deceased Native American. The most likely descendent may then 

make recommendations to the County for the excavation work, for means of treating or 

disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods as 

provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County shall rebury the Native 

American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the 

property in a location not subject to further disturbance if: a) the Native American Heritage 

Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed 

to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission; b) the 

descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or c) the County rejects the 

recommendation of the descendent, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage 

Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the County.” 

 

 

 

F. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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.  

    6, 17c, 43 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     6, 17c 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    6, 17c, 17n, 
18b 

iv) Landslides?     6, 17L, 118b 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

    6, 14, 23, 24 

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 or collapse? 

    2, 3, 17c, 23, 
24, 42 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the 
report, Soils of Santa Clara County, creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    14,23, 24,  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the     3,6, 23,24, 
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use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

f) Cause substantial compaction or over-covering of 
soil either on-site or off-site? 

    3, 6 

g) Cause substantial change in topography or 
unstable soil conditions from excavation, 
grading, or fill? 

    2, 3, 6,17j, 42 

 

 

SETTING: 

 

The following table summarizes mapped geologic hazards for the six project sites: 

 
Site Name Alquist-Priolo or 

Other Fault Rupture 
Zone 

Landslide 
Hazard Zone 

Liquefaction 

Reid-Hillview 
Airport 

No 
 

No State / County Mapped 

Hellyer County 
Park 

No No State / County Mapped 

Guadalupe 
Parkway 

No No State / County Mapped 

Malech Road 
County only (portion of 

site) 
No State Mapped 

Holden Ranch County only No State / County Mapped 

San Martin 
Airport 

County only No No 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-c) 

 

Less Than Significant. None of the six sites are located in Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zones 

or landslide hazard zones. Four of the six sites are in liquefaction zones as mapped by both the 

State of California and the County of Santa Clara County. Three of the sites—Malech Road, 

Holden Ranch and San Martin Airport—are located in County fault rupture zones. However, 

only a portion of the Malech Road site is mapped as a fault rupture zone, and the proposed 

locations of the PV arrays would be outside of this zone. In addition, the arrays are not habitable 

structures, would top out at less than eight feet in height, and would be fenced to prevent entry 

by unauthorized personnel. Geotechnical investigations will be conducted at all six sites prior to 

finalization of design to determine if soil remediation is required to ensure that the pier 

foundations can withstand ground shaking during seismic events.  

 

d-g) 
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No Impact. The project sites do not contain expansive soils. Moreover, no facilities (septic 

systems) will be constructed at the sites that will involve discharge of treated wastewater to the 

ground. Any site grading would be conditioned to prevent compaction or over-covering of soil. 

The project sites are generally flat, and construction would not involve a significant change in 

the site topography. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 
 

 

G. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 IMPACT  

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

     

      

 

SETTING: 

 

Given the overwhelming scope of global climate change, it is not anticipated that a single 

development project would have an individually discernible effect on global climate change. It is 

more appropriate to conclude that the greenhouse gas emissions generated by the proposed 

project would combine with emissions across the state, nation, and globe to cumulatively 

contribute to global climate change. The primary GHG associated with development projects is 

carbon dioxide, which is directly generated by fuel combustion (vehicle trips, use of natural gas 

for buildings) and indirectly generated by use of electricity. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-b) 

 

Less Than Significant. The proposed project consists of construction and operation of PV arrays 

on six sites. BAAQMD has screening thresholds for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for 

various land use types. However these land use types are for residential and commercial projects 

that generate frequent vehicle trips. The PV arrays are unmanned and typically only require two 
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visits a year by operations and maintenance staff. Therefore, GHG emissions from project 

operations would be de minimis. Construction would involve trucking materials to the site and 

minor grading / excavation to install piers to support the frames holding the PV panels. This 

construction would last several weeks. Construction emissions are also considered to be less than 

significant when the development is below the operational screening level size. Therefore, 

construction and operation of the facility would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase in GHG emissions. 
 

MITIGATION: 
 

None required. 
 

 

G. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 IMPACT  

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

    1, 3, 4, 5 

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? 

    2, 3, 5 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 1/4 mile of an 
existing or proposed school? 

    46 

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? 

    47 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan referral area or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, or in the vicinity of 
a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    3, 22a 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

    5, 48 

g) 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 

    4, 17g 
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intermixed with wildlands? 

h) Provide breeding grounds for vectors?     1, 3, 5, 31 

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

     3 

 

SETTING: 

 

Two of the six sites are located at County airports—Reid-Hillview Airport and San Martin 

Airport, respectively. One site, Malech Road, is located in a Wildland Urban Interface zone. The 

Hellyer County Park site is located on a discontinued landfill. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-i) 

 

No Impact. The proposed PV arrays would not involve transport of hazardous materials or emit 

hazardous emissions or be located on hazardous materials sites. Two of the sites are located at 

public use airport; however, the safety of persons working at or using the airport would not be 

affected. None of the proposed sites are located on a hazardous materials site. However, the 

Hellyer County Park site is located on a former landfill that has been capped. To avoid 

penetration of the cap, the arrays would be supported by concrete ballast foundations on 3- to 4-

inch gravel bases rather than piles driven into the ground. The concrete supports would be 

closely spaced to reduce pressure on the ground. To reduce ground pressure during construction, 

lighter-weight, wheeled vehicles (rather than tracked) would be used. The Malech Road site is 

located or within a wildland urban interface (WUI), but the site design is consistent with 

requirements for defensible space to reduce the hazard of wildland fires. The project would not 

include standing water or other conditions that could provide a breeding ground for vectors. The 

project sites are in isolated areas and would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 

with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 
 

 

H. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    34, 36                                   

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 

    3, 4 
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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? 

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? 

    3, 17n,  

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?  (Note 
policy regarding flood retention in watercourse 
and restoration of riparian vegetation for West 
Branch of the Llagas.) 

    3 , 17p 

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? 

    1, 3, 5, 36, 
21a 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     1, 3, 5 

g) Place housing 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? 

    3, 17p, 18b, 
18d 

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

    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?  

    2, 3, 4, 17p  

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

       4, 6a,  

k)   Be located in an area known to have high levels 
of nitrates in well water? 

    4, 20b, 20c 

l) Result in a septic field being constructed on 
soil where a high water table extends close to 
the natural land surface? 

    3 

m) 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? 

n) Conflict with Water Collaborative Guidelines  

      and Standards for Land Uses Near Streams? 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

          
 

1, 3, 17e 

 

 

 

22d, 22e 

 

SETTING: 

 

The Hellyer County Park and Holden Ranch sites are in the vicinity of Coyote Creek. Portions of 
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these sites have been mapped as 100-year floodplain, which have a 1% chance of flooding in any 

given year. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a,c-f) 

 

Less Than Significant. The proposed project would involve installation of piers up to 10 feet 

into the ground. For five of the six sites, this ground penetration would not have the potential to 

degrade groundwater. However, the Hellyer County Park site is located on a former landfill that 

has been capped. To avoid penetration of the cap, which could potentially release potential 

contaminants into the soil below the landfill, the arrays would be supported by concrete ballast 

foundations on 3- to 4-inch gravel bases rather than pile-driven supports. The concrete supports 

would be closely spaced to reduce pressure on the ground. To reduce ground pressure during 

construction, lighter-weight, wheeled vehicles (rather than tracked) would be used. 

 

The Malech Road site contains two drainage channels located in the area between the two 

proposed array sites. A base rock road would cross through this area to provide access for 

construction and operations and maintenance. However, the drainage channels would be 

completely spanned by bridges; therefore, the course and velocity of drainage through these 

channels would be unaffected. 

 

Each of the proposed PV installations would add less than 1 acre of impervious surface over pre-

project conditions. The arrays would be supported on piers driven into the ground, and access 

roads would be composed of base rock. The only impervious surfaces would be concrete slabs 

for supporting electrical equipment. Because of minimal amount of ground coverage, stormwater 

would be retained on site without hydromodification controls, and the project would be in 

compliance with the current regional stormwater NPDES permit. Drainage patterns would not be 

substantially altered, and as noted above, stormwater would be retained on site. A stormwater 

pollution prevention plan would be prepared for each project site. Construction BMPs, such as 

use of straw wattles and grass seeding, would be employed to prevent erosion during 

construction. 

 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not violate any water quality 

standards or waste discharge requirements, 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, 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, or otherwise substantially degrade groundwater. 

 

b,g-n) 

 

No Impact. Water and wastewater treatment are not required to support the PV arrays. 

Therefore, on-site wells and septic systems are not project components; therefore, site 

development would not be affected by high groundwater, nor would it contribute nitrates to the 
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groundwater. The project sites do not provide significant groundwater recharge. However, the 

only impervious surfaces would be small equipment pads. Access roads would be constructed of 

pervious base rock. 

 

The Hellyer County Park and Holden Ranch project sites are adjacent to Coyote Creek and areas 

mapped as Zone AE, which are subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event 

determined by detailed methods. The proposed project would be constructed outside of these 

mapped areas, and therefore would not place structures place within a 100-year flood hazard 

area.  

 

The proposed construction footprints are more than 300 feet from the top of bank of Coyote 

Creek; therefore the project would not conflict with the County’s Riparian Setback policies (R-

RC 37 and 38), which are consistent with the Water Collaborative Guidelines. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 

 

I. LAND USE  

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?      2, 4 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    8a, 9, 18a  

c) Conflict with special policies:      

i) San Martin &/or South County?     1, 3, 8a, 20  

ii) Los Gatos Specific Plan or Lexington 
Watershed? 

    1, 3, 8a, 22b, 
22c 

iii) Guadalupe Watershed?     1, 8a 

iv) Stanford?     8a, 21 

v) City of Morgan Hill Urban Growth 
Boundary Area? 

    8a, 17a 

vi) West Valley Hillsides Preservation Area? 

vii) Water Collaborative (Guidelines and 
Standards for Land Use Near Streams) 

 
 

     
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

1, 8a 

 

22d, 22e 

 

 

SETTING: 
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The project sites are owned by the County of Santa Clara and operated as a juvenile detention 

facility. The following table shows locations and land use designations.  

 
Site Name Location Assessor 

Parcel 
Numbers 

Total Parcel 
Acreage 

GP / Zoning 

Reid-Hillview 
Airport 

Cunningham Ave, San 
Jose, 95148 

(incorporated) 

491-13-001 
 

39 
Public-Quasi Public / 

Industrial Park 

Hellyer County 
Park 

Sylvandale Av, San Jose, 
95111 

(incorporated) 

494-66-004 
494-66-003 

20 
Open Space, 

Parklands, and 
Habitat / Open Space 

Guadalupe 
Parkway 

San Jose, 95136 
(incorporated) 

459-28-005 
459-28-004 

9 
Residential 

Neighborhood / 
Agricultural, R-1 

Malech Road 
9501 Malech Road, San 

Jose, 95138 
(unincorporated) 

729-57-002 277 
Open Hillside / Open 

Space 

Holden Ranch 
19050 Malaguerra Av, 

Morgan Hill, 95037 
(incorporated) 

728-35-001 73 
Open 

Space / Open Space 

San Martin 
Airport 

555 Church Ave, San 
Martin, 95046 

(unincorporated) 
825-11-022 64 

Transportation / A-
20Ac-sr 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-c) 

 

No Impact. Development of the PV arrays would not divide any established communities. Four 

of the proposed sites are located within city limits. However, as a public agency, the County is 

not subject to the land use regulations of these jurisdictions. Special policies c), i-vi) are not 

applicable to the location of the proposed project. Construction would occur outside of the 

stream protection zone of the Water Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near 

Streams, and therefore would not conflict with this policy. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 
 

 

J. NOISE 

 IMPACTS 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation     8a, 13, 22a, 
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of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

45  

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    13, 45 

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

    1, 2, 5 ,45 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project?  

    1, 2, 5, 45 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan referral area or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, or private airstrip 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    1, 5, 22a 

 

SETTING: 

 

The following table summarizes site conditions related to exposure from construction noise. 

 
Site Name Location Sensitive Receptors – 

Distance from Construction 
Natural or Man-Made 

Sound Barriers 

Reid-Hillview 
Airport 

Cunningham Ave, San Jose, 
(incorporated) 

Residential – 60 feet None 

Hellyer 
County Park 

Sylvandale Av, San Jose, 
(incorporated) 

Residential – 120 feet None 

Guadalupe 
Parkway 

San Jose, 
(incorporated) 

Residential – 60 feet Freeway soundwall 

Malech Road 
9501 Malech Road, San 

Jose, (uninc.) 
Substance Abuse Treatment 

Center – 200 feet 
None 

Holden 
Ranch 

19050 Malaguerra Av, 
Morgan Hill, 95037 

(incorporated) 
Residential – 700 feet None 

San Martin 
Airport 

555 Church Ave, San Martin, 
95046 (unincorporated) 

Rural residential – 600 feet None 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a) 

 

Potentially Significant.  
 

Construction of the arrays would generate noise and would temporarily increase noise levels in 

adjacent areas. The construction periods would range from approximately 10 weeks at Reid-Hill, 
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Holden Ranch, and San Martin Airport to 16 weeks at Guadalupe Parkway, Hellyer County Park, 

and Malech Road. However, actual construction noise would be intermittent as the various 

pieces of construction would operate only when performing a task, such as grading, trenching, 

delivering materials, and installing the components of the PV arrays and associated equipment. 

The County noise ordinance restricts construction-related noise near single-family residential 

areas to 60 dBA for mobile equipment operated Monday through Saturday from 7:00 AM to 7:00 

PM. 

 

The nearest residences could potentially be exposed to noise levels above the standard of 60 dBA 

for mobile equipment. In addition, they would experience an increase of ambient noise levels of 

more than five dBA Leq. There would be variations in construction noise levels on a day-to-day 

basis depending on the actual activities occurring at the site and the location of activities within 

the site. Mitigation would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant 

level. 

 

b-d) 

 

Less Than Significant. Noise from operation of the proposed PV arrays would be negligible. 

Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the six project sites above existing levels.  

 

Construction of the proposed project would involve driving of piers into the ground. However, 

because vibratory pile driving equipment would be used, the installation would not generate 

excessive groundborne vibrations or groundborne noise levels. Two of the project sites are 

located within an airport land use plan referral area. However, the arrays would be unmanned 

and would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce temporary construction 

impacts to a less-than-significant level: 

• Construction shall be limited to the hours of 7 AM to 8 PM Monday through Friday and 9 AM to 

6 PM on Saturdays. This includes all construction activities associated with the project, including 

grading, excavation, stripping, pavement, foundation, and installing new structures and 

improvements etc., on-site. 

• Contractors shall use "new technology" power equipment with state of the art noise shielding and 

muffling devices. All internal combustion engine driven equipment shall be equipped with intake 

and exhaust mufflers which are in good working condition and appropriate for the equipment.  

• Stationary noise generating equipment shall be located as far as possible from sensitive 

receptors, such as single family residences. 

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited. 

 

 

K. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 IMPACT SOURCE 
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WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Induce substantial 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)? 

    1, 3, 4 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing or people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    1, 2, 3, 4 

 

SETTING: 

 

The proposed PV arrays would be located at six sites within incorporated and unincorporated 

Santa Clara County. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-b) 

 

No Impact. The proposed project would not involve development or displacement of housing. 

Construction of the proposed PV arrays would not induce growth as they would either provide 

electricity to existing County facilities (Holden Ranch), or feed power into PG&E’s electricity 

grid, providing the County with discounts. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 

L. PUBLIC SERVICES  

 IMPACT 

 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental 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 
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times or other performance objectives for any 
of the public services:  

i) Fire Protection?     1, 3, 5 

ii) Police Protection?      1, 3, 5 

iii) School facilities?     1, 3, 5 

iv) Parks?     1, 3, 5, 17h 

v) Other public facilities?      1, 3, 5 

 

SETTING: 

 

The proposed PV arrays would be located at six sites within incorporated and unincorporated 

Santa Clara County. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a,i-v) 

 

Less Than Significant. Depending upon the location, law enforcement and fire services are 

already being provided to the project sites by the County of Santa Clara, the City of San Jose, 

and Morgan Hill. The proposed PV arrays would not require expansion of facilities that support 

these services. The proposed project would not require other public services, such as schools or 

parks. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 
 

 

M.   RESOURCES  AND RECREATION 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

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? 

    1, 2, 3, 6, 44 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site as 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan?    

    1, 2, 3, 6,8a 

c) 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? 

    1, 2, 4, 5, 17h 

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

    1, 3, 4, 5 



 38 

e) Be on, within or near a public or private park, 
wildlife reserve, or trail or affect existing or 
future recreational opportunities? 

    17h, 21a 

f) Result in loss of open space rated as high 
priority for acquisition? 

    27 

 

SETTING: 

 

The proposed PV arrays would be located at six sites within incorporated and unincorporated 

Santa Clara County. Two of the sites— Hellyer County Park and Malech Road are adjacent to or 

in the vicinity of recreational facilities. The Hellyer County Park site is surrounded by parkland 

to the north and east, including a trail along Coyote Creek and the Velodrome. The Malech Road 

parcel contains the County’s Motorcycle Park, an off-road vehicle park. Coyote Creek Trail is 

located north of the parcel. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a) 

 

No Impact. Construction would not affect known mineral resources. 

 

b-f) 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is construction and operation of PV arrays; 

therefore, it would not increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks or require the 

expansion of existing recreational facilities.  

 

Two of the proposed project sites— Hellyer County Park and Malech Road and are adjacent to 

or in the vicinity of recreational facilities. The Malech Road site is within 1,500 feet of 

Motorcycle Park, an off-road vehicle park and more than 3,000 feet from the Coyote Creek Trail. 

The proposed PV arrays would not be visible from these facilities and would not affect their 

usage.  

 

The PV development sites are on property already owned by the County. The development site at 

Hellyer County Park is a former landfill that is fenced off, covered in ruderal grassland, and is 

not considered high quality open space. At 7 acres, this site also represents only about x percent 

of all of the land at Hellyer County Park. The PV arrays at the Malech Road sites, which would 

be enclosed by chain-link fencing, would represent approximately 3 percent of the total acreage 

of the parcel. No trails are located in the vicinity of the Malech Road PV array sites. Neither of 

these developments would be considered a significant loss of recreational open space. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 
 

 

N.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 
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 IMPACT SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

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 freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit?    

    1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
49, 52 

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?  

    6, 49, 50, 52 

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? 

    5, 6, 7, 52 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    3, 5, 6,7, 52 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     1, 3, 5, 48, 52 

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? 

    8a, 21a 

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

    3, 6, 7, 52 

 

SETTING: 

 

The proposed PV arrays would be located at six sites within incorporated and unincorporated 

Santa Clara County. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

a-g) 

 

Less Than Significant Impact. The PV arrays would be unmanned and require only two visits 

per year by maintenance staff. Construction would be staged to avoid peak hours on local 

roadways. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project would not conflict with 

a circulation plan or other transportation-related plan. The array sites would take advantage of 
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existing access routes for construction and ongoing maintenance visits and therefore would not 

include design features that would create traffic-related hazards. These access routes would also 

be available for emergency access to the sites. The proposed project would not involve or 

otherwise affect air traffic. The PV arrays proposed for Reid-Hillview and San Martin Airports 

would be located in areas that would comply with FAA Part 77 height restrictions and the 

Comprehensive Land Use Plans for these airports. 

 

MITIGATION: 

 

None required. 

 

 

O.   UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    1, 3, 5, 

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? 

    1, 3, 5, 21a, 
38 

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) Require new or expanded entitlements in 
order to have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project? 

    1, 3, 5, 21, 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    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? 

    1, 3, 5 

g) Be in non-compliance with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

    5, 6 

 

SETTING: 

 

The proposed PV arrays would be located at six sites within incorporated and unincorporated 

Santa Clara County. 
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DISCUSSION: 

 

a-g) 

 

Less Than Significant. The proposed PV arrays would not require utilities except for 

interconnection to PG&E’s electricity grid, which is part of the proposed project. As a condition 

of project approval, all stormwater run-off that would result from additional impermeable 

surfaces (e.g., array footings, equipment pads) would be retained on site through bioswales or 

other low-impact development methods (see Hydrology/Water Quality). The existing dormitory 

is proposed to be demolished. Construction will not result in waste materials that would need to 

be trucked to landfills.  

 

MITIGATION: 
 

None required. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

P.  MANDATORY FINDING OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 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? 

    1 to 52 

b) Does the project have impacts that 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 probable future projects)? 

    1 to 52 
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c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    1 to 52 

 
DISCUSSION: 

 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in the Biological Resources section, the 

proposed project would not have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of any 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 of, 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. 

 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. All impacts evaluated in this Initial Study were found to be 

less than significant, or could be reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 

(Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Noise). When added to past, current, or probable 

future projects identified in the project vicinity that, the incremental effects of these project-

related impacts would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 

 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. As described in the environmental topic sections of this Initial 

Study where impacts were found to be less than significant, the proposed project would not have 

environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 

directly or indirectly.
 



Initial Study Source List* 

 

  

1.    Environmental Information Form 
2. Field Inspection 
3. Project Plans 
4. Working knowledge of site and conditions 
5. Experience With Other Projects of This Size and 

Nature 
6. County Expert Sources: Geologist, Fire Marshal, 

Roads & Airports, Environmental Health, Land 
Development Engineering, Parks & Recreation, 
Zoning Administration, Comprehensive Planning, 
Architectural & Site Approval Committee 
Secretary 

7. Agency Sources: Santa Clara Valley Water 
District, Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority, Midpeninsula Openspace Regional 
District, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, CA Dept. of 
Fish & Game, Caltrans, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Public Works Depts. of individual cities, Planning 
Depts. of individual cities,  

8a. Santa Clara County (SCC) General Plan 
8b. The South County Joint Area Plan 
9. SCC Zoning Regulations (Ordinance) 
10. County Grading Ordinance 
11. SCC Guidelines for Architecture and Site 

Approval 
12. SCC Development Guidelines for Design Review 
13. County Standards and Policies Manual (Vol. I - Land 

Development) 
14. Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (expansive 

soil regulations) [1994 version] 
15. Land Use Database 
16. Santa Clara County Heritage Resource (including 

Trees) Inventory [computer database]  
17. GIS Database 

a. SCC General Plan Land Use, and Zoning  
b. USFWS Critical Habitat & Riparian Habitat 
c. Geologic Hazards 
d. Archaeological Resources 
e. Water Resources  
f. Viewshed and Scenic Roads  
g. Fire Hazard 
h. Parks, Public Open Space, and Trails 
i. Heritage Resources - Trees 
j. Topography, Contours, Average Slope 
k. Soils 
l. HCP Data (habitat models, land use coverage 

etc) 
m. Air photos 
n. USGS Topographic  
o. Dept. of Fish & Game, Natural Diversity Data 
p. FEMA Flood Zones 
q. Williamsosn Act 
r.  Farmland monitoring program 
s. Traffic Analysis Zones 
Base Map Overlays & Textual Reports (GIS) 

18. Paper Maps  
a. SCC Zoning  
b. Barclay’s Santa Clara County Locaide Street 

Atlas  
c. Color Air Photos (MPSI) 
d. Santa Clara Valley Water District - Maps of Flood 
Control Facilities & Limits of 1% Flooding  

e. Soils Overlay Air Photos 
 f. “Future Width Line” map set 
19.  CEQA  Guidelines [Current Edition] 

 
Area Specific: San Martin, Stanford, and Other Areas 

 
San Martin 

20a.San Martin Integrated Design Guidelines 
20b.San Martin Water Quality Study 
20c.Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
Santa Clara County & Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 

Stanford 
21a. Stanford University General Use Permit (GUP), 
Community Plan (CP), Mitigation and Monitoring 
Reporting Program (MMRP) and Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) 
21b. Stanford Protocol and Land Use Policy Agreement 
 

Other Areas 
      22a.South County Airport Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan and Palo Alto Airport comprehensive Land 
Use Plan [November 19, 2008] 

22b.Los Gatos Hillsides Specific Area Plan 
22c.County Lexington Basin Ordinance Relating to 
Sewage Disposal 
22d. User Manual Guidelines & Standards for Land Uses 
Near Streams: A Manual of Tools, Standards and 
Procedures to Protect Streams and Streamside 
Resources in Santa Clara County by the Santa Clara 
Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative, August 
2005 – Revised July 2006. 
22e. Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near 
Streams: Streamside Review Area – Summary prepared 
by Santa Clara County Planning Office, September 2007. 
22f. Monterey Highway Use Permit Area 

Soils 
23.USDA, SCS, “Soils of Santa Clara County 
24.USDA, SCS, “Soil Survey of Eastern Santa Clara 

County” 
 

Agricultural Resources/Open Space 
25. Right to Farm Ordinance 
26. State Dept. of Conservation, "CA Agricultural Land 

Evaluation and Site Assessment Model" 
27. Open Space Preservation, Report of the Preservation 

2020 Task Force, April 1987 [Chapter IV] 
28. Wiliamson Act Ordinance and Guidelines (current 

version) 
 

Air Quality 
29. BAAQMD Clean Air Plan, and BAAQMD CEQA Air 

Quality Guidelines (2011)  
30. BAAQMD Annual Summary of Contaminant Excesses 

& BAAQMD, “Air Quality & Urban Development - 
Guidelines for Assessing Impacts of Projects & Plans” 
[current version] 

 
Biological Resources/ 

Water Quality & Hydrological Resources/  
Utilities & Service Systems" 

31. Site-Specific Biological Report 



Initial Study Source List* 

 

  

32. Santa Clara County Tree Preservation Ordinance 
Section C16, Santa Clara County Guide to 
Evaluating Oak Woodlands Impacts, Santa Clara 
County Guidelines for Tree Protection and 
Preservation for Land Use Applications  

33. Clean Water Act, Section 404 
34. Riparian Inventory of Santa Clara County, Greenbelt 

Coalition, November 1988 
35.CA Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water 

Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Region 
[1995]   

36. Santa Clara Valley Water District, Private Well Water 
Testing Program [12-98] 

37. SCC Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program, 
Urban Runoff Management Plan [1997] 

38.County Environmental Health / Septic Tank Sewage 
Disposal System - Bulletin “A” 
 
39.County Environmental Health Department Tests and 

Reports 
 

Archaeological Resources 
40.Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State 

University 
41. Site Specific Archaeological Reconnaissance 

Report 
 

Geological Resources 
42. Site Specific Geologic Report 

43.State Department of Mines and Geology, Special 
Report #42 
44. State Department of Mines and Geology, Special 
Report #146 
 

Noise 
45. County Noise Ordinance 
 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
46.Section 21151.4 of California Public Resources Code 
47. State Department of Toxic Substances, Hazardous 

Waste and Substances Sites List 
48. County Office of Emergency Services Emergency 

Response Plan [1994 version] 
 

Transportation/Traffic  
49. Transportation Research Board, “Highway 
       Capacity Manual”, Special Report 209, 1995. 
50. SCC Congestion Management Agency, “Monitoring 

and Conformance report” (Current Edition) 
51. Official County Road Book 
52.  Site-specific Traffic Impact Analysis Report 

*Items listed in bold are the most important sources 
and should be referred to during the first review of the 
project, when they are available. The planner should 
refer to the other sources for a particular 
environmental factor if the former indicate a potential 
environmental impact.

 
 

 



 

45  

Appendix A 
 

 
Dust Control Construction Measures 
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983 University Avenue, Building D  Los Gatos, CA 95032  Ph: 408.458.3200  F: 408.458.3210 

 

 

11 February 2015 

 

Beberly Velasquez 

SunPower Corporation 

1414 Harbour Way South 

Richmond, CA 94804 

 

Re: Malech Road Solar Array Project - Wildlife Movement and Habitat Linkage Assessment (HTH #3641-01) 

 

Dear Ms. Velasquez: 

 

This letter describes the results of the wildlife movement and habitat linkage assessment conducted by H. T. 

Harvey & Associates for SunPower Corporation’s proposed solar array project located near Malech Road in Santa 

Clara County, California. The purpose of the assessment is to determine existing wildlife movement patterns in 

the project vicinity and to assess potential impacts on local and regional wildlife movement associated with 

construction of a solar array at the proposed project site. This letter is provided to support project planning and 

environmental review.  

 

Methods 
 
H. T. Harvey & Associates senior wildlife ecologists conducted a review of existing information on regional 

wildlife movement patterns and a field verification of local habitat conditions to assess the status and function of 

potential wildlife movement pathways. I reviewed pertinent information from other projects in the Coyote Valley 

area (including our assessment of wildlife movement issues pertaining to the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan 

[HTH 2009]) and the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (VHP) (ICF International 2012; Santa Clara Valley Habitat 

Agency 2012). Senior wildlife ecologist Patrick Stone, B.S. conducted a field survey of the project site and the 

surrounding area on 26 January 2014 to observe the local topography, connectivity of natural communities and 

open spaces, and potential barriers to wildlife movement around the project site. In performing this assessment, I 

also drew on my previous work assessing wildlife movement issues in the North Coyote Valley area for the 

Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan and its Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and for an EIR for the 

Gavilan College Coyote Valley campus, as well as two decades of wildlife-related work in and around Coyote 

Valley.  

 

Results and Discussion 
 
Wildlife movement issues pertaining to the project are best characterized as being either local or 

regional/landscape issues. These two issues are discussed separately below. 
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Local wildlife movement. Local wildlife movement pertains to movement of individuals within a population. 

Regular movements by animals within their home ranges, or movement by amphibians between breeding and 

nonbreeding areas, would be considered local movements. The project site consists almost entirely of grassland, 

and it is located within a much larger expanse of grassland on the western slope of Coyote Ridge. Large and 

medium-sized mammals such as the bobcat (Lynx rufus), American badger (Taxidea taxus), coyote (Canis latrans), 

striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), grey fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and raccoon 

(Procyon lotor) are expected to forage in and traverse over the grassland in the project site at times. When the 

project is constructed, barbed wire fencing will be used to surround the site, but all of these animals are likely to 

be able to move over or through the fencing if they desire.  

 

The grassland on the site provides no features such as large rock outcrops or dense vegetation that furnish cover, 

shelter, or denning sites for such animals, nor any particular attraction as a high-quality site for species that dig 

their dens, such as coyotes, foxes, or badgers. As a result, the site provides no resources for these large and 

medium-sized mammals that are not also abundant in the surrounding grasslands. During their local movements, 

animals will simply move around or through the fencing that surrounds the project, and continue their activities. 

As shown on Figure 1, grassland and other natural habitats extend for more than 1100 feet to the southwest 

(between the site and Highway 101), and for much greater distances in all other directions. As a result, for animals 

that are not able or willing to move through the site, the ability to easily traverse around the project site will 

preclude any substantial impacts to local movement. 

 

Similarly, the site provides no resources for small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, or invertebrates that are not also 

provided by surrounding habitats. These smaller animals will be easily able to move under the barbed wire fencing 

that surrounds the project site, and thus the project will not preclude their local movements. Existing refugia 

within the project site, such as small mammal burrows, will continue to be present after construction given the 

very limited nature of ground disturbance associated with the project. As a result, small animals that rely on 

burrows as temporary refugia when moving across open grasslands such as those at the project site will be able to 

continue to find refugia. 

 

The project will avoid impacts to the wetland/drainage on the east side of the proposed project footprint. As a 

result, any animals that may move preferentially along this drainage (e.g., amphibians associated with moist 

conditions or animals that use vegetation within the drainage for cover) will be able to continue such movements 

unhindered. 

 

In summary, the project will not have a substantial adverse effect on local movements of wildlife due to the ability 

of animals to continue to move through, and/or move around, the project area after construction. 

 

Regional/landscape-scale wildlife movement. Regional or landscape-scale wildlife movement includes the 

movement of individuals between populations. In the vicinity of the project site, there are two primary areas of 

wildlife movement/habitat linkage that are important, and that we considered: linkage between the Santa Cruz 
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Mountains to the west and the Diablo Range to the east, and linkage between Diablo Range populations (ICF 

2012).  

Wildlife populations in the Santa Cruz Mountains are largely separated from those in the Diablo Range by San 

Francisco Bay, urban development in the greater San Jose, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy areas, and agricultural land 

uses in Coyote Valley (between Morgan Hill and San Jose), the San Martin area (between Gilroy and Morgan 

Hill), and south of Gilroy. Each of these mountain ranges provides extensive natural habitat that supports 

populations of a number of wildlife species. Exchange of individuals and genes between populations in the two 

ranges is important for the long-term persistence of wildlife populations and the potential for adaptation to 

changing environmental conditions, such as climate change.  

 

Due to the constraints imposed by San Francisco Bay and dense urban development, wildlife movement between 

these two mountain ranges must rely on the use of less developed areas. Well to the south of the project site, 

wildlife movement can occur along the Pajaro River valley, where there is little urban development. However, that 

linkage is quite long (i.e., animals would have to travel 5-6 miles between the foothills of these two mountain 

ranges). Shorter pathways of potential wildlife movement (3-4 miles) exist in the San Martin area. However, the 

shortest pathways occur in the northern Coyote Valley area. Because wildlife movement is expected to occur most 

frequently and successfully (e.g., without risk of predation or diversion to other areas) where movement pathways 

are shortest, the northern Coyote Valley area represents the best location for wildlife movement between these 

two mountain ranges, in the absence of other factors such as dispersal impediments (discussed below). In 

particular, the project site is located near a constriction where there is a separation of less than 0.5 mile between 

the two mountain ranges. 

 

As a result, the northern Coyote Valley and Santa Teresa Hills-Tulare Hill area is predicted to be an important 

linkage and movement pathway for wildlife between the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and Diablo Range to 

the east. The VHP identifies a primary terrestrial linkage (Santa Theresa Hills to Metcalf Road #8) associated with 

this east-west wildlife movement pathway that runs in the vicinity of the project site. Species that are expected to 

move through Coyote Valley between the two mountain ranges include mountain lion (Puma concolor), bobcat, 

American badger, coyote, striped skunk, grey fox, mule deer, raccoon, and others.  

 

The greatest impediment to wildlife movement between the Santa Cruz Mountain Range and the Diablo 

Mountain Range in the Coyote Valley area consists of roadways, in particular, Highway 101 and Monterey 

Highway as illustrated on Figure 1. It is widely held that roads impede wildlife movement, although the effects of 

roads on such movement vary considerably depending on road design and on the species in question. Highway 

101 represents a substantial impediment to wildlife because of its high vehicle speeds, high traffic volumes, and 

width. Highway 101 is an eight-lane roadway with a tall, continuous median barrier. Monterey Highway is also a 

substantial impediment to wildlife movement. Although Monterey Highway is narrower than Highway 101, with 

only four lanes and slightly lower vehicle speed, it has a median barrier more than four feet tall that is continuous 

for long distances with very limited openings (Figure 1). Owing to the impediments that these two roadways 

impose on wildlife crossings, road-killed animals are frequently seen along these roads (pers. obs.). These 

roadways are the primary factor limiting wildlife movement across the northern Coyote Valley area. 



 

4 
H. T. HARVEY & ASSOCIATES 

 

However, there are locations where wildlife can cross these two roadways; these locations are shown on Figure 1. 

Along Highway 101, these include bridges over Coyote Creek near Highway 85 and just north of Morgan Hill, 

and over Coyote Creek Golf Drive (where animals of all sizes can easily move under the highway bridges); bridges 

over the highway at Metcalf Road and Bailey Avenue; a golf cart undercrossing northwest of Coyote Creek Golf 

Drive; and numerous drainage culverts (Figure 1). The undercrossings are of various sizes, and the largest animals 

(such as deer) are not expected to use most culverts. In addition, animals may be reluctant to move freely across 

the overpasses at Metcalf Road and Bailey Avenue due to existing traffic. However, studies by DeAnza College 

researchers have documented a number of wildlife species moving through these undercrossings (Phillips et al. 

2012). Similarly, the Fisher Creek undercrossing of Monterey Highway, as well as gaps in the median barriers at 

several intersections, allow wildlife to cross Monterey Highway (Figure 1). Therefore, while these roadways limit 

wildlife movement and cause roadway mortality, wildlife can move across them.  

 

Thus, for the sake of assessing project impacts to wildlife movement across Coyote Valley, we focused on 

whether the project would adversely affect wildlife movement to or from the crossings of Highway 101 and 

Monterey Highway. Figure 1 depicts conceptual pathways by which wildlife may move through Coyote Valley on 

both sides of the Monterey Highway/Highway 101 impediments (note that this figure focuses on the northern 

portion of Coyote Valley, near the project site; wildlife may also cross the valley farther south). On the west side 

of the valley, the yellow arrows on Figure 1 show how wildlife may move between the foothills of the Santa Cruz 

Mountains and crossings of Monterey Highway. On the east side of the valley, the large, orange, northeast-

southwest trending arrow generally illustrates how wildlife can move (in many locations) between Highway 101 

and portions of Coyote Ridge. Between Highway 101 and Monterey Highway, there are numerous pathways (not 

shown) that animals can take to cross Coyote Creek and move between the two roadways. 

 

The project area is not located immediately adjacent to any of the Highway 101 crossings. Furthermore, animals 

moving to or from these crossings can choose many pathways. The small blue arrows on Figure 1 indicate a few 

of the multiple pathways that animals may take when moving to or from the crossings nearest the project site. 

The distance between the project site and the nearest crossings (approximately 0.5 mile), coupled with the natural 

land uses in the intervening areas (which are suitable for wildlife movement), provides ample opportunity for 

wildlife moving to or from the Highway 101 crossings to move without any hindrance from the project. 

Therefore, the project will not adversely affect wildlife movement between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the 

Diablo Range. 

 

The second regional/landscape movement pathway in the project vicinity consists of movements by wildlife 

within the Diablo Range, such as movement along Coyote Ridge in a northwest-southeast direction. In the 

vicinity of the project site, wildlife movement in the northwest to southeast direction along Coyote Ridge is far 

less impeded than the cross-valley movement pathways. To the north and east of the project site lies contiguous 

areas of open space and ranch land that supports annual and serpentine grassland, serpentine scrub, and oak 

woodlands. Common and rare wildlife species in the region can move along Coyote Ridge and hills surrounding 

the project site relatively undisturbed by human activity. The project represents such a small proportion of the 
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land on Coyote Ridge that most wildlife moving along the ridge would not pass anywhere near the site. For those 

fewer animals whose long-distance dispersal might take them closer to the project site, they could easily detour 

around the site, or cross through the site’s fencing, as described for local movements above. Therefore, the 

project site does not represent an impediment to regional landscape linkages within the Diablo Range.  

 

Summary  
 
Local wildlife movements in the vicinity of the project site will not be substantially affected by the project. For 

larger animals, ample habitat is present around the site to allow movement around the site, and most or all of 

these animals will be able to move through the surrounding fencing and move through site as well. For small 

animals, movement through the site will not be substantially impeded because fencing will not impede movement 

and the majority of habitat on the site will not be substantially affected. 

 

Wildlife moving between the east and west sides of Coyote Valley, such as between Coyote Ridge and the Santa 

Teresa Hills, is currently constrained by the scarcity of locations to safely cross Monterey Highway and Highway 

101. The project does not interfere with the ability of wildlife to access those crossings, and thus the project will 

not interfere with wildlife movement in an east-west direction. Although the habitat linkage line depicted in the 

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan transects the project site, the location of the line represents a conceptual linkage 

rather than the actual movement pathway; as discussed above, there are a number of known and potential wildlife 

movement pathways leading to and from the under-crossings below Highway 101 and the Monterey Highway 

crossings identified in Figure 1. 

 

Wildlife movement in a northwest-southeast direction along Coyote Ridge is not constrained as a result of the 

proposed project due to the width of Coyote Ridge. The project will occupy a very small portion of Coyote Ridge, 

and wildlife will be able to easily navigate around the site as necessary to be able to move in a northwest-southeast 

direction.  

 

Therefore, the proposed project will not have a significant impact on potential wildlife movement pathways on 

and around the project site or in the project region. Please feel free to contact me at (408) 458-3205 or 

srottenborn@harveyecology.com if you have any questions regarding our report.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Stephen Rottenborn, Ph.D. 

Principal Wildlife Ecologist 

 

Enclosure: Figure 1  
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Appendix C 
 

 
H.T. Harvey Serpentine Soil Survey and Habitat Mapping 

 



 

983 University Avenue, Building D  Los Gatos, CA 95032  Ph: 408.458.3200  F: 408.458.3210 

 
25 November 2014 
 
Beberly Velasquez 
SunPower Corporation 
1414 Harbour Way South 
Richmond, CA 94804 
 
Re: Serpentine Soil Survey and Habitat Mapping for the Santa Clara County Solar Array Project near Malech 
Road (HTH #3641-01) 
 
Dear Ms. Velasquez: 
 
This letter describes the results of, and recommendations regarding, the serpentine soil survey and habitat 
assessment conducted by H. T. Harvey & Associates for SunPower Corporation’s (SunPower) proposed solar 
array project located near Malech Road in Santa Clara County (County), California. The purpose of the soil 
survey and habitat assessment is to determine the extent of mapped serpentine soils and serpentine habitats in 
relationship to the proposed project footprint and construction areas. This letter is provided to support 
project design and facilitate compliance with avoidance and minimization requirements.  
 

Methods 
 
H. T. Harvey & Associates plant ecologist Élan Alford conducted a field survey of the proposed project site 
on 18 November 2014 to determine the existing conditions and delineate potential serpentine habitat within 
100 feet of the proposed project boundaries (survey area). Her survey also included an assessment of 
potential wetlands and other jurisdictional waters in the survey area. Prior to conducting the survey, Ms. 
Alford reviewed available information on the existing biological conditions and mapped extent of soil 
formations that may support serpentine habitats. This review included information from the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture’s Soil Survey Geographic Database (2010), the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (VHP) (ICF 
International 2012), and the Santa Clara Valley Agency website and Geobrowser application. In the field, the 
ecologist carefully documented the conditions she observed and recorded habitat boundaries using a Global 
Positioning System receiver and digital mapping device.  
 

Results  
 
The vegetative cover observed within the survey area consisted of serpentine bunchgrass grassland, California 
annual grassland, and degraded annual grassland with serpentine soil influences (Figure 1). In addition, a 
linear wetland swale runs from north to south through the eastern half of the survey area. A description of 
each vegetative cover and the observed conditions within the survey area is provided here.  
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The VHP identifies habitat within the survey area as both “Serpentine Bunchgrass Grassland” and “Non-
serpentine.” The non-serpentine area is primarily mapped through the central and eastern portion of the 
proposed project footprint and survey area. The project area boundaries on the north, west, and south edges 
of the proposed footprint are located within mapped Serpentine Bunchgrass Grassland. 
 
Serpentine grassland occurs through the southwestern portion of the project footprint. Serpentine influenced 
soils from the Montara and Climara soil series occur throughout the entire site. Montara series soils typically 
have a serpentine bedrock layer relatively close to the surface and most often exhibit serpentine habitat 
characteristics, including serpentine rock outcroppings. However, in Climara soils, the serpentine bedrock 
layer is typically deeper and supports a more substantial layer of topsoil where non-serpentine plants can 
occur. This means that areas mapped as Climara may or may not exhibit serpentine influence or serpentine 
habitat characteristics. A significant native annual vegetation component, including the larval host plant for 
Bay checkespot butterfly, dwarf plantain (Plantago erecta), was observed in the southwestern portion of the 
survey area. This native plant occurs to such a degree that both Climara and Montara soil formations in this 
area were determined by Ms. Alford to support serpentine grassland habitat.  
 
California annual grassland occurs through most of the eastern portion of the survey area, between the 
proposed solar array footprint and the existing paved road, Road P. This area was included in the survey area 
where it lies within 100 feet of the proposed AC Run. Although the soils in this area are in the Climara series, 
the vegetation is dominated by non-native annual grassland species and does not exhibit serpentine 
influences. The grasses in the eastern portion of the survey area also appear to not have been as heavily 
grazed or disturbed as the northern and western portions of the survey area.  
 
Degraded annual grassland vegetation occurs throughout the northern portion of the survey area. This area is 
heavily grazed to the extent that the conditions limited the plant ecologist’s ability to accurately interpret 
habitat type. The remaining vegetation observed in this area during the field visit was therefore unidentifiable 
due to the time of year and the intensity of grazing. The presence of small rock outcrops, scattered rock 
fields, and mapped Climara series soils within this area indicate potential for serpentine influence. However, 
the abundance and density of plant shoots observed in the degraded areas is consistent with non-native 
grassland species. Based on the results of this survey alone, the plant ecologist cannot determine the presence 
or absence of serpentine grassland habitat. This confounding factor is particularly important where the VHP 
has mapped serpentine bunchgrass grassland within the proposed project boundaries.  
 
One wetland occurs within the survey area. A swale feature dominated by hydrophytic vegetation (Juncus sp.) 
runs through the site and connects two drainage features uphill and downhill of the existing fence lines. This 
wetland feature flows to and connects with a serpentine seep mapped just south of the survey area (SCVHP 
2012). Based on wetland expertise and past project experience, the swale feature would be expected to be 
claimed as a jurisdictional wetland by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Regional Water Quality 
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Control Board. However, riparian jurisdiction under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code 
would not be expected because the swale lacks incised banks or a distinct streambed.  

 
Discussion  
 
Under the VHP, portions of the proposed project area and solar array footprint lie within lands mapped as 
serpentine habitats. Our field survey was able to verify that portions of that area appear to contain serpentine 
communities, but due to the time of year and heavy grazing, we were not able to verify that serpentine habitat 
is present throughout the entire area mapped by the VHP as serpentine. Nevertheless, we expect serpentine 
habitat to be present throughout most of the VHP-mapped serpentine areas. Therefore, implementation of 
the project as proposed would require surveys for special-status, serpentine-associated plants in accordance 
with VHP requirements; such surveys would need to be conducted during three to four site visits spread 
between early March and late summer/early fall. In addition, surveys for adult Bay checkerspot butterflies 
would be required in mid-spring (usually April) in areas that support the species’ larval host plants.  The 
special-status plant and Bay checkerspot surveys would be required in all the areas depicted on Figure 1 as 
VHP-mapped serpentine habitats.  
 
In addition, we noted some expression of serpentine plant communities in areas that are not mapped by the 
VHP as serpentine habitats, yet it is unclear to us whether the VHP’s requirements pertaining to serpentine 
apply to such areas, because they were not mapped as serpentine by the VHP. The VHP describes 
appropriate minimization measures that shall be implemented “where mapped serpentine cannot be avoided.” 
This implies that minimization measures are only required where the plan has mapped serpentine habitat. 
Based on the information and guidance available in VHP, it is our understanding that minimization measures 
(such as the rare plant and Bay checkerspot surveys) would be required for impacts to mapped serpentine areas 
and would not be required for other areas where our plant ecologist identified serpentine habitat 
characteristics. H. T. Harvey and Associates recommends that the County, as one of the VHP Partners, 
provide guidance regarding whether minimization, plant surveys, and/or butterfly surveys will be required in 
areas exhibiting serpentine influences but located outside of mapped serpentine bunchgrass grassland habitat.  
 
“Conditions on Covered Activities” described in the VHP (page 6-59) state, “On undeveloped sites, the 
project area and construction staging area must be located to avoid or minimize impacts to any serpentine on 
site.” The same section also states, “The project will be designed to preserve larger patches of serpentine 
outside the development area and limit impacts to the smallest patches feasible and to the edges of serpentine 
patches regardless of their size.” If possible, within engineering and operational constraints, we recommend 
shifting the proposed project footprint to the southeast to minimize potential impacts to mapped serpentine 
habitat.  
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Please feel free to contact me at (408) 458-3284 or pstone@harveyecology.com if you have any questions 
regarding our report.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Patrick Stone 
Project Manager – Senior Wildlife Ecologist 
 
Enclosure: Figure 1 
 

  

mailto:pstone@harveyecology.com
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