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SECTION 1.

PROJECT INFORMATION

1.1

Project Title: Monterey Central Project

1.2.

Lead Agency Contact:

Jim Rowe
Community Development Department
City of Morgan Hill
17575 Peak Avenue
Morgan Hill, CA 95037
Office: (408) 778-6480
Email: jim.rowe@morganhill.ca.gov
1.3

Project Location:

The Monterey Central Project (proposed project) is located in the City of Morgan Hill, California.
Morgan Hill is located in Santa Clara County, just southeast of San Jose. State Route (SR) 101
runs in a north/south orientation east of Morgan Hill, providing major regional access to the City.
The proposed project site is located on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 726-23-020 and is just
east of the intersection of East Central Avenue and Monterey Road (see Figure 1, Regional Project
Location, and Figure 2, Project Vicinity Map). McLaughlin Avenue borders the site to the east.
1.4.

Owner/Applicant:

Scott Murray
175 E. Main Avenue, Suite 130
Morgan Hill, CA 95037
(408) 306-6000
1.5.

Existing General Plan Designation: Mixed Use

1.6.

Existing Zoning Designation: Central Commercial, Residential District (CC-R)

SECTION 2.
2.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Site Description and Setting:

The proposed project site encompasses approximately 0.9-acre and is currently vacant. According
to the site-specific arborist report, a total of 28 trees are located on-site, many of which are native
oaks. The vacant site, which has been tilled, is partially-covered with ruderal vegetation.
Telecommunication vaults are located along the northern boundary of the site, as well as a storm
drain manhole. Sidewalks are not present along the project’s East Central Avenue and McLaughlin
Avenue frontages. The project site has historically been used for agricultural purposes.
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Figure 1
Regional Project Location
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2.2

Project Components

The proposed project would include eight (8) two-story residential buildings and six (6) threestory residential buildings, consisting of a total of 14 single-family attached units. The two-story
floor plan (Floor Plan I) would be approximately 1,602 square feet, consisting of three bedrooms
and 2 ½ baths. The three-story floor plan (Floor Plan II) would be approximately 1,910 square
feet, consisting of three bedrooms and 3 ½ baths. Vehicular access to the residential buildings
would be provided by a new access on McLaughlin Avenue (see Figure 3, Monterey Central Site
Plan, and Figure 4, Monterey Central Vesting Tentative Map). Buildings would have a 20-foot
setback from Monterey Road and East Central Avenue in order to accommodate front yard
landscaping and porches. The project would include curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements
along the project frontage on East Central Avenue and McLaughlin Avenue. A four-foot path
would be constructed throughout the site, which would connect the proposed project site to the
new sidewalks along East Central Avenue and McLaughlin Avenue.
The proposed project would be served by water, sewer, and storm drains (see Figure 5, Monterey
Central Preliminary Utility Plan). The new sewer main would be located primarily in the new
private driveway with sewer laterals entering the units at mid-garage. The main line would connect
to an existing 12-inch sewer main on Monterey Road, located at the southeast corner of the project
site. The new water main would be located primarily in the new private driveway with water
services located in the small planters near the garage doors of the proposed units. The water main
would be connected to an existing 8-inch main located on McLaughlin Avenue, on the northeast
boundary of the project site. The new storm water main would also be located primarily in the new
private driveway with storm drain laterals picking up landscape area drains in front of the proposed
units. The mainline would connect to an existing 24-inch storm drain main located on Monterey
Road, at the southeast corner of Central Avenue and Monterey Road. In order to maintain peak
storm water retention and peak flow, an underground filtration tank would be provided along the
project’s Monterey Road frontage (see Figure 6, Monterey Central Preliminary Grading Plan). In
addition, landscaping would be provided throughout the site (see Figure 7, Monterey Central
Preliminary Landscape Plan).
The proposed project would be consistent with the site’s current General Plan land use and zoning
designations of Mixed Use and Central Commercial, Residential District, respectively.
The project would require the City’s approval of the following entitlements:
•
•

Vesting Tentative Map to subdivide the 0.9-acre site into 14 lots for single-family attached
units plus one lot for common area; and
Development Agreement.

Subsequent to the approval of the above entitlements, the applicant will be required to obtain a
Design Review Permit for approval of a site plan, building elevations, and landscape plans.
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Figure 3
Monterey Central Site Plan
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Figure 4
Monterey Central Vesting Tentative Map
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Figure 5
Monterey Central Preliminary Utility Plan
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Figure 6
Monterey Central Preliminary Grading Plan
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Figure 7
Monterey Central Preliminary Landscape Plan
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2.3

Surrounding Land Uses:

Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the project site are primarily developed. North of the
project site is a single-family residence. The site is bordered to south by a Farmers Insurance
company. To the west of the project site is a donut shop, a hair salon, and a middle school opposite
Monterey Road. Along the site’s eastern boundary lies multi-family apartments along McLaughlin
Avenue that is easterly bordered by Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks. The UPRR tracks are
located (approximately 362 feet) to the east of the project site.
SECTION 3.

SOURCES

It should be noted that all of the submitted technical reports and modeling results used for the purposes
of this analysis are available upon request at the City of Morgan Hill Community Development
Department located at 17575 Peak Avenue, Morgan Hill, California. The following documents are
referenced information sources utilized by this analysis:

1. Association of Bay Area Governments. Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for Morgan
Hill. 1995. <http://www.abag.ca.gov/cgi-bin/pickdamx.pl>; accessed August 14, 2013.
2. Association
of
Bay
Area
Governments.
Earthquake
and
Hazards
Information. http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/liquefactionsusceptibility/; Accessed August
19, 2013.
3. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Plans. Available at:
http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Plans.aspx. Accessed May
2015.
4. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status.
Available at: http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm. Accessed
May 2015.
5. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. California Environmental Quality Act Air
Quality Guidelines. May 2011.
6. CIRCA: Historical Property Development. Historical Context Statement for the City of
Morgan Hill. October 2006.
7. California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program. Santa Clara County Important Farmland 2010. June
2011.
8. California Department of Fish and Wildlife. California Natural Diversity Database,
Rarefind 5 online application. Accessed June 10, 2015.
9. CalRecycle.
Facility
Operations:
Johnson
Canyon
Sanitary
Landfill. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/FacIT/Facility/Operations.aspx?FacilityID=18565;
accessed June 2015
10. City of Morgan Hill. Morgan Hill General Plan. Updated through February 2010.
11. City of Morgan Hill. Revised Regional Storm Water Management Plan. February 22, 2010.
12. City of Morgan Hill. Storm Water Management Guidance Manual for Low Impact
Development & Post-Construction Requirements. March 6, 2014.
13. GeoSolve, Inc. Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments. June 10, 2015.
14. MH Engineering Co. Flood Study for “Monterey Central Subdivision”. August 4, 2015.
15. Santa Clara County. Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. August 2013.
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16. Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency Geobrowser: http://www.hcpmaps.com/habitat/;
accessed January 18, 2016.
17. Santa Clara Valley Water District. Subject: Monterey Central Subdivision [Flood Study
Review Letter]. October 28, 2015.
18. South County Regional Wastewater Authority. Biennial Budget Transmittal – FY 14 & FY
15. April 3, 2013.
SECTION 4.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This Initial Study (IS) identifies and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Monterey
Central Project (proposed project). The information and analysis presented in this document is
organized in accordance with the order of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. If the analysis provided in this document
identifies potentially significant environmental effects of the project, mitigation measures that
should be applied to the project are prescribed.
The City of Morgan Hill adopted their current General Plan in 2001, which has undergone updates
through February 2010. The current General Plan Final Master Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), a program EIR prepared pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq.), was prepared in July 2001. It should be
noted that the City is in the process of updating their General Plan; however, the updated General
Plan is not yet adopted and an EIR has not been certified. Therefore, the current General Plan and
EIR have been utilized for this analysis to the extent practicable.
The mitigation measures prescribed for environmental effects identified in this IS/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) will be implemented in conjunction with the project, as required by
CEQA. The mitigation measures will be incorporated into the project through project conditions
of approval. The City will adopt findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for
the project in conjunction with approval of the project.
SECTION 4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by
the checklist on the following pages.







Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use
Population, Employment, &
Housing
Transportation & Circulation







Agriculture Resources
Cultural Resources
Hazards
Mineral Resources
Public Services







Air Quality
Geology & Soils
Hydrology & Water Quality
Noise
Recreation



Utilities & Service
Systems



Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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SECTION 4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
The following Checklist contains the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines. The checklist form is used to describe the impacts of the proposed project.
A discussion follows each environmental issue identified in the checklist. Included in each
discussion are project-specific mitigation measures recommended, as appropriate, as part of the
proposed project.
For this checklist, the following designations are used:
Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared.
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that requires mitigation to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under
CEQA relative to existing standards.
No Impact: The project would not have any impact.
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I. AESTHETICS.
Would the project:
a.
b.

c.
d.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?
Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
State scenic highway?
Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

































Discussion
a-c.
The proposed project site is located in Morgan Hill on a 0.9-acre undeveloped parcel. Land
uses in the immediate vicinity of the project site are developed with businesses, singlefamily residences, and multi-family residences. While development of the proposed project
would change the existing visual character of the currently undeveloped project site, the
proposed development would be similar to the surrounding urban development in the area.
For example, a three-story residential development is located east of the project site, across
McLaughlin Avenue. Future development of the site would be subject to review and
approval in accordance with the City of Morgan Hill Architectural Review Handbook to
ensure the development meets local design and aesthetic standards. Therefore, a substantial
adverse effect on the existing visual character or its surroundings would not occur.
Although undeveloped, the project site does contain 28 trees according to the tree survey
conducted by Live Oak Associates (LOA). The trees identified are located primarily along
the northwest and southeast margins of the property, with scattered trees in the central
portion of the site. The proposed development would require the removal of 24 of these
trees, potentially damaging scenic resources. However, the site is not located within a
scenic vista or visible from a state scenic highway. Therefore, damage to scenic resources
within a State scenic highway would not occur. Please refer Question ‘e’ of Section IV,
Biological Resources, of this IS/MND for a detailed discussion of tree impacts.
Based on the above, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway, or
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings.
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
d.

Residential development at the project site would incrementally increase light and glare in
the project area due to the introduction of new reflective surfaces and outdoor lighting at
the site and vehicles traveling to and from the development. The light and glare created by
the proposed residential development would be consistent with the levels of light and glare
currently emitted in the surrounding developed environment. In addition, new sources of
14

lighting would be required to comply with the standards set forth in Section F of the City’s
Architectural Review Handbook. Standards would include, but are not limited to, the
minimization of glare upon neighboring property, the use of latest technology to minimize
the intensity of lighting, and incorporating timers and sensors to avoid unnecessary
lighting. Implementation of the project would, therefore, result in a less-than-significant
impact with respect to creating a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

b.
c.

d.
e.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract?
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?
Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?
Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could
individually or cumulatively result in loss of
Farmland to non-agricultural use?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact









































Discussion
a.
The proposed project site is not considered Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland
of Statewide Importance per the Santa Clara County Important Farmland Map. According
to the map, the project site is Urban and Built-up land, which is not considered protected
farmland. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to the conversion of
Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use.
b.

The project site is not under any Williamson Act contract, and is designated as Mixed Use
and zoned Central Commercial, Residential District (CC-R). As such, the project site is not
zoned for agricultural use. The project site is currently vacant and not used for agricultural
purposes. Therefore, the proposed project would result in no impact related to a conflict
with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.

c,d.

The project site is not considered forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), and is not
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104[g]).
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact with regard to conversion of forest
land or any potential conflict with forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production
zoning.

e.

As discussed above, the project site is not considered Farmland, does not consist of forest
land, and is not currently used for, or designated or zoned for, agricultural purposes.
Therefore, the project would result in no impact related to the conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural uses.
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III. AIR QUALITY.
Would the project:
a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the 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)?
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact









































Discussion
a-c
The City of Morgan Hill is within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD), which regulates air quality in the San Francisco Bay Area, and
located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The SFBAAB area is
currently designated as a nonattainment area for the State and federal ozone, State and
federal particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter (PM 2.5 ), and State particulate matter 10
microns in diameter (PM 10 ) standards. The SFBAAB is designated attainment or
unclassified for all other ambient air quality standards (AAQS). It should be noted that on
January 9, 2013, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued a final rule
to determine that the Bay Area has attained the 24-hour PM 2.5 federal AAQS. Nonetheless,
the Bay Area must continue to be designated as nonattainment for the federal PM 2.5 AAQS
until such time as the BAAQMD submits a redesignation request and a maintenance plan
to the USEPA, and the USEPA approves the proposed redesignation.
In compliance with regulations, the BAAQMD periodically prepares and updates air
quality plans that provide emission reduction strategies to achieve attainment of the AAQS,
including control strategies to reduce air pollutant emissions via regulations, incentive
programs, public education, and partnerships with other agencies. The current air quality
plans are prepared in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). The most recent federal
ozone plan is the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan, which is a proposed revision to the Bay
Area part of the SIP to achieve the federal ozone standard. The most recent State ozone
plan is the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), adopted on September 15, 2010. The 2010 CAP
was developed as a multi-pollutant plan that provides an integrated control strategy to
reduce ozone, PM, toxic air contaminants (TACs), and greenhouse gases (GHGs). The
aforementioned air quality plans contain mobile source controls, stationary source controls,
and transportation control measures to be implemented in the region to attain the State and
federal AAQS within the SFBAAB.
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According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, if a project would not result in significant
and unavoidable air quality impacts, after the application of all feasible mitigation, the
project may be considered consistent with the air quality plans. In addition, BAAQMD
recommends that projects incorporate all feasible air quality plan control measures, which
include traditional stationary, area, mobile source and transportation control measures, as
well as control measures that promote mixed use, compact development, and reduce
vehicle emissions and exposure to pollutants from stationary and mobile sources. If
approval of a project would not cause the disruption, delay, or otherwise hinder the
implementation of any air quality plan control measure, the project may be considered
consistent with the air quality plans.
According to CEQA Guidelines, an air quality impact may be considered significant if the
proposed project’s implementation would result in, or potentially result in, conditions that
violate any existing local, State, or federal air quality regulations. Table 1 lists the District’s
thresholds of significance.
Table 1
BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance
Pollutant
ROG
NO x
PM 10
PM 2.5

Construction (lbs/day)
54
54
82
54

Operational (lbs/day)
54
54
82
54

Cumulative
(tons/year)
10
10
15
10

Source: BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines, May 2011.

Based on preliminary modeling, the BAAQMD establishes screening criteria, for
development projects, which provide a conservative indication of whether a development
could result in potentially significant air quality impacts. If all of the screening criteria are
met by a project, a detailed air quality assessment of that project’s air pollutant emissions
would not be required. The proposed project would be considered a condo/townhouse
development under the screening criteria. The screening criteria for a condo/townhouse
development are as follows:
•
•
•

240 dwelling units for construction criteria pollutants;
451 dwelling units for operational criteria pollutants; and
78 dwelling units for operational GHG.

As such, if a condo/townhouse development is less than or equal to the screening size for
operational and construction criteria pollutants, the development would not be expected to
result in significant air quality impacts, and a detailed air quality assessment would not be
required.
The thresholds of significance used to evaluate proposed developments are determined by
the CEQA lead agency, which would be the City of Morgan Hill for the proposed project.
The City of Morgan Hill has determined that the BAAQMD thresholds of significance and
18

screening criteria are the best available option for the project, are supported by substantial
evidence, and are used in this analysis.
Implementation of the proposed project would contribute local emissions in the area during
the construction and operation of the proposed project. However, as the proposed project
involves the development of only 14 dwelling units, the project is well below the screening
criteria for a condo/townhouse development as discussed above. The screening criteria
provides a conservative indication of whether a development would result in an impact.
The project would not result in emissions that are in excess of the screening criteria. As
such, the project would not be expected to result in potentially significant air quality
impacts, and a detailed air quality assessment is not required. Therefore, the proposed
project would not conflict with any applicable air quality plan, nor would it violate any air
quality standard, or contribute substantially to the region’s nonattainment status of ozone
or PM, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant.
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
d.

Emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) are of potential concern, as the pollutant is a toxic gas
that results from the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels such as gasoline or
wood. The BAAQMD thresholds of significance associated with localized CO emissions
of 20.0 parts per million (ppm) for a 1-hour averaging time and 9.0 ppm for an 8-hour
averaging time. In order to provide a conservative indication of whether a project would
result in localized CO emissions that would exceed the applicable threshold of significance,
the BAAQMD has established screening criteria for localized CO emissions. According to
BAAQMD, a proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
localized CO emission concentrations if the following screening criteria are met:
•

•
•

The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways, regional transportation plan, and local congestion management agency
plans;
The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to
more than 44,000 vehicles per hour; and
The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to
more than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is
substantially limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, underpass, etc.).

As the City has elected to use the BAAQMD’s thresholds and methodology for this project,
the BAAQMD’s screening criteria for localized CO emissions presented above are used
for this analysis.
The proposed project includes the development of 14 single-family attached residential
units, which is consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations for the site;
thus, the project would be consistent with any established congestion management
program, because such programs are based on land use designations. Furthermore, the
estimated amount of trips would not be expected to result in any new significant impacts
or an increase in the severity of any existing impacts to nearby roadways or intersections.
19

As such, a substantial increase in levels of CO at surrounding intersections would not
occur. Therefore, the project would not generate localized concentrations of CO that would
exceed standards.
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are also a category of environmental concern. The
California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective (Handbook) provides recommendations for siting new
sensitive land uses near sources typically associated with significant levels of TAC
emissions, including, but not limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution
centers, and rail yards. The CARB has identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) from
diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus, high volume freeways, stationary diesel engines, and
facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle traffic are identified as having the
highest associated health risks from DPM. Health risks from TACs are a function of both
the concentration of emissions and the duration of exposure. Health-related risks associated
with DPM in particular are primarily associated with long-term exposure and associated
risk of contracting cancer.
Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are
considered more sensitive to air pollution than others. Accordingly, land uses that are
typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, day care centers,
playgrounds, and medical facilities. The proposed project would introduce new residents
to the area. As such, the proposed project would be considered a sensitive receptor.
The CARB, per its Handbook, considers that any project placing sensitive receptors within
500 feet of a major roadway or freeway may have the potential to expose those receptors
to DPM. Similarly, the BAAQMD recommends placement of overlay zones at least 500
feet from all freeways and high volume roadways. The nearby SR 101 could be considered
a major source of DPM; however, the project site is located over 5,000 feet to the west of
SR 101. As such, the future residents would not be expected to be exposed to substantial
concentrations of DPM from SR 101.
It should be noted that the project site is located near existing UPRR tracks to the east;
however, CARB does not consider train tracks to be a significant source of TAC emissions
and is only concerned with rail yards due to the substantial amount of trains and idling.
The project site is not located near an existing rail yard, thus, the project would not be
affected by DPM emissions associated with a rail yard.
The project does not involve long-term operation of any stationary diesel engine or other
major on-site stationary source of TACs. Construction activities have the potential to
generate DPM emissions related to the number and types of equipment typically associated
with construction. Off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site grading, paving, and
other construction activities result in the generation of DPM. The nearest sensitive
receptors to the project site could become exposed to DPM emissions during construction
activities. However, construction is temporary and occurs over a relatively short duration
in comparison to the operational lifetime of the proposed project. Relatively few vehicle
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trips associated with the proposed use would be expected to be composed of diesel-fueled
vehicles. Therefore, the project would not generate any substantial concentrations of TACs.
In conclusion, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of any localized CO emissions or TACs. Therefore, impacts related to
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be considered
less than significant.
e.

Typical sources of objectionable odor include industrial or intensive agricultural uses.
Although some odor may occur during construction due to the use of diesel-fueled engines
and equipment, construction activities would be temporary and would only affect a few
nearby receptors for a limited period of time. Upon completion of the proposed project,
objectionable odors would not occur associated with project operations. Therefore the
project is not expected to create any objectionable odors that would affect a substantial
number of people, and a less-than-significant impact would result.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

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?
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?
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.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?
Interfere substantially with the movement of any
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation
Community Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















































Discussion
a-b. The project site is undeveloped and vacant. On-site vegetation is limited to 28 trees located
throughout the project site, consisting of eight different species. Raney conducted a site
visit on May 21, 2015, which determined that the site has been tilled and is partiallycovered with ruderal vegetation. The site has historically been used for agricultural
purposes.
According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB), 24 endangered, threatened, or otherwise special-status species (e.g.,
CDFW Fully Protected, Species of Special Concern) have been recorded within the
Morgan Hill United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle, within
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which the project site is located. 1 However, due to the lack of natural on-site habitats,
including aquatic and grassland habitats, none of the special-status species have the
potential to occur on the disturbed site. According to the CNDDB, the nearest species
occurrence is located at the northwest corner of El Toro Elementary School, approximately
0.31-mile from the proposed project. The species found to occur nearest to the project site
was the burrowing owl; however, the last occurrence at that location was in 2003. In
addition, the site is undeveloped and contains tilled soils, and no ground squirrel burrows
were observed on-site during the May 2015 site visit.
Because no ground squirrel burrows were present on-site, burrowing owls are not likely to
be present due to lack of suitable habitat. However, ground squirrels could potentially
occupy the site in the future and excavate burrows, which could subsequently become
occupied by burrowing owl. Future development on the project site will be required to
implement measures described in the City’s Burrowing Owl Habitat Mitigation Plan to
avoid direct impacts to burrowing owls, should they come to occupy the site.2 Lands
subject to the Citywide Burrowing Owl Habitat Mitigation Plan are those lands that are
below 600 feet in elevation above sea level and support any grassland and/or mixed
herbaceous vegetation upon which an activity is proposed that is defined as a “project” by
CEQA. As such, the project site is subject to the City’s Habitat Mitigation Plan for
burrowing owl.
Although unlikely, migratory birds, such as raptors, could potentially use the trees within
the project site for nesting. A total of 28 trees are located on-site, 24 of which would need
to be removed in order to accommodate the proposed development plan. Removal of
mature trees could potentially affect nesting migratory birds and their young should they
be on-site prior to initiation of construction.
Therefore, future anticipated construction of the proposed project on the 0.9-acre disturbed
site would result in a potentially significant impact with respect to having a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any protected species or
sensitive habitats. Please see Question ‘f’ for discussion regarding the project’s consistency
with the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan.
Mitigation Measures
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

1

These 24 species are as follows: Tiburon paintbrush, Coyote ceanothus, Santa Clara Valley dudleya, Metcalf Canyon jewelflower,
most beautiful jewelflower, pink creamsacs, Mt Hamilton fountain thistle, fragrant fritillary, Loma Prieta hoita, smooth lessingia,
Hall’s bush-mallow, woodland woollythreads, Bay checkerspot butterfly, California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog,
foothill yellow-legged frog, western pond turtle, Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, San
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, San Joaquin kit fox, American badger.
2 In June 2003, the City of Morgan Hill adopted the Citywide Burrowing Owl Habitat Mitigation Plan. The purpose of the plan was
to create a comprehensive program to mitigate impacts to Burrowing Owls a “Species of Special Concern” and their habitat, instead
of addressing such impacts on a project-by-project basis. As a result of this plan, the City has established a 30.5-acre preserve for
burrowing owl off of Edmundson Avenue.
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Raptors/Migratory Birds
IV-1.

Site pre-construction surveys shall be conducted during the breeding
season (February 1st through August 31st) for tree-nesting raptors and
other migratory birds no more than two weeks prior to the onset of ground
disturbance between February and May and within 30 days of the onset of
construction from June through August. Pre-construction surveys during
the nonbreeding season are not necessary for tree-nesting raptors and
migratory birds, as they are expected to abandon their roosts during
construction. If nesting raptors or other migratory birds are detected on or
adjacent to the site during the pre-construction survey, a suitable
construction-free buffer shall be established around all active nests. The
precise dimension of the buffer (up to 250 feet) shall be determined at that
time (by a qualified biologist) and may vary depending on location and
species. The buffer areas shall be enclosed with temporary fencing, and
construction equipment and workers shall not enter the enclosed setback
areas. Buffers shall remain in place for the duration of the breeding season
or until it has been confirmed by a qualified biologist that all chicks have
fledged and are independent of their parents.

Burrowing Owl

c.

IV-2(a).

A pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified Burrowing Owl
biologist no more than 30 days prior to initiation of any ground disturbing
(construction) activity to assure take avoidance of burrowing owls. The
survey shall consist of a habitat assessment, burrow survey, owl survey, and
completion of a written report. The written report shall be submitted to the
Community Development Department. If owls are observed during the
preconstruction survey, no impacts to the owls or their habitat will be
allowed during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31).

IV-2(b).

Should burrowing owls be found on the site during the breeding season
(February 1 through August 31), exclusion zones, with a 250-foot radius
from occupied burrows, shall be established. All development-related
activities shall occur outside of the exclusion area until the young have
fledged.

IV-2(c).

If pre-construction surveys are conducted during the non-breeding season
(September 1 through January 31) and burrowing owls are observed on the
site, the owls may be relocated upon approval by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife, in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Mitigation
Plan.

According to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), wetlands are
characterized by hydrology, soils, and vegetation. The proposed project site is currently
vacant, tilled, and partially-covered in ruderal vegetation. Existing urban development
24

surrounds the project site. Watercourses, ponds, rivers, creeks, streams, or other
watercourses are not located on the project site. Therefore, the project would have no
impact on federally-protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
d.

The 0.9-acre project site is surrounded by developed properties. West of the project site is
a donut shop and hair salon and a middle school across Monterey Road. North of the project
site is a single-family residence. East of the project site are multi-family residences, and
south of the project site is a Farmers Insurance Company. The project site is not used as a
migratory wildlife corridor or nursery site. Given the developed nature of properties
surrounding the site, and the current lack of connectivity between the project site and other
undeveloped properties, implementation of the project would have a less-than-significant
impact with respect to interfering substantially with the movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established resident or migratory wildlife
corridors.

e.

A tree survey was conducted by a Live Oak Associates (LOA) Certified Arborist on May
11, 2015. During the survey, the species circumference, diameter at breast height (DBH),
height, canopy spread, and overall conditions of all trees within the proposed project site
were recorded. Trees were labeled and numbered with an aluminum tag and the
approximate trunk location was mapped. Any tree that could potentially be impacted was
surveyed. The results of the survey were summarized in an arborist report, attached to this
IS/MND as Appendix A.
The project site is undeveloped and contains 28 trees distributed throughout the site. As
shown in Table 2, eight species were identified, including eight coast live oaks (Quercus
agrifolia), eight green acacias (Acacia dealbata), four valley oaks (Quercus lobata), three
black walnuts (Juglans hindsii), two cottonwoods (Populus sp.), one American sycamore
(Platanus occidentalis), one California pepper (Schinus molle), and one coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens). The identified trees are primarily concentrated along the
northwest and southeast margins of the property, with scattered trees in the central portion
of the site. Based on a conceptual site plan, all trees within the project boundaries are likely
to be removed for project development, totaling 24 trees (see Figure 8 and Figure 9). The
possibility exists for tree number 12, a coast live oak in good condition, to be retained;
however, final grading plans should be reviewed by a certified arborist to make a final
determination. Trees numbered 17, 25, 27, and 28, occurring on private property or public
right-of-way, will be retained, but they have been included within the survey because they
would likely be negatively impacted by project development without specific tree
protection measures.
Prior to removal of the 24 trees, the applicant will be required to comply with Chapter
12.32, Restrictions on Removal of Significant Trees, of the City of Morgan Hill’s
Municipal Code. Compliance with the City’s tree removal restrictions would ensure that
impacts to existing policies and ordinances protecting trees would be potentially
significant.
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Table 2
Tree Survey Results for the Monterey Central Project
Morgan Hill, California, May 11, 2015
#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Circumference @ Approx Approx.
M.H.
54” above the . Height Spread
Retain
Common Name Scientific Name Native tree
ground (inches) (feet) (feet) Condition Tree
Valley oak*
Quercus lobata
Yes Yes
72
52
32
Fair
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes No
16
14
13
Good
‐
Valley oak*
Quercus lobata
Yes Yes
52, 42, 41, 31
45
38
Fair
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
Yes
35, 25 [60]
27
25
Poor
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
Yes
47
30
18
Dead
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
No
20
23
13
Fair
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
No
35
35
25
Fair
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
No
31
18
28
Poor
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
Yes
19, 25 [44]
32
16
Fair
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
No
25
32
15
Poor
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
46
31
23
Good
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
74
34
36
Good Possible
Valley oak*
Quercus lobata
Yes Yes
19, 13, 9, 9, 6, 6
24
14
Fair
‐
Cottonwood
Populus sp.
No
Yes
85, 66 [151]
40
26
Poor
‐
Cottonwood
Populus sp.
No
No
19, 9, 9 [37]
28
14
Poor
‐
Valley oak*
Quercus lobata
Yes Yes
82
48
46
Good
‐
Black walnut
Juglans hindsii
No
Yes
57
30
24
Fair
Retain
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
60
38
30
Good
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
42
40
22
Good
‐
California pepper Schinus molle
No
Yes
41
25
20
Poor
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
19
30
15
Fair
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
52, 28 [80]
28
27
Fair
‐
Black walnut
Juglans hindsii
No
Yes
53
29
18
Poor
‐
Coast live oak*
Quercus agrifolia Yes Yes
85
35
38
Good
‐
Green acacia
Acacia dealbata
No
Yes
53, 30, 27 [110]
25
30
Fair
Retain
Black walnut
Juglans hindsii
No
Yes
107
42
33
Fair
‐
American
Platanus
No
Yes
50
30
38
Good
Retain
Coast redwood
Sequoia
No
Yes
88
66
25
Fair
Retain

Source: Live Oak Associates. Tree Survey for Monterey Central Residential Development Project. May 2015.
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Figure 8
Tree Location Survey
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Figure 9
Tree Location Survey and Site Plan Overlay
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Mitigation Measures
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.
IV-3(a).

Prior to approval of the project’s improvement plans, the following
minimization measures shall be included on the plans for review and
approval by the Morgan Hill Public Works Department. The below
minimization measures shall be implemented prior to and during
construction. The measures shall include:
• The project shall refine the house placement and driveway
alignment to minimize tree loss to the maximum extent
practicable. Trees in “good” condition as defined in the Live
Oak Associates Arborist Report for the project site, such as tree
number 12 (coast live oak), shall be given priority in planning
for tree avoidance.
• The project proponent shall retain a consulting arborist prior to
any ground disturbance activities to develop a tree protection
plan outlining specific procedures to ensure that retained trees
are protected during the construction phase. The plan may
include a monitoring program for trees that are retained within
close proximity to planned project elements.
• For retained trees (e.g. trees numbered 17, 25, 27, and 28) in
the immediate vicinity of construction, grading, or material
storage areas, the project contractor shall prevent soil
compaction within the root zone resulting from heavy
construction equipment. In order to minimize construction
impacts to remaining trees, orange-colored barrier fencing
shall be installed around the dripline of all retained trees or at
the edge of construction areas. Any construction activities
taking place within the dripline of retained trees shall be done
by hand or with light equipment that does not cause soil
compaction. All fencing shall remain in place throughout the
construction phase of the project. The type of fencing to be
utilized shall be directed by the consulting arborist. The fencing
shall be removed upon completion of the project.
• Any limb or root pruning to be conducted on retained trees shall
be approved and supervised by the consulting arborist and shall
follow best management practices developed by the
International Society of Arboriculture.
• If any of the retained trees are damaged during the construction
phase, the trees shall be evaluated at the earliest possible time
by the consulting arborist so that appropriate measures can be
taken.

IV-3(b).

Prior to removal of any on-site trees, the applicant shall obtain a tree
cutting permit from the City of Morgan Hill in accordance with Municipal
29

Code Section 12.32.030. Based upon design-level grading details, the
application shall identify the precise location, type, size, and health of each
tree proposed for removal. All trees removed on-site, including trees that
are fatally damaged as a result of project buildout, shall require
replacement plantings at suitable replacement-to-loss ratios to be
determined by the City of Morgan Hill’s Community Development Director.
The City of Morgan Hill does not maintain standard ratios for replacement
trees required for removed trees, but the following table provides a set of
replacement ratios that would adequately mitigate for trees that are
removed or fatally damaged as a result of project buildout (Table 3). The
City’s Community Development Director shall be the final arbiter of actual
tree replacement requirements.
Table 3
Recommended Tree Replacement Mitigation Ratios
Circumference of
Tree to be
Removed
57 inches or greater
38 ‐ 56 inches

less than 38 inches

Type of Tree to be Removed
Non‐
Native
Invasive
Native

Minimum
Size of
Each

5:1

4:1

none

3:1

2:1

none

15‐gallon
i
15‐gallon

1:1

1:1

none

15‐gallon

x:x = tree replacement to tree loss ratio
Source: Live Oak Associates, Inc. Arborist Report. May 2015.

A planting plan shall be prepared by a qualified botanist or qualified
arborist defining the location, species, and treatments used for each
planting. The plan shall be approved by the City of Morgan Hill’s
Community Development Director. Subsequent to planting, a qualified
botanist/arborist shall verify that any permit conditions have been satisfied
including successful installation of replacement plantings. A letter report
outlining the findings of the replacement planting effort shall be submitted
to the City for signoff, indicating that replacement planting was completed
consistently with permit requirements.
f.

The project site is located within the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan area. The Habitat
Plan was developed by the County of Santa Clara, the cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill, the
Santa Clara Valley Water District, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(collectively the "local partners") under the guidance of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Habitat Plan provides take
authorization for 18 listed and non-listed species (i.e. covered species). The Habitat Plan
also includes conservation measures to protect all 18 species, as well as a conservation
strategy designed to mitigate impacts on covered species and contribute to the recovery of
these species in the study area.
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The Habitat Plan has classified the land cover type for the project site as “UrbanSuburban”.3 The HCP/NCCP assumes a certain amount of urban development within the
City of Morgan Hill and HCP/NCCP plan area, which have both permanent, direct impacts
and indirect impacts. Although future anticipated on-site development activity will
permanently alter the land, the project’s land cover type, as identified in the plan, is not
considered habitat where covered species and plants are known to occur or would likely
occur in the future. The project is not within a planned Priority Reserve Area or within an
Urban Reserve System Interface Zone.
The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan also considers covered activities to result in a certain
amount of indirect impacts from urban development, including the effects of nitrogen
deposition. Urban development results in increased air pollutant emissions from passenger
and commercial vehicles and other industrial and nonindustrial sources. Emissions from
these sources are known to increase airborne nitrogen, of which a certain amount is
converted into forms that can fall to earth as depositional nitrogen. It has been shown that
increased nitrogen in serpentine soils can favor the growth of nonnative annual grasses
over native serpentine species and these nonnative species, if left unmanaged, can overtake
the native serpentine species, which are host plants for larval Bay checkerspot butterfly.
As such, all projects within the Habitat Plan area are subject to paying a “Nitrogen
Deposition Impact Fee,” which would be calculated based on the number of daily vehicle
trips attributed to the activity and collected prior to the commencement of the use.
In summary, the applicant would comply with the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan by
paying the applicable “Nitrogen Deposition Impact Fee.” Therefore, the proposed project
would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan, resulting in a less-than-significant impact.

3

According to the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency Geobrowser: http://www.hcpmaps.com/habitat/; accessed
January 18, 2016.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a unique archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource on site or unique geologic
features?
Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries.
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined
in Public Resources Code 21074?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact









































Discussion
a.
The proposed project site is currently undeveloped and vacant. Historical resources, as
defined in Section 15064.5, are not located on the project site. Therefore, no impact would
occur to historical resources as a result of the project implementation.
b-d.

The Morgan Hill region was first inhabited by Native Americans known as the Ohlone
followed by Spanish colonists. The possibility of discovering artifacts related to the Ohlone
and later settlers is high within Morgan Hill. The project site is currently undeveloped. The
majority of the project site is currently covered with approximately 28 trees and ruderal
vegetation. Historically, the project site has been used for agricultural purposes and
currently appears to be tilled. Given the disturbed nature of the project site it would be
unlikely that unknown cultural resources related to the pre-history of Morgan Hill would
be found on-site during grading and excavation associated with construction and
installation of new infrastructure lines for the proposed development. In the event that such
resources are unearthed, the City’s standard measures related to the protection of
archaeological resources would be implemented. The project would be conditioned per
Chapter 18.75.110 (B) to comply with the following measures, which “…shall be
conclusively deemed to reduce potentially significant impacts on archaeological resources
to a less than significant level”:
1.

An archaeologist shall be present on-site to monitor all ground-disturbing
activities. Where historical or archaeological artifacts are found, work in
areas where remains or artifacts are found will be restricted or stopped
until proper protocols are met, as described below:
a. Work at the location of the find will halt immediately within thirty
feet of the find. If an archaeologist is not present at the time of the
discovery, the applicant shall contact an archaeologist for
evaluation of the find to determine whether it qualifies as a unique
archaeological resource as defined by this chapter;
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b. If the find is determined not to be a Unique Archaeological
Resource, construction can continue. The archaeologist will
prepare a brief informal memo/letter that describes and assesses
the significance of the resource, including a discussion of the
methods used to determine significance for the find;
c. If the find appears significant and to qualify as a unique
archaeological resource, the archaeologist will determine if the
resource can be avoided and will detail avoidance procedures in a
formal memo/letter; and
d. If the resource cannot be avoided, the archaeologist shall develop
within forty-eight hours an action plan to avoid or minimize
impacts. The field crew shall not proceed until the action plan is
approved by the community development director. The action
plan shall be in conformance with California Public Resources
Code 21083.2.
2.

The following policies and procedures for treatment and disposition of
inadvertently discovered human remains or archaeological materials shall
apply. If human remains are discovered, it is probable they are the remains
of Native Americans,
a. If human remains are encountered they shall be treated with
dignity and respect as due to them. Discovery of Native American
remains is a very sensitive issue and serious concern. Information
about such a discovery shall be held in confidence by all project
personnel on a need to know basis. The rights of Native
Americans to practice ceremonial observances on sites, in labs and
around artifacts shall be upheld.
b. Remains should not be held by human hands. Surgical gloves
should be worn if remains need to be handled.
c. Surgical mask should also be worn to prevent exposure to
pathogens that may be associated with the remains.

3.

In the event that known or suspected Native American remains are
encountered or significant historic or archaeological materials are
discovered, ground-disturbing activities shall be immediately stopped.
Examples of significant historic or archaeological materials include, but
are not limited to, concentrations of historic artifacts (e.g., bottles,
ceramics) or prehistoric artifacts (chipped chert or obsidian, arrow points,
groundstone mortars and pestles), culturally altered ash-stained midden
soils associated with pre-contact Native American habitation sites,
concentrations of fire-altered rock and/or burned or charred organic
materials and historic structure remains such as stone-lined building
foundations, wells or privy pits. Ground-disturbing project activities may
continue in other areas that are outside the exclusion zone as defined
below.

4.

An "exclusion zone" where unauthorized equipment and personnel are not
permitted shall be established (e.g., taped off) around the discovery area
plus a reasonable buffer zone by the contractor foreman or authorized
representative, or party who made the discovery and initiated these
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protocols, or if on-site at the time or discovery, by the monitoring
archaeologist (typically twenty-five to fifty feet for single burial or
archaeological find).
5.

The exclusion zone shall be secured (e.g., twenty-four hour surveillance)
as directed by the city or county if considered prudent to avoid further
disturbances.

6.

The contractor foreman or authorized representative, or party who made
the discovery and initiated these protocols shall be responsible for
immediately contacting by telephone the parties listed below to report the
find and initiate the consultation process for treatment and disposition:
a. The city of Morgan Hill Community Development Director,
b. The contractor's point(s) of contact,
c. The coroner of the county of Santa Clara (if human remains
found),
d. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in
Sacramento, and
e. The Amah Mutsun Tribal Band.

7.

The coroner has two working days to examine the remains after being
notified of the discovery. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner
has twenty-four hours to notify the NAHC.

8.

The NAHC is responsible for identifying and immediately notifying the
Most Likely Descendant (MLD) from the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band.
(Note: NAHC policy holds that the Native American Monitor will not be
designated the MLD.).

9.

Within twenty-hour hours of their notification by the NAHC, the MLD
will be granted permission to inspect the discovery site if they so choose,

10.

Within twenty-four hours of their notification by the NAHC, the MLD
may recommend to the City's community development director the
recommended means for treating or disposing, with appropriate dignity,
the human remains and any associated grave goods. The recommendation
may include the scientific removal and non-destructive or destructive
analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American
burials. Only those osteological analyses or DNA analyses recommended
by the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band may be considered and carried out.

11.

If the MLD recommendation is rejected by the City of Morgan Hill the
parties will attempt to mediate the disagreement with the NAHC. If
mediation fails then the remains and all associated grave offerings shall be
reburied with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject
to further subsurface disturbance.
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Compliance with the above standard conditions of approval would ensure that the
construction of the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact to cultural
resources and human remains.
e.

The project site is not known to contain any identified Native American tribal cultural
resources and is not a known Native American sacred site. The City of Morgan Hill has
not received any letters from any Native American tribes requesting tribal consultation per
Public Resources Code, Section 210080.3.1(b) regarding the potential for a Native
American tribal cultural resource to be located on or near the project site. A Sacred Lands
File Search, performed by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for the
immediate project area on December 14, 2015, failed to indicate the presence of Native
American cultural resources in the immediate project area. In addition, compliance with
the standard conditions of approval per Chapter 18.75.110(B) of the City’s Municipal Code
would ensure that the proposed project would not cause any substantial adverse changes in
the significance of previously unknown tribal cultural resources. Given the results of the
NAHC and compliance with the standard conditions of approval, impacts related to tribal
cultural resources, as defined in Public Resources Code 21074, would be considered less
than significant.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the project:
a.

b.
c.

d.
e.

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 based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault?
ii.
Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
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 offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1B of the Uniform Building Code?
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

































































Discussion
ai-iii,
c,d.
The San Francisco Bay Area is one of the most seismically active areas in the United States.
An earthquake of moderate to high magnitude generated within the San Francisco Bay
region could cause considerable ground shaking at the Monterey Central project site. The
degree of shaking is dependent on the magnitude of the event, the distance to its zone of
rupture, and local geologic conditions. The three major faults in the area are the Calaveras,
Monte Vista-Shannon, and San Andreas faults. The project site is not located within an
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no previously identified fault lines exist on the
site or trend toward the site. 4 The potential for fault rupture at the site is very low.
Soil liquefaction is a condition where soils near the ground surface undergo a substantial
loss of strength during seismic events. Loose, water-saturated soils are transformed from a
solid to a liquid state during ground shaking. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are
loose, uniformly graded, saturated, fine-grained sands that lie close to the ground surface.

4

California Department of Conservation. Special Studies Zones. Revised Official Map. January 1982.
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The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has mapped the project site as an area
with low-to-moderate susceptibility to liquefaction. 5
According to the U.S. Department of Agricultural Natural Resources Conservation Science
Web Soil Survey6 performed for the project site, the site is made up of Pleasanton loam,
zero to two percent slopes, and San Ysidro loam, zero to two percent slopes. Approximately
92.2 percent of the project site is comprised of San Ysidro loams and 7.8 percent of the
project site is comprised of Pleasanton loams. According to the Santa Clara County Soil
Survey (1974), the San Ysidro loam series has high expansive potential whereas the
Pleasanton Loam series has moderate shrink-swell potential. Because a majority of the site
is comprised of soils that have the potential to be highly expansive, future on-site structures
could be subject to adverse effects associated with the shrinking and swelling of on-site
soils.
The project would be built using standard engineering and seismic safety design
techniques. Building design and construction at the project site will be completed in
conformance with the recommendations of a design-level geotechnical investigation. The
report shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Morgan Hill Building Division as a
standard condition of development prior to issuance of a building permit. The buildings
will be required to meet the requirements of applicable Building and Fire Codes, including
the 2013 California Building Code, as adopted or updated by the City of Morgan Hill. The
project will be designed to withstand soil and earthquake hazards identified on the site and
the project shall be designed to reduce the risk to life or property to the extent feasible and
in compliance with the Building Code. Accordingly, impacts would be considered less
than significant.
aiv.

The proposed project site is not susceptible to landslides because the area is essentially flat.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

b.

The development of the 0.9-acre site would cause ground disturbance of mostly top soil
related to construction activity. The ground disturbance would be limited to the areas
proposed for grading and excavation, including the residential building pads and drainage,
sewer, and water infrastructure alignments. Off-site roadway improvements may also
contribute to soil erosion and loss of topsoil, but any contribution from these improvements
would be minimal because most public street improvements are already constructed. After
grading and excavation and prior to overlaying the disturbed ground surfaces with
impervious surfaces and structures, the potential exists for wind and water erosion to occur,
which could adversely affect downstream storm drainage facilities.
Prior to the approval of improvement plans and issuance of building permits, the applicant
will submit a sediment and erosion control plan to the City of Morgan Hill, Public Works

5

Association of Bay Area Governments. http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/Hazards/?hlyr=liqSusceptibility; accessed
January 18, 2016.
6
United States Department of Agriculture, National Resources Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey. Available
at: http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. Accessed May 15, 2014.
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Department, as a standard condition. The plan shall be acceptable and conform to City
standards to prevent significant sediment and soil erosion during construction and include
the standards and guidelines found in the California Stormwater Quality Association,
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook. Compliance with these City standards
would ensure that the project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
substantial soil erosion.
e.

All 14 attached single-family residential units would be connected to the City’s sewer
system. The proposed project would include the installation of a sewer main on the project
site which would connect to the existing sewer main in Monterey Road. Accordingly, septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would not be required for the project, and
no impact would occur from soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.
Would the project:
a.

b.

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gasses?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















Discussion
a,b.
In September 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 was enacted, which requires that statewide
GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. AB 32 delegated the authority
for implementation to the CARB and directs the CARB to enforce the statewide cap. In
accordance with AB 32, CARB prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan)
for California, which was approved in 2008. Based on the reduction goals called for in the
2008 Scoping Plan, a 29 percent reduction in GHG levels relative to a Business As Usual
(BAU) scenario would be required to meet 1990 levels by 2020. A BAU scenario is a
baseline condition based on what could or would occur on a particular site in the year 2020
without implementation of any General Plan amendment, rezone, or other land use changes
from what has been anticipated per the baseline conditions of the Scoping Plan, or any
required or voluntary GHG reduction measures. A project’s BAU scenario is project and
site specific, and varies from project to project.
In 2011, the baseline or BAU level for the Scoping Plan was revised to account for the
economic downturn and State regulation emission reductions (i.e., Pavley, Low Carbon
Fuel Standard [LCFS], and Renewable Portfolio Standard [RPS]). The Scoping Plan
emission reduction target from BAU levels required to meet 1990 levels by 2020 was
modified from 29 percent to 21.7 percent. The amended Scoping Plan was re-approved
August 24, 2011.
The Scoping Plan must be updated every five years. The First Update to the Climate
Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan Update) was approved by CARB on May 22, 2014
and builds upon the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and recommendations. The
Scoping Plan Update highlights the State’s progress towards the 2020 GHG emission
reduction goals defined in the original Scoping Plan and evaluates how to align the State’s
longer term GHG reduction strategies with other State policy priorities for water, waste,
natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land use. According to the Scoping Plan
Update, the State is on track to meet the 2020 GHG goal and has created a framework for
ongoing climate action that could be built upon to maintain and continue economic sectorspecific reductions beyond 2020, on the path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, as
required by AB 32.
Implementation of the proposed project along with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would contribute GHG emissions that are associated with
global climate change. Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development would
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be primarily associated with increases of carbon dioxide (CO 2 ) and, to a lesser extent, other
GHG pollutants, such as methane (CH 4 ) and nitrous oxide (N 2 O). Sources of GHG
emissions include area sources, mobile sources or vehicles, utilities (electricity and natural
gas), water usage, wastewater generation, and the generation of solid waste.
Based on preliminary modeling, the BAAQMD establishes screening criteria for
development projects that provide a conservative indication of whether a development
could result in potentially significant GHG emissions. If the screening criteria are met by
a project, a detailed assessment of that project’s GHG emissions would not be required.
The proposed project would be considered a condo/townhouse development under the
screening criteria. The proposed project includes 14 units, which is well below the
BAAQMD’s GHG screening criteria for a condo/townhouse development of 78 dwelling
units. Therefore, further modeling is not required and the proposed project’s GHG
emissions would not have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs, and impacts would be considered less than significant.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the likely release
of hazardous materials into the environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
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?
e. For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
h. Expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

































































Discussion
a,b.
This section is based upon the Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments (ESA)
prepared for the project site by GeoSolve, Inc (dated June 10, 2015). The Phase I ESA
concluded that two Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs) are located on the project
site: 1) potential presence of metal and organochloride pesticide residues within the
surficial soil associated with past orchard use on the project site.7 The Phase II ESA
7

According to the Phase I ESA, visual evidence for the presence of groundwater wells or septic tanks was not observed
at the site. Other tanks, including underground and aboveground storage tanks, were also not observed on-site or
documented for the property. Given the lack of on-site structures, there is no potential for asbestos-containing
materials or lead-based paints to be encountered by construction workers.
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presents the results of on-site soil sampling in accordance with the recommendations of the
Phase I ESA.
Organochlorine Pesticides
Due to the historic use of the property for orchard use, the presence of organochloride and
arsenic pesticide residues within the surficial soil is probable. As early as 1939, the project
contained a barn structure with outbuildings and a residence. Orchards appeared on the
property up until 1968. Pesticides are commonly applied to orchard operations. As a result,
a Phase II ESA was performed at the subject property. A total of four surficial soil samples
(S-1 through S-4) were collected on the project site. In addition, one background metal
sample (AS-1) was taken at the site. Priority pollutant organochlorine pesticides and two
metals of concern most often associated with agricultural activities (arsenic and lead) were
analyzed in the samples.
Traces of organochlorine pesticides were not detected in the subject site soil samples
analyzed, indicating pesticides have not been used on the subject site. All measured
concentrations of pesticides were well below their respective health screening levels (less
than 0.005 mg/Kg to less than 0.12 mg/Kg) (Phase II, p. 16).
Arsenic concentrations ranging from 5.7 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) to 16 mg/kg
were detected within the surficial soil at the project site. Arsenic exceeded the residential
environmental screening level (ESL) of 0.39 mg/Kg in all soil samples analyzed. Although
arsenic was detected above the ESL for residential development, background
concentrations are used as cleanup goals by the California EPA (CalEPA). Laboratory
analytical results of arsenic background sample AS-1, taken at the project site, indicated
arsenic concentrations of 5.7 mg/Kg, which is within the same order of magnitude of
arsenic concentrations of on-site surficial soil samples S-1 through S-4. Furthermore, in
the Background Metal Concentrations in Soils within Northern Santa Clara County,
California, the maximum concentration of arsenic detected was 20 mg/Kg. Lead was also
present in all of the tested soil samples at concentrations ranging from 45 mg/kg to 89
mg/kg. Lead was only detected slightly above the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) ESL for residential development of 80 mg/Kg, at 89 mg/Kg in one soil sample.
The remaining samples indicated concentrations less than the residential ESL for lead.
Based upon the arsenic, lead, and pesticide residues evaluated in the soil samples, the Phase
II ESA concludes that no further environmental assessment is required and that residential
development could be allowed on-site without mitigation.
Conclusion
On-site soil analysis determined that the minor concentrations of arsenic, lead, and
organochlorine pesticide residues would not pose a health risk for the proposed residential
uses. In addition, the project site does not contain ACMs and/or lead-based paint given the
lack of on-site structures. Septic tanks, aboveground storage tanks, and groundwater wells
were not found on the project site. For the above-stated reasons, the project would have a
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less than significant impact to the disposal or accidental release of hazardous materials
and/or substances.
c.

The nearest school, Lewis H. Britton Middle School, is located approximately 0.03-mile
north of the project site. The proposed project does not contain hazardous materials nor is
it listed on a hazardous materials site and therefore, would have no impact with respect to
generating hazardous emissions or handling hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

d.

The proposed project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, no impact would result from
implementation of the proposed project.

e,f.

The nearest airport to the project site is the South County Airport (aka “San Martin
Airport”), which is located approximately 4.7 miles southeast of the project site at 13030
Murphy Avenue. The project site is located well outside of the Airport Influence Area
(AIA) identified in the South County Airport comprehensive land use plan. In addition, the
project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

g.

The General Plan currently designates the proposed project site as Mixed Use development
and is zoned as Central Commercial, Residential District (CC-R), with which the proposed
project is consistent. Implementation of the proposed project site would not result in any
substantial modifications to the existing roadway system and would not interfere with
potential evacuation or response routes used by emergency response teams. Therefore, a
less-than-significant impact would result.

h.

The project site is surrounded by existing developed uses. Fuel sources for wildfires, such
as wood and dry vegetation, are not located in close proximity to the project site. The City
of Morgan Hill Wildland Urban Interface map illustrates that the project site is not located
in a fire hazard severity zone. 8 Therefore, wildland fires would pose a less-than-significant
impact to the proposed residential structures.

8

City of Morgan Hill. City of Morgan Hill Wildland Urban Interface Map. March 2009.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

d.

e.

f.
g.

h.
i.
j.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (i.e., 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)?
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 onor off-site?
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 offsite?
Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
Place within a 100-year floodplain structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?
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.
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















































































Discussion
a,f.
The proposed project’s potential to result in water quality impacts during construction and
operations are discussed in further detail separately below.
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Construction Water Quality Impacts
Construction would require grading, excavation, and other construction-related activities
that could cause soil erosion at an accelerated rate during storm events. All of these
activities have the potential to affect water quality and contribute to localized violations of
water quality standards if storm water runoff from construction activities enters receiving
waters.
Construction activities such as grading, excavation, and trenching for site improvements
would result in the disturbance of on-site soils. The exposed soils have the potential to
affect water quality in two ways: 1) suspended soil particles and sediments transported
through runoff; or 2) sediments transported as dust that eventually reach local water bodies.
Spills or leaks from heavy equipment and machinery, staging areas, or building sites also
have the potential to enter runoff. Typical pollutants include, but are not limited to,
petroleum and heavy metals from equipment and products such as paints, solvents, and
cleaning agents, which could contain hazardous constituents. Sediment from erosion of
graded or excavated surface materials, leaks or spills from equipment, or inadvertent
releases of building products could result in water quality degradation if runoff containing
the sediment or contaminants should enter receiving waters in sufficient quantities. Impacts
from construction-related activities would generally be short-term and of limited duration.
Water quality degradation is regulated by the federal National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Program, established by the Clean Water Act, which
controls and reduces pollutants to water bodies from point and non-point discharges. In
California, the NPDES permitting program is administered by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) through nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCBs). Projects disturbing more one or more acres of soil or disturb less than one acre
but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres
are required to obtain coverage under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit). A Notice of Intent
must be filed with the RWQCB and the General Permit requires that a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be prepared. The proposed project would disturb less
than one acre of soil (approximately 0.9-acre) and, thus, would not be subject to the State
NPDES General Permit conditions.
However, the proposed project would be subject to all regional and local water quality
regulations. In order to meet water quality objectives for the region, the City of Morgan
Hill, City of Gilroy, and County of Santa Clara have prepared and are implementing a
Revised Regional Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). The SWMP incorporates the
efforts of the City of Morgan Hill, the City of Gilroy, and the unincorporated portion of
Santa Clara County, within the watershed of the Pajaro River and Monterey Bay, to meet
the Phase II Storm Water Permit requirements for small municipal separate storm sewer
systems (MS4s). The Upper Pajaro River Watershed is located within the jurisdiction of
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB). The City of
Morgan Hill implements the SWMP through an extensive program that entails: 1) the
establishment of SWMP goals for the City; 2) public education and outreach; 3) public
45

involvement and participation; 4) illicit discharge control; 5) construction site storm water
runoff control; 6) post-construction storm water management in development; and 7)
pollution prevention.
For construction activities, the SWMP presents Best Management Practices (BMPs) that
are required for the control of storm water runoff quality during construction. The project’s
required compliance with the SWMP would ensure that construction activities would not
result in degradation of downstream water quality.
Operational Water Quality Impacts
After project completion, impervious surfaces on the project site could contribute
incrementally to the degradation of downstream water quality during storm events. During
the dry season, vehicles and other urban activities may release contaminants onto the
impervious surfaces, where they would accumulate until the first storm event. During the
initial storm event, or first flush, the concentrated pollutants would be transported via
stormwater runoff from the site to the stormwater drainage system and eventually a
downstream waterway. Typical urban pollutants that would likely be associated with the
proposed project include sediment, pesticides, oil and grease, nutrients, metals, bacteria,
and trash. It should be noted that the proposed project site is currently developed. As such,
the aforementioned contaminants likely currently occur or have occurred in the past related
to the previous uses on the project site. In addition, stormwater runoff could cause soil
erosion if not properly addressed, and provide a more lucrative means of transport for
pollutants to enter the waterways.
The City’s SWMP requires BMPs to be provided for the control of runoff quality from new
projects and redeveloped properties. The City has also adopted an Ordinance, codified in
Chapter 18.71 of the City’s Municipal Code, which requires certain development projects
to incorporate permanent storm water pollution prevention measures. Per Section
18.71.030A of the City’s Municipal Code, the proposed project would be subject to the
City’s Post Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Ordinance. As such, the
proposed project would be required to comply with the design standards set forth in Section
18.71.110, and select and implement BMPs to the satisfaction of the City in accordance
with the requirements contained in the most recent versions of the following documents:
1. City of Morgan Hill Stormwater Post Construction Best Management Practices
Development Standards for new development and redevelopment;
2. California Storm Water Quality Association Best Management Practice
Handbooks;
3. City of Gilroy, City of Morgan Hill and County of Santa Clara Regional
Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP), as approved by the Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board; and
4. City of Morgan Hill Hydro-modification Management Plan, as approved by the
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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The proposed project includes a storm drain system that would convey stormwater
generated on-site to the underground “raintank” infiltration system located at the western
portion of the site, along Monterey Road frontage. The raintank system has been
preliminarily sized to accommodate the post-project runoff from the project site (see Figure
4, Preliminary Utility Plan). The final design of the proposed drainage system will be
reviewed and approved by the City of Morgan Hill Public Works Department, who will
ensure that the proposed system complies with the City’s Post Construction Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Ordinance with respect to incorporating sufficient permanent
stormwater treatment control BMPs. Therefore, water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements would not be violated and water quality would not be degraded as a result of
the proposed project operations.
Conclusion
Based on the above discussions, the proposed project would not violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality
during construction or operations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
b.

The City of Morgan Hill relies on groundwater sources for the public water supply. The
project does not include the installation of wells, nor would the project impact the
groundwater table. Development of residential uses on the site would include the use of
water-conserving fixtures in the project development, further limiting the water needs of
the future residential uses. While the project would include additional impervious surfaces
on-site, the project site is not a major source for groundwater recharge. Therefore, the
proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level, and impacts would be less than
significant.

c-e.

According to the Preliminary Utility Plan prepared for the project (see Figure 4 of this
IS/MND), after development of the project, the site will be comprised of approximately
27,737 square feet of impervious surfaces and 12,018 square feet of pervious surfaces.
Currently, impervious surfaces do not exist on the project site. Therefore, the increase in
impervious surfaces attributable to the proposed project would result in an increase in the
amount and rate of storm water runoff generated on-site during storm events. As a result,
the project includes a conceptual storm water drainage system comprised of storm drain
pipes and an underground raintank. Based on the post-development condition, MH
Engineering Co. has estimated that a retention volume of 3,698.26 cubic feet would be
required on-site. The underground raintank has been sized to provide approximately 4,946
cubic feet of retention volume. This system would enable the project to keep postdevelopment peak storm water runoff discharge rates below pre-development levels, as
required by City code.
Section 18.71.110 (D) of the City’s Post Construction Storm water Pollution Prevention
Ordinance requires the project’s storm drain system to be designed to ensure that postdevelopment peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated
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predevelopment rate. Per Section 18.71.120, a storm water runoff management plan
(SWMP) would be prepared for the project to detail how runoff and associated water
quality impacts resulting from the project would be controlled by the project’s postconstruction BMP designs.
The final drainage system design for the proposed project will be subject to review and
approval by the City of Morgan Hill Public Works Department, who will confirm that the
proposed drainage system for the project is consistent with the City’s Storm Drainage
Master Plan and standard storm water-related conditions of approval. Therefore, the project
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to creating or contributing runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage
systems.
g,h.

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM) Number 06085C0444H and 06085C0443H, dated May 18, 2009,
respectively, the proposed project site is located within flood hazard Zone AE. Areas within
Zone AE are subject to inundation from the one-percent annual chance flood (i.e., within
the 100-year floodplain). Such areas are not subject to high velocity wave action, but are
still considered high risk flooding areas and are subject to flood insurance purchase
requirements and flood management standards. A Flood Study was prepared for the
proposed project by MH Engineering Co. in August 2015 in order to evaluate the effects
of development of the proposed project on the floodplain. The Flood Study, including all
modeling results, are included as Appendix B to this IS/MND. The Santa Clara Valley
Water District reviewed the Monterey Central flood study and provided their comments to
the City of Morgan Hill Public Works Department in a letter dated October 28, 2015.
As stated in the Flood Study and confirmed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District, the
FEMA model for the West Little Llagas Creek floodplain does not include the project site
in the conveyance area of the floodplain. Therefore, adding fill to the site will not increase
water surface elevations in the model. Although the model did not include this area in the
active conveyance portion of the floodplain, the District has recommended that the project
be designed to allow flow to pass in the streets to accommodate floodplain storage area and
local flow.
The proposed project would be subject to the City of Morgan Hill Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance (Section 18.42, Morgan Hill Municipal Code). In accordance with
the Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, a development permit would be required to be
obtained from the City before any construction or other development begins within any
area of special flood hazard. On-site development will be required to comply with the
standards of construction set forth in Section 18.42.160 of the City’s Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance. This includes, but is not limited to, elevating the lowest floor at least
one foot above the base flood elevation
Because the Santa Clara Valley Water District has confirmed that adding fill to the project
site for development purposes will not increase water surface elevations, and all on-site
development will be required to comply with the City’s Flood Damage Prevention
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Ordinance, as reviewed and approved by the City Floodplain Administrator, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to placing within a 100year floodplain structures which would impede or redirect flood flows.
i.

The Association of Bay Area Governments has compiled dam failure inundation hazard
maps submitted to the State Office of Emergency Services by dam owners throughout the
Bay Area. The map for the City of Morgan Hill shows the project site to be in the dam
failure inundation hazard zone for Anderson Reservoir. 9 The dams in Santa Clara County
are managed by the SCVWD. The dams are inspected twice each year and are continuously
monitored for seepage and settling and inspected immediately following significant
earthquakes.
The SCVWD recently completed a seismic stability study for Anderson Dam. The seismic
analysis determined that the dam may experience significant damage during an earthquake.
As a result, the water level at Anderson Reservoir is being kept 25.5 feet below the crest
of the dam until seismic retrofits can be completed. The seismic retrofits are estimated to
be complete by the year 2018. 10 For the above reasons, the likelihood of catastrophic dam
failure that would impact the site is considered low, resulting in a less-than-significant
impact.

j.

A seiche is defined as a wave generated by rapid displacement of water within a reservoir
or lake, due to an earthquake that triggers land movement within the water body or land
sliding into or beneath the water body. The project site is not located near a water body that
is susceptible to seiche hazard. In addition, given the distance to the nearest coastline, the
project site is not subject to tsunami hazards. Mudflow is typically associated with slopes
and hills. The project site is flat and surrounded by other development and subsequently
not expected to be subject to mudflow. Given the aforementioned conclusions, no impact
to the project site would occur in regards to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

9

Association of Bay Area Governments. Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for Morgan Hill. 1995.
http://www.abag.ca.gov/cgi-bin/pickdamx.pl; accessed August 14, 2013.
10
Santa Clara Valley Water District, Anderson Dam and Reservoir
<http://www.valleywater.org/Services/AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx>; accessed August 14, 2013.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

Physically divide an established community?
Conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural communities conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

























Discussion
a.
The proposed project site is designated Mixed Use, and zoned for Central Commercial,
Residential District. The site is surrounded by existing development comprised of local
businesses, single-family, and multi-family residential development. Therefore, the
proposed project would be compatible with the existing land uses in the area. The project
would not physically divide an established community. No impact would occur.
b.

The project site is currently designated Mixed Use in the Morgan Hill General Plan and
zoned Central Commercial, Residential District. The proposed project would be consistent
with the site’s existing General Plan land use designation and zoning designation, and
would not require any amendments to City-adopted plans and policies. In conclusion, the
proposed project would have no impact related to a conflict with applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations, adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

c.

The project site is located within the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) area. The land use cover type for the project
site, under the habitat plan, is Urban-Suburban. The HCP/NCCP assumes a certain amount
of urban development within the City of Morgan Hill and HCP/NCCP plan area, which
have both permanent, direct impacts and indirect impacts. Although future anticipated onsite development activity will permanently alter the land, the project’s land cover type, as
identified in the plan, is not considered habitat where covered species and plants are known
to occur or would likely occur in the future.
The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan also considers covered activities to result in a certain
amount of indirect impacts from urban development, including the effects of nitrogen
deposition. Urban development results in increased air pollutant emissions from passenger
and commercial vehicles and other industrial and nonindustrial sources. Emissions from
these sources are known to increase airborne nitrogen, of which a certain amount is
converted into forms that can fall to earth as depositional nitrogen. It has been shown that
increased nitrogen in serpentine soils can favor the growth of nonnative annual grasses
over native serpentine species and these nonnative species, if left unmanaged, can overtake
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the native serpentine species, which are host plants for larval Bay checkerspot butterfly.
As such, all projects within the Habitat Plan area are subject to paying a “Nitrogen
Deposition Impact Fee,” which would be calculated based on the number of daily vehicle
trips attributed to the activity and collected prior to the commencement of the use.
In summary, the applicant would comply with the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan by
paying the “Nitrogen Deposition Impact Fee”; therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation
Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan,
resulting in a less-than-significant impact.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

b.

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?
Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















Discussion
a,b.
The Morgan Hill General Plan does not identify any regionally or locally important mineral
resources within the City of Morgan Hill. Additionally, mineral excavation sites are not
present within the project site or surrounding area. Subsequently, the proposed project
would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region nor would the project result in the loss of locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.
Therefore, no impact to mineral resources would occur as a result of the construction of
the proposed project.
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XII. NOISE.
Would the project result in:
a.

b.
c.

d.

e.

f.

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















































Discussion
a,c.
In order to determine the project’s potential noise-related impacts, an Environmental Noise
Assessment was prepared for the project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., (BAC),
dated May 28, 2015. The Noise Assessment is attached to this IS/MND as Appendix C.
Criteria for Acceptable Noise Exposure
The City of Morgan Hill Public Health and Safety Element contains the following policies
and actions pertaining to new residential developments such as this project:
Policy 7a.

New development projects shall be designed and constructed to meet
acceptable exterior noise level standards as follows:
• The maximum exterior noise level of 60 dBA L dn shall be applied in
residential areas where outdoor use is a major consideration (e.g.,
backyards in single-family housing developments and recreation
areas in multi-family housing projects). Where the City determines
that providing an L dn of 60 dBA or lower cannot be achieved after
the application of reasonable and feasible mitigation, an L dn of 65
dBA may be permitted.
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• Indoor noise levels should not exceed an L dn of 45 dBA in new
residential housing units.
• Noise levels in new residential development exposed to an exterior
L dn 60 dBA or greater should be limited to a maximum
instantaneous noise level (e.g., trucks on busy streets, training
warning whistles) in bedroom of 50 dBA. Maximum instantaneous
noise levels in other habitable rooms should not exceed 55 dBA. The
maximum outdoor noise level for new residences near the railroad
shall be 70 dBA L dn , recognizing that train noise is characterized by
relatively few loud events.
Action 7.3

Require attention to site planning and design techniques other than sound
walls to reduce noise impacts, including: a) installing earth berms, b)
increasing the distance between the noise source and receiver; c) using nonsensitive structures such as parking lots, utility areas, and garages to shield
noise-sensitive areas; d) orienting buildings to shield outdoor spaces form
the noise source; and e) minimizing the noise at its source.

Future Traffic Noise Levels at the Project Site
Noise measurements were performed at the project site on April 24, 2015. Measurements
were conducted at a height of five feet to quantify traffic noise levels at the building facades
of residences proposed nearest to Monterey Road. The noise measurement location is
shown on Figure 10.
The Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWARD-77-108) was used with average daily traffic (ADT) volumes to predict future traffic
noise levels at the proposed building facades of the Monterey Central Residential
Development. Future traffic volumes were obtained by conservatively doubling existing
volumes provided by the City of Morgan Hill. The predicted future traffic noise levels are
summarized in Table 4. Future Monterey Road unmitigated traffic noise contours are
illustrated on Figure 11.
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Figure 10
Project Area and Traffic Noise Monitoring Location
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Table 4
Predicted Future Monterey Road Traffic Noise Levels
1

Building
C

Description
st
1 Floor Facades
2ndFloor Facades

Distance from
Centerline (ft)
70
70

Exterior L dn
(dB)
69
72

Offset L dn 2
(dB)
-25
-25

Interior L dn
(dB)
44
47

Notes:
1
Building location is shown on Figure 7.
2
Noise reduction due to standard residential construction.
Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc, 2015.

Exterior Noise Levels
The worst-case exposure to future Monterey Road traffic noise would occur at the
“Building C” facades. As indicated in Table 4, the predicted future L dn at the first-floor
facades of building C would be approximately 69 dB. A noise reduction of 24 dB L dn would
be required to meet the City’s interior noise standard of 45 dB L dn . Due to reduced ground
absorption of sound at elevated locations, traffic noise levels are expected to be
approximately 3 dB higher at second and third-floor facades (72 dB L dn ). Given a future
worst-case exterior noise level of 72 dB L dn , a building façade noise reduction of 27 dB
would be required for second and third-floor facades to achieve an interior noise level of
45 dB L dn .
Interior Noise Levels
Standard residential construction (wood or stucco siding, STC-27 windows, door weather
–stripping, exterior wall insulation, composition plywood roof), results in an exterior to
interior noise reduction of at least 25 dB with windows closed and approximately 15 dB
with windows open. Therefore, standard construction would be acceptable for the firstfloor facades of Building C, but would fail to provide the necessary noise reduction for the
second and third-floor facades. The second and third-floor bedroom windows for Building
C, from which Monterey Road is visible (i.e. all front and side windows), should have a
minimum STC rating of 32. Air conditioning should be provided for all residences within
the proposed project to allow the occupants to close doors and windows as desired for
additional acoustical isolation.
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Figure 11
Future Unmitigated Traffic Noise Contours
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Traffic Noise Level Increases Resulting from the Project
To assess noise impacts due to project-related traffic increases on the local roadway
network, BAC utilized Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) trip generation rates
and the same traffic noise prediction methodology as described previously. According to
ITE, connected residential units generate approximately six (6) trips per day per unit. Since
the proposed site plan indicates that all residential units will only be accessed by an
entrance on McLaughlin Avenue, the greatest impact from off-site traffic will be on
McLaughlin Avenue. Conservatively assuming all 14 proposed residential units generate
six (6) trips per day, the predicted off-site traffic noise level, at 50 feet from centerline of
the access roadway, computes to 43 dB Ldn.
The Federal Interagency Commission on Noise (FICON) has developed a graduated scale
for use in the assessment of project-related noise level increases. According to the FICON
standards, the threshold for finding a significant noise impact is 5 dB if ambient noise levels
are below 60 dB. Since the ambient noise levels at the project area average between 50-60
dB Ldn, an increase of 5 dB would be required to conclude a significant noise impact.
Therefore, the predicted level of 43 dB Ldn due to the project is well below existing
ambient conditions and would not constitute a significant noise increase as the predicted
traffic noise level is about 7-17 dB below the existing ambient noise level.
Railroad Noise Levels
The project site is located approximately 300 feet from the UPRR tracks to the east. To
quantify existing railroad noise exposure at the project site, BAC conducted continuous
ambient noise level measurements on January 10 through 16, 2014, at Madrone Village
Residential Development - a different project site located northeast of Hale Avenue and
southeast of Tarragon Avenue in Morgan Hill. Noise measurements were recorded next to
the railroad tracks and are representative of existing railroad noise exposure. Upon
analyzing the noise levels, it was concluded that at a distance of 120 feet away from the
railroad centerline, the predicted noise level was approximately 65 dB Ldn and 86 dB
Lmax.
Because Madrone Village and Monterey Central residential developments are
approximately one mile from each other and are both located near the same railroad, the
previously analyzed railroad noise environment could be used to predict future railroad
noise at Monterey Central. Using the previous data as a reference, railroad noise exposure
at the project site was computed.
The nearest building façade, located on the northeastern corner of Building B, is
approximately 330 feet from the railroad centerline. The predicted exterior noise levels for
the building façade is 58 dB L dn and 77 dB L max . Additional analysis of potential noise
impacts relative to the City’s single-event L max noise standards is required. Table 5
summarizes the results of the railroad maximum noise level analysis.

58

Table 5
Predicted Future UPRR Railroad Noise Levels
1

Building
B

Description
Nearest Building
Facade

Distance from
Centerline (ft)

Exterior L dn
(dB)

Offset L dn 2
(dB)

Interior L dn
(dB)

330

77

-10

67

Notes:
1
Building location shown in Figure 8.
2
Noise reduction due to standard residential construction.
Source: Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2015).

Table 5 indicates that the buildings northeast of the project site would provide shielding,
which would directly reduce the railroad-generated noise levels by about 10 dB L max ,
resulting in an L max of 67 dB at the façade of Building B. Furthermore, standard residential
construction would result in an exterior to interior noise reduction of at least 25 dB with
windows closed and approximately 15 dB with windows open. The resulting interior noise
level would be approximately 42 dB L max , which satisfies the City of Morgan Hill’s interior
noise level standards of 50 dB Lmax in bedrooms and 55 dB in all other rooms. As a result,
noise mitigation would not be required for railroad single-event noise levels.
Conclusion
As mentioned above, the proposed project’s first floor building facades will be exposed to
future Monterey Road traffic and UPRR noise levels that would be in compliance with the
City of Morgan Hill standards. Nonetheless, the second and third-floor building facades
would be exposed to noise levels that are in excess of the City’s 45 dB Ldn interior noise
level threshold, resulting in a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measures
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact to a
less-than-significant level.

XII-1.

Prior to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant shall show on the
construction drawings that a suitable form of ventilation shall be installed,
to the satisfaction of the City Building Official, for all residences in the
proposed development in order to allow occupants to close doors and
windows as desired to achieve compliance with the applicable interior noise
level criteria.

XII-2.

Prior to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant shall show on the
construction drawings that at all second and third-floor building facades of
all bedroom windows of residences constructed within Building C, from
which Monterey Road is visible (i.e., all front and side windows), shall have
a minimum STC rating of 32. The construction drawings shall be subject to
review and approval by the City Building Official.
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b.

Vibration is like noise in that both involve a source, a transmission path, and a receiver.
While vibration is related to noise, noise is generally considered to be pressure waves
transmitted through air, whereas vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure
or surface. As with noise, vibration consists of an amplitude and frequency. A person’s
perception to the vibration depends on their individual sensitivity to vibration, as well as
the amplitude and frequency of the source and the response of the system that is vibrating.
Vibration can be measured in terms of acceleration, velocity, or displacement. A common
practice is to monitor vibration measures in terms of peak particle velocities in inches per
second. Standards pertaining to perception as well as damage to structures have been
developed for vibration levels defined in terms of peak particle velocities.
Human and structural response to different vibration levels is influenced by a number of
factors, including ground type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the
number of perceived vibration events. Table 6, which was developed by Caltrans, shows
the vibration levels which would normally be required to result in damage to structures.
The vibration levels are presented in terms of peak particle velocity in inches per second.
Table 6 indicates that the threshold for architectural damage to structures is 0.20 in/sec
peak particle velocity. In addition, the level at which vibration is perceptible by people is
0.08 in/sec, therefore 0.20 in/sec is a conservative threshold for human annoyance.
The primary vibration-generating activities typically associated with a project would occur
when the infrastructure such as grading, utilities, and parking lots are constructed. Sensitive
receptors are located between 50 to 100 feet from the project site. Table 7 represents
vibration levels for various types of construction equipment. Vibratory compactors and
rollers are the only type of construction equipment capable of generating vibrations above
0.210 in/sec at a distance of 25 feet. Even if the project were to use such equipment,
sensitive receptors are between 50 to 100 feet away and would not be expected to
experience vibration in excess of the 0.20 in/sec threshold due to the separation distance
between the project site and nearest sensitive receptor. In addition, construction activities
or activities involving groundborne vibration would be temporary. The proposed project
also does not involve any operations that would generate vibrations. Based upon a distance
of more than 50 feet to the nearest residential structure, and comparing vibration levels to
the threshold for architectural damage of 0.20 peak particle velocity, the proposed project
would not be expected to create vibration levels that would be perceptible or cause damage
to structures at any nearby residences. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose
people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, and
impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 6
Effects of Various Vibration Levels on People and Buildings
Vibration Level (Peak Particle
Velocity)*
mm/s
in/sec

Human Reaction
Threshold of perception;
possibility of intrusion

0.15-0.30

0.006-0.019

2.0

0.08

Vibrations readily
perceptible

2.5

0.10

Level at which continuous
vibrations begin to annoy
people

0.20

Vibrations annoying to
people in buildings (this
agrees with the levels
established for people
standing on bridges and
subjected to relative short
periods of vibrations)

5.0

10-15

0.4-0.6

Vibrations considered
unpleasant by people
subjected to continuous
vibrations and unacceptable
to some people walking on
bridges

Effect on Buildings
Vibrations unlikely to
cause damage of any type
Recommended upper level
of the vibration to which
ruins and ancient
monuments should be
subjected
Virtually no risk of
“architectural” damage to
normal buildings
Threshold at which there is
a risk of “architectural”
damage to normal dwelling
- houses with plastered
walls and ceilings
Special types of finish such
as lining of walls, flexible
ceiling treatment, etc.,
would minimize
“architectural” damage
Vibrations at a greater level
than normally expected
from traffic, but would
cause “architectural”
damage and possibly minor
structural damage.

Source: Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations, Caltrans Experiences. Technical Advisory: TAV-0201-R9601. February 20, 2002.

Table 7
Vibration Levels for Varying Construction Equipment
Type of Equipment
Large Bulldozer
Loaded Trucks
Small Bulldozer
Auger/drill Rigs
Jackhammer
Vibratory Hammer
Vibratory Compactor/roller

Peak Particle Velocity @ 25 feet
(inches/second)
0.089
0.076
0.003
0.089
0.035
0.070
0.210

Approximate Velocity
Level @ 25 feet (VdB)
87
86
58
87
79
85
94

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 2006.
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d.

During the construction phase of the project, noise from construction activities could add
to the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity. Activities involved in
construction could generate maximum noise levels, as indicated in Table 8, ranging from
76 to 88 dB at a distance of 50 feet. However, construction activities would be temporary
in nature and are anticipated to occur during normal daytime workings hours. Chapter 8.28
of the Morgan Hill Municipal Code prohibits construction activities between 8:00 PM and
7:00 AM, Monday through Friday, between 6:00 PM and 9:00 AM on Saturdays, on
Sundays, and federal holidays. The Morgan Hill Municipal Code does not specify any
short-term noise level limits. Given the limited duration of on-site construction activities
and required compliance with the Morgan Hill Noise Ordinance, the proposed project
would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Therefore, a less-thansignificant impact would occur.

Table 8
Construction Equipment Noise
Predicted Noise Levels, L max dB
Type of
Equipment
Backhoe
Compactor
Compressor (air)
Concrete Saw
Dozer
Dump Truck
Excavator
Generator
Jackhammer
Pneumatic Tools

At 50
feet
78
83
78
90
82
76
81
81
89
85

At 100
feet
72
77
72
84
76
70
75
75
83
79

At 200
feet
66
71
66
78
70
64
69
69
77
73

At 400
feet
60
65
60
72
64
58
63
63
71
67

Distances to Noise
Contours (feet)
70 dB
L max
65 dB L max
contour
contour
126
223
223
397
126
223
500
889
199
354
100
177
177
315
177
315
446
792
281
500

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. Federal Highway Administration. FHWA-HEP05-054. January 2006.

e,f.

The proposed project site is located approximately 4.7 miles from the South County Airport
but is well outside the AIA identified in the South County Airport comprehensive land use
plan. Therefore, no impact related to exposure of people residing or working in the project
area to excessive air traffic noise levels would occur.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:
a.

b.
c.

Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or extension of
major infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

























Discussion
a.
Residential development within the City of Morgan Hill is controlled by the Residential
Development Control System (RDCS). By approving Measure C in 2004 and Measure F
in 2006, Morgan Hill voters extended the City’s RDCS to 2020. RDCS establishes a
population ceiling for the City of 48,000 as of January 1, 2020. The RDCS system was
adopted for the purpose of controlling impacts from rapid growth in Morgan Hill. The
RDCS generally limits 250 units to be built each year according to a competitive process
involving a criteria and point system that address a variety of factors of a proposed project,
including provision of public services, site planning, and architectural design
considerations. Population growth resulting from the proposed project would be part of the
250 new units allowed through the RDCS in a given year. In addition, the proposed
residential density for the project is consistent with the current land use and zoning
designations for the project site. As a result, the project would have a less-than-significant
impact with respect to inducing population growth in the area.
b,c.

The proposed project site is undeveloped and vacant. The site does not contain existing
housing. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact regarding the displacement
of substantial numbers of housing or people.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES.
Would the project 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 times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a. Fire protection?
b. Police protection?
c. Schools?
d. Parks?
e. Other Public Facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

























Discussion
a-c,e. The City of Morgan Hill contracts with CAL FIRE (State Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection) for fire protection services. Two fire stations are located within the City
boundaries: El Toro Station, located at 18300 Old Monterey Road; Dunne-Hill Station,
located at 2100 Dunne Avenue; and the CAL FIRE station at 15670 Monterey Street. The
project site is located approximately 0.72-mile southeast of the El Toro Station.
Accordingly, the response time of this facility to provide fire protection services to the
proposed project would be anticipated to be within the City’s preferred response time of
five minutes or less.
The Morgan Hill Police Department currently provides police protection services to the
project vicinity. The project site is located within the Department’s normal patrol routes
and other existing residential and commercial development located within the City.
Because the police department already serves the immediate surrounding area of the project
site, the project would not be expected to substantially increase demand for services, such
that new, or improvements to existing facilities would be required.
The Morgan Hill Unified School District (MHUSD) operates public education facilities
that serve the project site and surrounding area. The City of Morgan Hill is served by eight
elementary schools, two middle schools, two high schools, one continuation school, and
one community adult school. Using the MHUSD student generation rate of 0.475 students
per household, the project is only anticipated to add approximately seven new students to
the District’s schools. Development impact fees required by the City of Morgan Hill and
MHUSD would be considered sufficient mitigation for the additional students introduced
by the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not be expected to substantially
increase demand for new or improved school facilities.
Both the City of Morgan Hill and MHUSD collect development impact fees to help pay
for fire and police protection capital improvements and finance additional school facilities,
respectively. In general, payment of these fees is considered adequate to mitigate a
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project’s impact on these services to a less-than-significant level. 11 Because the project
would incrementally increase demand for fire and police protection services, and generate
new students at local schools, the proposed project would be subject to payment of the
aforementioned fees. In addition, the City’s RDCS provides more direct assurance that any
new residential development, including future residential development on the project site,
would not cause significant adverse impacts on these and other public services and
facilities, including park facilities.
Development allotments are awarded based on the number of points scored for all
development proposals for each year and the point scale takes into account the impact of
the proposed development on schools, fire and police protection, and other municipal
services. As such, development allotments are not awarded to any development proposals
until adequate services are available.
Based on the above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to creating adverse physical environmental impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire and police protection,
schools, and other public services and facilities.
d.

The proposed subdivision is expected to generate 43.12 additional residents (based on 3.08
persons per household outlined in the City’s Population and Housing chapter of the General
Plan) in the City of Morgan Hill. The City of Morgan Hill has adopted a parkland
dedication/parkland in-lieu fee ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 17.28) that requires
parkland dedication or in-lieu fees for residential developments. The ordinance requires
residential developers to dedicate public parkland or pay in-lieu fees, or both, to offset the
demand for neighborhood parkland created by their housing developments. The acreage of
parkland or amount of the in-lieu fee required is based upon criteria outlined in Chapter
17.28 of the City’s Municipal Code. Given the City’s parkland goal of five acres per 1,000
residents, the future residential development on-site would create the need for
approximately 0.216-acre of additional parkland. However, the project applicant is not
proposing to construct or dedicate any land for recreational parks or facilities. The
applicant would be required to comply with the City’s parkland in-lieu fee ordinance for
residential developments, which would ensure that the project has a less-than-significant
impact on parks.

11

For example, State Law (Government Code Section 65996) specifies an acceptable method of offsetting a project’s
effect on the adequacy of school facilities is payment of a school impact fee prior to issuance of a building permit.
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XV. RECREATION.
Would the project:
a.

b.

Would the project 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?
Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















Discussion
a,b.
The proposed subdivision would generate 43.12 additional residents (based on 3.08 persons
per household) in the City of Morgan Hill. Given the City’s parkland goal of five acres per
1,000 residents, the future residential development on-site would create the need for
approximately 0.216-acre of additional parkland. As explained previously, the City of
Morgan Hill has adopted a parkland dedication/parkland in-lieu fee ordinance (Municipal
Code Chapter 17.28) that requires parkland dedication or in-lieu fees for residential
developments. The ordinance requires residential developers to dedicate public parkland
or pay in-lieu fees, or both, to offset the demand for neighborhood parkland created by
their housing developments. The acreage of parkland or amount of the in-lieu fee required
is based upon criteria outlined in Chapter 17.28 of the City’s Municipal Code. The project
applicant is not proposing to construct or dedicate any land for recreational facilities;
therefore, the applicant would pay in-lieu fees for residential developments, which would
ensure that the project has a less-than-significant impact on recreation facilities.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.
Would the project:
a.

b.

c.
d.

e.
f.

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level
of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?
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?
Substantially increase hazards due to a design
features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
Result in inadequate emergency access?
Conflicts with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

LessThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

















































Discussion
a,b.
The project site would be accessed by both East Central Avenue and McLaughlin Avenue.
East Main Avenue provides access to McLaughlin Avenue and Monterey Road provides
primary access to East Main Avenue and East Central Avenue.
Weekday AM, PM, and daily trip generation forecasts were made for the project using the
Condo/Townhouse (Land Use 230) rates identified in Trip Generation, 9th Edition
(Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2015). As shown in Table 9, implementation
of the proposed project would result in six (6) new AM and seven (7) new PM peak hour
vehicle trips.

Units
14

Table 9
Weekday Project Trip Generation Rates and Estimates
AM Peak Hour1
PM Peak Hour2
ITE
In
Out
Total
ITE
In
Out
Rate
Rate
0.44
1
5
6
0.52
5
2

Total
7

Notes:
1
Directional distribution: 17% entering, 83% exiting
2
Directional distribution: 67% entering, 33% exiting
Source: Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (2015).
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According to the City of Morgan Hill Guidelines for Preparation of Transportation Impact
Reports, a transportation impact analysis is required for projects that add between 50 and
99 net new peak hour trips to the roadway system where nearby intersections are operating
at LOS D or worse, or projected to operate at LOS D or worse with traffic added by
approved developments, or when a project generates 100 or more net new peak hour trips
(consistent with the Valley Transportation Authority [VTA] policy).
Based on the ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2015), the project would generate
approximately six (6) AM peak hour trips and seven (7) PM peak hour trips. Due to the
low number of project-generated trips, the project would not adversely impact levels of
service at nearby signalized intersections. Therefore, the project would result in a lessthan-significant traffic impact.
c.

The proposed project would not require any changes to existing regional air traffic activity
and although the project area is located approximately 4.7 miles from the South County
Airport, the site is well outside the AIA according to the South County Airport
comprehensive plan. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d,e.

Construction of new or alteration of existing roadways or intersections are not included in
the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase hazards due to a design
feature, such as a sharp curve or dangerous intersection, or incompatible uses, such as
farming equipment. In addition, the project design includes two points of access – one point
of access from East Central Avenue and one from McLaughlin Avenue. Thus, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to emergency access and
hazardous design features.

f.

Route 16, a local community bus, provides service between the Morgan Hill Civic Center
and Burnett Avenue. Near the project site, Route 16 operates along East Main Avenue and
Monterey Road. Route 16 provides a transit stop along East Main Avenue, approximately
0.19 miles south of the project site.
The project includes the construction of curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the frontage of
East Central Avenue and McLaughlin Avenue. Therefore, the project would help to
establish connectivity to the existing sidewalk system, which can be utilized by future
project residents. Additionally, major roadways in the site vicinity include bicycle lanes.
For example, Monterey Road and East Central Avenue had Class II bicycle lanes added,
including striping for bicycles.
Given the existing and proposed alternative transportation facilities at the project site and
in the surrounding vicinity, impacts related to alternative transportation would be less than
significant.

68

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:
a.
b.

c.

d.

e.

f.
g.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
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?
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?
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?
Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

























































Discussion
a,b,d. Brief discussions of the wastewater and water systems that will serve the project are
included below.
Wastewater
The City of Morgan Hill sewer collection system consists of approximately 135 miles of
6- to 30-inch diameter sewers, and includes 15 sewage lift stations and associated force
mains. The “backbone” of the system consists of the trunk sewers, generally 12 inches in
diameter and larger, that convey the collected wastewater flows through an outfall that
continues south to the Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) in Gilroy. The WWTF is
jointly-owned by the cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill. The City’s existing sewer collection
system meets the needs of existing customers. The City has planned and constructed sewer
facilities in conjunction with new street construction in anticipation of future growth and
sewage needs.
The WWTF is owned and operated by South County Regional Wastewater Authority
(SCRWA) Wastewater Treatment Plant. The treatment plant has capacity to treat an
average dry weather flow (ADWF) of 8.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and is currently
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permitted by the RWQCB, Central Coast Region to treat up to 8.5 mgd. Both the cities of
Gilroy and Morgan Hill have growth control systems in place that limit unexpected
increases in sewage generation. The ADWF for combined flows from Morgan Hill and
Gilroy were approximately 6.8 mgd in 2010. Based on combined population projections
for both cities, the current capacity of 8.5 mgd will be reached in approximately 2019, with
expansion needed in 2020. 12
An existing 12-inch sewer line is located in Monterey Road, at the southeast corner of the
project site. The project improvements include the installation of a new sewer line located
in the new on-site private driveway that would connect to the existing sewer line in
Monterey Road to serve the proposed residential units.
Water
The City of Morgan Hill provides potable water service to its residential, commercial,
industrial, and institutional customers within the City limits. The City’s water system
facilities include 14 groundwater wells, 10 potable water storage tanks, 10 booster stations,
and over 160 miles of pressured pipes ranging from two to 14 inches in diameter. The
City’s water distribution system meets the needs of existing customers. The City has
planned and constructed water projects in conjunction with new street construction in
anticipation of future growth and water needs.
An existing 8-inch water line exists in McLaughlin Avenue, which borders the project site
to the northwest. The project improvements include new water main connections to this
existing water line.
According to the City’s Urban Water Management Plan, the City’s projected water supply
far exceeds the water demand for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years until at least
2030. 13 For example, during a normal year in 2015, the anticipated supply exceeds the
anticipated demand by 6,923 acre-feet per year. Furthermore, during a normal dry year in
2030, the anticipated supply exceeds the anticipated demand by 6,309 acre-feet per year.
Based on the proposed land uses, the proposed project would result in an increase in
demand for water supply from what has occurred at the site. However, based on
information in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan, the City has adequate water
supply to serve the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not require or
result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, and sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources.
Conclusion
Based on the above, the project would have less-than-significant impacts to water and
wastewater facilities.

12
13

South County Regional Wastewater Authority. Biennial Budget Transmittal – FY 14 & FY 15. April 3, 2013.
City of Morgan Hill. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan [pg. 5-23 to 5-24]. 2010.
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c.

The proposed project includes a conceptual storm water drainage system comprised of
storm drain pipes and an underground raintank. Based on the post-development condition,
MH Engineering Co. has estimated that a retention volume of 3,698.26 cubic feet would
be required on-site. The underground raintank has been sized to provide approximately
4,946 cubic feet of retention volume. This system would enable the project to keep postdevelopment peak storm water runoff discharge rates below pre-development levels, as
required by City code.
Section 18.71.110 (D) of the City’s Post Construction Storm water Pollution Prevention
Ordinance requires the project’s storm drain system to be designed to ensure that postdevelopment peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated
predevelopment rate. Per Section 18.71.120, a storm water runoff management plan
(SWMP) would be prepared for the project to detail how runoff and associated water
quality impacts resulting from the project would be controlled by the project’s postconstruction BMP designs.
The final drainage system design for the proposed project will be subject to review and
approval by the City of Morgan Hill Public Works Department, who will confirm that the
proposed drainage system for the project is consistent with the City’s Storm Drainage
Master Plan and standard storm water-related conditions of approval. Therefore, the project
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to creating or contributing runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage
systems.

f,g.

Recology South Valley provides solid waste and recycling services to the businesses and
residents of the cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy. Recology South Valley has contracted
through 2017 with the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority to dispose of municipal solid
waste at Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill. Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill has
substantial remaining capacity 14 and the minor contribution of solid waste resulting from
the proposed project could be easily accommodated within the remaining landfill capacity.
Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact to solid waste facilities.

14

See CalRecycle at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/FacIT/Facility/Operations.aspx?FacilityID=18565; accessed
August 16, 2013.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
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?
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a 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)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

























a.

a.

As mentioned previously, the project site has a low sensitivity for biological resources, but
is within an area of sensitivity for cultural resources. Although unlikely, the possibility
exists that subsurface excavation of the site during grading and other construction activities
could unearth deposits of cultural significance. However, this IS/MND explains how the
City’s Municipal Code requires standard measures for development projects that would
ensure any impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant. Therefore,
the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts to important examples of
California history or prehistory and the overall quality of the environment.

b.

The proposed project site is surrounded by other existing developments. The proposed uses
would be consistent with the City’s land use and zoning designation for the site, as well as
the existing surrounding land uses. Due to the currently disturbed nature of the site and
surrounding area, the relative size of the proposed project, and the fact that this IS/MND
has concluded that all project-level impacts would be less than significant with
incorporation of mitigation measures, where necessary, the incremental effect of the
proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of other past, present, and future projects in the City of Morgan Hill. Therefore,
the proposed project’s impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less
than significant.

c.

The proposed project site is located in an urbanized and built-up area of the City of Morgan
Hill, and is surrounded by existing development. The proposed uses would be consistent
with the City’s land use and zoning designation for the site, as well as the existing
surrounding land uses. The potential for the proposed project to have environmental effects
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that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly,
has been addressed throughout this IS/MND. Effects to human beings are primarily
addressed within the air quality, geology (seismic hazards) and flooding sections of this
IS/MND. All associated impacts have been identified as less than significant. Therefore,
the proposed project would not have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, and impacts would be less
than significant.
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