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PREFACE 
 
This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Cochrane-
Borello Residential Development Project, constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final 
EIR) for the proposed project.  The Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead 
Agency that must be considered by the decision-makers before approving the proposed project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
(Section 15132) specify that a Final EIR shall consist of the following: 
 

• The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft; 
• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a summary; 
• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 
• The responses of the Lead Agency to the significant environmental points raised in the 

review and consultation process; and 
• Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
In conformance with the CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR provides objective information regarding 
the environmental consequences of the proposed project.  The Final EIR also examines mitigation 
measures and alternatives to the project intended to reduce or eliminate significant environmental 
impacts.  The Final EIR is used by the City and other Responsible Agencies in making decisions 
regarding the project.  The CEQA Guidelines require that, while the information in the Final EIR 
does not control the agency’s ultimate discretion on the project, the agency must respond to each 
significant effect identified in the Draft EIR by making written findings for each of those significant 
effects before it approves a project. 
 
According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15091), no public agency shall approve or carry out a 
project for which an environmental impact report has been certified which identifies one or more 
significant environmental effects of the project, unless the public agency makes one or more written 
findings for each of those significant effects.  According to the State Public Resources Code (Section 
21081), no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact 
report has been certified which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that 
would occur if the project is approved or carried out unless both of the following occur: 
 

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each 
significant effect:   

 
(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which   

mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 
 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another  
public agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have been 
required or can and should be adopted by that other agency. 
 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including  
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

 



 
 

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of 
subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment. 

 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this document includes written responses to 
comments received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR will be made available 
to the public 10 days prior to the EIR certification hearing. 
 
All documents referenced in this Final MEIR are available for public review at the City of Morgan 
Hill Community Development Department 17575 Peak Avenue Morgan Hill, on weekdays during 
normal business hours. 

FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR 
 
This document, which includes responses to comments and text revisions, has been prepared in 
accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Final EIR includes the following 
sections: 
 

Section 1.0 List of Agencies and Individuals Receiving the DEIR 
The agencies, organizations, and individuals who received copies of the Draft EIR are listed 
in this section.  The locations where the DEIR could be reviewed during the public 
circulation period are also included in this section.   
 
Section 2.0 List of Agencies and Individuals Commenting on the DEIR 
This section contains a list of all parties who submitted written comments on the DEIR.   
 
Section 3.0 Written Comments on the DEIR and Responses 
This section contains the written comments received on the DEIR and the responses to those 
comments.   
 
Section 4.0 Revisions to the Text of the DEIR 
Section 4.0 contains text revisions to the DEIR.  Text revisions can be made as a result of 
comments received during the DEIR public review process, corrections or clarifications to 
the text to reflect modifications that have been made to the project, or other information 
added by the Lead Agency.  
 
Appendix A Copies of Comment Letters Received 
Appendix A contains copies of the complete comment letters received on the DEIR during 
the circulation period.   
 
Appendix B Preliminary Stormwater Runoff Management Plan 
 
Appendix C Revised Hydrology and Water quality Report  

 
 Appendix D Historical and Architectural Evaluation
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SECTION 1.0 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, BUSINESSES 
AND INDIVIDUALS WHO RECEIVED THE DRAFT EIR 
 
 
Copies of the Draft EIR were sent to the following agencies, organizations, businesses, and 
individuals: 
 
 
State and Regional Agencies  
• CA State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research 
• CA Department of Fish and Game 
• Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
 
Local Agencies 
• Valley Transportation Authority 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District 
• County of Santa Clara 
• City of Gilroy 
• City of San Jose 
• Morgan Hill Unified School District 
• PG&E 
• South County Regional Wastewater Authority 
• Recology South Valley 
• Morgan Hill Public Library 
• City of Los Banos 
 
Individuals, Businesses, and Organizations 
• Greenbelt Alliance 
• Committee for Green Foothills 
• Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society 
• Carpenters 46 Counties Conference Board 
• Alex Lantsberg, NCCRC 
• Janet Laurain, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
• Sheila Giancola 
 
In accordance with Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines, notices were provided by direct mailing 
to owners and occupants of property contiguous to the project site.  
 
The Draft EIR was also on file at the City of Morgan Hill Community Development Department and 
available for review at the Morgan Hill Community Library and on the City of Morgan Hill web site 
at www.morgan-hill.ca.gov.  The 45-day public review and comment period started on August 14, 
2012 and ended on September 28, 2012. 
 

http://www.morgan-hill.ca.gov/�
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SECTION 2.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS   
   COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
Ten (10) comment letters or email messages concerning the Draft EIR were received during 
the public review period.  An additional comment letter (Joseph and Sheila Giancola, dated 
August 3, 2012) concerning the project was received prior to circulation of the Draft EIR but 
is included (along with responses) for informational purposes. A copy of each comment letter 
or email message is contained in Appendix A.   
 
A list of the agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR is 
provided below in Table 2.0-1. 
 

Table 2.0-1: Draft EIR Comment Letters 
 
Comments Received From 
 Letter Date 

Response 
Required 

Response 
Provided 

Federal and State Agencies 

State of California, Department of 
Transportation 9/26/2012 Yes Yes 

Regional and Local Agencies 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority 9/24/2012 Yes Yes 
County of Santa Clara, Department of 
Planning and Development 8/29/2012 Yes Yes 
County of Santa Clara, Parks and 
Recreation Department 9/7/2012 Yes Yes 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 9/27/2012 Yes Yes 

Organizations and Individuals 

Joe Mueller 9/3/2012  Yes Yes 

Joseph and Sheila Giancola 

8/3/2012, 
9/21/2012 
and 
9/25/2012 Yes Yes 

Sheila McElroy, Circa 9/15/2012 Yes Yes 
Morgan Hill Historical Society 9/20/2012 Yes Yes 
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SECTION 3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON 
THE DRAFT EIR 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this document includes written 
responses to comments received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR.  This section 
includes all of the comments contained in the letters and emails received to date on the Draft 
EIR, and responses to those comments.  The comments are organized under headings 
containing the source of the letter and its date.  The letters have been grouped into the 
following categories. 
 

• Federal and State Agencies 
• Regional and Local Agencies 
• Organizations, Businesses, and Individuals 

 
The specific comments have been copied from the letters and presented as “Comment” with 
its response directly following.  Copies of the actual letters and emails received, and any 
attachments to those letters or emails, are found in their entirety in Appendix A of this Final 
EIR. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines, in Section 15086, require that a local lead agency consult with and 
request comments on the Draft EIR prepared for a project of this type from responsible 
agencies (government agencies that must approve or permit some aspect of the project), 
trustee agencies for resources affected by the project, any other state, federal and local 
agencies which have jurisdiction by law with respect to the project or which exercise 
authority over resources which may be affected by the project, water agencies which serve or 
would serve the proposed project [CEQA Guidelines Section 15083.5(b)], adjacent cities and 
counties, and transportation planning agencies.  Section 1.0 of this document lists all of the 
recipients of the EIR. 
 
Comment letters were received from five public agencies that may be Responsible Agencies 
for the proposed project.  The CEQA Guidelines require that: 
 

A responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive comments 
regarding those activities involved in the project that are within an area of expertise 
of the agency or which are required to be carried out or approved by the responsible 
agency.  Those comments shall be supported by specific documentation [§15086(c)]. 

 
Regarding mitigation measures identified by commenting public agencies, the CEQA 
Guidelines state: 
 

Prior to the close of the public review period, a responsible agency or trustee agency 
which has identified what the agency considers to be significant environmental 
effects shall advise the lead agency of those effects.  As to those effects relevant to its 
decision, if any, on the project, the responsible or trustee agency shall either submit to 
the lead agency complete and detailed performance objectives for mitigation 
measures addressing those effects or refer the lead agency to appropriate readily 
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available guidelines or reference documents concerning mitigation measures.  If the 
responsible agency or trustee agency is not aware of mitigation measures that address 
identified effects, the responsible or trustee agency shall so state [§15086(d)]. 
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3.1  
 

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES 

A. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 
26, 2012 

 
Comment A-1

 

:  The following tables need to be updated using the guidelines in the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual and the Level of Service letter grades based on density: Tables 
3.15-1, 3.15-5, 3.15-6, 3.15-7, 3.15-8, and 3.15-10.  Also on Table 3.15-8, trips added should 
be converted to passenger car equivalent as the capacity and density in this table are based on 
passenger car equivalent.  Please also include the near term Cumulative Plus Project Freeway 
analysis. 

Response A-1

 

:  All tables were prepared in accordance with the VTA’s analysis 
procedure, which is based on the density flow methods described in the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual.  

The trips added in Table 3.15-8 are passenger cars.  Virtually all traffic generated by 
residential uses are passenger cars; therefore, a passenger car equivalent is equal to 
1.0.  
 
As specified on page 25 of the Final Transportation Impact Analysis Borello 
Residential Development (Fehr & Peers, March 2012), the addition of project trips to 
existing volumes is not estimated to degrade acceptable LOS E freeway operations to 
unacceptable levels.  Therefore, according to the Valley Transportation Authority’s 
2010 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, a near-term Cumulative Plus 
Project freeway analysis is not required. As discussed in the following response, 
cumulative freeway conditions have been disclosed in the 2010 Circulation Element 
Update EIR, which assumed proposed land use/density on the subject site. 

 
Comment A-2

 

:  Please update your Traffic Impact Study (TIS) to include a 2035 Cumulative 
Conditions and 2035 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions to reflect long term traffic impacts. 
The 2015 near term Cumulative Conditions in your TIS should be considered as short term 
impacts since 2015 is just three years away.  As a result, it is too short term to demonstrate 
cumulative effects. 

Response A-2:  The proposed project is consistent with the land use assumptions for 
the site included in the City of Morgan Hill’s 2010 General Plan Circulation Element 
Update EIR, which analyzed Cumulative Conditions (2030 horizon year)1

                                                   
1 City of Morgan Hill General Plan Circulation Element Network & Policy Revisions Transportation 
Impact Analysis (Fehr & Peers, 2009) 

 and found 
no significant impacts.  This prior EIR is hereby incorporated by reference. The near-
term project level TIA prepared for the proposed development  (Final Transportation 
Impact Analysis Borello Residential Development by Fehr & Peers, March 2012, 
Draft EIR Appendix M) found no significant Near-Term 2015 Plus Project impacts, 
and the 2010 General Plan Circulation Element Update identified no Cumulative 
impacts in 2030, therefore, an additional cumulative analysis is not required.  
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3.2  
 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

B. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, LETTER DATED 
AUGUST 29, 2012 

 
Comment B-1

 

:  The EIR does not speak to Federal Emergency Management Agency's 
(FEMA) floodplain issues on Coyote Creek adjacent to the County maintained portion of 
Cochrane Road.  These facilities have been identified in the current Federal Insurance Study 
(FIS) as a Zone A floodplain of unknown base flood elevation.  Downstream near the 
intersection of Saint Marks Way and Cochrane Road, this floodplain is identified as a 
floodway of known base flood elevation.  Improvements along Cochrane Road will affect the 
flood carrying capacity of Coyote Creek through that portion of the unincorporated County 
will require the submittal and issuance of a Floodplain Development Permit through the 
Santa Clara County Building Office.  It is suggested that the City Floodplain Administrator 
look into a City Floodplain Development Permit as well and coordinate submittal for FEMA 
review.   

As this project will affect the identified floodway downstream of the project, the permit 
application will require a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) be prepared to the 
FEMA requirements and approval by FEMA staff prior to commencement of construction.  
The permit application will also require a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) be prepared to the 
FEMA requirements and approval by FEMA staff after the completion of construction.   
 

Response B-1

 

:  The widening of the existing Cochrane Road is limited to the 
southerly side of the existing road, along the project frontage and the frontage of the 
adjacent SCVWD parcel directly to the west of the project, and is thus not within 
Zone A.  These improvements will have no adverse affect on the floodplain.  The 
widening of Cochrane Road will only be on the southerly side of the existing 
roadway; the widening will not raise the profile of the roadway, and is outside the 
Zone A area (see Schaaf & Wheeler Hydrology report, Final EIR Appendix C).  
Thus, the project will not cause a displacement of floodplain nor affect the 
downstream floodway.  Because the project will not affect the identified floodplain or 
downstream floodway, a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and a Letter 
of Map Revision (LOMR) are unnecessary. 

Additionally, the portion of Cochrane Road being widened is completely within the 
incorporated city limits for the City of Morgan Hill.  Plans will be submitted to the 
City of Morgan Hill, not the County. 

 
Comment B-2:

As Flood Zone A (Undetermined Water Surface Elevation) is identified immediately 
adjacent to the Cochrane Road improvements, a Base Flood Elevation Study, 
consistent with FEMA Technical Bulletin 265, should be completed and submitted to 
establish the heretofore un-established water surface elevations. 

  When you submit plans, please make sure you submit the following 
information: 
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Response B-2

 

:  As discussed in Response B-1 above, the project does not propose to 
place fill or raise elevations in the area identified as Flood Zone A (Undetermined 
Water Surface Elevation).  Since the project does not propose to change the 
elevations of the ground in this area, there will be no adverse impact to the floodplain 
and the need for a Base Flood Elevation Study is not warranted. As noted, the 
roadway widening on Cochrane Road would occur in the City of Morgan Hill, not 
unincorporated County. 

Comment B-3:
 

  Improvement plans including erosion control. 

Response B-3

 

:  Improvement plans, including erosion control plans will be provided 
to the City of Morgan Hill for approval, since all improvements are within the 
incorporated limits of the City. 

Comment B-4:

 

  Clearance Letters or copies of permits as applicable from Army Corp (404 
permit), Regional Board (401), NOAA Fisheries, Fish & Wildlife, Fish &Game, and any 
other state, local or federal agencies. Per FEMA requirements of the local agencies, the 
County will review the plans and check for conformance with the local, state, and federal 
agencies. 

Response B-4

 

:  It is not anticipated the proposed project will need permits for Army 
Corp (404 permit), Regional Board (401), NOAA Fisheries, Fish & Wildlife, Fish & 
Game, or other state or federal agencies.  The Applicant will secure all necessary 
permits as determined by the lead agency (City of Morgan Hill). 

Comment B-5:

 

  A signed and stamped No Rise Certificate prepared by a Registered Civil 
Engineer. 

Response B-5

 

:  The proposed improvements do not meet the criteria for needing to 
provide a No Rise Certificate.  The proposed project does not propose 
encroachments, including fill, new construction, or substantial improvements within 
the regulatory floodway.  As stated previously only minor street widening is proposed 
within the floodplain (not floodway) and does not include fill or other improvements 
that would cause measurable displacement of the existing floodplain, (see Schaaf & 
Wheeler Hydrology report, Final EIR Appendix C).   

Comment B-6:

 

  No Adverse Impact Certificate / Statement prepared by a Registered Civil 
Engineer. 

Response B-6

 

:  There is no increase to the base flood elevation (BFE) as a result of 
this project.  Any items needed by other agencies, such as the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, will be coordinated through the City. 

Comment B-7:  A No Impact to Structures Statement prepared by a Registered Civil 
Engineer.  The SCVWD can use the FEMA example No Rise language on SCVWD 
letterhead.  No Impact to Structures statement should state that there are no structures located 
in areas that could be impacted by the proposed development and/or be affected by the 
increased BFE (unless they have been purchased for relocation or demolition).   
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Response B-7

 
:  Se Response B-6 above. 

Comment B-8:

 

  The District can also include the following statements on the same letter to 
address the No Adverse Impact and No Impact to Structures.  The No Adverse Impact 
statement should state that the proposed project does not: 

1. Increase the flow velocities of "Permanente Creek", 
2. Expand or change the limits of the floodplain, 
3. Alter or change the physical characteristics of the floodplain, and 
4. Decrease the flood storage capacity. 
 

Response B-8:

 

  This comment appears to be directed at the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District, or for a different project, and is not directed to the City of Morgan Hill and 
the subject project on Cochrane Road.  The proposed project is not a tributary to, and 
therefore will not increase the velocities of, Permanente Creek.  The project is not 
conducting any work within the Zone A area that will expand, alter or decrease the 
existing Coyote Creek flood plain. 
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C. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, 
PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT, LETTER DATED 
SEPTEMBER 7, 2012 

 
Comment C-1

 

:  Availability of Public Facilities and Services:  This section of the EIR 
should describe the following countywide trail routes, which have the potential to be 
impacted as a result of the proposed project. 

Regional Trail Route R5-D (Bay Area Ridge Trail: EI Sombroso – Lake Anderson)  Per 
the Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, this regional trail alignment is designated as a 
trail route within other public lands, for hiking, off-road cycling and equestrian uses.  Per the 
Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, this regional trail alignment is designated as a trail 
route within other public lands, for hiking, off-road cycling and equestrian uses. 
 

Response C-1

 

:  The Regional Trail Route R5-D text provided has been included in 
Section 3.12.2.4 Parks and Recreation Facilities discussion, see Text Revisions 
Section 4.0. 

Comment C-2

 

:  Draft EIR should also address the recreational, open space and public 
service impacts of the increased usage anticipated with the new residents on the adjacent 
Anderson County Park and regional trail routes as a result of the proposed project. 

Response C-2

 

:  Section 3.12.2.4 Parks and Recreational Facilities, paragraph three, 
mentions the Anderson Lake County Park.  Section 3.12.3.5 Parks, mentions that the 
residential development associated with the proposed project would increase the use 
of park facilities in the project area.  Additional text has been provided in Section 4.0 
of this Final EIR describing the projected increased usage of Anderson County Park 
and regional trail routes as a result of the proposed project. 

Comment C-3

 

:  As stated in the previous (NOP) comment letter, given the close proximity 
of the proposed project to Anderson County Park, the Draft EIR should discuss the potential 
impacts to traffic and circulation from residents accessing and exiting the project site from 
Cochrane Road and the adjacent Anderson County Park from the project site.  Cochrane 
Road serves as a well-used access road for accessing Anderson County Park. 

Response C-3

 

:  As discussed on page 27 and 30 of the Final Transportation Impact 
Analysis Borello Residential Development (Fehr & Peers, March 2012, Draft EIR 
Appendix M), there are no significant impacts to traffic and circulation from residents 
entering and exiting the project site from Cochrane Road.  

The trip generation for the proposed project was calculated using the Single-Family 
Dwelling Unit (Land Use 2010) land use rates identified in Trip Generation, 8th 
Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 2008). This land use rate takes 
into account recreational trips made by residents; therefore, trips made to Anderson 
County Park are assumed in the trip generation rates presented in the Final 
Transportation Impact Analysis Borello Residential Development (Fehr & Peers, 
March 2012), which found no impacts along the Cochrane Road study intersections. 
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D. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, LETTER DATED 
SEPTEMBER 24, 2012 

 
Comment D-1:

 

  VTA supports the recommendations in the TIA that the project provide 
sidewalks along all public street frontages as well as new bicycle facilities along the 
Cochrane Road frontage (pg. 25).  VTA requests that the City require these improvements as 
specific, enforceable Conditions of Approval for the project. 

Response D-1

 

:  The VTA’s recommendation for the project to provide sidewalks and 
bicycle facilities is noted and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
ultimately the City Council prior to taking action on the project. The project will be 
providing sidewalks and bicycle facilities along Peet Road as follows: Two 12' 
travels lanes and two 5' bike lanes. Morgan Hill Planning staff are not requesting the 
project provide sidewalks on Cochrane/Coyote Road in the County where the right-
of-way is too narrow.  

Comment D-2:

 

  The TIA also identifies additional planned bicycle facilities on Peet Road, 
Half Road, and East Main Avenue that would, together with the new facilities on Cochrane 
Road, provide a complete network of routes from the project site to Live Oak High School.  
These additional facilities are identified in the City's 2008 Bikeways Master Plan Update. 
VTA notes that the proposed project will generate significant new demand for trips to Live 
Oak High School, and therefore recommends that the City require the applicant to provide a 
fair share contribution to these improvements. 

Response D-2: The VTA’s recommendation is for the project to provide a fair share 
contribution to additional planned bicycle facilities on Peet Road, Half Road, and 
East Main Avenue, to provide routes from the project site to Live Oak High School. 
However, the sections of Peet Road and Half Road referenced in the comment are in 
the County, and not under the City’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, funding to complete the 
planned bicycle facilities along these sections of roadway will need to be provided by 
the County, and project residents will utilize the referenced roadways in their current 
condition.  The project’s RDCS funds are only available for use within the City’s 
jurisdiction, and will fund planned bicycle facilities (as noted in the TIA) in the 
vicinity of the project in the City.  
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E. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY 

WATER DISTRICT, LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 27, 2012 
 
Comment E-1:

 

  The Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) is a special district with 
jurisdiction throughout Santa Clara County.  The District acts as the county's groundwater 
management agency, principal water resources manager, flood protection agency and is the 
steward for its watersheds, streams and creeks, and underground aquifers. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the subject project.  This letter 
transmits comments that focus on the areas of interest and expertise of the District. 
 
The proposed development is located directly adjacent to District owned property for the 
Anderson Hydroelectric Facility, the Anderson Force Main, Coyote Discharge line, a 
corporation yard, as well as the United States Bureau of Reclamation's property for Coyote 
Pump Plant and Santa Clara Conduit (operated and maintained by the District).  In addition, 
the District has pipelines in Cochrane Road to the east of the project site and Half Road to the 
southeast of the project site that deliver untreated water to the Main Avenue Percolation 
Ponds and the Madrone Channel for percolation into the groundwater basin. These facilities 
are vital to the water supply infrastructure of the county. 
 
Section 2.3-This section includes a list of approvals needed to implement the project.  The 
project proposes several modifications to District right of way and to United States Bureau of 
Reclamation (USBR) right of way which is operated and maintained by the District.  The 
proposed modifications to District and USBR right of way are discretionary approvals, are 
subject to District and USBR review and approval for the modifications, and should not be 
considered ministerial.  The District and USBR have the right to deny or require 
modifications to the proposed improvements within its right of way as part of its review and 
approval processes and both agencies should be listed separately. 
 

Response E-1

 

:  It is acknowledged that the project is proposing modifications of 
grading and improvements within the SCVWD and United States Bureau of 
Reclamation (USBR) right of way.  The proposed improvements will require the 
submittal, and approval, of plans for all improvements within the SCVWD or USBR 
right-of-way(s). SECTION 2.3 USES OF THE EIR has been revised to separately list 
the SCVWD and USBR as public agencies whose discretionary approvals are 
required, see text revisions Section 4.0 of this Final EIR. 

Comment E-2:  Section 3.1.2.3, Impacts from the Proposed Project-This section mentions 
the proposed realignment and widening of Peet Road to the south of the existing Mariani 
parcel and states that it would not impact any existing structures on the four parcels to the 
south of Peet Road.  This statement is not true as the proposed realignment and widening of 
Peet Road proposes to encroach onto USBR and District right of way for the Santa Clara 
Conduit and two above-ground vaults.  The District does not desire to place either vault 
within a roadway, therefore, it is possible that other alignments or widths of Peet Road that 
do not include placing the vaults within the paved road will need to be considered.  
Additional changes may be required depending on specific grading and alignment proposals 
submitted to the District.   
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Response E-2

 

:  The statement in the DEIR referring to the impacts of structures was 
specific to the existing, above-ground structures (i.e. homes and accessory structures) 
on the adjacent private parcels to the south of existing Peet Road, not intended to 
address the vaults referenced in the comment. 

The proposed Peet Road realignment is consistent with the City of Morgan Hill’s 
General Plan Circulation Element, and anticipates a future roadway connection 
planned by Santa Clara County.  The proposed alignment for Peet Road intentionally 
avoids placing the existing vaults near Half Road in the pavement.  The above-ground 
features of the existing vaults have been surveyed for location and elevation and were 
considered (and avoided) in the currently proposed realignment.  The current 
preliminary alignment for Peet Road has been designed to avoid placing the existing 
vaults in the pavement of the future roadway, see Figure 2.1-5 in the Draft EIR. 

 
Comment E-3:

 

  The project also proposes to install detention basins in the USBR right of 
way on the north side of Peet Road.  The District will not allow any detention basins, 
including the side slopes of detention basins, within the USBR right of way for Santa Clara 
Conduit. The District also prefers not to have a detention basin located directly adjacent to 
the USBR right of way as it may impact the pipeline.  

Response E-3

 

:  The proposed detention basin, including the side slopes of the basins, 
can be reconfigured to avoid USBR right of way.  The encroachments proposed were 
minor and the detention basins will be reconfigured without substantial modification 
to the project proposal. 

Comment E-4:

 

  The USBR right of way must be maintained to allow District and USBR 
vehicular access from the adjacent roadways (i.e. Peet Road and Half Road) and solid 
fencing, structures, trees, gates and other structures that may adversely impact the operation 
and maintenance of the Santa Clara Conduit will not be allowed.  Any improvements, 
including roadways, utilities, driveways, and other rights maintained by the owner by deed 
require District and USBR approval and " ...shall be so exercised as not to interfere with the 
use of the land, damage or endanger any facility or structure of the United States, or prevent 
reasonable access thereto for the purpose of construction, operation, and maintenance of..." 
Santa Clara Conduit.  The District and USBR will determine whether any exercise of the 
owner's reserved rights may interfere with the use of the USBR right of way after review of 
detailed grading and improvement plans. 

Response E-4

 

:  This statement concerning access and use of the USBR right-of-way 
is acknowledged and will be respected as the project is further designed and 
constructed. 

Comment E-5:

 

  3.l0.1.1, Water Service, Water Supply Infrastructure-This section states that 
the project proposes to utilize the Santa Clara Conduit for common area irrigation. However, 
the District will not permit a turnout on Santa Clara Conduit for the purpose of common area 
irrigation. 
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Response E-5

 

:  The proposed project does not propose the installation of a new 
turnout on the Santa Clara Conduit.  The project is proposing that the existing 
agricultural turnout located near St. Katherine Drive be converted for use in irrigating 
the common areas within the proposed project. Text has been revised to clarify the 
project’s intent for this existing turnout, see Section 4.0 for revised text. 

Comment E-6:

 

  3.10-1-This figure references appurtenant easements the owner has over 
lands of the District and USBR.  The figure should reflect that the appurtenance easement 
does not include fencing rights, except for wood-rail or wire fencing (non-solid, non-
permanent fencing) on the USBR right of way. 

Response E-6

 

:  Figure 3.10-1 has been updated to reference the appropriate language 
as shown in the recorded documents for this easement.  See Section 4.0 for revised 
figure.   

Comment E-7:

 

  3.10.2.2, Water Supply and Service Impacts, Non-Potable Water-This 
section again states the project is proposing to use the Santa Clara Conduit for irrigation of 
open space and street landscaping.  Again, the District will not permit a turnout on Santa 
Clara Conduit for those purposes.  Additionally, it should be noted that the project owner 
must apply for and obtain approval to change the terms of its existing agricultural turnout 
located near Katherine Drive for non-agricultural purposes and to verify its proposed usage.  
If the changes to the use of existing turnout are approved by the District, then its terms will 
be subject to current District policies which include the fact that the water supplied is not a 
guaranteed water source, is subject to interruption at any time for any reason, and is subject 
to termination.  The pump house located within the District's right of way for Coyote Creek is 
also subject to the District's surface water diversion policies for that water deemed by the 
District to be water impounded by the District's Anderson Reservoir during times when there 
is no natural Coyote Creek flow. 

Response E-7

 

:  The proposed project does not propose the installation of a new 
turnout on the Santa Clara Conduit.  The project proposes that the existing 
agricultural turnout located near St. Katherine Drive be converted for use in irrigating 
the common areas within the proposed project.  The applicant acknowledges that they 
will need to apply for approval to change the terms of its existing agricultural turnout.  
The applicant also acknowledges that the existing pump house located along Coyote 
Creek, which is intended to remain, is subject to the District’s surface water diversion 
policies.  In addition, the applicant intends to continue to use an existing well on the 
property for irrigation of open space areas and may seek to construct a new well, 
possibly near the future recreational center, for irrigation of the project common open 
space. See Section 4.0 Text Revisions.  

Comment E-8:  3.10.2.4, Storm Drainage System, Post-Construction Storm Water 
Management-This section does not include any mention or description of the City of Morgan 
Hill's (City's) Municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
requirements, the City's Storm Water Management Plan implemented as part of the City's 
Municipal NPDES permit or describe or discuss any of the project's requirements under the 
City's Post Construction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Ordinance adopted to comply 
with the City's municipal NPDES permit requirements.  Additionally, the section does not 
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describe how the project will implement these requirements, including the hydro-
modification requirements for those areas draining to Coyote Creek, and whether sufficient 
areas have been set aside on the project site to implement the requirements.  This section 
should be modified to include discussion on these issues. 
 

Response E-8

 

:  As mentioned in Draft EIR Sections 3.14.1.4 and 3.14.3, the project 
will comply with the City of Morgan Hill’s NPDES permit requirements, the City’s 
Storm Water Management Plan, and the City’s Post Construction Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Ordinance.  Language has been added to Section 3.10.2.4 to 
describe the City’s NPDES permit requirements.  In addition, the applicant has 
prepared a Preliminary Stormwater Runoff Management Plan that provides additional 
detail on how the project proposes to address these issues (provided in Final EIR 
Appendix B).  Section 4.0 provides additional text to be incorporated in Draft EIR 
Section 3.10.2.4 Storm Drainage System. 

Comment E-9:

 

  3.14  Hydrology and Water Quality-The District questions the soundness of 
this entire section of the DEIR.  The section starts with a statement that this section is based 
in part on the Hydrology and Water Quality Review prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler in June 
2012, and a copy of the report is included in the DEIR as Appendix L.  The following is a 
brief list of just some of the inconsistencies found in this section which makes the soundness 
of this section questionable: 

Schaaf & Wheeler's report contains a list of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures based 
on the City's own thresholds of significance.  These Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
do not match the project impacts and mitigation measures in the DEIR section on Hydrology 
and Water Quality-which is applicable? 
 

Response E-9

 

:  The impacts and mitigation measures included in Draft EIR Section 
3.14 are consistent with the impacts and mitigation measures included in the Schaaf 
& Wheeler Hydrology and Water Quality Report prepared in June 2012, and included 
as Appendix L to the Draft EIR.   

Impact discussions in Section 3.14.2 of the Draft EIR include:  Drainage, Flooding 
and Dam Inundation, Water Quality, and Groundwater.  These project impact 
discussions consolidate the impacts discussed in the Schaaf & Wheeler report under 
the headings: Flooding and Flood Zones, Landslides, Dam Failure, Drainage Patterns 
Causing Flooding, Drainage Patterns Causing Erosion, Groundwater Depletion, and 
Water Quality.  Discussions from the Schaaf & Wheeler report have been 
summarized within the headings indicated above in Section 3.14.2.  Mitigation for 
drainage and water quality impacts is consistent with mitigation included in the 
Schaaf & Wheeler report.   
 
The following additional mitigation for flooding and stormwater drainage has been 
included in the project in accordance with the revised Schaaf & Wheeler Hydrology 
report, dated November 2, 2012 (provided as Appendix C of this Final EIR).  Revised 
text as a result of this added mitigation is provided in Section 4.0. 

 



 

 
City of Morgan Hill 16 Final EIR 
Cochrane-Borello Residential Development Project  January 2013 

MM HYDRO-1.2:  The project results in increased runoff from the site due to the 
increased impervious surfaces.  The project includes sufficient storage volume to 
mitigate the increased peak runoff rate for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storm events.  
The southern drainage basins outlets to an existing storm drain system; portions of 
which are currently under capacity.  As such, the outlet works for the detention 
basins shall be designed to limit post-project flows to pre-project levels for the 2-, 10-
, 25- and 100-year storm events such that the existing frequency of capacity 
exceedance of any existing culverts is maintained or decreased.  Since the northern 
retention ponds do not discharge to existing drainage systems accept in the event of a 
storm larger than the 100-year event, outlet works should be placed at an elevation 
that conveys only storms greater than the 100-year storm.  The 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-
year storms will not discharge from the northern retention ponds, and therefore will 
meet the requirement that post-project peak flows will not exceed pre-project 
conditions.  In order to mitigate the increase in peak flow rate due to the expansion of 
Peet Road, infrastructure should be appropriately sized and designed to convey the 
flow to one of the southern detention basins. The connection pipes between basins S1 
and S2 (regardless of its location on or off site) and the 12-inch replacement pipe 
under Peet Road may also have to be modified from what is shown on the conceptual 
storm drain plan exhibit (which does not include the Peet Road re-alignment).  
Because these pipes will need to be lengthened to accommodate the widening of Peet 
Road, the hydraulic losses associated with the longer pipes will be greater.  As such, 
the pipes may need to be enlarged to maintain the same capacity over this longer 
length.  This is particularly relevant for the 12-inch replacement pipe under Peet 
Road.  The pipe connecting basins S1 and S2 serves primarily as a hydraulic 
connection between the basins and its capacity may not be relevant.   

 
The following additional text will also be added to MM HYDRO 3.1: 
 
These types of BMPs include infiltration basins and trenches, constructed wetlands, 
rain gardens, grassy swales, media filters, and biofiltration features.  BMPs shall be 
designed in accordance with engineering criteria in the California Stormwater BMP 
Handbook for New and Redevelopment16 or other accepted guidance and designs 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of grading or building 
permits for the roadway or driveways.  These types of structural BMPs are intended 
to supplement other storm water management program measures, such as street 
sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding appropriate fertilizer and pesticide 
use practices, and managed disposal of hazardous wastes. The applicant shall 
prepare a clearly defined operations and maintenance plan for water quality and 
quality control measures. The design and maintenance documents shall include 
measures to limit vector concerns, especially with respect to control of mosquitoes. 
The applicant shall identify the responsible parties and provide adequate funding to 
operate and maintain storm water improvements (through a HOA, Geological 
Hazard Abatement District, CSD, CFD or similar organization). The applicant shall 
also establish financial assurances, as deemed appropriate by the Morgan Hill 
Community Development Department, enabling the City to maintain the storm water 
improvements should the HOA or other entity disband or cease to perform its 
maintenance responsibilities. 
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Comment E-10:

 

  The DEIR section contains Impact-HYDRO-l.  This text listed after this 
impact is not stated as an impact.  It is not clear what the stated impact is.  The District 
recommends that impacts be identified based on the City's own thresholds of significance, as 
done in Appendix L. 

Response E-10

 

:  Impact HYDRO-1 concerns the significance threshold question on 
Draft EIR pg.158 whether the project would “substantially altering the existing 
drainage pattern of the site in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site, and the capacity of storm water drainage systems, or result in 
substantial flooding on- or off-site.” As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.14.2.2 
Drainage pgs. 159-160, the project would not cause a significant impact with 
implementation of MM HYDRO-1.1 and MM HYDRO-1.2 (as stated in Response E-
9 above, see also revised text in Final EIR Section 4.0).   

Comment E-11:

 

  The DEIR section contains MM HYDRO-1.1 which states that in order to 
avoid impacts to the City's storm drain system, the mitigation measure required is that the 
portion of the site draining to Coyote Creek will include hydro-modification mitigation.  This 
mitigation measure doesn't address impacts to the City's storm drain system and even if it did, 
it would only address a minor portion of the site which does not drain to the City's storm 
drain system.  Additionally, hydro-modification is used to address adverse impacts to Coyote 
Creek, not the storm drain system. 

Response E-11

 

:  Flows from the northern portion of the project site, tributary to 
Coyote Creek, are directed to retention basins where all runoff up to the 100-year 
storm event will be retained and percolated.  Therefore, the City owned storm drain 
system within Alicante Road will experience a decrease in flow for all storm 
events less than, and including, the 100-year event.   

Flows from the southern portion of the site, tributary to the Madrone Channel, will be 
detained to pre-project peak flow rates.  Runoff from the southern portion of the site 
will be disposed of by a combination of percolation in the detention basin and the 
release of flows to the existing downstream ditch, where the flows from the area 
currently release.  Therefore, proposed project does not make any direct connections 
to the City of Morgan Hill storm drain system.  
 
As stated in Response E-9 above, additional mitigation for flooding and stormwater 
drainage has been included in the project, see MM HYDRO-1.2 in Section 4.0 of this 
Final EIR. 

 
Comment E-12:

 

  The DEIR section includes no discussion on how the project will comply 
with the hydro-modification provisions for the portion of the site draining to Coyote Creek. 
The DEIR should address whether the site has sufficient space to implement the hydro-
modification requirements. 

Response E-12:  The retention ponds will prevent all flows from exiting the Site for 
all storms up to the 100-year return interval draining to Coyote Creek, thereby 
exceeding the hydro-modification requirements.  The Stormwater Management Plan 
(provided in Final EIR Appendix C) demonstrates that there is sufficient volume 
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provided to retain the 100-year, 24-hour event from the northern basin and detain the 
peak flows from all lesser storm events.  By the nature of retention vs. detention, a 
retention pond designed for the 100-year event will provide sufficient storage to 
retain all lesser events for the same storm duration. 

 
A continuous simulation analysis was performed by Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar & 
Associates for the project using the Bay Area Hydrology Model to verify 
conformance with C.3 requirements for hydro-modification.  The proposed facilities 
are adequate to meet the C.3 requirements for runoff volume and duration.   

 
Comment E-13:

 

  Appendix L addresses the City's threshold of significance for the violation 
of waste discharge requirements by stating this impact is not discussed in detail and deemed 
less than significant because the wastewater from the project site is planned to be delivered 
via piped sanitary sewer lines to the sanitary sewer treatment plant.  However, this standard 
threshold of significance is intended to address waste discharge requirements regulated by the 
State Water Resources Control Board for storm water, not sewage. 

Response E-13

 

:  The Schaaf & Wheeler Hydrology and Water Quality Report (under 
Impact Hydro 7) has been revised to include water quality mitigation measures based 
on Regional Board requirements for construction and post-construction pollutant 
controls.  Please see Final EIR Appendix C for the revised report (see also revised 
text for MM-1.2 in Section 4.0). 

Comment E-14:

 

  Appendix L includes an analysis of pre-development and post-
development peak discharges and volumes calculated for the development which are vastly 
different from the discharges calculated and shown in Appendix I, the Preliminary Engineer's 
Report prepared by Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar & Associates.  Please clarify this discrepancy. 

Response E-14

 

:  Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar utilized the Unit-Hydrograph Method to 
produce their hydrology results.  The Schaaf & Wheeler report uses the Rational 
Method.  Both are acceptable for projects less than 200 acres in size according to the 
Santa Clara County Drainage Manual 2007.  The Rational Method was chosen for the 
DEIR because both existing and post-project (with detention ponds) conditions 
needed to be analyzed prior to project design.  Since outlet works of the ponds are not 
yet known, there was not enough information available to route a hydrograph through 
the storage facilities.  Therefore, the Rational Method was chosen for the pre- and 
post-project condition so that they could be reasonably compared.  The Rational 
Method tends to be more conservative (i.e. produces higher flows) than the unit-
hydrograph method with regards to peak flows.  The project has been designed with 
sufficient capacity to detain the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100- year peak flows, regardless of 
the method employed to predict future runoff.   

Comment E-15:  Appendix L and the DEIR section should be modified to clearly state 
whether the storm runoff from the portion of the site draining to Coyote Creek will be 
completely mitigated and contained within the retention basins on Cochrane Road with no 
discharges leaving the site (except for those discharges exceeding the l00-year event) and 
clearly state whether the project will be required to design their site to mitigate their 
increased runoff leaving their site to predevelopment peak flows and volumes during the 2-
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yr., 10-yr. and 100-yr. events.  If so, then these requirements should be listed as mitigation 
measures for the potentially significant impact of increased flooding since the downstream 
receiving facilities, Coyote Creek and Madrone Channel/Llagas Creek are subject to flooding 
during events more frequent than 100-year flooding and both facilities are subject to erosion.  
Some parts of the DEIR states that the project will limit its runoff to the maximum extent 
practicable which is very ambiguous.  Also, Appendix L appears to have calculated a volume 
for the detention basins based on 24-hour volumes, but does not clearly state whether the 
detention basins will be large enough to mitigate for the increased peak flows as well.  To 
address increased runoff and potential increased flooding, the detention basins should be 
designed to ensure post-development peak flow and volumes are not greater than pre-
development peak flow and volumes leaving the site during the various storm events. 
 

Response E-15

 

:  The proposed storage volume meets the City’s requirements for 
restricting the peak discharge to pre-project conditions for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-
year design storm peak flows for the southern and northern basins, and retaining the 
100-year, 24-hour storm volume for the northern basin.  Due to the nature of retention 
vs. detention, a retention pond designed for the 100-year event will provide sufficient 
volume for all lesser events for the same storm duration.  No outlet to the City of 
Morgan Hill’s storm drainage system or an outfall to Coyote Creek is proposed.  For 
the portion of the project tributary to Madrone Channel/Llagas Creek, the project is 
proposing a detention facility that will reduce the post-development runoff peak flow 
rates to pre-project peak flow rates, or lower, for the 2-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year storm 
events.  In the northern drainage area, hydro-modification has been managed by the 
basins being designed to collect and percolate the runoff from the 100-year storm.  In 
the southern drainage area the project’s storm drain facilities have been designed to 
reduce post-development peak flow and volume to pre-development levels for the 2-, 
10-, 25-, and 100 year storm events. 

The Schaaf & Wheeler Hydrology and Water Quality Report has been revised to 
include added mitigation for detention volumes during the 2-, 10-, 25-, and 100-yr. 
events and retention during the 100-yr. event.  As mentioned in Response E-9 above, 
additional mitigation for flooding and stormwater drainage will be included to 
address revisions made to the Schaaf & Wheeler Hydrology and Water Quality 
Report, dated November 2, 2012, Appendix C of this Final EIR.  Revised text 
incorporating this additional mitigation is provided in Section 4.0 (MM HYDRO-
1.2). 

 
Comment E-16:

 

  The DEIR section mitigation MM HYDRO-3.1-our comments are the 
same as above in our comments on Section 3.10.2.4.  Without a detailed discussion of the 
requirements that the project will comply with and implement, this mitigation measure seems 
inadequate.  For example, does the project have available land to comply with the flow or 
volumetric treatment control best management practice requirement? 

Response E-16:  As mentioned in Draft EIR Sections 3.14.1.4 and 3.14.3, the project 
will comply with the City of Morgan Hill’s NPDES permit requirements, the City’s 
Storm Water Management Plan, and the City’s Post Construction Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Ordinance.  Draft EIR Figure 3.14-3 shows the locations of 
drainage swales and detention/retention ponds.  The project proposes a total of 8.6 
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acre-feet of storage for the northern basin, and 9.2 acre-feet of storage for the 
southern basin.  The proposed storage volume meets the City’s requirements for 
restricting the peak discharge to pre project conditions for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-
year design storm peak flows for the southern and northern basins, and retaining the 
100-year, 24-hour storm volume for the northern basin.  Due to the nature of retention 
vs. detention, a retention pond designed for the 100-year event will provide sufficient 
volume for all lesser events for the same storm duration.   

 
In addition, the project civil engineer has prepared a Preliminary Stormwater Runoff 
Management Plan that provides additional detail on how the project proposes to 
address these issues (provided in Final EIR Appendix B).   

 
The following additional text will also be added to MM HYDRO 3.1, see revised text 
in Section 4.0: 
 
These types of BMPs include infiltration basins and trenches, constructed wetlands, 
rain gardens, grassy swales, media filters, and biofiltration features.  BMPs shall be 
designed in accordance with engineering criteria in the California Stormwater BMP 
Handbook for New and Redevelopment16 or other accepted guidance and designs 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of grading or building 
permits for the roadway or driveways.  These types of structural BMPs are intended 
to supplement other storm water management program measures, such as street 
sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding appropriate fertilizer and pesticide 
use practices, and managed disposal of hazardous wastes. The applicant shall 
prepare a clearly defined operations and maintenance plan for water quality and 
quality control measures. The design and maintenance documents shall include 
measures to limit vector concerns, especially with respect to control of mosquitoes. 
The applicant shall identify the responsible parties and provide adequate funding to 
operate and maintain storm water improvements (through a HOA, Geological 
Hazard Abatement District, CSD, CFD or similar organization). The applicant shall 
also establish financial assurances, as deemed appropriate by the Morgan Hill 
Community Development Department, enabling the City to maintain the storm water 
improvements should the HOA or other entity disband or cease to perform its 
maintenance responsibilities. 

 
 
Comment E-17:

 

  This section should clarify the roles between the County of Santa Clara and 
the City for the issue of storm drainage since it appears the development will discharge its 
storm drainage into the County's jurisdiction. 

Response E-17

 

:  The drainage system in Alicante Road is within City of Morgan Hill 
jurisdiction which discharges to Coyote Creek, owned by the SCVWD.  All storm 
runoff, up to a 100-year storm event, that is tributary to Coyote Creek, will be 
percolated on the project site within the City of Morgan Hill.   

For the remaining portion of the site in a different watershed, under existing 
conditions, runoff tributary to Madrone Channel leaves the site (within the City of 
Morgan Hill) via a storm drain culvert under Half Road and Peet Road and crosses 
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into lands within the County of Santa Clara.  Under post-development conditions, 
runoff from the site will continue to release at pre-development flow rates from the 
site in the same manner. 

 
Comment E-18:

 

  3.14.1.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, Water Quality - This section only 
mentions the state construction NPDES permit requirements.  The comments made on 
Section 3.10.2.4 also apply to this section. 

Response E-18

 

:  MM HYDRO-3.1 provides further discussion of NPDES 
requirements for construction and post construction controls and implementation of 
site specific SWMP and additional water quality discussion.  

The following additional text will also be added to MM HYDRO 3.1, see revised text 
in Section 4.0: 
 
These types of BMPs include infiltration basins and trenches, constructed wetlands, 
rain gardens, grassy swales, media filters, and biofiltration features.  BMPs shall be 
designed in accordance with engineering criteria in the California Stormwater BMP 
Handbook for New and Redevelopment or other accepted guidance and designs shall 
be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of grading or building 
permits for the roadway or driveways.  These types of structural BMPs are intended 
to supplement other storm water management program measures, such as street 
sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding appropriate fertilizer and pesticide 
use practices, and managed disposal of hazardous wastes. The applicant shall 
prepare a clearly defined operations and maintenance plan for water quality and 
quality control measures. The design and maintenance documents shall include 
measures to limit vector concerns, especially with respect to control of mosquitoes. 
The applicant shall identify the responsible parties and provide adequate funding to 
operate and maintain storm water improvements (through a HOA, Geological 
Hazard Abatement District, CSD, CFD or similar organization). The applicant shall 
also establish financial assurances, as deemed appropriate by the Morgan Hill 
Community Development Department, enabling the City to maintain the storm water 
improvements should the HOA or other entity disband or cease to perform its 
maintenance responsibilities. 

 
 
Comment E-19:

 

  3.16.1.4, Existing Noise Levels-This section did not include mention of any 
testing performed near the District's hydroelectric facility.  The District recommends this 
section include a statement as to the reasons that noise from the hydroelectric facility, located 
adjacent to the development, were deemed not significant enough to be studied.  In the 
absence of a sufficient enough reason, the District recommends that any lots located adjacent 
to the hydroelectric facility be subject to the mitigation measures MM NV-1.1 through 1.3. 

Response E-19:  Data provided by Mr. Robert Haskins, of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, on October 29, 2012, showed that noise levels along the south and 
east boundaries of the hydroelectric facility, and adjacent to the proposed project site, 
ranged from 39 to 53 dB.  Mr. Haskins noted that measured noise levels were the 
result of operations at the hydroelectric facility, birds, and other environmental 
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sounds, and that measured noise levels would likely be lower in the morning or 
evening when other environmental sounds are at a minimum. 

 
Review of the noise data indicates that noise levels from the hydroelectric facility 
would be less than 60 dBA and would comply with Chapter 18.48, Section 18.48.075 
of the Zoning Code, which regulates noise level limits at the property line of 
residential land uses.  Therefore, based on this existing operational noise data from 
the District, no mitigation would be required in order to comply with the Zoning 
Code noise limits at the nearest proposed residential property adjacent to the 
hydroelectric facility. 

 
Text revisions incorporating this information for Section 3.16.1.4 are provided in 
Section 4.0 of this Final EIR.  

 
Comment E-20:  One other issue mentioned in our Notice of Preparation letter that the 
District would like to reemphasize is our currently activities regarding our Anderson Dam 
seismic retrofit project which is anticipated to impact the project site in some manner in the 
future since the development is located near the base of the Anderson Dam.  Several 
community outreach meetings have been held, and the project owner is aware of the project.  
The District has completed a seismic study of Anderson Dam that shows the material at the 
base of the dam may liquefy in a 7.25 magnitude earthquake on the nearby Calaveras Fault. 
The District has imposed operating restrictions to prevent the uncontrolled release of water 
after a major earthquake.  Water at the reservoir is being kept at least 25 feet below the 
spillway and 45 feet below the crest of the dam.  A seismic retrofit project has been initiated 
to fix the dam, although construction activities are currently not expected to begin until early 
2016.  This project will likely result in significant dust, noise, and aesthetic impacts to future 
residents when the project is undertaken.  Information on the project and its current status can 
be obtained from the District's website at: 
http://www.valleywater.org!Services/AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx 
 

Response E-20

 

:  While the project is subject to deep inundation should the Leroy 
Anderson Dam fail catastrophically, the dam is inspected twice a year by the District 
in the presence of representatives from the California Division of Safety of Dams and 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  Furthermore, the Anderson Reservoir is 
managed to prevent significant damage during a maximum credible earthquake.  
While the potential inundation resulting from catastrophic dam failure could damage 
property and proposed structures within the project site and pose a severe hazard to 
public safety, the probability of such a failure is extremely remote and reservoir 
levels have been lowered to maintain an additional level of safety, and therefore dam 
inundation failure is not considered a significant hazard. As noted in the comment, 
the dam retrofit project will likely result in significant dust, noise, and aesthetic 
impacts to future residents when the project is undertaken, and will be the subject of 
environmental review with the District as lead agency. It is not possible nor required 
that the City of Morgan Hill attempt to analyze and disclose the dam retrofit project’s 
potential environmental effects on the future residents of the proposed housing in the 
EIR evaluating the proposed housing development. 

http://www.valleywater.org!services/AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx�
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3.3  
 

ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

F. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM JOE MUELLER, EMAIL DATED 
SEPTEMBER 3, 2012 

 
Comment F-1

 

:  Phase 5 seems late for common recreation center facilities to be built.  Can 
they be started sooner? 

Response F-1:

 

  Construction of the common area will occur concurrently with 
development of Phase 5 (Lots 67-80), which is the soonest the recreation 
center/common area can be included in the project. As this comment pertains to the 
timing of project recreational amenities that are unrelated to any environmental 
impacts, no further response is required.  

Comment F-2

 

:  Project is not following natural contours with cuts of 25 feet and fills of 10 
feet.  I thought the project committed to following the Natural contour.  Are large cuts in 
conformance with the GP? 

Response F-2:

 

  The “natural contour” restriction is an RDCS scoring commitment 
and not a GP or zoning requirement.  

Comment F-3

 

:  Has PG&E agreed to abandon the 15 ft. easement and 20 inch gas line? Will 
the line be completely removed? What are the requirements? 

Response F-3:  

 

The 20-inch gas line will be completely removed, in agreement with 
PG&E. 

Comment F-4

 

:  Does the Borello Project have control of the four parcels involved with 
realignment of Peet Road? 

Response F-4:

 

  The proposed project developer and property owner do not have 
control over the four parcels along Peet Road.  The property owners of the four 
parcels on the south side of Peet Road have been contacted, but no formal agreement 
is in place at this time.  Since the alignment has not been adopted by the City (it is 
only proposed by the project developer at this point), it is premature to attempt to 
acquire the easement/dedications. Until the City has determined the exact alignment 
as part of its decision-making process for the requested project entitlements, the 
project developer has stated they will refrain from pursuing dedications or easements 
from the property owners. If land from the four parcels is not ultimately acquired for 
the realigned roadway, the project would be redesigned to accommodate necessary 
storm water detention facilities on-site per City and Regional Board requirements. 

Comment F-5
  

:  Cottage unit size of 266 square feet seems really small? 

Response F-5:  Appendix B of the Draft EIR provides floor plans for the proposed 
cottage units.  The commentor’s opinion concerning the proposed cottage unit size is 
noted, but does not raise a substantive environmental issue requiring a further 
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response. The issue is a planning and design matter that can be discussed as part of 
the public hearing process.  

  
Comment F-6

 

:  Has the water source for the common open space been determined (ref EIR 
page 129)? 

Response F-6

 

:  In coordination with the SCVWD, the project developer is proposing 
an irrigation well in the open space area of the project to supplement the open space 
irrigation. In addition, the developer seeks to obtain an amendment to the existing 
surface water diversion permit in order to allow for the use of the district blue valve 
water for common area irrigation.  See Section 4.0 Text Revisions.  

Comment F-7

 

:  Does the 10 year-round farm worker housing units impact the number of 
allocations needed (EIR page 151, paragraph 3)? 

Response F-7

 

:  If the 10 year-round farmworker housing units are legal, habitable 
units then they can be considered replacement units and reduce the number of RDCS 
allocations needed to complete the project.  However, the project is proposing to 
replace those units and provide relocation assistance to the farmworker tenants. 

Comment F-8

 

:  The maximum cut is in the area of Coyote Road.  Is there an alternative to 
the large cut? 

Response F-8

 

:  The existing contour along Coyote Road is not the natural 
topography, rather it is engineered fill.  The proposed cuts/fills are necessary to retain 
the gravity flow of sewer lines without having to implement a number of sewage lift 
stations. 

Comment F-9

 

:  Is an underlying zoning change required? If so, why not R1-12K versus R1-
20K? 

Response F-9: 

 

 Yes, a zoning change is required for the proposed project since the 
proposed lots sizes in the project are different than the designation on the zoning 
map.  The proposed R1-20,000/PD prevents further subdivision of the larger parcels 
in the project (that might be possible under R1-12,000 zoning) at a later date.   

Comment F-10

 

:  Page 45, Paragraph 1: Next to last sentence does (not) the make sense.  PD 
overlay would allow remaining 4 units?  

Response F-11:  

 

The referenced sentence was intended to communicate that the 
proposed zoning and PD overlay would allow for 244 proposed units.  Text revisions 
are provided in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-12

 

:  Page 61, Paragraph 1: While the project is not on a Scenic Highway, it is 
next to a Santa Clara County Historical Site.  The view from the Historical site will change 
dramatically from the historical farm setting to the back yards or back fences of homes.  This 
should be discussed.  
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Response F-12:

 

 Views from a historic site are not typically a significant feature 
integral to the historic resource, rather altering views of the historic site can be a 
significant impact. In this case, nothing in the National Register nomination form 
prepared by Franklin Maggi  (see Giancola 9/25/12 comment letter, Final EIR 
Appendix A) indicates that views from the Rhoades Ranch are integral to its historic 
significance. 

Comment F-13

 

:  Page 69, Section 3.3.2.3: Paragraph says 99.9 acres and Impact AG-1 says 
103 acres. 103 is used for AG-2. Which is correct? What is the difference?  

Response F-13

 

:  The project as a whole will result in the total loss of 103.9 acres of 
Prime Farmland, which includes 99.9 acres for the main project site, and four acres 
for the proposed Peet Road realignment.  Text revisions are provided in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-14

 

:  Page 70, Paragraph 1: While adjacent parcels used for agricultural is (sic) 
included in the Cochrane Road Assessment District, there is no time table for the conversion 
from agricultural use.  Does this project speed the conversion of adjacent parcels?  

Response F-14

 

:  Adjacent parcels being utilized for agricultural use within the 
assessment district would not be converted to residential use as a result of the 
proposed project. Those parcels will convert based on market conditions, subject to 
Morgan Hill’s growth control ordinance. The project itself will build out in phases 
based on available RDCS allocation.  

Comment F-15

 

:  Page 70, AG MM-2: Why is the mitigation allowed in the State of 
California when the draft Agricultural Mitigation Plan for the City of Morgan Hill and the 
Santa Clara Valley HCP Draft Plan both indicate that mitigation should be in Morgan Hill’s 
SOI or Santa Clara County respectively?  

Response F-15

 

:  Neither the draft Agricultural Mitigation Plan or the Santa Clara 
Valley HCP Draft Plan were in effect when the Draft EIR was released (or at this 
time), therefore, agricultural easements outside of the Morgan Hill or Santa Clara 
County may be allowed at the City’s discretion, and were encouraged by the State 
Department of Conservation in its 2011 comment letter responding to the Notice of 
Preparation, see Draft EIR Appendix A. 

Comment F-16

 

:  Page 84, Paragraph 6: if the HCP supersedes the Morgan Hill Burrowing 
Owl Plan, what happens to the Morgan Hill preserve? The funding source will be eliminated 
before the end of the plan.  

Response F-16:  The HCP does not supersede the City’s Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
Plan.  Under the terms of a Settlement Agreement with the Audubon Society, the City 
is required to continue to implement the mitigation measures contained in the City’s 
Burrowing Owl Plan.  Therefore, the funding source for the City’s owl mitigation 
plan will not be eliminated.  This may happen in the future if the Audubon Society 
and California Department of Fish & Game agree to place aside the settlement 
agreement and allow coverage under the HCP owl mitigation plan.  If that occurs, 
then loss of funding for the City’s burrowing owl preserve would be addressed. 
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Comment F-17

 

:  Page 85, Paragraph 3: What does the Interim Referral Letter provide? What 
if the HCP is not approved by Morgan Hill?  

Response F-17:  

 

The Interim Referral Letter provides an opportunity for Department 
of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and NOAA Fisheries Service to 
comment on projects within the Santa Clara Valley HCP/NCCP Planning Area 
boundaries prior to the adoption of the HCP.  No further analysis beyond what was 
prepared by Live Oak Associates was requested by the wildlife agencies for the 
proposed project site.  In the event the HCP is not adopted by the City of Morgan Hill 
the proposed mitigation measures included in the EIR will be implemented to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Comment F-18

 

:  Page 109, Paragraph 2: Why is an old standard used as a reference point 
(prior to 2005)?  CEC has raised the energy efficiency requirements 25% above today’s 
requirement by 25% starting January 1, 2014.  

Response F-18:

 

  The reference to the energy efficiency for the proposed project in 
relation to Title 24 standards has been revised to reflect the current state energy 
requirements as noted in the comment.  Revised text is shown in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-19

 

:  Page 113, Paragraph 4,5: Please consult with the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District.  During the seismic upgrade testing of Anderson Dam, the Water District found a 
“spur from the end of Calaveras Fault (I think)” under the Dam.  I do not remember what the 
technical term is for what they found.  

Response F-19

 

:  The City has consulted with the SCVWD in the process of 
preparing the EIR, first by soliciting input by releasing the Notice of Preparation in 
2011, and again by soliciting SCVWD’s comments on the 2012 Draft EIR, which 
have been included in this Final EIR.  

While the project site is subject to deep inundation should Leroy Anderson Dam fail 
catastrophically, the dam is inspected twice a year by the SCVWD in the presence of 
representatives from the California Division of Safety of Dams and the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission.  Furthermore, Anderson Reservoir is managed to 
prevent significant damage during a maximum credible earthquake. So while 
potential inundation resulting from catastrophic dam failure could damage property 
and proposed structures within the project site and pose a severe hazard to public 
safety, the probability of such failure is extremely remote and therefore not 
considered a significant hazard. 

 
Comment F-20

 

:  Page 117, Paragraph 1: EIR calls for protection of Coyote Road.  What 
does that mean?  

Response F-20:  A portion of Coyote Road adjacent to the project site has landslide 
potential  that is currently dormant.  In order to protect the slope for Coyote Road, 
and to prevent potential for landslide, future grading on the project side of Coyote 
Road should be cut to avoid the landslide area. 
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Comment F-21

 

:  Page 142, Paragraph 5: There is no discussion of the impact of the view 
from the Rhoades Ranch main house?  

Response F-21:
 

  See Response F-12 above. 

Comment F-22

 

:  Page 146, Paragraph 6: Why was a two year old population estimated used? 
Note: 2010 Census Data altered this estimate.  

Response F-22:  The population estimate has been updated in accordance with 
Census Data 20102 and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
Projection 2009.3

 

  Morgan Hill population for 2010 was 37,882 and is projected by 
ABAG to grow to 45,800 by 2030. See text revision in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-23

 

:  Page 146, Paragraph 6: Does the City currently own 213 acres of Parkland? 
Other Initial Studies have used a lower number.  

Response F-23:

 

  The City owns 70 acres of developed parkland (including the Civic 
Center, assessment district parks and City owned trails) and 59 acres of recreation 
facilities.   In addition to publicly-owned parkland, there is also a significant 
amount of recreational land and open space in the City that is privately owned and 
maintained. Under the City’s General Plan Policy 18c, fifty percent of the private 
homeowners association (HOA) recreational acreage is counted toward meeting 
the General Plan goal of 5.0 acres per thousand population. Additionally, the 
General Plan allows ten percent of open space to be counted towards meeting the 
goal.  In combination, these various types of public and private park and 
recreational facilities in the City of Morgan Hill total about 200 acres to serve an 
estimated population of 37,882.  This exceeds the City’s goal of five acres of 
parkland per 1,000 capita. Revised text is provided in Section 4.0 to reflect this 
change. 

Comment F-24

 

:  Page 147, Paragraph 2: Does not mention that the City has selected a new 
Fire/EMS service provider?  

Response F-24:

 

  Text has been updated in Section 4 to include the City Council 
approval on July 25, 2012 to contract with Cal Fire as the City’s fire service provider 
beginning on January 1, 2013. 

Comment F-25

 

:  Page 147, Paragraph 2: Does not discuss EMS calls which make up 
approximately 75% of the Fire/EMS calls for service.  This project may have a significant 
number of calls above the typical project of this size due to the 180 secondary units.  

Response F-25:

                                                   
2 

  The potential for increased calls for emergency service is an 
operational impact, not a physical change to the environment that must be evaluated 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl=06 
3 Association of Bay Area Governments.  Projections and Priorities 2009: Building Momentum, San 
Francisco Bay Area Population, Household, and Job Forecasts.  August 2009. 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl=06�
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in a CEQA document, unless a need arises for a new or expanded facility to host the 
emergency response staff and vehicle fleet. 

 
Comment F-26

 

:  Page 147, Paragraph 2: Does not discuss Ambulance Service response and 
support of EMS Fire responses.  We occasionally have multiple incidents happening at the 
same time which use all available resources in Morgan Hill. 

Response F-26:
 

  See Response F-25. 

Comment F-27

 

:  Page 147, Paragraph 2: Have all Fire and Police department reviews been 
completed? The final reviews are usually part of plan check.  

Response F-27:

 

  No, fire and police department reviews have not been completed at 
this time, which is the site planning entitlement and environmental review stage.  The final 
reviews will be completed as part of the plan check for the units in each phase. 

Comment F-28

 

:  Page 148, Table 3.12-1: Why was Single family attached student 
generation rate used?  

Response F-28: 

 

The student generation rate for Table 3.12-1 is for single family 
detached.  The footnote text has been corrected in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-29

 

:  Page 148, Paragraph 4: The School District has decided to accept the land 
for a school site. How if the EIR has not been completed?  

Response F-29: 

 

The 10 acre site located to the west of the SCVWD facility has been 
dedicated to the Morgan Hill School District.  This action is separate from the 
proposed residential subdivision project, and therefore will undergo separate 
environmental review with the School District acting as lead agency, which is 
anticipated to be completed in 2013. 

Comment F-30

 

:  Page 150, Paragraph 1: Why are different population numbers used? 
(Numbers are different on page 146, paragraph 6)  

Response F-30:  The population estimate shown on Page 150, paragraph 1 is from 
the California Department of Finance, not 2010 Census Data.  The population 
estimate and projection for Section 3.13 has been updated in accordance with Census 
Data 20104 and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projection 2009.5

 

  
Morgan Hill population for 2010 was 37,882 and is projected by ABAG to grow to 
45,800 by 2030.  These changes are shown in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-31

 

:  Page 151, Paragraph 1: Phase 1A targeted for June 2012.  What is the 
impact of this phase not happening until late 2012 or early 2013?  

                                                   
4 http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl=06 
5 Association of Bay Area Governments.  Projections and Priorities 2009: Building Momentum, San 
Francisco Bay Area Population, Household, and Job Forecasts.  August 2009. 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/ipmtext.php?fl=06�
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Response F-31:  

 

The overall schedule will be adjusted according to a revised 
construction date of 2013.  There is no substantive impact to the EIR’s analysis of 
project impacts as a result of this change in construction date. To the extent units are 
built and occupied at later dates than assumed in the Draft EIR, those units will be 
constructed to higher energy efficiency standards (which increase over time), the 
construction equipment will be less polluting (as new regulations are in effect), and 
vehicles driven by project residents will be more fuel efficient and less polluting (per 
CARB and EPA standards). This text change is shown in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-32

 

:  Page 159, Paragraph 6: I believe there is a retention requirement that is not 
discussed.  

Response F-32:

 

  Paragraph four of Section 3.14.2.2 Drainage mentions the 
following:  “In the northerly watershed tributary to Coyote Creek/San Francisco Bay 
the project proposes retention ponds to collect and percolate the post-development 
runoff.  Retention ponds are required to retain the 100-year 24-hour storm per the 
City of Morgan Hill Storm Drainage System Master Plan and Design Standards and 
will have a minimum storage volume of 8.6 acre-feet.” See also responses to Water 
District comments above concerning on-site retention. 

Comment F-33

 

:  Page 169, Paragraph 2: Route 16 only operates part of the time during the 
week.  

Response F-33:

 

  Route 16 operates during AM and PM peak hours.  Text will be 
revised to include weekday times of operation in Section 4.0. 

Comment F-34

 

:  Page 196, Paragraph 2: Two different units of measure are used.  What is 
the paragraph trying to say?  

Response F-34:

 

  The Leq noise measurement is an equivalent noise level that is the 
average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period (i.e PM peak hour).  
The Ldn noise measurement is the day/night noise level that is the average A-
weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of 10 decibels to 
levels measured in the night between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am.   

Traffic noise levels were modeled for residential receptors located along the segment 
of Cochrane Road between Peet Road and the Project Driveway (using Leq).  The 
traffic noise increase would not be considered substantial considering that future 
noise level at receptors along this segment would remain below 60 dBA. 

 
Comment F-35

 

:  Page 210, Paragraph 3: Why was the year 2015 picked? The project will be 
less than half built.  

Response F-35:  2015 cumulative conditions are appropriate for current, ‘near-term’ 
development projects, while 2030 cumulative conditions are relevant for ‘far-term’ 
General Plan Amendments. Because the project is a near-term development, the 
City’s travel demand forecasting model was used to develop 2015 Near-Term 
Cumulative traffic volume estimates for the study intersections.  The 2015 land use 
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estimates were based on input from City staff and regionally approved data from the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).  The forecasted volumes were 
estimated for 2015 Near-Terms Cumulative No Project Conditions and the project 
trips identified under Project Conditions (reflecting full build-out of the 244 units 
plus accessory units, which due to RDCS phasing is likely after 2022) were then 
added to those forecasts to represent 2015 Near-Term Cumulative with Project 
Conditions.  

 
The proposed project is consistent with the site’s land use and density assumed in the 
City of Morgan Hill’s 2010 General Plan Update, which analyzed Cumulative 
Conditions (2030 horizon year) in the study area as a part of the City of Morgan Hill 
General Plan Circulation Element Network & Policy Revisions Transportation 
Impact Analysis (Fehr & Peers, 2009) and found no significant impacts.  Since the 
Final Transportation Impact Analysis Borello Residential Development (Fehr & 
Peers, March 2012) found no Near-Term Plus project impacts and the TIA prepared 
for the City’s 2010 General Plan Update identified no Cumulative impacts, the 
project would not contribute to significant cumulative traffic impacts in the near term 
(2015) or far-term General Plan horizon year (2030).  

 
Comment F-36

 

:  Page 227, Paragraph 1: Consistency with R1-20K seems like a stretch since 
the Lot average is about 15K and the majority of the lots are probability less than 15K. Why 
not R1-12K? Would the EIR support R1-12K if needed?  

Response F-36: 

 

 The proposed zoning change to R1-20,000 PD provides for the 
proposed development while avoiding the potential for further subdivision (that 
would exist with R1-12,000) of the project on larger lots within the project area at a 
later date. 

Comment F-37

 

:  Page 228, Paragraph 7:  First sentence appears to say that Construction 
Noise is a significant impact that can not be mitigated. Does that mean we need an overriding 
consideration finding?  

Response F-37

 

:  Yes, the size of the project and RDCS allocation available in any 
one year dictate that the project must be built in multiple phases, potentially over the 
next 10-12 years. While the construction of any one phase can be mitigated through 
measures identified in the Draft EIR Section 3.16.3, the cumulative effect of existing 
residents and future project residents of early phases being subject to approximately a 
decade of construction activity will be a significant and unavoidable impact. The 
Draft EIR includes a construction alternative that would reduce the overall length of 
time to construct the project, but may be infeasible due to RDCS allocation 
limitations.  

In the event that an impact cannot be reduced to a less than significant level through 
mitigation, when a lead agency approves the project, the agency shall state in writing 
the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other 
information in the record.  The statement of overriding considerations shall be 
supported by substantial evidence in the record.  [CEQA Guidelines Section 15093]  
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Comment F-38

 

:  Page 232, Paragraph 1: (page 233, paragraph 1) 93 units does not meet GP 
requirements on at least 1 unit per acre.  

Response F-38:  

 

The proposed Reduced Scale Alternative is intended to reduce 
amount of development on the site in order to avoid significant impacts resulting 
from the scale of the project.  The proposed 93 single-family units and 68 accessory 
units would reduce the greenhouse gas emissions to a level which would not require a 
greenhouse gas emissions analysis, meaning the project would be smaller than the 
screening level established by BAAQMD that identifies the size of projects 
(residential, commercial, industrial) that could have significant GHG emissions. The 
net site acreage devoted to housing, after subtracting streets, private recreational 
spaces, stormwater facilities, trails, etc., is 86.9 acres, and so developing 93 units 
(plus accessory units) would meet the minimum density of at least one unit per acre. 

Comment F-39

 

:  Page 237, Paragraph 1: 15 units/year for On Going Projects is not outside 
the RDCS.  It is a special set aside in the annual competition. 

Response F-39:  As noted in the comment, the 15 units per year that would be set 
aside as an on-going project would count toward annual total of units approved in any 
one year. 
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G. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM JOSEPH AND SHEILA GIANCOLA, 

LETTER DATED AUGUST 3, 2012 
 
Comment G-1

 

:  As you know a new residential development project, referred to as the 
Cochrane-Borello Residential Development is proposed for the land immediately 
surrounding our property located at 2290-A Cochrane Road, Morgan Hill, CA.  Our property 
now the "Rhoades Ranch" has been identified as a historic resource meeting the Santa Clara 
County Criteria for Historic Resources.  The State Historic Preservation Office is currently 
reviewing the property for consideration for the state and national registers.  We also have a 
Mills Act Contract with the County of Santa Clara which states: Property owners must pledge 
to rehabilitate and maintain the historical and architectural character of the structure and/or 
property. 

Prior to the development many issues need to be addressed and brought to the City's 
attention.  We are still waiting for the EIR to be posted but for now we want to bring to your 
attention a few items that we are concerned with.  The following are some but not all of our 
concerns: 
 
The water situation:  We own 1/2 interest of the well with an easement that is in the middle 
of their development and this well is our only source of water. 
 

Response G-1:

 

  This comment letter dated August 3, 2012 concerning the project 
was received prior to circulation of the Draft EIR (8/14/-9/28) but is included along 
with responses for informational purposes. 

The existing well is proposed to remain on the project property.  The project proposes 
to place the well within a vault below grade and run new water pipes to connect at the 
existing connection point in order to maintain an uninterrupted water source for the 
Giancola property. 

 
Comment G-2

 

:  The road that surrounds around our property on the north and west of our 
home:  This prescriptive easement was acquired through continuous use by the Rhoades, 
Thomas and Giancola families.  This is our access road for the postmaster, garbage trucks, 
UPS trucks, septic tank truck for clean-out, parking, emergency vehicles. etc.  It would also 
be a permanent loss of surrounding historic agricultural context and setting. 

Response G-2:

 

  The access driveway referred to is owned and operated by the 
Borello family.  Whether or not the Giancola’s have a prescriptive easement - as 
claimed in the comment - is a private matter between two property owners and not an 
issue for the City (acting as lead agency evaluating a proposed development under 
CEQA) to determine. The Giancola property also can be accessed from Cochrane 
Road. The project’s indirect effect on the adjacent historic Rhoades Ranch property 
has been evaluated by Urban Programmers (see Final EIR Appendix D), who found 
the indirect impact to be less than significant. 

Comment G-3:  The proposed fence on our front and side yard: We are opposed to a wood 
fence.  We are asking for a maintenance free fence and architecturally compatible with the 
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historic setting.  The wood fence is in their backyards but you must understand this fence is 
in our front yard and entrance. 
 

Response G-3:

1. Landscaping on the Giancola property as proposed in the landscape/driveway plan 
(see Section 4.0 Exhibit - Conceptual Driveway Landscape Giancola property).  

  The main house on the Giancola property is set back approximately 105’ 
on the south side of the property and approximately 120’ on the west side of the property. 
The project as described in the Draft EIR had initially proposed wood ‘good neighbor’ 
fencing along the Giancola property line. In response to the comment, the project has 
committed to the following, (in keeping with the mitigation recommended by Urban 
Programmers, see Final EIR Appendix D, pgs.47-48): 

2. Fence: 

a. The project will install a maintenance free barrier/wall. 
b. The project will commit to a precast/concrete and or masonry wall to provide a 

maintenance free barrier between the two properties. The wall will be placed on 
or within 5' of the property line at the discretion of the project applicant. In no 
event shall the wall be placed within the Giancola property unless they request 
applicant to do so. The wall will not include any rock or wrought iron. The 
concept is similar to the fencing the project will be using along the internal drive 
parkway. The wall separating the Giancola property and the Borello property will 
not include rocked columns or wrought iron detail in keeping with the character 
of the Rhodes ranch property.  

i. The wall shall be installed concurrently with the construction of 
each phase that fronts along the Giancola property. Before an 
occupancy permit is obtained for the unit(s) that shares a common 
property line with the Giancolas, the wall shall be in place.  

ii. The wall and landscaping shall be phased in as each phase/unit is 
developed adjacent to the Giancola property.  

 
Comment G-4

 

:  Easements: We have easements on the Borello property.  Well, water and 
pipes, gas, electrical. 

Response G-4:

 

  All easements/service from the Borello property to the Giancola 
property will not be terminated.  Gas service is provided to the Giancola property via 
a four-inch gas line.  The existing easement runs from the 34-inch gas high pressure 
gas line north and then jogs slightly to the northwest to the adjacent parcel.  The 
proposed project intends to move the line during Phase 4, but would provide 
uninterrupted service to the Giancola property. 

The water pipe easements are associated with the existing well.  During Phase 1 of 
development the water pipes from the existing well will be relocated and new 
easements will be recorded.   

 
Comment G-5:  Future city services: All city services to be brought to property for future.  
For example: sewer, water, gas, electrical, etc. 
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Response G-5:

 

  As noted previously, the Giancola property is not currently located 
in the City, but rather unincorporated County. Further, the Giancola property is 
located outside Morgan Hill’s Urban Service Area, indicating that the City does not 
intend to provide urban services to that property under the current General Plan 
horizon. A policy decision to include the Giancola property within the Urban Service 
Area would be made independent of the current proposed residential subdivision, 
which is located within Morgan Hill and the Urban Service Area.  

Comment G-6

 

:  The Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit Project: This area is unknown at this 
time. We are not sure how this will affect our property. 

Response G-6:  The Anderson Dan Seismic Retrofit Project is addressed within a 
separate environmental document (EIR) prepared by the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District.  
http://www.scvwd.org/EkContent.aspx?id=257&terms=anderson+dam+and+reservoi
r . See also Response E-20 above addressing comments received from the SCVWD 
pertaining to the dam seismic retrofit project. 

 
Comment G-7

 

:  Views from the front of the Historic Rhoades home: We are opposed to two 
story homes built directly in front of the Rhoades home.  Need a planted buffer.  We would 
like to see street light locations. 

Response G-7:

 

  Views from a historic site are not typically a significant feature 
integral to the historic resource, rather altering views of the historic site can be 
significant. In this case, nothing in the National Register nomination form prepared 
by Franklin Maggi  (see Giancola 9/25/12 comment letters in Appendix A) indicates 
that views from the Rhoades Ranch are integral to its historic significance.  As 
discussed in Response G-3 above, the project now proposes to install substantial 
landscaping and a wall as a buffer between the two properties. 

Comment G-8

 

:  Years of construction: How many years of construction and noise we will be 
subjected to? 

Response G-8:

 

  Construction of the project’s 244 units is estimated to take 10 years 
to full build-out, with construction occurring in phases as RDCS allocation is 
available. According to Draft EIR Figure 2.1-6 Proposed Phasing Plan, Phases 1, 2, 4, 
and 14 are closest to the Giancola property, and so construction of these  units will 
most affect the adjacent property. Other phases are setback substantial distances and 
will have less impact, although construction across the entire 120 acre site will be 
noticeable.  Noise mitigation is included in Section 3.16.3 of the Draft EIR, however, 
the cumulative effect of approximately a decade of phased construction was disclosed 
as a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Comment G-9
 

:  We need to review the EIR for further comments. 

Response G-9:  No response is necessary.  

http://www.scvwd.org/EkContent.aspx?id=257&terms=anderson+dam+and+reservoir�
http://www.scvwd.org/EkContent.aspx?id=257&terms=anderson+dam+and+reservoir�
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H. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM JOSEPH AND SHEILA GIANCOLA, 

LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 21, 2012 
 
Comment H-1

 

:  As you know a new residential development project, referred to as the 
Cochrane-Borello Residential Development, is proposed for the land immediately 
surrounding our property located at 2290-A Cochrane Road, Morgan Hill, CA. Our property, 
known as the "Rhoades Ranch", has been identified and designated as a historic resource 
meeting the Santa Clara County Criteria for Historic Resources.  The State Historic 
Preservation Office is currently reviewing the property for consideration for the state and 
national registers.  We also have a Mills Act Contract with the County of Santa Clara which 
states: Property owners must pledge to rehabilitate and maintain the historical and 
architectural character of the structure and / or property. 

In order to maintain the historical and architectural character of the Rhoades Ranch we have 
hired a consultant (Sheila McElroy) at Circa Historic Property Development to review the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and have attached her letter dated September 15, 2012 
with her comments.  After reviewing her comments we feel the Historic Rhoades Ranch was 
not recognized or evaluated properly.  
 
Prior to the development many issues need to be addressed and brought to the City's 
attention. The following are concerns that we would like the Planning Commission to 
consider when making any decisions to this development. The following items are some of 
our concerns, requests and comments regarding the development that we feel will impact us. 
 
The water situation: We own 1/2 interest of the well with an easement that is in the middle of 
the Cochrane-Borello development. They would like to abandon this well but this well is our 
only source of water. We are currently working with the Borello's to try to resolve this water 
issue. They have stated they would like to hire a drilling company to drill test wells to 
determine if there is sufficient water on our property.  If a suitable water source cannot be  
found, the existing well will have to remain at the current location and protected. 
 

Response H-1:

 

  The commentors’ efforts to list and maintain their historic ranch 
property are acknowledged and supported by the City. As stated in Response G-1, the 
existing well is proposed to remain on the project property.  The project proposes to 
place the well within a vault below grade and run new water pipes to connect at the 
existing connection point in order to maintain an uninterrupted water source for the 
Giancola property. The comment letter provided by Sheila McElroy follows in this 
Final EIR along with responses.  

Comment H-2

 

:  The road that surrounds our property on the north and west of our home: 
This road is, has and always been there for all families, the original owners the Rhoades, the 
Borello's, the Thomas's and us the Giancola's.  The removal of this road would be a 
permanent loss of surrounding historic agricultural context and setting that will change the 
physical characteristics of the Rhoades Ranch.  This road is used by many and is our access 
road for the postmaster, garbage trucks, UPS trucks, septic tank truck for clean-out, parking, 
emergency vehicles, our personal use, etc. 
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Response H-2:
 

  See Response G-2. 

Comment H-3

 

:  The proposed fence on our front and side yard: We are opposed to a wood 
fence. We are asking for a maintenance free barrier that is architecturally compatible with the 
historic setting.  The wood fence they are proposing is the back yards of their houses but is 
the front entrance to our home; an important County listed historic resource.  The new barrier 
should include a dense, a planted buffer zone and must include a significant distance between 
the property line and the proposed houses to maximize open space and retain a rural 
environment. 

Response H-3:
 

  See Response G-3. 

Comment H-4

 

:  View shed: We currently have a beautiful view shed of 122 acres of open 
agricultural land. The proposed development will result in a permanent loss of agricultural 
view sheds and have an impact to the setting and environment of our historic ranch. We are 
also concerned about a further loss of view shed with the proposed height of the 2 story 
homes planned on the north side of our home. 

Response H-4:

 

  The change in views from and to the Rhoades Ranch property were 
considered by the historic consultant firm Urban Programers, see Final EIR Appendix 
D. Primary historic consultant Bonnie Bamburg found that historically, the orchard 
trees below and the oak, eucalyptus and other species on the Rhoades Ranch parcel 
interrupted the view of the Rhoades Ranch buildings from the Borello property and 
beyond. Historically there have not been public view corridors of the Rhoades Ranch 
property. To see the buildings it was necessary to be on Cochrane Road east of the 
access road to the property, on the access road, or actually on the property.  

The 1920 Rhoades House is sited approximately 140 feet from the property line, 20 
feet above the Borello property, and approximately on axis with the southwest and 
northeast corners of the historic landmark property. Surrounding the Rhoades House 
are large oak trees that place the house in a natural setting. It does not appear there 
was a driveway in front of the house and any formal landscaping that was part of the 
original Rhoades House plan has disappeared over the years. The Rhoades House 
orients to the west toward St. Kathryn Drive with views across the northwest Borello 
property that is currently vacant except for one large tree and to the residential 
development off Katherine Drive.  

 
Looking from the Rhoades House, the view of open or agricultural land may be 
desirable and reflect the views enjoyed by William Rhoades but a change in this view 
(already altered by residential development) does not significantly alter the setting of 
the historic buildings on the Rhoades Ranch, or the individual architectural 
importance of the Rhoades House, or the reasons the complex of buildings is a 
historically significant complex.  

 
The change from agricultural use to a residential community on the Borello property 
alters the views and use of property within the broader environment of the Rhoades 
Ranch. However, this change does not significantly lessen the ability of the Rhoades 
Ranch to convey its significance as headquarters of agricultural property depicting 
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life during the periods of significance 1860-1977. The buildings on the 12.27-acre 
Rhoades Ranch will continue to convey the reasons for their significance after the 
Borello property is developed. The change in use on the Borello property will change 
views and the broader setting but it does not lessen the historically important 
associations or the architecture of buildings on the Rhoades Ranch to a level that it 
would lose the Santa Clara County Landmark status, or be removed from the 
California Register of Historic Resources, or be prevented from listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places.  
 
It is stated in the Rhoades Ranch DPR 523,P3a (provided as an attachment to the 
comment letter), " The property that remains of the original 160 acre ranch represents 
a continuum of significant and supporting design elements from the mid-nineteenth to 
mid-twentieth centuries, Although much of the surrounding associated agricultural 
lands will soon be developed, the site preserves the feelings and association of a 
headquarters of an important early northern California agricultural ranch." At the 
time the property was determined eligible for the California Register, it was 
understood that the change in use of the Borello property would not lessen the 
historic importance of the existing buildings, their associations, and their setting on 
the Rhoades Ranch. 

 
Comment H-5

 

:  Easements: We have easements on the Borello property. Well, water and 
pipes, gas, electrical. Any relocation of any of these services onto our property could have a 
direct impact to the Rhoades Ranch. 

Response H-5:
 

  See Response G-4. 

Comment H-6

 

:  Future city services: We are asking that all city services be brought to 
property line for future. For example: sewer, water, gas, electrical, etc. 

Response H-6:
 

  See Response G-5. 

Comment H-7

 

:  Years of construction: How many years of construction and noise we will be 
subjected to? With all of the different phases of construction we would like to know how 
many years we and our tenants will be subjected to all of the construction noise and dust? 

Response H-7:
 

  See Response G-8. 

Comment H-8

 

:  We feel the EIR analysis failed to address the criteria as established in 
CEQA guidelines.  We are the keepers of this historic property and it is our obligation to 
preserve the integrity of this agricultural property. 

Response H-8:  The Draft EIR evaluated the project site’s structures to determine 
whether they were potential resources under CEQA, and determined they were not, 
and therefore their proposed demolition would not be a significant impact. The Draft 
EIR also disclosed the presence of the adjacent Rhoades Ranch, which is an historic 
resource under CEQA, and concluded the project’s indirect effects from constructing 
a large-lot residential subdivision in the vicinity of the adjacent historic Rhoades 
Ranch would be less than significant in that the proposed project would not 
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substantially affect any of the historic features of the Rhoades Ranch which are 
integral to its significance, as discussed in detail in the Historic Evaluation prepared 
by Urban Programmers, see Final EIR Appendix D. 
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I. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM JOSEPH AND SHEILA GIANCOLA, 

LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 25, 2012 
 
Comment I-1

 

:  I would like to add the following 11 pictures to my letter dated September 
21, 2012, the Resolution designating Rhoades Ranch dated February 8, 2011 (recorded 
February 15, 2011) and additional comments regarding the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the Cochrane-Borello Development. 

Historical Trees: We ask that all of our trees be protected at all times. 
 

Response I-1:

 

  The pictures and other documents referenced in this comment can be 
found in Final EIR Appendix A. An arborist report prepared for the development 
documents trees located on the Giancola property will not be impacted by future 
project construction.  Trees identified for preservation, located on the Borello 
property, will be subject to the tree protection measures provided in Section 3.5.3.3 of 
the Draft EIR.  

Comment I-2

 

:  Historical Homes and Structures: We ask that all homes and structures be 
protected from any and all damage that could be caused from vibration, dust, dirt, debris, etc. 

Response I-2:  Mitigation measures provided in Draft EIR Section 3.6.3 would 
reduce construction dust emissions associated with project construction.  
Construction related vibration would not be considered excessive at nearby 
residential land uses including structures on the Rhoades Ranch property due to 
substantial setback distances.   



 

 
City of Morgan Hill 40 Final EIR 
Cochrane-Borello Residential Development Project  January 2013 

 
J. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM CIRCA, SHEILA MCELROY, LETTER 

DATED SEPTEMBER 15, 2012 
 
Comment J-1

 

:  The Notice of Preparation (NOP) - Potential Environmental Effects of the 
project dated August 15,2012, Section 4.0 Cultural Resources was reviewed, as requested by 
the Rhoades Ranch property owners, Sheila and Joe Giancola, in August 2012 by Circa: 
Historic Property Development.  Circa wrote a letter to the Giancola's recognizing that the 
NOP included a brief discussion of anticipated environmental impacts however, impacts to 
Cultural Resources are limited to prehistoric resources and structures over fifty years of age 
located on the site. The letter-report also noted that there was no mention of historic 
resources in the broader area as being potentially affected. 

Response J-1

 

:  The Notice of Preparation was circulated for public comment  in 
2011. As this comment pertains to the NOP and not the Draft EIR, no response is 
required.  

Comment J-2

"...the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be 
caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes [emphasis added] 
in the environment which may be caused by the project... 

:  Indeed, the project NOP completely omitted discussion of indirect impacts to 
historic resources that is specifically discussed and defined in CEQA Article 5.  Preliminary 
Review of Projects and Conduct of Initial Study 15064.  Article 5 states that: 

 
(2) An indirect physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment 
which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the 
project. If a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes another change in the 
environment, then the other change is an indirect physical change in the environment. 

 
Neither direct nor indirect physical changes that may affect the historic resource were 
discussed in the NOP.  Notice of this omission and concerns related to the proposed project 
were outlined in the Circa letter dated April 25, 2012. 
 

Response J-2
 

:  See response J-1. 

Comment J-3

"The primary buildings of the Historic Landmark are set back from the parcel line with 
sufficient land between the new development and the historic buildings to maintain the rural 
setting of the landmark property. The finding of an impact is Less Than Significant." 

:  The [draft] Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Cochrane-Borello 
Residential Development dated August 2012 identifies the Rhoades Ranch as a historic 
resource in Section 3.11.1.3. Impacts to Historic Buildings are discussed in a paragraph under 
Section 3.1 1,2.3 with discussion of impacts to the Rhoades Ranch limited to a single 
paragraph that states that: 

 
This paragraph does not demonstrate a sufficient analysis of impacts to a historic resource. 
CEQA explains that when evaluating the impacts of a project that affects a broader area it is 
necessary to consider the impacts on: individual resources, the immediate site context of 
individual resources, and the broader area context of groups of resource;  CEQA defines 
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"Environment" as "...the physical conditions which exist within the area [not limited to the 
site] which will be affected by a proposed project including ... objects of historical or 
aesthetic significance. The area involved shall be the area in which significant effects would 
occur either directly or indirectly as a result of the project…. 
 

Response J-3

 

:  The Draft EIR was based on a Historic Report prepared by Urban 
Programmers, included as an appendix to the Draft EIR. It is acknowledged that the 
Rhoades Ranch is part of the environment surrounding the project. Given the 
commentor’s request for more explanation to further substantiate the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions with respect to the project’s indirect effects on the adjacent Rhoades 
Ranch historic property, Urban Programmers has expanded upon the prior discussion.  
This expanded discussion can be found in Appendix D of this Final EIR. 

Comment J-4

 

:  The CEQA Guidelines defines a "Significant effect on the environment" as a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance... 

Given the multitude of criteria and associated definitions within State of California laws and 
policies there is serious concern that the proposed 122 acres residential development will 
alter the physical environment and historic context of the Rhoades Ranch property. As the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) nomination form states, "the property that 
remains of the original 160-acre ranch represents a continuum of significant and supporting 
design elements from the Mid-nineteenth century to mid-twentieth centuries."  The Rhoades 
Ranch property is locally significant...in the areas of agriculture, exploration/settlement, and 
architecture...It is also significant at the state level under Criteria A and B for its association 
with the Strawberry Institute of California and Harold E. Thomas...a person important to 
California's agricultural history...Today it represents one of the last remaining agricultural 
settings able to convey the  broad patterns of late nineteenth and early twentieth century 
agricultural development in the now mostly urbanized floor of Santa Clara Valley." 
 

Response J-4

 

:  As evaluated by historic consultant Urban Programmers (see Final 
EIR Appendix D), the proposed redevelopment of the former orchard land adjoining 
Rhoades Ranch does not threaten the aspects of architecture or associations with the 
people or events, for which the property was deemed historically significant, 
designated a Santa Clara County Landmark, and determined eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historic resources. Of the three eras associated with the 
property; Phegley (1860-1917), Rhoades (1917-1945), and Dr. Thomas (1945-1976) 
the most significant of the three associations is with Dr. Harold E. Thomas, who's 
significance for California's strawberry growers and the State's agriculture industry is 
far greater than the previous owners who were civic and business leaders, primarily in 
Santa Clara County. Dr. Thomas is the person listed as the significant person in the 
National Register Nomination for the Rhoades Ranch.  

The change in use of the 122 acres adjacent to the Rhoades Ranch does not create a  
change to the buildings of the Rhoades Ranch or their relationships to each other and 
the spaces on the 12.27-acre parcel. The change on the Borello property to a 
residential community does not materially alter the environment on the Rhoades 
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Ranch. During the first 85 years, the Rhoades Ranch included the Borello property 
and the rural nature of the entire property was part of the setting and context. After 
1945 and the most significant era, 1945-1976, when the Rhoades Ranch was the 
laboratory and working site of Dr. Harold Thomas, the parcels were separate. During 
this period the significant activity on the Rhoades Ranch was carried out in buildings 
on the property that face into the center of the 12.27 acres. The work of Dr. Thomas 
did not involve, nor was it influenced by the activities on the Borello Property. The 
Borello property cannot be seen from the buildings used by Dr. Thomas and the 
California Strawberry Institute. The building that has a view of the Borello property 
is the Rhoades House where Dr. Thomas lived, but not where he did his research or 
operated the California Strawberry Institute. 
 
The change in use of the Borello property does not lessen the ability of the Rhoades 
Ranch to convey the importance of the California Strawberry Institute and the work 
of Dr. Thomas. The buildings on the Rhoades Ranch represent a compendium of 
historic agricultural/rural buildings including an early American period barn, remains 
of a water tower, board and batten buildings and various sheds. None of these 
buildings are to be altered and their relationship to each other remains as it has been, 
encircling an open area in the center of the property. 

 
Comment J-5

California Register or a local register) as follows: 

:  CEQA Section 10564.5 (b) (2) defines activities that would impair the 
significance of a historical resource (Le. that alter the physical characteristics that justify or 
account for its inclusion in the 

(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and 
that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of 
Historic Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historic 
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1 (k) of the Public Resources Code or its 
identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of 
Section 5024.1 (g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence 
that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and 
that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA." (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2)(A)(B)(C). 
 

According to CEQA "Generally, a project that follows The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Standards and 
Guidelines)...shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on 
the historical resource".  Therefore any environmental review must discuss impacts and 
mitigations that are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards. 
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It does not appear that the CEQA criteria was used to demonstrate that the property will 
continue to retain those physical characteristics, including setting, that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its continued eligibility for the California Register.  The draft 
EIR does not demonstrate or discuss the evaluation process by which it concluded a Less 
Than Significant Impact. 
 

Response J-5

 

: The CEQA criteria referenced in the comment were in fact used to 
evaluate the proposed project. As evaluated by Urban Programmers (see Final EIR 
Appendix D), the development of the proposed residential community will change 
the immediate area setting around the Rhoades Ranch, but does not alter the setting 
on the Rhoades Ranch or materially impair the historical significance such that the 
property would no longer qualify as a Santa Clara County Historic Landmark or be 
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources. The aspects of 
integrity for which the Rhoades Ranch is eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historic Resources are not changed by development of the Borello property. The 
change in use of the Borello property does not alter the architecturally artistic Spanish 
Eclectic Rhoades House, the c. 1860s Phegley House, a single-wall building, the 
Early American barn, or the board and batten buildings that were the California 
Strawberry Institute headquarters. Their setting on the Rhoades Ranch and 
relationship to each other is unchanged by development proposed for the Borello 
property. As the DPR 523 form (provided as part of the Giancola’s 9/21/12 comment 
letter in Final EIR Appendix A) states, "The property that remains of the original 160 
acre ranch represents a continuum of significant and supporting design elements 
from the mid-nineteenth to mid- twentieth centuries. Although much of the 
surrounding associated agricultural lands will soon be developed, the site preserves 
the feelings and association of a headquarters of an important northern California 
agricultural ranch." 

Comment J-6:  

 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving. Rehabilitating. Restoring. and Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings (Standards and Guidelines): 

The Standards and Guidelines are consistent with the criteria and definitions put forth by the 
National Park Service and therefore integrate these into the recommendations.  Regarding the 
aspect of Setting, the Standards and Guidelines specifically recommends "...identifying, 
retaining, and preserving building and landscape features which are important in defining the 
historic character of the setting. Such features can include roads and streets...vegetation, 
gardens and yards, adjacent open space such as fields, parks, commons or woodlands, and 
important views or visual relationships.  Retaining the historic relationship between buildings 
and landscape features. 
 
It does not appear that the Standards and Guidelines were used in comparison to the proposed 
project therefore the draft EIR does not demonstrate or discuss the evaluation process by 
which it concluded and Less Than Significant Impact. 
 

Response J-6:  The California Register of Historic Places adopted the National 
Register's seven aspects of Integrity; location, setting, design, materials. 
workmanship feeling and association. The National Register of Historic Places 
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requires that all or most of the aspects be present in an eligible historic property. The 
California Register of Historic Resources requires that only some of the aspects be 
present. It is stated in the Rhoades Ranch DPR 523,P3a (provided as part of the 
Giancola’s 9/21/12 comment letter in Final EIR Appendix A), " The property [i.e. the 
12.27 acre Rhoades Ranch] that remains of the original 160 acre ranch represents a 
continuum of significant and supporting design elements from the mid-nineteenth to 
mid-twentieth centuries. Although much of the surrounding associated agricultural 
lands will soon be developed, the site preserves the feelings and association of a 
headquarters of an important early northern California agricultural ranch." At the 
time the property was determined eligible for the California Register, it was 
understood that the change in use of the Borello property would not lessen the 
historic importance of the existing buildings, their associations, and their setting on 
the Rhoades Ranch. 

 
Comment J-7:   

Integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource's physical identity evidenced by the 
survival of characteristics that existed during the resource's period of significance.  Historical 
resources eligible for listing in the California Register must meet one of the criteria of 
significance and retain enough historic character or appearance to be recognizable as 
historical resources and to convey the reasons for their significance.  

Integrity: 

To protect and maintain the historic significance of this historic resource means to avoid 
demolition, destruction, relocation, alteration or any activity that would impair the 
significance of a historical resource and to do everything possible to retain those physical 
characteristics that convey the property's historical significance and that justify its eligibility 
for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Resources. This means that in order to 
retain eligibility as a historic resource the Rhoades Ranch MUST retain its "integrity". To 
retain integrity the subject property must retain most of the seven aspects of integrity as 
defined by the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. The seven aspects of integrity are 
quoted as follows: 

• Location - Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place 
where the historic event occurred. 
• Design - Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, 
structure, and style of a property. 
• Setting - Setting is the physical environment of the historic property. 
• Materials - Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during 
a 
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration form a historic 
property. 
• Workmanship - Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular 
culture or people during any given period in history or prehistory. 
• Feeling - Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a 
particular period of time. 
• Association - Association is the direct link between an important historic event or 
person and a historic property. 
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It does not appear that the measure of Integrity was used in comparison to the proposed 
project therefore the draft EIR does not demonstrate or discuss the evaluation process by 
which it concluded and Less Than Significant Impact. 
 

Response J-7
 

:  See Responses J-5 and J-6 above. 

 
Comment J-8
Conclusion: 

:   

As outlined in the Circa letter of April 2012 we believe there are threats to the property that 
will lessen the ability to convey its significance as a historic agricultural property of late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century in Santa Clara Valley. These concerns continue to be: 

a. permanent loss of surrounding historic agricultural context and setting 
 

Response J-8
 

:  See Responses J-5 and J-6 above. 

Comment J-9
b. permanent loss of agriculture view sheds 

:   

 
Response J-9

 

:  No explanation is provided as to why the commentor believes 
changed views from the historic property would somehow affect its integrity. As 
evaluated by Urban Programmers (see Final EIR Appendix D), views from the 
historic property are not integral to its significance and therefore the introduction of 
housing adjacent to the historic Rhoades Ranch would not impair the physical 
characteristics that make it eligible for the California Register. The Nomination form 
prepared by Franklin Maggi (provided as part of the Giancola’s 9/21/12 comment 
letter in Final EIR Appendix A) makes it clear that agriculture view sheds are not 
integral to the significance of the Rhoades Ranch.  

Comment J-10
c. permanent loss/realignment and pavement of dirt drive on north property line (and 

possibly west property line) 

:   

 
Response J-10

 

:  As discussed in detail in the historic evaluation prepared by Urban 
Programmers (see Final EIR Appendix D), these features are not integral to the 
historic significance of the Rhoades Ranch property.  

Comment J-11
d. impact due to dirt/debris during construction of new residences/roads on the 

property's resources - specifically on main residence and farm house materials which 
are nearest to the proposed project 

:   

 
Response J-11:  Dust and other construction related debris will be controlled by 
mitigation identified in the Draft EIR. Construction dust would not materially impair 
the physical characteristics that qualify the property for the California Register. As a 
property adjacent to a working agricultural property, the Rhoades Ranch has been 
exposed to dust from farming operations for decades. Construction dust will be 
managed consistent with BAAQM and City of Morgan Hill standard requirements.  
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Comment J-12

e. impact due to vibration/ground disturbance from construction of new 
residences/roads on resources - specifically on main residence and farm house 
materials 

:   

 
Response J-12

 

:  The project proposes one-story and two-story homes on standard 
foundations, and will not involve pile driving, deep excavation, or other construction 
techniques which could generate substantial vibration that could damage structures on 
the Rhoades Ranch or other nearby properties. No factual support is provided in the 
comment to justify the claim that vibration impacts could potentially damage 
structures on adjacent properties. As evaluated by Illingworth & Rodkin (see Draft 
EIR Appendix N), and discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.16, vibration impacts from 
project construction to development in the project area, including the Rhoades Ranch 
structures, would be less than significant. 

Comment J-13
f. impact due to road construction equipment traffic and backing into resources and site 

:   

 features 
 

Response J-13

 

:  Construction of the project does not require equipment or vehicles to 
be stored or moved across the Rhoades Ranch property.   

Comment J-14

 

:  In short, the new construction project cannot propose the destruction of 
120+ acres of historically agricultural landscape and construct high-density housing of 424 
dwelling units, associated infrastructure and park areas on 120 acres immediately adjacent to 
a known historic resource (a historically rural ranch) without a significant impact. Four 
hundred and twenty four residential units, plus recreational facilities (pool, tennis courts, 
fitness areas, etc) on 120 acres is an urban environment NOT a rural environment. 

Response J-14

 

:  The comment incorrectly characterizes the project. The project 
proposes 244 units (along with up to 180 accessory units) on a 122 acre site. Nothing 
about this constitutes a high-density project, rather this represents a low density 
development consistent with the site’s Single Family Low (1-3 du/ac) General Plan 
land use designation. To characterize a residential project with individual lots 
averaging 15,000 sq.ft. as ‘high-density’ is misleading. The project proposes a low-
density suburban environment, not an urban environment.  As discussed in the 
previous responses to this comment letter, the historic evaluation conducted by Urban 
Programmers (see Final EIR Appendix D) refutes the commentor’s claim the project 
will have a significant indirect impact on the adjacent Rhoades Ranch. Further the 
nomination form in support of listing the Rhoades Ranch on the National Register 
acknowledges the subject Borello property will be developed with a residential 
subdivision, and with that understood, documents how the Rhoades Ranch property 
qualifies for listing. 

Comment J-15
The draft EIR does not address indirect impacts to an adjacent rural historic resource.  The 
draft EIR does not address cumulative impacts.  The draft EIR does not utilize the CEQA 

:   
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criteria to demonstrate that the property will continue to retain important physical 
characteristics, and it does not demonstrate how the historic property will retain Integrity and 
therefore continue to meet the Criteria for inclusion in the California Register. 
 

Response J-15

 

:  See Response J-14 above concerning the project’s indirect effects on 
the Rhoades Ranch as well as the property’s continuing eligibility for the California 
Register. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.0. No specific 
comment is made concerning that analysis (other than claiming it doesn’t exist), 
therefore no additional response is required.  

Comment J-16
Given the serious potential for indirect impacts to the Rhoades Ranch, and the potential loss 
of context and historic significance the draft EIR does not sufficiently address Historic 
Resources.  A comprehensive impact analysis should be conducted as part of the EIR as well 
as the proper community input process for any mitigation measures that might be developed. 

:   

 
Response J-16

 

:  This comment summarizes prior comments which have received 
responses above (see in particular Responses J-5, J-6 and J-9). No additional response 
is required.  
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K. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM MORGAN HILL HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY, LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 20, 2012 
 
Comment K-1

 

:  The Morgan Hill Historical Society was contacted by the property owners of 
the Historic Rhodes Ranch in Morgan Hill expressing concerns they have about the above 
subject development and how it will affect their property. I have reviewed the [draft] 
Environmental Impact Report (ElR) prepared for the development and I too have some 
concerns as to the new development as proposed.  

The Rhoades Ranch and its environs has been part of the back-bone that was very much a 
part of the character of Morgan Hill which lends to that ''rural home town feel" that we all 
love and cherish and it is with this in mind that I respond. 
 
The Draft EIR for the Cochrane-Borello Residential Development dated August 2012 
identifies the Rhoades Ranch as an historic resource then fails to address mitigating measures 
to protect this valuable resource from the impacts of the proposed development. 
 

Response K-1:

 

  The primary buildings of the Rhoades Ranch Historic Landmark are 
set back from the proposed project parcel with sufficient land between the new 
development and the historic buildings to maintain the rural setting on the landmark 
property.  As here would be no significant impact onto the adjacent Rhoades Ranch 
property, as discussed in detail in the Historic Evaluation completed by Urban 
Programmers (see Final EIR Appendix D), the project would have no significant  
direct or indirect impacts on the adjacent Rhoades Ranch, therefore no mitigation 
measures are required. Urban Programmers did suggest (and Giancolas in their 
9/21/12 comment letter requested) a more substantial fence with landscaping than the 
project had initially proposed, and as disclosed in Response G-3, the project now 
proposes a solid wall with landscaping in lieu of a wood ‘good neighbor’ fence. 

Comment K-2

 

:  The EIR doesn't demonstrate a sufficient analysis of impacts that will be 
inflicted on the historic resource or the immediate area involved that will be subject to effects 
that will occur either directly or indirectly as a result of the project.  

Response K-2:  See Responses J-5 and J-6. 
 
Comment K-3

 

:  I have serious concern that the proposed 122 acres of residential 
development will alter the physical environment and historic context of the Rhoades Ranch 
property forever especially if it proceeds as proposed. 

Response K-3:
 

  See Response J-14. 

Comment K-4:  The Rhoades Ranch property which is outside of the City’s limits is locally 
significant in the areas of agriculture, settlement, and architecture and is listed on the Santa 
Clara County list of historically important cultural resources.  It is also significant at the state 
level under Criteria A and B of the CEQA's guidelines for its association with the Strawberry 
Institute of California and with Harold E. Thomas, (a person important to California's 
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agricultural history).  The Rhoades Ranch represents one of the few and last remaining 
agricultural settings able to convey the "California Story". 
 

Response K-4:

 

  This comment summarizes the historic significance of the Rhoades 
Ranch property, no response is required.  

Comment K-5

 

:  We believe the new development as proposed is a threat to the historic 
property by lessening the ability to convey its significance as an agricultural property 
depicting life during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century in Santa Clara Valley and 
Morgan Hill.  The permanent loss of the surrounding rural habitat and agricultural context 
impacts the setting and the permanent loss of the agricultural view shed greatly affects the 
long term viability of the Rhoades Ranch, its place in time and severally undermines its 
importance.  

Response K-5:

 

  The proposed project would not diminish the historical significance 
of the Rhoades Ranch property because the 12.27 acre property itself has sufficient 
visual context for a rural ranch.  The view shed surrounding the Rhoades Ranch 
property has not been identified as a historic resource in and of itself.  

The change in use of the 122 acres adjacent to the Rhoades Ranch does not create a 
change to the buildings of the Rhoades Ranch or their relationships to each other and 
the spaces on the 12.27-acre parcel. The change on the Borello property to a 
residential community does not materially alter the environment on the Rhoades 
Ranch. During the first 85 years, the Rhoades Ranch included the Borello property 
and the rural nature of the entire property was part of the setting and context. After 
1945 and the most significant era, 1945-1976, when the Rhoades Ranch was the 
laboratory and working site of Dr. Harold Thomas, the parcels were separate. During 
this period the significant activity on the Rhoades Ranch was carried out in buildings 
on the property that face into the center of the 12.27 acres. The work of Dr. Thomas 
did not involve, nor was it influenced by the activities on the Borello Property. The 
Borello property cannot be seen from the buildings used by Dr. Thomas and the 
California Strawberry Institute. The building that has a view of the Borello property 
is the Rhoades House where Dr. Thomas lived, but not where he did his research or 
operated the California Strawberry Institute. 
 
The change in use of the Borello property does not lessen the ability of the Rhoades 
Ranch to convey the importance of the California Strawberry Institute and the work 
of Dr. Thomas. The buildings on the Rhoades Ranch represent a compendium of 
historic agricultural/rural buildings including an early American period barn, remains 
of a water tower, board and batten buildings and various sheds. None of these 
buildings are to be altered and their relationship to each other remains as it has been, 
encircling an open area in the center of the property. 
 

 
Comment K-6:  The Draft EIR fails to address the indirect impacts to the adjacent historic 
resource nor does it address the cumulative impacts associated with the project.  The draft 
EIR does not utilize CEQA criteria to demonstrate the property will continue to retain any 
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important physical characteristics and has totally failed to recognize the importance of the 
Rhoades Ranch in its evaluation.  
 

Response K-6:

 

  The Rhoades Ranch was addressed in Draft EIR Sections 3.11.1.3 
Historic Resources and Section 3.11.2.3 Impacts to Historic Buildings.  The CEQA 
thresholds of significance (Section 3.11.2.1) were utilized to evaluate potential 
impacts and indirect impacts associated with the proposed project.  Cumulative 
cultural resources impacts were addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.1.8 Cumulative 
Cultural Resources Impacts.  See also Response J-15. 

Comment K-7

 

:  It is my concern that given the serious potential for indirect impacts to the 
historic Rhoades Ranch, and the potential loss of context and historic significance the draft 
EIR does not sufficiently address Historic Resources or evaluate the potential impact and 
renders the EIR incomplete. 

Response K-7

 

:    The historic evaluation conducted by Urban Programmers (see 
Final EIR Appendix D) refutes the commentor’s claim the project will have a 
significant indirect impact on the adjacent Rhoades Ranch. Further the nomination 
form in support of listing the Rhoades Ranch on the National Register acknowledges 
the subject Borello property will be developed with a residential subdivision, and 
with that understanding, documents how the Rhoades Ranch property qualifies for 
listing. 

Comment K-8

 

:  There needs to be a comprehensive impact analysis completed as part of the 
EIR process as well as the proper community input brought into the process for discussion of 
any mitigation measures that should be developed.  The potential of over 400 new living 
units is of great concern to all that call Morgan Hill home. 

Response K-8:

 

  During the Notice of Preparation process, the EIR preparation was 
subject to public comment.  In addition, a community scoping meeting was held 
August 25, 2011 to provide an opportunity for public comment on the EIR 
preparation.  Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project were evaluated 
in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR. The project proposes 244 units, with up to 180 units, 
on 122 acres and this density is consistent with the site’s Single Family Low (1-3 
du/acre) General Plan land use designation. 

Comment K-9

 

:  A number of years ago the City of Morgan Hill approved an ordinance set 
forth to protect our historic and cultural resources and it seems that criteria has been 
overlooked or disregarded in this EIR Report process as well. 

Response K-9:

 

  Section 3.11.1 Existing Setting discusses the City of Morgan Hill 
Historical Resources Ordinance. 
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SECTION 4.0 REVISIONS TO THE TEXT OF THE DRAFT EIR 
 
This section contains revisions to the text of the Draft EIR.  Text additions are underlined

 

.  
Text deletions show the original text with a strikeout running through the part of the text to 
be deleted.  

Page 36 Add the following text to Section 2.1.9 Project Description – Public Utility 
Easements, paragraph four: 
 
There is one existing well on the northern portion of the property.  The well will be 
maintained for continued use by the adjacent Giancola property owners and an easement will 
be provided to the Giancola’s.  If the project developer and the Giancola’s agree to develop a 
new well at a different location, it may be abandoned but there are no agreements currently in 
place to remove the well.  

 

A new well may be drilled to supply non-potable water for 
landscape irrigation purposes. The well is anticipated to be approximately 500-feet deep and 
is anticipated to have a diameter of approximately 18-inches (the actual depth of the well and 
diameter will be determined at the time of the construction of the well). 

 
Page 38 Add the following text: 
 
This EIR will provide decision-makers in the City of Morgan Hill and the general public with 
relevant environmental information to use in considering the proposed project.  It is proposed 
that this EIR be used for appropriate discretionary and other approvals necessary to implement 
the project, as proposed.  These actions include, but are not limited to, the following approvals: 
 

• Rezoning entire 122-acres to R1-20,000/PD  
• Vesting Tentative Map/Final Map/Parcel Maps/Lot Line Adjustments/Utility 

Infrastructure Improvements 
• Development Agreement 
• Design Review Permit, including removal of trees  
• Improvement Plans and Tract Maps 
• Grading Permit  
• SCVWD and RWQCB Watershed Modifications Permitting 
• County permits for the Peet Road realignment and the detention basin 
• 
• 

United States Bureau of Reclamation right-of-way modifications 

• 
SCVWD right-of-way modifications 

 
SCVWD well permit 

 
Page 45 Modify text in paragraph one under “Zoning Ordinance Conformance” to the 
following: 
 
The proposed zoning and PD Overlay would allow for 244 of the total 244 proposed units, 
however, the PD Overlay would allow for the remaining four (4) proposed units. 
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Page 69 Revise text in paragraph one of Section 3.3.2.2 Direct Impacts to Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland to the following: 
 
…thereby resulting in the loss of 99.9 103
 

 acres of Prime Farmland… 

Page 109 Revise text in paragraph two to the following: 
 
The proposed project would result in a net increase in electricity, natural gas, and gasoline 
use in the City of Morgan Hill.  Residences and buildings constructed in the project area 
would be built at minimum to Title 24 energy conservation standards and would also commit 
to 131 Build It Green points.  Energy efficiency would be at least 25 percent greater than the 
Title 24 standards (prior to the 2005 Title 24 amendments). Energy efficiency measures 
include: 
 
Page 109 Revise text in paragraph three, under the bullet point, to the following: 
 

• Each home would provide a minimum of 16 255-watt panels produce 5,060 kilowatt 
hours per year per home.6 10 panels that produce 240 watts for a total system size of 
2.4Kw.7

 
 

Page 124 Replace the existing Figure 3.10-1 with the following: 

                                                   
6 Monterey Energy Group, Brian Knight.  Solar Generation Letter.  February 27, 2012. 
7 City of Morgan Hill, Ken DeLuna, Building Official.  Email dated November 5, 2012. 



EXISTING EASEMENTS AND UTILITIES                                                FIGURE 3.10-1

124
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P. 129  Second paragraph, text is added as follows: 
 
Existing water sources on and adjacent to the project site include:  an agricultural well 
located at the northern portion of the site, an existing pump house located to the north of the 
site, adjacent to Cochrane Road, existing SCVWD agricultural irrigation water service to the 
west of the site adjacent to St. Katherine Drive, and the 96-Inch Santa Clara Conduit located 
at the southern portion of the site.  The project is proposing to use the existing on-site well 
water, a new well that may be drilled to supply non-potable water for irrigation purposes, 
untreated surface water supplied from the adjacent 96-inch Santa Clara Conduit, SCVWD 
agricultural irrigation water, or water from the existing pump house that supplied irrigation 
water to the project site from Coyote Creek for irrigation of open space and street 
landscaping (31,835 gpd).  Figure 3.10-3 shows the conceptual non-potable water layout for 
the project site

 

, including three potential conceptual locations for a new well (only one of the 
three locations would be selected) that may be drilled to supply non-potable water for 
irrigation purposes.  The well is anticipated to be approximately 500-feet deep and is 
anticipated to have a diameter of approximately 18-inches (the actual depth of the well and 
diameter will be determined at the time of the construction of the well).  

P. 129  Third paragraph, text is added as follows: 
 
The project intends to use a new well that may be drilled to supply non-potable water and/or 
the San Felipe turnout to irrigate the common open space area of the project.  The project is 
proposing that the existing agricultural turnout located near St. Katherine Drive be converted 
for use in irrigating the common areas within the proposed project. The project applicant has 
been working with the Water District to amend the permit, similar to the adjacent Alicante 
project.  The existing well located at the northwestern portion of the site would be maintained 
within a landscaped area adjacent to the existing oak tree being preserved. 

 

Figure 3.10-4 
depicts areas proposed to be irrigated per each phase with potable and non-potable water.  

 
P. 130   Replace the existing Figure 3.10-3 with the following: 





CONCEPTUAL NON-POTABLE WATER FIGURE 3.10-3





IRRIGATION-WATER USE PLAN FIGURE 3.10-4

Feet
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P.131  Include the following heading and text under “Storm Drainage System,” as 
follows: 
 

 
Local Agency Permits and Requirements 

 

The State Water Resources Control Board has implemented a National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Program to control and enforce storm water pollutant 
discharge reduction per the Clean Water Act.  The Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) issues and enforces the NPDES permits for discharges to water 
bodies in the southern portions of Santa Clara County, including the City of Morgan Hill.  As 
part of their current NPDES Phase II Storm Water Permit, the RWQCB required the City to 
reduce the volume, rate, and pollutant loading of urban runoff.  The RWQCB stipulated that 
the City establish development standards to be used in new development and redevelopment 
to help achieve the goals of the NPDES permit. 

 

The City of Morgan Hill is currently working in conjunction with the City of Gilroy and 
Santa Clara County to develop a Regional Storm Water Management Plan.  As part of this 
process, the City prepared interim Storm Water Post Construction Best Management 
Practices Development Standards, which were adopted by City council in August 2010.  The 
interim standards outline storm water management strategies and design criteria to reduce the 
volume, rate, and pollutant loading to the maximum extent practicable through the use of 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Low Impact Development (LID) strategies. The 
interim standards also require the project applicant to enter into a maintenance agreement 
with the City that identifies a long‐term monitoring and maintenance schedule for selected 
BMPs. 

Page 142 Add text in Section 3.11.2.3 Impacts to Historic Buildings – Rhoades Ranch, 
as follows: 
 
Proposed development located adjacent to the property line of the Rhoades Ranch would 
include rear yards of court homes separated from the historic landmark by a fence.  The 
Rhoades Ranch currently has a driveway set away from the south property line that provides 
an additional buffer to the proposed development.  The primary buildings of the Historic 
Landmark are set back from the parcel line with sufficient land between the new 
development and the historic buildings to maintain the rural setting on the landmark property.  
 
As evaluated by historic consultant Urban Programmers (see Final EIR Appendix D), the 
proposed redevelopment of the former orchard land (i.e. project site) adjoining Rhoades 
Ranch does not threaten the aspects of architecture or associations with the people or events, 
for which the property was deemed historically significant, designated a Santa Clara County 
Landmark, and determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic resources. 
Of the three eras associated with the property; Phegley (1860-1917), Rhoades (1917-1945), 
and Dr. Thomas (1945-1976) the most significant of the three associations is with Dr. Harold 
E. Thomas, who's significance for California's strawberry growers and the State's agriculture 
industry is far greater than the previous owners who were civic and business leaders, 
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primarily in Santa Clara County. Dr. Thomas is the person listed as the significant person in 
the National Register Nomination for the Rhoades Ranch.  

 
The change in use of the 122 acres adjacent to the Rhoades Ranch does not create a  

 

change to the buildings of the Rhoades Ranch or their relationships to each other and the 
spaces on the 12.27-acre parcel. The change on the Borello property to a residential 
community does not materially alter the environment on the Rhoades Ranch. During the first 
85 years, the Rhoades Ranch included the Borello property and the rural nature of the entire 
property was part of the setting and context. After 1945 and the most significant era, 1945-
1976, when the Rhoades Ranch was the laboratory and working site of Dr. Harold Thomas, 
the parcels were separate. During this period the significant activity on the Rhoades Ranch 
was carried out in buildings on the property that face into the center of the 12.27 acres. The 
work of Dr. Thomas did not involve, nor was it influenced by the activities on the Borello 
Property. The Borello property cannot be seen from the buildings used by Dr. Thomas and 
the California Strawberry Institute. The building that has a view of the Borello property is the 
Rhoades House where Dr. Thomas lived, but not where he did his research or operated the 
California Strawberry Institute. 

The change in use of the Borello property does not lessen the ability of the Rhoades Ranch to 
convey the importance of the California Strawberry Institute and the work of Dr. Thomas. 
The buildings on the Rhoades Ranch represent a compendium of historic agricultural/rural 
buildings including an early American period barn, remains of a water tower, board and 
batten buildings and various sheds. None of these buildings are to be altered and their 
relationship to each other remains as it has been, encircling an open area in the center of the 
property. 

1. 

Nonetheless, the project has committed to the following, (in keeping with the 
mitigation recommended by Urban Programmers, see Final EIR Appendix D, pgs.47-48): 

2. 
Landscaping on the Giancola property as proposed in the landscape/driveway plan. 

a. 

Fence: 

b. 
The project will install a maintenance free barrier/wall. 

c. 

The project will commit to a precast/concrete and or masonry wall to provide a 
maintenance free barrier between the two properties. The wall will be placed on 
or within 5' of the property line at the discretion of the project applicant. In no 
event shall the wall be placed within the Giancola property unless they request 
applicant to do so. The wall will not include any rock or wrought iron. The 
concept is similar to the fencing the project will be using along the internal drive 
parkway. The wall separating the Giancola property and the Borello property will 
not include rocked columns or wrought iron detail in keeping with the character 
of the Rhoades ranch property.  

d. 

The wall shall be installed concurrently with the construction of each phase that 
fronts along the Giancola property. Before an occupancy permit is obtained for 
the unit(s) that shares a common property line with the Giancolas, the wall shall 
be in place.  

(Less Than Significant Impact) 

The wall and landscaping shall be phased in as each phase/unit is developed 
adjacent to the Giancola property.  



CONCEPTUAL DRIVEWAY LANDSCAPE GIANCOLA PROPERTY FIGURE 3.11-2

Feet





GIANCOLA-BORELLO CONCEPT WALL FIGURE 3.11-3

Feet

Feet
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Page 146 Modify text in paragraph one under “Parks and Recreational Facilities” to the 
following: 
 
The City of Morgan Hill owns 70 acres of developed parkland (including Civic Center, 
assessment district parks, and city owned trails) and 59 acres of recreation facilities

 

.  
approximately 150 acres of public parkland, including two community parks, two 
neighborhood parks, two neighborhood/school parks, and 14 mini-parks.   

Page 146 Include the following text in paragraph three of the “Parks and Recreational 
Facilities” discussion, as follows: 
 
and Anderson Lake County Park located approximately ¼ mile northeast of the project site

 

, 
Regional Trail Route R5-D (Bay Area Regional Trail: El Sombroso-Lake Anderson) per the 
Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, this regional trail alignment is designated as a trail 
route within other public lands, for hiking, off-road cycling and equestrian uses.  Per the 
Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, this regional trail alignment is designated as a trail 
route within other public lands, for hiking, off-road cycling and equestrian uses. 

Page 146 Revise text in paragraph four of Section 3.12.2.4 Parks and Recreational 
Facilities to the following: 
 
Morgan Hill’s population in 2010 was 40,246 37,882 and is projected to grow to 51,700 
45,800 by 2030.8  Based on current Draft Capital Improvements Program (CIP), the City will 
own a total of approximately 213 acres of parkland by the end of 2011 to serve an estimated 
population of 41,391.  In addition to publicly-owned parkland (129 acres mentioned 
above), there is also a significant amount of recreational land and open space in the City 
that is privately owned and maintained. Under the City’s General Plan Policy 18c, fifty 
percent of the private homeowners association (HOA) recreational acreage is counted 
toward meeting the General Plan goal of 5.0 acres per thousand population. Additionally, 
the General Plan allows ten percent of open space to be counted towards meeting the 
goal.  In combination, these various types of public and private park and recreational 
facilities in the City of Morgan Hill total about 200 acres to serve an estimated population 
of 37,882.
 

 This exceeds the City’s goal of five acres of parkland per 1,000 capita. 

Page 148 Revise the text in Table 3.12-1 footnote to the following: 
 
*Based on single family attached detached
 

 generation rates. 

Page 148 Include the following text in paragraph one of the “Parks” discussion, as 
follows: 
 

                                                   
8 

The proximity of the Anderson County Park to the proposed project site (1/4 mile northeast) 
would likely encourage future project residents to use the county park.  However, the 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/iptext.pho?fl=06 and Association of Bay Area Governments.  
Projections and Priorities 2009:  Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area Population, Household, 
and Job Forecasts.  August 2009. 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/iptext.pho?fl=06�
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nominal increase in users is not expected to result in the physical deterioration of those park 
facilities, nor overcrowding. The project will offset it demand for park facilities by 
developing approximately 23 acres of private parks and open space throughout the project 
site as well as payment of in-lieu fees to the City of Morgan Hill. 
 
Page 150 Revise text in paragraph one of Section 3.13.1 Existing Setting to the 
following: 
 
According to the California Department of Finance estimates, Morgan Hill’s population for 
2011 was 38,547.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projects the 
population for Morgan Hill to be 51,600 in 2030.  Morgan Hill’s population in 2010 was 
37,882 and is projected to grow to 45,800 by 2030.9

 
 

Page 151 Revise text in paragraph one to the following: 
 
Construction of Phase 1A is targeted for June 2012 early 2013
 

.   

Pages 162-3 Include the following text in paragraph one in Section 3.14.2.4 Impacts to 
Groundwater, as follows: 
 
The surface area of the Llagas groundwater basin is 56,000 acres.  Infiltration varies over the 
basin, and creates an average annual infiltration volume of 0.4 acre-feet per acre of surface 
area.  The total impervious surface of the proposed development is about 48 acres.  Applying 
the most conservative assumption, that no rainfall onto post-project impervious surfaces is 
able to percolate into the groundwater basin, a decrease of about 19 acre-feet per year of 
infiltration (less than one tenth of one percent of existing conditions) would result.  This 
amount does not represent a substantial interference with groundwater recharge. 

 

The project 
is proposing to use the existing on-site well water, a new well that may be drilled to supply 
non-potable water for irrigation purposes, untreated surface water supplied from the adjacent 
96-inch Santa Clara Conduit, SCVWD agricultural irrigation water, or water from the 
existing pump house that supplied irrigation water to the project site from Coyote Creek for 
irrigation of open space and street landscaping (31,835 gpd).  Figure 3.10-3 shows the 
conceptual non-potable water layout for the project site, including three potential conceptual 
locations for a new well (only one of the three locations would be selected) that may be 
drilled to supply non-potable water for irrigation purposes.  The well is anticipated to be 
approximately 500-feet deep and is anticipated to have a diameter of approximately 18-
inches (the actual depth of the well and diameter will be determined at the time of the 
construction of the well). The use of groundwater to irrigate landscaped areas on the project 
site would be less than historic groundwater use on the agricultural property and also would 
not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. 

 
Page 163 Include the following text after MM HYDRO-1.1, as follows: 
 

                                                   
9 http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/iptext.pho?fl=06 and Association of Bay Area Governments.  
Projections and Priorities 2009:  Building Momentum, San Francisco Bay Area Population, Household, 
and Job Forecasts.  August 2009. 

http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/iptext.pho?fl=06�
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MM HYDRO-1.2: The project results in increased runoff from the site due to the increased 
impervious surfaces.  The project includes sufficient storage volume to 
mitigate the increased peak runoff rate for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year 
storm events.  The southern drainage basins outlets to an existing storm 
drain system; portions of which are currently under capacity.  As such, 
the outlet works for the detention basins shall be designed to limit post-
project flows to pre-project levels for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storm 
events such that the existing frequency of capacity exceedance of any 
existing culverts is maintained or decreased.  Since the northern 
retention ponds do not discharge to existing drainage systems accept in 
the event of a storm larger than the 100-year event, outlet works should 
be placed at an elevation that conveys only storms greater than the 100-
year storm.  The 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storms will not discharge from 
the northern retention ponds, and therefore will meet the requirement 
that post-project peak flows will not exceed pre-project conditions.  In 
order to mitigate the increase in peak flow rate due to the expansion of 
Peet Road, infrastructure should be appropriately sized and designed to 
convey the flow to one of the southern detention basins. The connection 
pipes between basins S1 and S2 (regardless of its location on or off site) 
and the 12-inch replacement pipe under Peet Road may also have to be 
modified from what is shown on the conceptual storm drain plan exhibit 
(which does not include the Peet Road re-alignment).  Because these 
pipes will need to be lengthened to accommodate the widening of Peet 
Road, the hydraulic losses associated with the longer pipes will be 
greater.  As such, the pipes may need to be enlarged to maintain the 
same capacity over this longer length.  This is particularly relevant for 
the 12-inch replacement pipe under Peet Road.  The pipe connecting 
basins S1 and S2 serves primarily as a hydraulic connection between the 
basins and its capacity may not be relevant.   

Page 164 Include the following text after paragraph five of MM HYDRO-3.1, as 
follows: 
 
These types of BMPs include infiltration basins and trenches, constructed wetlands, rain 
gardens, grassy swales, media filters, and biofiltration features.  BMPs shall be designed in 
accordance with engineering criteria in the California Stormwater BMP Handbook for New 
and Redevelopment16 or other accepted guidance and designs shall be reviewed and 
approved by the City prior to issuance of grading or building permits for the roadway or 
driveways.  These types of structural BMPs are intended to supplement other storm water 
management program measures, such as street sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding 
appropriate fertilizer and pesticide use practices, and managed disposal of hazardous wastes. 
The applicant shall prepare a clearly defined operations and maintenance plan for water 
quality and quality control measures. The design and maintenance documents shall include 
measures to limit vector concerns, especially with respect to control of mosquitoes. The 
applicant shall identify the responsible parties and provide adequate funding to operate and 
maintain storm water improvements (through a HOA, Geological Hazard Abatement District, 
CSD, CFD or similar organization). The applicant shall also establish financial assurances, as 
deemed appropriate by the Morgan Hill Community Development Department, enabling the 
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City to maintain the storm water improvements should the HOA or other entity disband or 
cease to perform its maintenance responsibilities. 
 
Page 169 Add text to paragraph two of Section 3.15.1.3 Existing Transit Service as 
follows: 
 
Route 16 provides bus service between Burnett Avenue and the Morgan Hill Civic Center.  
Route 16 does not operate on weekends.  Near the project site, Route 16 operates along 
Cochrane Road, Mission View Drive, Half Road, and Elm Road.  The closest bus top is 
located at the Half Road and Elm Road intersection. 

 

Route 16 operates during AM and PM 
peak hours weekdays.   

Page 189 Modify the following text in paragraph one of Section 3.16.1.4, as follows: 
 
The predominant noise sources affecting the project site include local roadway traffic along 
Cochrane Road and Peet Road, and operations at the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
(SCVWD) pump facility which borders the southwest portion of the site, 

 

and the SCVWD’s 
hydroelectric facility bordering the northwestern portion of the site. 

Page 193 Include the following text after paragraph two of “Short-Term Noise 
Monitoring,” as follows: 
 

 

Data provided by Mr. Robert Haskins, Santa Clara Valley Water District, on October 29, 
2012, showed that noise levels along the south and east boundaries of the hydroelectric 
facility, and adjacent to the proposed project site, ranged from 39 to 53 dB.  Mr. Haskins 
noted that measured noise levels were the result of operations at the hydroelectric facility, 
birds, and other environmental sounds, and that measured noise levels would likely be lower 
in the morning or evening when other environmental sounds are at a minimum. 

 

Review of the noise data indicates that noise levels from the hydroelectric facility would be 
less than 60 dBA and would comply with Chapter 18.48, Section 18.48.075 of the Zoning 
Code, which regulates noise level limits at the property line of residential land uses.  No 
mitigation would be required in order to comply with the Zoning Code noise limits at the 
nearest proposed residential property. 

 



APPENDIX A 

 

COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED  

 

__________________________________________ 

COCHRANE-BORELLO RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

__________________________________________ 

 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

City of Morgan Hill 















County of Santa Clara 
Parks and Rccrcatiorl Dcpartrncnt 

September 1,20 1 1 

Terry Linder 
City of Morgan Hill 
Development Services Center 
17575 Peak Avenue 
Morgan Hill, CA 95037 

Subject: Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report for a 244 Unit 
Single-Family Development Project in the City of Morgan Hill 

Dear Ms. Linder: 

The County of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation Department ("County Parks Department") is in 
receipt of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a 244 
Unit Single-Family Development Project in the City of Morgan Hill. 

The County Parks Department's comments are primarily focused on potential impacts related to 
the Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, an element of the Parks and 
Recreation element of the County General Plan that the Board of Supervisors adopted on 
November 14, 1995, relative to countywide trail routes, public access and regional parks. 

4.0 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

Availability of Public Facilities and Services 
This section of the EIR should describe the following countywide trail routes, which have the 
potential to be impacted as a result of the proposed project. 

Regional Trail Route RS-D (Bay Area Ridge Trail: El Sombroso - Lake 
Anderson) 
Per the Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, this regional trail alignment is 
designated as a trail route within other public lands, for hiking, off-road 
cycling and equestrian uses. 



Per the Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, this regional trail alignment is 
designated as a trail route within other public lands, for hiking, off-road 
cycling and equestrian uses. 

The EIR should acknowledge the nearby Anderson County Park and regional trail routes as park 
and recreational opportunities for future residents. The Draft EIR should however, also address 
the recreational, open space and public service impacts of the increased usage anticipated with 
the new residents on the adjacent Anderson County Park and regional trail routes as a result of 
the proposed project. 

Transportation 
Given the close proximity of the proposed project to Anderson County Park, the EIR should 
discuss the potential impacts to traffic and circulation from residents accessing and exiting the 
project site fiom Cochrane Road and the adjacent Anderson County Park fiom the project site. 
Cochrane Road serves as a well-used access road for accessing Anderson County Park. In 
addition, the Circulation narratives should discuss whether or not residents would park along the 
County Park side of Cochrane Road, and whether residents would walk or bike in to the park 
from the development. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
The EIR should address how the project will be impacted by the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District's planned seismic retrofit repairs to Anderson Dam which is tentatively scheduled to 
begin for 2015-1 6. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for an EIR for a 244 Unit Single-Family 
Development Project. We look forward to reviewing the EIR when it becomes available. If you 
have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at (408) 355-2230 
or via email at Kimberly.Brosseau@prk.sccgov.org. 

Park Planner I11 

cc: Jane Mark, Senior Planner 
Mike Bacon, Senior Park Ranger 
Eric Goodrich, Park Ranger Supervisor 
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File: 	 25104 
Coyote Creek 

September 27,2012 

Ms. Terry Linder, Senior Planner 

Community Development Agency 

City of Morgan Hill 

17575 Peak Avenue 

Morgan Hill, CA 95037 


Subject: San Sebastian DEIR-Cochrane-Borello Residential Development Project 

Dear Ms. Linder: 

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) is a special district with jurisdiction throughout 
Santa Clara County. The District acts as the county's groundwater management agency, 
principal water resources manager, flood protection agency and is the steward for its 
watersheds, streams and creeks, and underground aquifers. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the subject project. This letter 

transmits comments that focus on the areas of interest and expertise of the District. 


The proposed development is located directly adjacent to District owned property for the 
Anderson Hydroelectric Facility, the Anderson Force Main, Coyote Discharge Line, a 
corporation yard , as well as the United States Bureau of Reclamation's property for Coyote 
Pump Plant and Santa Clara Conduit (operated and maintained by the District). In addition, the 
District has pipelines in Cochrane Road to the east of the project site and Half Road to the 
southeast of the project site that deliver untreated water to the Main Avenue Percolation Ponds 
and the Madrone Channel for percolation into the groundwater basin. These facilities are vital 
to the water supply infrastructure of the county. 

Section 2.3-This section includes a list of approvals needed to implement the project. The 
project proposes several modifications to District right of way and to United States Bureau of 
Reclamation (USSR) right of way which is operated and maintained by the District. The 
proposed modifications to District and USBR right of way are discretionary approvals , are 
subject to District and USBR review and approval for the modifications, and should not be 
considered ministerial. The District and USBR have the right to deny or require modifications to 
the proposed improvements within its right of way as part of its review and approval processes 
and both agencies should be listed separately. 

Section 3.1.2.3, Impacts from the Proposed Project-This section mentions the proposed 
realignment and widening of Peet Road to the south of the existing Mariani parcel and states 

The mission of Ihe Santo Claro Volley Water Dislricl is a heallhy, safe and enhanced quality of living in Santo Clara County Ihrough watershed 
stewardship and comprehensive management of water resources in a practical, cost-effective and environmenlally sensitive manner. 
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that it would not impact any existing structures on the four parcels to the south of Peet Road. 
This statement is not true as the proposed realignment and widening of Peet Road proposes to 
encroach onto USSR and District right of way for the Santa Clara Conduit and two above­
ground vaults. The District does not desire to place either vault within a roadway, therefore, it is 
possible that other alignments or widths of Peet Road that do not include placing the vaults 
within the paved road will need to be considered. Additional changes may be required 
depending on specific grading and alignment proposals submitted to the District. The project 
also proposes to install detention basins in the USSR right of way on the north side of Peet 
Road. The District will not allow any detention basins, including the side slopes of detention 
basins, within the USSR right of way for Santa Clara Conduit. The District also prefers not to 
have a detention basin located directly adjacent to the USSR right of way as it may impact the 
pipeline . The USSR right of way must be maintained to allow District and USSR vehicular 
access from the adjacent roadways (i.e. Peet Road and Half Road) and solid fencing, 
structures, trees, gates and other structures that may adversely impact the operation and 
maintenance of the Santa Clara Conduit will not be allowed. Any improvements, including 
roadways, utilities, driveways, and other rights maintained by the owner by deed require District 
and USSR approval and" ... shall be so exercised as not to interfere with the use of the land, 
damage or endanger any facility or structure of the United States, or prevent reasonable access 
thereto for the purpose of construction, operation, and maintenance of ... " Santa Clara Conduit. 
The District and USSR will determine whether any exercise of the owner's reserved rights may 
interfere with the use of the USSR right of way after review of detailed grading and improvement 
plans. 

3.10.1.1. Water Service. Water Supplv Infrastructure-This section states that the project 
proposes to utilize the Santa Clara Conduit for common area irrigation. However, the District 
will not permit a turnout on Santa Clara Conduit for the purpose of common area irrigation. 

Figure 3.10-1-This figure references appurtenant easements the owner has over lands of the 
District and USSR. The figure should reflect that the appurtenance easement does not include 
fencing rights, except for wood-rail or wire fencing (non-solid, non-permanent fencing) on the 
USSR right of way. 

3.10.2.2. Water Supplv and Service Impacts. Non-Potable Water-This section again states the 
project is proposing to use the Santa Clara Conduit for irrigation of open space and street 
landscaping . Again, the District will not permit a turnout on Santa Clara Conduit for those 
purposes. Additionally, it should be noted that the project owner must apply for and obtain 
approval to change the terms of its existing agricultural turnout located near Katherine Drive for 
non-agricultural purposes and to verify its proposed usage. If the changes to the use of existing 
turnout are approved by the District, then its terms will be subject to current District policies 
which include the fact that the water supplied is not a guaranteed water source, is subject to 
interruption at any time for any reason, and is subject to termination. The pump house located 
within the District's right of way for Coyote Creek is also subject to the District 's surface water 
diversion policies for that water deemed by the District to be water impounded by the District's 
Anderson Reservoir during times when there is no natural Coyote Creek flow. 

3.10.2.4. Storm Drainage System. Post-Construction Storm Water Management-This section 
does not include any mention or description of the City of Morgan Hill's (City's) municipal 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements , the City's 
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Storm Water Management Plan implemented as part of the City's municipal NPDES permit or 
describe or discuss any of the project's requirements under the City's Post Construction Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Ordinance adopted to comply with the City's municipal NPDES 
permit requirements . Additionally, the section does not describe how the project will implement 
these requirements, including the hydromodification requirements for those areas draining to 
Coyote Creek, and whether sufficient areas have been set aside on the project site to 
implement the requirements. This section should be modified to include discussion on these 
issues. 

3.14, Hydrologv and Water Quality-The District questions the soundness of this entire section 
of the DEIR. The section starts with a statement that this section is based in part on the 
Hydrology and Water Quality Review prepared by Schaaf and Wheeler in June 2012, and a 
copy of the report is included in the DEIR as Appendix L. The following is a brief list of just 
some of the inconsistencies found in this section which makes the soundness of this section 
questionable: 

• 	 Schaaf and Wheeler's report contains a list of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
based on the City's own thresholds of significance. These Project Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures do not match the project impacts and mitigation measures in the 
DEIR section on Hydrology and Water Quality-which is applicable? 

• 	 The DEIR section contains Impact-HYDRO-1. This text listed after this impact is not 
stated as an impact. It is not clear what the stated impact is. The District recommends 
that impacts be identified based on the City's own thresholds of significance, as done in 
Appendix L. 

• 	 The DEIR section contains MM HYDRO-1.1 which states that in order to avoid impacts 
to the City's storm drain system, the mitigation measure required is that the portion of 
the site draining to Coyote Creek will include hydromodification mitigation. This 
mitigation measure doesn't address impacts to the City's storm drain system and even if 
it did , it would only address a minor portion of the site which does not drain to the City's 
storm drain system. Additionally, hydromodification is used to address adverse impacts 
to Coyote Creek, not the storm drain system. 

• 	 The DEIR section includes no discussion on how the project will comply with the 
hydro modification provisions for the portion of the site draining to Coyote Creek. The 
DEIR should address whether the site has sufficient space to implement the 
hydromodification requirements . 

• 	 Appendix L addresses the City's threshold of significance for the violation of waste 
discharge requirements by stating this impact is not discussed in detail and deemed less 
than Significant because the wastewater from the project site is planned to be delivered 
via piped sanitary sewer lines to the sanitary sewer treatment plant. However, this 
standard threshold of significance is intended to address waste discharge requirements 
regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board for storm water, not sewage. 

• 	 Appendix L includes an analysis of pre-development and post-development peak 
discharges and volumes calculated for the development which are vastly different from 
the discharges calculated and shown in Appendix I, the Preliminary Engineer's Report 
prepared by Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar & Associates. Please clarify this discrepancy. 

• 	 Appendix L and the DEIR section should be modified to clearly state whether the storm 
runoff from the portion of the site draining to Coyote Creek will be completely mitigated 
and contained within the retention basins on Cochrane Road with no discharges leaving 



Ms. Terry Linder 
Page 4 

September 27, 2012 

the site (except for those discharges exceeding the 100-year event) and clearly state 
whether the project will be required to design their site to mitigate their increased runoff 
leaving their site to pre-development peak flows and volumes during the 2-yr., 10-yr. and 
1~O-yr. events. If so, then these requirements should be listed as mitigation measures 
for the potentially significant impact of increased flooding since the downstream 
receiving facilities, Coyote Creek and Madrone Channel/Llagas Creek are subject to 
flooding during events more frequent than 1 ~O-year flooding and both facilities are 
subject to erosion. Some parts of the DEIR states that the project will limit its runoff to 
the maximum extent practicable which is very ambiguous. Also, Appendix L appears to 
have calculated a volume for the detention basins based on 24-hour volumes, but does 
not clearly state whether the detention basins will be large enough to mitigate for the 
increased peak flows as well. To address increased runoff and potential increased 
flooding, the detention basins should be designed to ensure post-development peak flow 
and volumes are not greater than pre-development peak flow and volumes leaving the 
site during the various storm events. 

• 	 The DEIR section mitigation MM HYDRO-3.1-our comments are the same as above in 
our comments on section 3.10.2.4. Without a detailed discussion of the requirements 
that the project will comply with and implement, this mitigation measure seems 
inadequate. For example, does the project have available land to comply with the flow 
or volumetric treatment control best management practice requirement? 

• 	 This section should clarify the roles between the County of Santa Clara and the City for 
the issue of storm drainage since it appears the development will discharge its storm 
drainage into the County's jurisdiction. 

3.14.1.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, Water Quality- This section only mentions the state 
construction NPDES permit requirements. The comments made on Section 3.10.2.4 also apply 
to this section. 

3.16.1.4, Existing Noise Levels-This section did not include mention of any testing performed 
near the District's hydroelectric facility. The District recommends this section include a 
statement as to the reasons that noise from the hydroelectric facility, located adjacent to the 
development, were deemed not significant enough to be studied. In the absence of a sufficient 
enough reason, the District recommends that any lots located adjacent to the hydroelectric 
facility be subject to the mitigation measures MM NV-1.1 through 1.3. 

One other issue mentioned in our Notice of Preparation letter that the District would like to re­
emphasize is our current activities regarding our Anderson Dam seismic retrofit project, which is 
anticipated to impact the project site in some manner in the future, since the development is 
located near the base of the Anderson Dam. Several community outreach meetings have been 
held, and the project owner is aware of the project. The District has completed a seismic study 
of Anderson Dam that shows the material at the base of the dam may liquefy in a 7.25 
magnitude earthquake on the nearby Calaveras Fault. The District has imposed operating 
restrictions to prevent the uncontrolled release of water after a major earthquake. Water at the 
reservoir is being kept at least 25 feet below the spillway and 45 feet below the crest of the dam. 
A seismic retrofit project has been initiated to fix the dam, although construction activities are 
currently not expected to begin until early 2016. This project will likely result in significant dust, 
noise, and aesthetic impacts to future residents when the project is undertaken. Information on 
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the project and its current status can be obtained from the District's website at: 
http://www.valleywater.org/Services/AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx 

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR and looks forward to reviewing 
the final EIR when available. Please contact me at (408) 265-2607, extension 2319, or a 
yarroyo@valleywater.org if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

1j~~ 
Yvonne Arroyo 
Associate Engineer 
Community Projects Review Unit 

cc: S. Tippets, M. Martin, C. Elias, F. Maitski, S. Oblonsky, K. Oven, J. Maher, L. Lee, 
L. Keele, G. Nagaoka, R. Haskins, E. Aryee, S. Katric, M. Martin, File 

25104_55414ya09-27 

mailto:yarroyo@valleywater.org
http://www.valleywater.org/Services/AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx


From:                                         Joe Mueller [joemueller@verizon.net] 
Sent:                                           Monday, September 03, 2012 6:45 PM 
To:                                               Terry Linder; Mitchell Oshinsky 
Subject:                                     Borello Project Questions 
  
Terry, Mitch 
  
Good morning, 
Here are my initial questions on the Borello Project: 
  

1.       Phase 5 seems late for common recreation center facilities to be built. Can they be started 
sooner? 

2.       Project is not following natural contours with cuts of 25 feet and fills of 10 feet. I thought the 
project committed to following the 
Natural contour. Are large cuts in conformance with the GP? 

3.       Has PGE agreed to abandon the 15 ft. easement and 20 inch gas line? Will the line be 
completely removed? What are the requirements? 

4.       Does the Borello Project have control of the four parcels involved with realignment of Peet Rd? 
5.       Cottage unit size of 266 square feet seems really small? 
6.       Has the water source for the common open space been determined (ref EIR page 129)? 
7.       Does the 10 year round farm worker housing units impact the number of allocations needed 

(EIR page 151, paragraph 3)? 
8.       The maximum cut is in the area of Coyote Road. Is there an alternative to the large cut? 
9.       Is an underlying zoning change required? If so, why not R1-12K versus R1-20K? 

  
  
I am sure I will have more once the Packet is out for this agenda item. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Thanks for the help. 
  
Joe 
 



From:                                         Joe Mueller [joemueller@verizon.net] 
Sent:                                           Monday, September 03, 2012 6:43 PM 
To:                                               Terry Linder; Mitchell Oshinsky 
Subject:                                     Borello EIR Questions: 
  
Terry, Mitch 
  
Here are my questions on the Borello EIR. I may have more later. 
  
  

1.       Page 45, Paragraph 1: Next to last sentence does the make sense. PD overlay would allow 
remaining 4 units? 

2.       Page 61, Paragraph 1: While the project is not on a Scenic Highway, it is next to a Santa Clara 
County Historical Site. The view from the 
Historical site will change dramatically from the historical farm setting to the back yards or back 
fences of homes. This should be discussed. 

3.       Page 69, Section 3.3.2.3: Paragraph says 99.9 acres and Impact AG-1 says 103 acres. 103 is used 
for AG-2. Which is correct? What is the difference? 

4.       Page 70, Paragraph 1: While adjacent parcels used for agricultural is included in the Cochrane 
Road Assessment District, there is no time table 
for the conversion from agricultural use. Does this project speed the conversion of adjacent 
parcels? 

5.       Page 70, AG MM-2: Why is the mitigation allowed in the State of California when the draft 
Agricultural Mitigation Plan for the City of Morgan Hill 
and the Santa Clara Valley HCP Draft Plan both indication that mitigation should be in Morgan 
Hills SOI or Santa Clara County respectively? 

6.       Page 84, Paragraph 6: if the HCP supersedes the Morgan Hill Burrowing Owl Plan, what happens 
to the Morgan Hill preserve? The funding source 
will be eliminated before the end of the plan. 

7.       Page 85, Paragraph 3: What does the Interim Referral Letter provide? What if the HCP is not 
approved by Morgan Hill? 

8.       Page 109, Paragraph 2: Why is an old standard used as a reference point (prior to 2005)? CEC 
has raised the energy efficiency requirements 25% 
above today’s requirement by 25% starting January 1, 2014. 

9.       Page 113, Paragraph 4,5: Please consult with the Santa Clara Valley Water District. During the 
seismic upgrade testing of Anderson Dam, the Water 
District found a “spur from the end of Calaveras Fault (I think)” under the Dam. I do not 
remember what the technical term is for what they found. 

10.   Page 117, Paragraph 1: EIR calls for protection of Coyote Road. What does that mean? 
11.   Page 142, Paragraph 5: There is no discussion of the impact of the view from the Rhoades Ranch 

main house? 
12.   Page 146, Paragraph 6: Why was a two year old population estimated used? Note: 2010 Census 

Data altered this estimate. 
13.   Page 146, Paragraph 6: Does the City currently own 213 acres of Parkland? Other Initial Studies 

have use a lower number. 
14.   Page 147, Paragraph 2: Does not mention that the City has selected a new Fire/EMS service 

provider? 



15.   Page 147, Paragraph 2: Does not discuss EMS calls which make up approximately 75% of the 
Fire/EMS calls for service. This project may have a 
significant number of calls above the typical project of this size due to the 180 secondary units. 

16.   Page 147, Paragraph 2: Does not discuss Ambulance Service response and support of EMS Fire 
responses. We occasionally have multiple incidents 
happening at the same time which use all available resources in Morgan Hill. 

17.   Page 147, Paragraph 2: Have all Fire and Police department reviews been completed? The final 
reviews are usually part of plan check. 

18.   Page 148, Table 3.12-1: Why was Single family attached student generation rate used? 
19.   Page 148, Paragraph 4: The School District has decide to accept the land for a school site. How if 

the EIR has not been completed? 
20.   Page 150, Paragraph 1: Why are different population numbers used? (Numbers are different on 

page 146, paragraph 6) 
21.   Page 151, Paragraph 1: Phase 1A targeted for June 2012. What is the impact of this phase not 

happening until late 2012 or early 2013? 
22.   Page 159, Paragraph 6: I believe there is a retention requirement that is not discussed. 
23.   Page 169, Paragraph 2: Route 16 only operates part of the time during the week. 
24.   Page 196, Paragraph 2: Two different units of measure are used. What is the paragraph trying to 

say? 
25.   Page 210, Paragraph 3: Why was the year 2015 picked? The project will be less than half built. 
26.   Page 227, Paragraph 1: Consistency with R1-20K seems like a stretch since the Lot average is 

about 15K and the majority of the lots are probability 
less than 15K. Why not R1-12K? Would the EIR support R1-12K if needed? 

27.   Page 228, Paragraph 7:  First sentence appears to say that Construction Noise is a significant 
impact that can not be mitigated. Does that mean we 
need an overriding consideration finding? 

28.   Page 232, Paragraph 1: (page 233, paragraph 1) 93 units does not meet GP requirements on at 
least 1 unit per acre. 

29.   Page 237, Paragraph 1: 15 units/year for On Going Projects is not outside the RDCS. It is a 
special set aside in the annual competition. 

  
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Thanks for the help. 
  
Joe 
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PRELIMINARY  

STORMWATER RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

For 
 

San Sebastian 
 

City of Morgan Hill, 
Santa Clara County, California 

 

October 16, 2012 
 
 

Prepared for: 
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1 Project Information 

1.1 Purpose of the Report 

The City of Morgan  is  currently engaged  in a  joint effort with  the City of Gilroy and  Santa Clara 

County  to  develop  post‐construction  stormwater  development  standards  and  hydromodification 

control  criteria  in  order  to meet  the  requirements  of  the  current  National  Pollutant  Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) Phase  II Stormwater Discharge Permit (Permit).   As part of this effort, 

the  agencies  developed  a  Regional  Stormwater Management  Plan  in  February  2010  to  define 

minimum control measures and identify a schedule for implementation of the Permit requirements. 

The  first  action  item  of  this  plan  is  for  each  agency  to  develop  and  adopt  a  Post‐Construction 

Stormwater Ordinance, which the City of Morgan Hill adopted on 10/06/2010 (Muni Code Chapter 

18.71).  

The City of Morgan Hill Post‐Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention ordinance applies to all 

residential developments with 10 or more units or greater  than 5,000‐sf of  impervious area. The 

ordinance requires qualifying developments to apply Low Impact Development (LID) techniques and 

incorporate stormwater Best Management Practices  (BMP) to the maximum extent practicable to 

minimize  the  impacts  of  urban  runoff  on  receiving waters  and  to  promote  healthy watersheds. 

These  developments  are  also  required  to  prepare  and  implement  a  Stormwater  Runoff 

Management Plan  (SWRMP)  to detail how  runoff and associated water quality  impacts  resulting 

from the development will be controlled or managed. The SWRMP is required to be prepared under 

the direction of a Professional Civil Engineer  in the State of California, and shall provide sufficient 

information to evaluate the environmental characteristics of the project area, potential impacts of 

the proposed development on water resources, and the effectiveness and applicability of measures 

proposed for managing stormwater runoff. 

This  Preliminary  SWRMP  is  prepared  by  Ruggeri‐Jensen‐Azar  &  Associates  (Engineer)  for  San 

Sebastian  MH,  General  Partnership  (Owner)  for  the  proposed  San  Sebastian  development  in 

Morgan Hill, Santa Clara County, CA (Development). This SWRMP shall be used for the sole purpose 

of  providing  preliminary  design  concepts  for  the  selection  and  sizing  of  post‐construction 

stormwater  management  BMP’s  for  regulatory  review  and  comment  during  the  entitlement 

process. The Owner will be required to prepare and submit a final SWRMP for review and approval 

by  the City of Morgan Hill Engineering Department  for  the development  as  a whole or  for each 

individual phase of development. 

1.2 Site Description 

The  property  comprises  approximately  123.1  acres  located within  the  City  of Morgan  Hill.  The 

property is bounded by the following features: Cochrane Road and Coyote Creek to the north; Peet 

Road  to  the  south;  Coyote  Road  and  Half  Road  to  the  east;  Santa  Clara  Valley Water  District 

(SCVWD) right‐of‐way to the west.    

The  property  is  currently  zoned  as  Single‐family  District  (R1‐12,000  RPD &  R1‐20,000  RPD)  and 
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Residential Estate (RE‐40,000 RPD)  in the City of Morgan Hill.   The Owner  is proposing to develop 

the property  into a 244  lot single‐family residential gated community, with  lot sizes ranging  from 

10,000 square‐feet to over 20,000 square‐feet.  The development will include privately maintained 

streets, open space areas, a central community center, and options for detached secondary unit or 

garage  structures on most  lots.   The Owner plans  to design  the development with a  rural  Italian 

theme,  including  private  clustered  residential  enclaves  and  streets  with  meandering  drainage 

swales and walking trails.  Build‐out of the development is planned to take 10‐15 years with up to 

16 separate construction phases.   Refer to Table 1.1 for additional project information. 

 

Table 1.1 – General Project Information

Project Information  Description 

Project Name  San Sebastian

Project Phase   

Applicant 

San Sebastian MH, General Partnership
17045 Monterey Road, Suite D 
Morgan Hill, CA 95037 
(408) 779‐9769 
Contact:  Chris Borello  

Project Address  2280 Cochrane Road, Morgan Hill, CA 95037

APN  728‐34‐026

Current Zoning  R1‐12,000 RPD; R2‐20,000 RPD; RE‐40,000 RPD 

Existing Land Use  Agricultural/Orchard

Proposed Land Use  Single‐Family Residential

Project Size  123.1 acres

Total Percent Impervious  45% 

Building Type & Use  244 unit, single‐family residential gated community 

Type & Location of Parking 
On‐lot garage and driveway parking, street parking (one side only), 
15 stall parking lot at community center 

Site Landscaping  open space areas, trails, a central community center with pool

Home Owners 
Association/Property 
Management Firm 

TBD 

Food Preparation, Cooking, 
& Eating Areas 

n/a 

Outdoor Material Storage 
Areas 

n/a 

Waste Generation, Car 
Wash, Repair, & Fueling 

Individual trash bin staging and pick‐up at each lot. 
Car washing, repair, & fueling are strictly prohibited onsite. 

Additional Site Features 
Two large oak trees are being preserved on‐site. Existing PG&E 
owned 34‐inch gas main bisects the property. Existing 96‐inch 
diameter Santa Clara Conduit in southwestern corner of the site. 
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1.3 Existing Site Conditions 

The property has historically been used  for orchard  and  vegetable  farming operations.   The  site 

consists mainly of orchards, row crops, and a few residential and various accessory structures used 

to  support  the existing agricultural operations. Various other non‐orchard  trees are  found onsite 

and around the property boundary,  including two  large, native oak trees within the  interior of the 

site and windrows along the eastern property boundary.   

In general, the property  is characterized by gradual slopes to the north and south  (0.5%‐2%) with 

steeper slopes (5%‐50%) up to Coyote Road in the northeast corner of the property.  An 8 to 9 foot 

bluff  bisects  the  property  and  divides  the  site  into  two  distinct watersheds  and Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Jurisdictions.  Approximately 27.6 acres drains to the northwest and 

is  tributary  to  Coyote  Creek  and  ultimately  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  is  located  within  the  San 

Francisco RWQCB jurisdiction. The remaining 94.5 acres drains to the southeast and is tributary to 

Madrone Channel and ultimately Monterey Bay via Llagas Creek and the Pajaro River, and is located 

in the Central Coast RWQCB. The overall site topographic relief is approximately 21‐feet and 66‐feet 

in the north and south watersheds respectively.  The north watershed has a maximum elevation of 

427‐feet near  the northeast end of  the bluff, and a minimum elevation of 406‐feet at a 10‐inch 

storm drain  culvert under Cochrane Road at  the northern boundary. The South watershed has a 

maximum  elevation  of  472‐feet  at  the  northeast  boundary  near  Coyote  Road,  and  a minimum 

elevation of 406‐feet at a 12‐inch storm drain culvert under Peet Road at the southern boundary.  

The National Soil Conservation Service (NRCS) has classified the site soils as “gravelly loam” to “clay 

loam”  with  zero  to  fifty  percent  slopes.  The  Hydrologic  Soil  Group  for  these  soil  types  are 

documented as Class B and C with moderate to slow saturated hydraulic conductivities in the range 

of 0.2 to 6.0  inches per hour. Approximately 71.6‐acres and 51.5‐acres of the site are classified as 

Class  B  and  C  soils  respectively.  Pacific  Geotechnical  performed  a  preliminary  geotechnical 

assessment of  the site  in August 2009, and performed site specific  field percolation  tests  in  June 

2010 and April 2011 (Reference #3). The site specific percolation tests resulted in permeability rates 

ranging from 0.3 to 9.78  inches per hour depending on  location and depth. Regional groundwater 

contour maps  indicate  that  historic  high  groundwater  levels  are  several  tens  of  feet  below  the 

ground surface, with the water table descending to the west. 

1.4 Opportunities and Constraints for Stormwater Control 

The following is a summary of opportunities for stormwater quality: 

 Soil Conditions – The site consists of relatively well draining Class B and C soils. The project 

can take advantage of the moderate percolation rates by designing stormwater BMP’s and 

community facilities to promote infiltration. 

 Groundwater – Historical groundwater levels are several tens of feet below ground surface, 

allowing for infiltration of stormwater. 

 Site  Density  –  The  project  is  a  low  density  residential  project, which  provides  a  higher 
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amount of available landscape space to incorporate BMPs. 

 Home Owners Associations (HOA) – The project will be managed by an HOA, which allows 

for consistent maintenance of stormwater facilities. The HOA can also provide educational 

information to  future residents regarding water quality and BMPs, and  implement CC&R’s 

to control the generation and movement of stormwater pollutants. 

The following is a summary of constraints for stormwater quality: 

 Existing  Utilities  –  Existing  large  diameter  gas  and  water  pipes  encroach  into  the  site. 

Grading and improvements are restricted within the utility easements and fee title right‐of‐

ways. 

 Site Density – The project is a low density single‐family residential project. This means that a 

large amount of  landscape space  is contained within the  individual  lots. The development 

should  consider  BMP  options  that  are  located  in  common  use  areas  to  ensure  proper 

maintenance. 

 Downstream  Storm  Drain  Connection  –  There  are  no  downstream  public  storm  drain 

facilities to tie on‐site storm drain systems into. This limits options for conveyance of storm 

water runoff. 
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2 Stormwater Treatment Evaluation 

The  Development will  increase  impervious  surfaces  from  the  existing  condition, which  has  the 

potential  to  impact  water  quality  by  increasing  runoff  volumes  and  durations,  as  well  as, 

concentrating and transporting pollutants to downstream receiving waters.  

 Stormwater  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs),  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  site  design 

strategies,  and  source  controls  shall  be  used  to  reduce  runoff  volume, peak  flow,  and  pollutant 

loadings. All BMP’s  selected  for  the Development  shall  comply with  the City’s Post‐Construction 

Stormwater Ordinance. 

 

2.1 LID Site Design Strategies 

The  following  LID  strategies may  be  considered  in  the  development  to  comply with  stormwater 

control requirements: 

 Limit  Impervious  Surfaces  –  Limiting  impervious  surface  has  the  benefit  of  reducing 

stormwater  runoff  volume,  peak  flow,  and  pollutant  concentration  by  increasing 

pervious  areas  and  landscaping  that promote  infiltration  and evapotranspiration.  The 

following site design measures may be used to limit impervious surface: 

 Reduce parking stalls and drive aisle dimensions. 

 Reduce street and alley travel lane widths. 

 Use pervious pavement in low traffic areas such as parking stalls, driveways, and 

pedestrian walkways. 

 Disconnect  Impervious Surfaces – The project should seek to disconnect all  impervious 

surfaces  (building  rooftops,  street pavement, hardscape, etc.) by directing  impervious 

surface runoff and roof downspouts to landscape based BMPs. 

 Incorporate Self‐retaining Areas – The project may  incorporate  self‐retaining areas by 

designing  micro‐retention  into  landscaping  areas.  The  landscaping  areas  would  be 

designed with a concave shape and a minimum 1‐inch ponding depth. Micro‐retention 

has  the  benefit  of  reducing  runoff  volume while minimizing  prolonged  ponding  and 

vector issues. 

 Landscaping Design – The project may incorporate large canopy trees and shrubs where 

possible  to  promote  evapotranspiration  and  to  provide  shade.  The  project may  also 

incorporate drought resistant plants and efficient irrigation methods to minimize water 

use and avoid nuisance water as a result of excessive irrigation.    

 Maintain  Surface  Conveyance  –  The  project  is  planning  to  utilize  roadside  swales  as 

opposed  to a  traditional storm drain system  to collect and convey stormwater  runoff.  

Surface  swales  help  to mimic  the  pre‐developed  runoff  pattern  by maintaining  and 

slowing surface runoff, and promoting some infiltration and transpiration. 
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 Preserve Natural Features – The project  is planning to preserve two  large oak trees  in 

the interior of the site, as well as, tree covered slope area along the northern boundary, 

and windrows along the eastern boundary. This reduces the amount of disturbed area 

and improves evapotranspiration by preserving mature tree canopy. 

2.2 Treatment Control BMPs 

The  treatment  control BMPs  described  in  Table  2.1  have  been  identified  as  ideal  for  use  in  the 

development based on the opportunities and constraints  identified  in Section 1.4 of this SWRMP.  

The project will seek to incorporate these BMP facilities to the maximum extent practicable in the 

final site design. Individual facilities will be identified and designed as part of the final SWRMP. 

Table 2.1 – Selected Treatment Control BMPs

BMP  Description 

Infiltration 
Basin 

A depression that is wider than it is deep with an uncompacted bottom, which 
collects and holds stormwater runoff for infiltration into subsurface soil. 
Infiltration basins remove suspended solids, particulate pollutants, coliform 
bacteria, organics and some soluble forms of metals and nutrients by detaining 
the runoff and allowing it to filter through the underlying soils.  

Landscaped 
Swales 

A landscape linear depression which collects and conveys storm water runoff. 
They treat storm water by filtration through landscaping and shallow rock berms, 
and allow for some infiltration. 

Bioretention 
A depressed vegetated area with a porous engineered soil mix and that captures, 
treats, and infiltrates stormwater runoff.  They are suitable for removal of 
sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and grease, and organics.  

Pervious 

Pavement  

 

A pavement area consisting of an engineered pervious pavement on top of a rock 
base with 25% to 40% void space.  They are suitable for removal of sediment, 
nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and grease, and organics. 

 
2.3 Source Control Measures 

The following stormwater source control measures may be implemented with the Development: 

Table 2.2 – Selected Source Control Measures

Potential Source  BMP Description 

Landscape 
Management 

Ongoing management consistent with the CASQA Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook: New Development and Redevelopment 
BMPs SD‐10 & SD‐12, including limiting pesticide and fertilizer usage and 
minimizing irrigation and runoff. 

BMP Maintenance  Property owner is responsible for the inspection and maintenance of 
structural BMPs consistent with the SWRMP and the City of Morgan Hill 
ordinances. (See Section 5) 

Litter Control  Litter should be routinely picked up and properly disposed. If necessary, 
signage should be installed in common areas to discourage littering. 
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Table 2.2 – Selected Source Control Measures (cont.)

Potential Source  BMP Description 

Drain Inlet Inspection  All inlets should be marked with “No Dumping ‐ Flows to Bay” or similar 
message.  Property owner is responsible for inspection and maintenance 
of all privately owned drain inlets.  

Street Sweeping  Streets and parking areas should be swept weekly, weather permitting, 
and prior to the rainy season. 

Vehicle Washing  Vehicle washing should be prohibited onsite.

Vehicle Fueling  Vehicle fueling should be prohibited onsite.

Outdoor Pesticide 
Use 

Where possible, pest resistant plants should be used. Planting for swales 
should be selected to be appropriate for the soil and moisture 
conditions. Landscaping should be maintained using integrated pest 
management principles with minimal or no use of pesticides.  

Outdoor Trash 
Enclosures 

All common trash collection facilities should be covered with drains 
connected to the sanitary sewer system. 

Delivery 
Area/Loading Docks 

Delivery areas and loading docks should be covered with drains 
connected to the sanitary sewer system. 

Swimming Pools  Overflows for swimming pools should be connected to the sanitary 
sewer system. 

Outdoor Material 
Storage 

Material storage should be sufficiently covered with containment BMP’s 
or stored indoors. 
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3 Design of Stormwater Treatment BMPs 

Stormwater  treatment BMP’s are classified  into  two categories: volume and  flow based.   Volume 

based BMP’s are based on a rainfall depth and provide storage volume with a specific drawdown 

time to allow pollutants to settle‐out. They may also incorporate a filtration media at the bottom of 

the  facility  to  provide  additional  treatment  benefits.    Flow  based  BMP’s  are  based  on  rainfall 

intensity  and  corresponding  flow  rate,  and  treat  stormwater  via  filtration.  In  order  to  provide 

flexibility in planning and design of the development, this preliminary SWRMP considers both flow 

and  volume  based  treatment  options.    The  development  is  analyzed  based  on  the  two  distinct 

watersheds: 

1. North Area – 29.6‐acres  tributary  to Coyote Creek, assumed  to be 45%  impervious under 

the post‐construction condition. 

2. South  Area  –  93.5‐acres  tributary  to Madrone  Channel,  assumed  to  be  45%  impervious 

under the post‐construction condition. 

Volume  and  flow  based BMP  sizing  is  determined  using  the CASQA method  as  described  in  the 

Santa  Clara  Valley  Urban  Runoff  Pollution  Prevention  Program  (SCVURPPP)  “C.3  Stormwater 

Handbook”. The sizing results are summarized in Table 3.1, and complete calculations are provided 

in Appendix B. 

Table 3.1 – Drainage Area and BMP Summary Table

Area 

ID 

Drainage 

Area  

(acres) 

% Imperv 
Runoff 

Coefficient 

BMP 

Classification 

Sizing 

Method 

BMP Flow 

or Volume 

BMP Size per 

Acre 

North  29.6  45%  0.42 
Volume CASQA 1.67 acre‐ft  0.056 acre‐ft

Flow CASQA 3.26 cfs  0.11 cfs

South  93.5  45%  0.41 
Volume CASQA 5.28 acre‐ft  0.056 acre‐ft

Flow CASQA 10.04 cfs  0.11 cfs

Due  to  the  size  and  density  of  the  project,  it  is  determined  that  a  centralized  stormwater 

management facility will be the most economically and technically feasible option for the project. 

The project proposes  to  incorporate a  retention/detention  stormwater basin at  the downstream 

end of each watershed.  The north area will incorporate an 8.5 acre‐ft, 7‐ft deep retention basin for 

stormwater quality, hydromodification and flood control management.  The retention basin will be 

sized  to  infiltrate  all  stormwater  runoff  up  to  a  24‐hr,  100‐yr  storm  event.    The  south  area will 

incorporate a 9.2 acre‐ft, 7.5‐ft deep combination retention/detention basin for stormwater quality, 

hydromodification and  flood control management.   The bottom 4‐ft of  the basin will provide  full 

retention and  infiltration, while  the upper 3.5‐ft will have controlled  release  through  the 12‐inch 

culvert  under  Peet  Road.  The  basin will  be  designed  to  reduce  peak  flows  and  volumes  to  pre‐

project  levels. Stormwater  runoff will be  conveyed  to  the basins via approximately 30,000  linear 

feet  of  roadside  swales,  which  will  provide  additional  infiltration  and  water  quality  benefits 

upstream of the basins. 
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4 Hydromodification Management 

4.1 Hydromodification Design Components 

Hydrograph  modification  or  “hydromodification”  refers  to  the  peak  flow  and  flow  duration 

hydrograph changes that result from the alteration of an existing watershed either through addition 

of  impervious  surfaces,  re‐direction  of  existing  drainage  patterns,  or  other  factors. 

Hydromodification management  refers  to  the  practice  of mitigating  changes  in  the  post‐project 

runoff  hydrograph  through  a  variety  of  flow  control  structures  intended  to  mimic  pre‐project 

hydrology  to  the maximum  extent  practicable, where  changes  in  discharge  are  planned  into  a 

natural channel such as a creek. 

The project  is  required  to provide hydromodification management  to mitigate  increases  in peak 

flow and duration. The hydromodification and hydraulic calculations for the proposed stormwater 

management  basins  were  modeled  using  the  Bay  Area  Hydrology  Model  (BAHM).  The  BAHM 

program  was  developed  for  use  in  Alameda,  San  Mateo,  and  Santa  Clara  Counties,  and  is 

recommended  for  use  by  the  SCVURPPP  “C.3  Stormwater  Handbook”.  The  BAHM  program 

implements  a  continuous  runoff  simulation model using  the Hydrologic  System Program  Fortran 

(HSPF) processor and  is  intended to model and design BMP features to mitigate peak storm flows 

and  rainfall  runoff  durations.  The  continuous  runoff  simulation model  applies  historical  hourly 

rainfall data to the user‐inputted physical aspects of a given watershed. The model can represent 

physical watershed aspects such as hydrologic soil group, slope, vegetation cover type, and type of 

impervious  surfaces. Both  the pre‐development  and post‐development watershed  characteristics 

can be  inputted.  In addition  to  inputting watershed  characteristics,  the user also  selects  the  site 

location on a map prior to running the hydrologic simulation. Based on the site location, the BAHM 

selects  the  nearest  pre‐loaded  rain  gauge  to  the watershed  and  pro‐rates  differences  in  rainfall 

depth between the site and the recorded rain gauge data. In the post‐project condition, the BAHM 

allows user‐input of specifically designed hydromodification management  features such as basins, 

bioretention  areas,  vegetated  swales,  etc.  in  order  to model  proposed  flow  control  BMP’s.  The 

BAHM then simulates the application of this historic rainfall to both the pre‐development and the 

post‐development watersheds in order to verify HMP compliance. 

Through  internal mathematical  approximations  and  calculations,  the  BAHM model  generates  a 

runoff  time  series  that  characterizes how  the watershed may have  responded  to  the  continuous 

record of historic rainfall. In order to develop this runoff time series, BAHM factors in losses such as 

infiltration and evapotranspiration. In addition, BAHM considers antecedent moisture conditions to 

determine  runoff  characteristics  based  on  the  previous  condition  of  the  watershed  (very  dry, 

already saturated, etc). The BAHM compares the runoff time series from both the pre‐development 

watershed and  the post‐development watershed and determines whether  the post‐development 

scenario “passes” hydromodification management standards.  In order to assess whether a project 

passes, the BAHM considers pre‐development and post‐development runoff flows generated from 

10 percent of the 2‐year (Q2) up to the 10‐year (Q10) statistical storm flow rate. To pass, the post‐
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development  peak  runoff  time  series must  not  exceed  the  pre‐development  runoff  time  series 

within this interval as currently required in Santa Clara County. This attenuation is accomplished by 

the hydromodification management facilities selected for the development. 

4.2 Hydromodification Analysis Results 

For  the purposes of  this analysis,  it  is assumed  the project does not  incorporate any  impervious 

surface reductions through the use of permeable pavement.  If desired, the owner could entertain 

the use of pervious pavement to greater reduce the size of stormwater management facilities. As 

shown in the BAHM results in Appendix C, the proposed design will achieve adequate flow control 

to mimic pre‐project conditions. The north basin  successfully  infiltrates all  runoff  simulated  from 

the historical rainfall record, meaning no discharge  leaves the basin.   The south basin successfully 

reduces  the  peak  flow  and  duration  below  pre‐project  conditions.  The  south  basin  is  able  to 

infiltrate all stormwater runoff for storms equal to and less than the 2‐year return period. 
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5 BMP Operation and Maintenance 

The City of Morgan Hill Post‐Construction Stormwater Ordinance requires the Owner to enter into a 

formal written stormwater BMP operation and maintenance agreement with the City prior to the 

issuance  of  any  building  permit.    The  City  will  record  this  agreement,  against  the  property  or 

properties involved, with the County of Santa Clara and it will be binding on all subsequent owners 

of land served by the stormwater management treatment BMP’s. The agreement shall provide the 

City  the authority  to perform maintenance and/or  repair work and  to recover  the costs  from  the 

owner in the event that maintenance is neglected, or the stormwater management facility becomes 

a danger to the public health and safety. Stormwater BMP  inspections shall be performed at  least 

twice per year, and records kept and submitted to the City in accordance with City ordinance. Refer 

to Appendix D  for more  information  regarding  requirements of  the Operation  and Maintenance 

agreement. 
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Stormwater BMP Sizing Calculations

October 15, 2012

Project Information

Area = 5,360,000 ft
2

Total project area

Impervious Area = 2,400,000 ft2 Total project impervious area

45% Percent impervious area

Treated Imperv Area = 2,400,000 ft2 Total project impervious area treated with storm water BMP

100% Percent of project impervious area treated with storm water BMP

Design Information

MAPsite = 21.0 in Mean Annual Precipitation at project site

Reference Rain Guage = Morgan Hill

MAPguage = 19.5 in Reference Rain Guage closest to the project site

CF = 1.08 Rain Guage correction factor

P6 gauge = 0.760 in Mean storm event precipitation at reference rain gauge

I85 gauge = 0.120 in/hr 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity at reference rain gauge

P6 gauge = 0.82 in Project mean storm event precipitation for volume based design

IWQ gauge = 0.26 in/hr Two times the project 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity for flow based design

I10 = 1.3 in/hr Bypass flow rainfall intensity, 10‐year storm at TC=20 minutes

Note

1. Refer to the following Tables for the indiviual drainage area BMP sizing calculations.

2. BMP sizing calculations are based on the guideance outlined in the SCVURPPP "C.3 Stormwater Handbook", dated April 2012. 
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Table B.1:  Flow ‐ CASQA BMP Handbook Method

WQF =  CIA cfs WQ Runoff Coefficient Table Q10 =  CIA cfs

43,200 Roof 0.90 43,200

Hardscape/Concrete 0.80

C = WQ Runoff Coefficient Street 0.70 C = 0.9 imperv, 0.1 perv

I = 0.260 2 x 24‐hr 85th percentile rainfall intensity (in/hr) Landscape 0.10 I10 = 1.3 in/hr

A = drainage area (ft 2 ) Pervious Pavement 0.10 A = drainage area (ft 2 )

WQF = Water quality design flow (cfs) Bioplanter/Swale 0.10 Q10 = Overflow (cfs)

Impervious Surface (SF) Pervious Surface (SF)

Drainage 

Area ID Area (SF) R
o
o
f

H
ar
d
sc
ap

e

St
re
e
t

Total La
n
d
sc
ap

e

P
er
vi
o
u
s 

P
av
e
m
en

t

R
e
te
n
ti
o
n
 

B
as
in

Total % Impervious

Runoff 

Coefficient

Design

WQF

(cfs)

Min BMP 

Area
1

(SF)

Overflow

Q10

(cfs)

N 1,290,000 290,000 30,000 260,000 580,000 620,000 0 90,000 710,000 45% 0.42                3.261 28,174 17.9

S 4,070,000 910,000 70,000 840,000 1,820,000 2,220,000 0 30,000 2,250,000 45% 0.41                10.043 86,772 56.3

Total 5,360,000 1,200,000 100,000 1,100,000 2,400,000 2,840,000 0 120,000 2,960,000
1. Assumes a 5‐in/hr BMP soil mix infiltration rate.

Table B.2:  Volume ‐ CASQA BMP Handbook Method

WQV =  (CF)SA acre‐ft CF = Rain gauage correction factor Q10 =  CIA cfs C = 0.9 imperv, 0.1 perv

43,560 x 12 S = Unit Basin Storage (in) 43,200 I10 = 1.3 in/hr

A = drainage area (ft 2 ) A = drainage area (ft 2 )

WQV = Water quality design volume (acre‐ft) Q10 = Overflow (cfs)

Unit Basin Storage (in)

Drainage

Area ID Area (SF)

Imperv

Area (SF)

% 

Imperv Soil Type

Average

Slope (%) 1% 15%

Drainage 

Area 

Specific

Design

WQV

(acre‐ft)

Overflow

Q10

(cfs)

N 1,290,000 580,000 45% Clay Loam (D) 1% 0.63 0.66 0.63 1.67 17.8
S 4,070,000 1,820,000 45% Clay Loam (D) 1% 0.63 0.66 0.63 5.28 56.1

Total 5,360,000 2,400,000 45% Total
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San Sebastian Job No.:  092020

Preliminary Hydrologic Parameters Worksheet Location:  Morgan Hill, CA

Date:

Storm Water Basin Volume and Percolation Calculations

North Basin ‐ 02/24/2012 R = 2.25 in/hr =1/2 of field measured percolation rate

Basin 1 Basin 2 Total Total Void Cumm Perc

Elev Area Area Area Area Ratio Volume Flow

(ft) (SF) (SF) (SF) (AC) (%) (AC‐FT) (cfs)

407 28100 44500 72600 1.667 100% 8.559 3.78 Freeboard

406 25500 41200 66700 1.531 100% 6.961 3.47

405 23000 37900 60900 1.398 100% 5.496 3.17

404 20600 34700 55300 1.270 100% 4.162 2.88

403 18700 32000 50700 1.164 100% 2.945 2.64

402 16400 29000 45400 1.042 100% 1.842 2.36 Assume max perc flow at 2' depth

401 14100 26000 40100 0.921 100% 0.861 2.09

400 11900 23000 34900 0.801 0.000 1.82

South Basin ‐ 02/24/2012 R = 3.96 in/hr =1/2 of field measured percolation rate

Basin 1 Basin 2 Total Total Void Cumm Perc

Elev Area Area Area Area Ratio Volume Flow

(ft) (SF) (SF) (SF) (AC) (%) (AC‐FT) (cfs)

409.5 100000 65200 165200 3.792 100% 9.136 15.14 Freeboard

408.5 29500 51900 81400 1.869 100% 8.476 7.46

408 26500 49800 76300 1.752 100% 6.666 6.99

407 21800 45700 67500 1.550 100% 5.015 6.19

406 16200 41800 58000 1.331 100% 3.574 5.32

405 5500 37900 43400 0.996 100% 2.410 3.98

404 3800 34500 38300 0.879 100% 1.473 3.51 Assume max perc flow at 2' depth

403 0 31100 31100 0.714 100% 0.676 2.85

402 0 27800 27800 0.638 0.000 2.55

2/24/2012
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Bay Area Hydrology Model   
PROJECT REPORT  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:  092030  
Site Address:    
City        :  Morgan Hill  
Report Date :  10/12/2012  
Gage        :  Morgan Hill  
Data Start  :  1959/10/01  
Data End    :  1997/09/30  
Precip Scale:  0.91  
BAHM Version:     
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
PREDEVELOPED LAND USE   
 
Name      :  Area N  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           19.1  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         7.8  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Flat(0-5%)              0.6  
Roff Area                     0.1  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Channel  1,  Channel  1,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Area S  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Grass,Flat(0-5%)           42.9  
 C D,Grass,Flat(0-5%)         35.9  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Flat(0-5%)              16.4  
Roof Area                     0.3  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Channel  2,  Channel  2,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Name      :  Off 1  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Shrub,Stee(10-20%)         1  
 C D,Shrub,St(10-20%)         5.4  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Mod(5-10%)              1.1  
Roof Area                     0.2  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Channel  1,  Channel  1,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Off 2  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 C D,Shrub,St(10-20%)         5.9  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Mod(5-10%)              0.9  
Roof Area                     0.2  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
Channel  2,  Channel  2,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Off 3  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           3.5  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Flat(0-5%)              1  
Roof Area                     1.5  
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            1  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   



Preliminary Storm Water Control Plan 
San Sebastian: Morgan Hill, CA    Appendix C 

Page 3 of 14 

Channel  2,  Channel  2,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Area N  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 C D,Urban,Flat(0-5%)         4.1  
 B,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           11.2  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Flat(0-5%)              3.6  
Roof Area                     5.7  
Driveways,Flat(0-5%)          3.6  
Sidewalks,Flat(0-5%)          1.4  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
North Pond,  North Pond,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Area S  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 C D,Urban,Flat(0-5%)         23.6  
 B,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           28.8  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Flat(0-5%)              10.3  
Roof Area                     16.4  
Driveways,Flat(0-5%)          10.3  
Sidewalks,Flat(0-5%)          4.1  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
South Pond,  South Pond,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Name      :  Off 1  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
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Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Shrub,Stee(10-20%)         1  
 C D,Shrub,St(10-20%)         5.4  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Mod(5-10%)              1  
Roof Area                     0.3  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
North Pond,  North Pond,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Off 2  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 C D,Shrub,St(10-20%)         5.9  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Mod(5-10%)              1  
Roof Area                     0.1  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
South Pond,  South Pond,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name      :  Off 3  
Bypass:  No  
 
GroundWater:  No  
 
Pervious Land Use           Acres    
 B,Urban,Flat(0-5%)           3.5  
  
Impervious Land Use         Acres   
Roads,Flat(0-5%)              1  
Roof Area                     1.5  
Parking,Flat(0-5%)            1  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Element Flows To:      
Surface               Interflow               Groundwater   
South Pond,  South Pond,  
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Name      :  North Pond  
Depth:          7ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.801      0.000      0.000      1.820  
1.000      0.921      0.861      0.000      2.090  
2.000      1.042      1.842      0.000      2.360  
3.000      1.164      2.945      0.000      2.360  
4.000      1.270      4.162      0.000      2.360  
5.000      1.398      5.496      0.400      2.360  
6.000      1.531      6.961      1.600      2.360  
7.000      1.667      8.559      4.000      2.360  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Name      :  South Pond  
Depth:          7.5ft.  
 
Element Flows To:      
Outlet 1              Outlet 2           
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
  
             SSD Table Hydraulic Table  
 Stage(ft) Area(acr) Volume(acr-ft) Dschrg(cfs) Infilt(cfs)    
0.000      0.638      0.000      0.000      2.550  
1.000      0.714      0.676      0.000      2.850  
2.000      0.879      1.473      0.000      3.510  
3.000      0.996      2.410      0.000      3.510  
4.000      1.331      3.574      0.000      3.510  
5.000      1.550      5.015      0.200      3.510  
6.000      1.752      6.666      2.300      3.510  
6.500      1.869      8.476      6.100      3.510  
6.700      2.250      8.608      48.00      3.510  
7.500      3.792      9.136      200.0      3.510  
___________________________________________________________________ 
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MITIGATED LAND USE   
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
                     ANALYSIS RESULTS  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  1.324445  
5 year                  4.953438  
10 year                 8.471178  
25 year                 8.895708  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #1  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  0  
10 year                 0  
25 year                 0  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
1961          0.549          0.000  
1962          0.668          0.000  
1963          1.279          0.000  
1964          3.556          0.000  
1965          1.119          0.000  
1966          1.277          0.000  
1967          0.577          0.000  
1968          8.151          0.000  
1969          0.557          0.000  
1970          8.459          0.000  
1971          2.524          0.000  
1972          1.651          0.000  
1973          0.374          0.000  
1974          9.576          0.000  
1975          0.528          0.000  
1976          0.730          0.000  
1977          0.453          0.000  
1978          0.485          0.000  
1979          4.440          0.000  
1980          0.876          0.000  
1981          8.379          0.000  
1982          0.392          0.000  
1983          8.614          0.000  
1984          7.298          0.000  
1985          1.815          0.000  
1986          1.519          0.000  
1987          8.628          0.000  
1988          0.502          0.000  
1989          0.594          0.000  
1990          0.481          0.000  
1991          1.446          0.000  
1992          1.525          0.000  
1993          3.041          0.000  
1994          1.373          0.000  
1995          0.395          0.000  
1996          3.548          0.000  
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1997          1.926          0.000  
1998          1.883          0.000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #1  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
1        9.5760              0.0000  
2        8.6285              0.0000  
3        8.6140              0.0000  
4        8.4593              0.0000  
5        8.3787              0.0000  
6        8.1512              0.0000  
7        7.2985              0.0000  
8        4.4405              0.0000  
9        3.5556              0.0000  
10       3.5479              0.0000  
11       3.0409              0.0000  
12       2.5244              0.0000  
13       1.9263              0.0000  
14       1.8833              0.0000  
15       1.8153              0.0000  
16       1.6514              0.0000  
17       1.5255              0.0000  
18       1.5187              0.0000  
19       1.4463              0.0000  
20       1.3726              0.0000  
21       1.2787              0.0000  
22       1.2768              0.0000  
23       1.1185              0.0000  
24       0.8759              0.0000  
25       0.7304              0.0000  
26       0.6680              0.0000  
27       0.5938              0.0000  
28       0.5767              0.0000  
29       0.5565              0.0000  
30       0.5490              0.0000  
31       0.5284              0.0000  
32       0.5025              0.0000  
33       0.4853              0.0000  
34       0.4808              0.0000  
35       0.4527              0.0000  
36       0.3946              0.0000  
37       0.3919              0.0000  
38       0.3742              0.0000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #1  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
0.1324    2876    0      0      Pass  
0.2167    1525    0      0      Pass  
0.3009    882     0      0      Pass  
0.3851    624     0      0      Pass  
0.4694    507     0      0      Pass  
0.5536    407     0      0      Pass  



Preliminary Storm Water Control Plan 
San Sebastian: Morgan Hill, CA    Appendix C 

Page 8 of 14 

0.6378    334     0      0      Pass  
0.7221    285     0      0      Pass  
0.8063    249     0      0      Pass  
0.8905    219     0      0      Pass  
0.9747    201     0      0      Pass  
1.0590    182     0      0      Pass  
1.1432    166     0      0      Pass  
1.2274    152     0      0      Pass  
1.3117    139     0      0      Pass  
1.3959    127     0      0      Pass  
1.4801    119     0      0      Pass  
1.5643    112     0      0      Pass  
1.6486    106     0      0      Pass  
1.7328    97      0      0      Pass  
1.8170    89      0      0      Pass  
1.9013    82      0      0      Pass  
1.9855    79      0      0      Pass  
2.0697    74      0      0      Pass  
2.1540    68      0      0      Pass  
2.2382    66      0      0      Pass  
2.3224    62      0      0      Pass  
2.4066    60      0      0      Pass  
2.4909    55      0      0      Pass  
2.5751    49      0      0      Pass  
2.6593    49      0      0      Pass  
2.7436    47      0      0      Pass  
2.8278    44      0      0      Pass  
2.9120    43      0      0      Pass  
2.9963    42      0      0      Pass  
3.0805    39      0      0      Pass  
3.1647    37      0      0      Pass  
3.2489    35      0      0      Pass  
3.3332    35      0      0      Pass  
3.4174    33      0      0      Pass  
3.5016    33      0      0      Pass  
3.5859    30      0      0      Pass  
3.6701    30      0      0      Pass  
3.7543    30      0      0      Pass  
3.8385    29      0      0      Pass  
3.9228    29      0      0      Pass  
4.0070    27      0      0      Pass  
4.0912    26      0      0      Pass  
4.1755    25      0      0      Pass  
4.2597    25      0      0      Pass  
4.3439    25      0      0      Pass  
4.4282    25      0      0      Pass  
4.5124    22      0      0      Pass  
4.5966    21      0      0      Pass  
4.6808    21      0      0      Pass  
4.7651    20      0      0      Pass  
4.8493    18      0      0      Pass  
4.9335    18      0      0      Pass  
5.0178    18      0      0      Pass  
5.1020    18      0      0      Pass  
5.1862    18      0      0      Pass  
5.2705    17      0      0      Pass  
5.3547    16      0      0      Pass  
5.4389    16      0      0      Pass  
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5.5231    16      0      0      Pass  
5.6074    16      0      0      Pass  
5.6916    15      0      0      Pass  
5.7758    15      0      0      Pass  
5.8601    13      0      0      Pass  
5.9443    11      0      0      Pass  
6.0285    11      0      0      Pass  
6.1127    10      0      0      Pass  
6.1970    10      0      0      Pass  
6.2812    10      0      0      Pass  
6.3654    10      0      0      Pass  
6.4497    10      0      0      Pass  
6.5339    10      0      0      Pass  
6.6181    10      0      0      Pass  
6.7024    9       0      0      Pass  
6.7866    9       0      0      Pass  
6.8708    9       0      0      Pass  
6.9550    9       0      0      Pass  
7.0393    9       0      0      Pass  
7.1235    8       0      0      Pass  
7.2077    8       0      0      Pass  
7.2920    8       0      0      Pass  
7.3762    7       0      0      Pass  
7.4604    7       0      0      Pass  
7.5447    7       0      0      Pass  
7.6289    7       0      0      Pass  
7.7131    7       0      0      Pass  
7.7973    6       0      0      Pass  
7.8816    6       0      0      Pass  
7.9658    6       0      0      Pass  
8.0500    6       0      0      Pass  
8.1343    6       0      0      Pass  
8.2185    5       0      0      Pass  
8.3027    5       0      0      Pass  
8.3869    4       0      0      Pass  
8.4712    3       0      0      Pass  
 
Graph-1:  POC#1 Flow Duration Exceedance 
Blue = Predeveloped POC#1 
Red = Mitigated POC#1 
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___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Predeveloped.  POC #2  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  7.624024  
5 year                  19.050205  
10 year                 28.780854  
25 year                 31.027436  
 
Flow Frequency Return Periods for Mitigated.  POC #2  
Return Period         Flow(cfs)  
2 year                  0  
5 year                  2.002423  
10 year                 8.840023  
25 year                 18.056959  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #2  
Year         Predeveloped    Mitigated   
1961          5.755          0.000  
1962          7.080          0.000  
1963          7.658          0.161  
1964          13.546         8.281  
1965          11.585         0.000  
1966          5.297          0.000  
1967          6.054          0.000  
1968          28.169         15.552  
1969          5.865          0.000  
1970          29.023         22.321  
1971          17.784         0.000  
1972          9.036          0.000  
1973          3.937          0.000  
1974          33.112         0.622  
1975          5.189          0.000  
1976          7.591          0.000  
1977          4.743          0.000  
1978          5.137          0.000  
1979          15.867         0.000  
1980          5.872          0.000  
1981          28.203         0.994  
1982          4.155          0.000  
1983          30.209         0.325  
1984          24.840         2.686  
1985          8.226          0.034  
1986          15.927         0.000  
1987          28.761         16.382  
1988          5.368          0.169  
1989          6.266          0.000  
1990          5.121          0.000  
1991          9.249          0.144  
1992          7.204          2.908  
1993          12.942         0.149  
1994          6.981          1.853  
1995          4.126          0.000  
1996          14.593         0.831  
1997          8.540          3.216  
1998          9.827          0.031  
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Ranked Yearly Peaks for Predeveloped and Mitigated.  POC #2  
Rank     Predeveloped        Mitigated   
1        33.1120             22.3210  
2        30.2085             16.3818  
3        29.0227             15.5519  
4        28.7607             8.2807  
5        28.2026             3.2158  
6        28.1693             2.9076  
7        24.8404             2.6862  
8        17.7836             1.8528  
9        15.9265             0.9937  
10       15.8671             0.8307  
11       14.5931             0.6221  
12       13.5460             0.3254  
13       12.9418             0.1695  
14       11.5847             0.1606  
15       9.8268              0.1487  
16       9.2488              0.1443  
17       9.0363              0.0342  
18       8.5402              0.0306  
19       8.2257              0.0000  
20       7.6585              0.0000  
21       7.5913              0.0000  
22       7.2036              0.0000  
23       7.0804              0.0000  
24       6.9811              0.0000  
25       6.2661              0.0000  
26       6.0540              0.0000  
27       5.8724              0.0000  
28       5.8648              0.0000  
29       5.7545              0.0000  
30       5.3685              0.0000  
31       5.2971              0.0000  
32       5.1889              0.0000  
33       5.1373              0.0000  
34       5.1215              0.0000  
35       4.7428              0.0000  
36       4.1550              0.0000  
37       4.1264              0.0000  
38       3.9368              0.0000  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
POC #2  
The Facility PASSED  
  
The Facility PASSED.  
  
Flow(CFS) Predev  Dev Percentage Pass/Fail  
0.7624    3718    149    4      Pass  
1.0454    3039    128    4      Pass  
1.3284    2238    112    5      Pass  
1.6114    1499    99     6      Pass  
1.8945    1265    85     6      Pass  
2.1775    1111    79     7      Pass  
2.4605    887     71     8      Pass  
2.7435    666     60     9      Pass  
3.0265    556     53     9      Pass  
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3.3095    503     48     9      Pass  
3.5925    440     42     9      Pass  
3.8756    376     39     10     Pass  
4.1586    305     31     10     Pass  
4.4416    272     29     10     Pass  
4.7246    249     25     10     Pass  
5.0076    220     23     10     Pass  
5.2906    191     20     10     Pass  
5.5737    179     17     9      Pass  
5.8567    168     16     9      Pass  
6.1397    154     15     9      Pass  
6.4227    141     15     10     Pass  
6.7057    128     14     10     Pass  
6.9887    115     14     12     Pass  
7.2717    104     14     13     Pass  
7.5548    91      13     14     Pass  
7.8378    86      11     12     Pass  
8.1208    84      10     11     Pass  
8.4038    76      9      11     Pass  
8.6868    73      9      12     Pass  
8.9698    69      9      13     Pass  
9.2528    66      8      12     Pass  
9.5359    62      8      12     Pass  
9.8189    58      8      13     Pass  
10.1019    53      8      15     Pass  
10.3849    52      8      15     Pass  
10.6679    52      6      11     Pass  
10.9509    49      6      12     Pass  
11.2339    45      6      13     Pass  
11.5170    42      6      14     Pass  
11.8000    41      6      14     Pass  
12.0830    39      6      15     Pass  
12.3660    38      6      15     Pass  
12.6490    37      6      16     Pass  
12.9320    36      5      13     Pass  
13.2150    35      5      14     Pass  
13.4981    34      5      14     Pass  
13.7811    30      5      16     Pass  
14.0641    30      5      16     Pass  
14.3471    29      5      17     Pass  
14.6301    28      5      17     Pass  
14.9131    27      5      18     Pass  
15.1962    27      5      18     Pass  
15.4792    27      5      18     Pass  
15.7622    27      4      14     Pass  
16.0452    25      3      12     Pass  
16.3282    25      3      12     Pass  
16.6112    24      2      8      Pass  
16.8942    22      2      9      Pass  
17.1773    22      2      9      Pass  
17.4603    19      2      10     Pass  
17.7433    19      2      10     Pass  
18.0263    17      2      11     Pass  
18.3093    17      2      11     Pass  
18.5923    16      2      12     Pass  
18.8753    16      2      12     Pass  
19.1584    15      2      13     Pass  
19.4414    15      1      6      Pass  



Preliminary Storm Water Control Plan 
San Sebastian: Morgan Hill, CA    Appendix C 

Page 13 of 14 

19.7244    15      1      6      Pass  
20.0074    14      1      7      Pass  
20.2904    13      1      7      Pass  
20.5734    12      1      8      Pass  
20.8564    11      1      9      Pass  
21.1395    11      1      9      Pass  
21.4225    10      1      10     Pass  
21.7055    10      1      10     Pass  
21.9885    9       1      11     Pass  
22.2715    9       1      11     Pass  
22.5545    9       0      0      Pass  
22.8375    9       0      0      Pass  
23.1206    8       0      0      Pass  
23.4036    8       0      0      Pass  
23.6866    8       0      0      Pass  
23.9696    8       0      0      Pass  
24.2526    8       0      0      Pass  
24.5356    8       0      0      Pass  
24.8186    8       0      0      Pass  
25.1017    7       0      0      Pass  
25.3847    7       0      0      Pass  
25.6677    6       0      0      Pass  
25.9507    6       0      0      Pass  
26.2337    6       0      0      Pass  
26.5167    6       0      0      Pass  
26.7998    6       0      0      Pass  
27.0828    6       0      0      Pass  
27.3658    6       0      0      Pass  
27.6488    6       0      0      Pass  
27.9318    6       0      0      Pass  
28.2148    4       0      0      Pass  
28.4978    4       0      0      Pass  
28.7809    3       0      0      Pass  
 
Graph-2:  POC#2 Flow Duration Exceedance 
Blue = Predeveloped POC#2 
Red = Mitigated POC#2 
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_____________________________________________________ 
 
Perlnd and Implnd Changes   
 No changes have been made.  
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
This program and accompanying documentation are provided 'as-is' without warranty of any kind.  
The entire risk regarding the performance and results of this program is assumed by End User.   
Clear Creek Solutions Inc. and the governmental licensee or sublicensees disclaim all warranties, 
either expressed or implied, including but not limited to implied warranties of program and 
accompanying documentation.  In no event shall Clear Creek Solutions Inc, Applied Marine Sciences 
Incorporated, the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, EOA Incorporated, 
member agencies of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program, member agencies of the San Mateo 
Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program, member agencies of the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program or any other LOU Participants or authorized representatives 
of LOU Participants be liable for any damages whatsoever (including without limitation to damages 
for loss of business profits, loss of business information, business interruption, and the like) 
arising out of the use of, or inability to use this program even if Clear Creek Solutions Inc., 
Applied Marine Sciences Incorporated, the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, EOA Incorporated or any member agencies of the LOU Participants or their authorized 
representatives have been advised of the possibility of such damages.  Software Copyright © by 
Clear Creek Solutions, Inc. 2005-2007; All Rights Reserved.   
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Chapter 18.71 - POST CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Sections:  
18.71.010 - Purpose and intent. 
18.71.020 - Definitions. 
18.71.030 - Applicability: Permanent storm water pollution prevention measures required. 
18.71.110 - Design standards and selection of best management practices. 
18.71.120 - Stormwater runoff management plan required. 
18.71.130 - Stormwater runoff management plan contents. 
18.71.140 - Preparation of the stormwater runoff management plan. 
18.71.150 - Stormwater BMP operation, maintenance, and replacement responsibility. 
18.71.160 - Stormwater BMP operation and maintenance agreement. 
18.71.170 - Stormwater BMP inspection responsibility. 
18.71.180 - Records of maintenance and inspection activities. 
18.71.190 - Failure to maintain. 
18.71.200 - Authority to inspect. 
18.71.210 - Notice of violation. 
18.71.220 - Appeal. 
18.71.230 - Abatement by city. 
18.71.240 - Charging cost of abatement. 
18.71.250 - Urgency abatement. 
18.71.260 - Violations. 
18.71.270 - Compensatory action. 
18.71.280 - Violations deemed a public nuisance. 
18.71.290 - Acts potentially resulting in a violation of the Federal Clean Water Act and/or California 
Porter-Cologne Act. 
18.71.300 - Fees set by resolution. 
 

18.71.010 - Purpose and intent.  

The purpose of this chapter is to establish minimum stormwater management requirements and 
controls to protect and safeguard the general health, safety, and welfare of the public residing in 
watersheds in compliance with applicable provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and any National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Discharge Permits issued to the City of 
Morgan Hill, through the following objectives:  

A. Minimize increases in stormwater runoff from any development in order to reduce flooding, 
siltation and streambank erosion and maintain the integrity of stream channels;  

B. increases in nonpoint source pollution caused by stormwater runoff from development which 
would otherwise degrade local water quality  

C. Minimize the total annual volume of surface water runoff which flows from any specific site 
during and following development to not exceed the pre-development hydrologic regime to the 
maximum extent practicable.  

D. Reduce stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion and nonpoint source pollution, 
wherever possible, through stormwater management controls and to ensure that these 
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management controls are properly maintained and pose no threat to public safety.  

The above objectives shall be met through adoption and implementation of best management practices 
(BMPs) in design, construction and maintenance. These BMPs shall be incorporated into permanent 
site design features, which shall remain functioning throughout the life of the development.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.020 - Definitions.  

The terms used in this chapter shall have the following meanings:  

A. "One hundred thousand square foot commercial development" means any commercial 
development that creates at least one hundred thousand square feet of impermeable surface, 
including parking areas.  

B. "Automotive repair shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.  

C. "Authorized enforcement officer" means the City of Morgan Hill Chief Engineer and those 
individuals designated by the chief engineer to enforce the provisions of this chapter, including the 
code enforcement officer(s) of the City of Morgan Hill's community development department.  

D. "Best management practices" or "BMP" means activities, practices, and procedures as 
specified in Section 18.71.110 to prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants directly or indirectly 
to the municipal storm drain system and waters of the United States. Best management practices 
(BMPs) include but are not limited to: treatment facilities and methods to remove pollutants from 
storm water; operating and maintenance procedures; facility management practices to control 
runoff, spillage or leaks of non-storm water, waste disposal, and drainage from materials storage; 
erosion and sediment control practices; and the prohibition of specific activities, practices, and 
procedures and such other provisions as the city determines appropriate for the control of 
pollutants.  

E. "Clean Water Act" means the federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.), 
and any subsequent amendments thereto.  

F. "Commercial development" means any development on private land that is not heavy 
industrial or residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals, laboratories and 
other medical facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities, plant nurseries, 
multi-apartment buildings, car wash facilities, mini-malls and other business complexes, shopping 
malls, hotels, office buildings, public warehouses and other light industrial complexes.  

G. "Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including 
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and 
improvements related to land subdivision; any activity that moves soils or substantially alters the 
pre-existing vegetated or man-made cover of any land. This includes, but is not limited to, grading, 
digging, cutting, scraping, stockpiling or excavating of soil, placement of fill materials, paving, 
pavement removal, exterior construction, substantial removal of vegetation where soils are 
disturbed including but not limited to removal by clearing or grubbing, or any activity which bares 
soil or rock or involves streambed alterations or the diversion or piping of any watercourse. 
Development does not include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic 
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capacity, or the original purpose of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction 
activities (i.e., land disturbances) required to protect public health and safety.  

H. "Authorized enforcement officer" means the chief engineer and his or her designee, including 
authorized enforcement officer. 

I. "Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the 
development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent or greater.  

J. "Impervious surface" means a surface composed of any material that significantly impedes or 
prevents the natural infiltration of water into soil. Impervious surfaces include, but are not limited 
to, rooftops, buildings, streets and roads, and any concrete or asphalt surface.  

K. "Industrial General Permit" means a NPDES permit issued by the state water resources 
control board for the discharge of storm water associated with industrial activity.  

L. "National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Discharge Permits" 
means general, group, and individual storm water discharge permits which regulate facilities 
defined in federal NPDES regulations pursuant to the Clean Water Act. The California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region (hereinafter, Regional Board) and the State 
Water Resources Control Board have adopted general storm water discharge permits, including 
but not limited to the general construction activity and general industrial activity permits.  

M. "Operation and maintenance agreement" means a written agreement entered into pursuant 
to Section 18.71.160, providing for the long-term operation and maintenance of stormwater 
management facilities and practices on a site or with respect to a land development project, which 
when properly recorded in the deed records constitutes a restriction on the title to a site or other 
land involved in a land development project.  

N. "Owner" means the legal or beneficial owner of a site, including but not limited to, a 
mortgagee or vendee in possession, receiver, executor, trustee, lessee or other person, firm or 
corporation in control of the site.  

O. "Parking lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor 
vehicles used personally, for business or for commerce with a lot size of five thousand square feet 
or more, or with twenty-five or more parking spaces.  

P. "Receiving waters" means any natural stream, river, creek, ditch, channel, canal, waterway, 
gully, ravine or wash, in and including any adjacent area that is subject to inundation from overflow 
or flood water.  

Q. "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least 
five thousand square feet of impervious surface, or the expansion of a building footprint or addition 
of a structure; structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/ or exterior 
construction or remodeling; and land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious 
surfaces that results in an increase of fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously 
existing development.  

R. "Restaurant" means a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for 
consumption, including stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods 
and drinks for immediate consumption. (SIC code 5812).  
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S. "Retail gasoline outlet" means any facility engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. 

T. "Site" means any tract, lot or parcel of land or combination of tracts, lots, or parcels of land, 
which are in one ownership, or are contiguous and in diverse ownership where a development is 
to be performed as part of a unit, subdivision, or project.  

U. "Storm drain" means any pipe, conduit or sewer of the city designed or used for the disposal 
of storm and surface waters and drainage including unpolluted cooling water and unpolluted 
industrial process water, but excluding any community sanitary sewer system.  

V. "Stormwater management" means the collection, conveyance, storage, treatment and 
disposal of stormwater runoff to enhance and promote the public health, safety and general 
welfare.  

W. "Stormwater runoff management plan" means a document required pursuant to Section 
18.71.120, describing how existing runoff characteristics will be affected by a land development 
project and containing measures for complying with the provisions of this ordinance.  

X. "Stormwater runoff" means water from rain, landscape irrigation, or other sources that flows 
over the land surface without entering the soil.  

Y. "Treatment control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by 
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or any 
other physical, biological, or chemical process.  

Z. "Watercourse" means any natural or artificial stream, river, creek, ditch, channel, canal, 
conduit, culvert, drain, waterway, gully, ravine or wash, in and including any adjacent area that is 
subject to inundation from overflow or flood water.  

AA. "Water quality impact" means any deleterious effect on waters or wetlands, including their 
quality, quantity, surface area, species composition, aesthetics or usefulness for human or natural 
uses that are or may potentially be harmful or injurious to human health, welfare, safety or 
property, to biological productivity, diversity, or stability or which unreasonably interfere with the 
enjoyment of life or property, including outdoor recreation.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.030 - Applicability: Permanent storm water pollution prevention measures required.  

A. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to development or redevelopment of the following: 

1. One hundred thousand square feet commercial development. 

2. Automotive repair shops. 

3. Retail gasoline outlets. 

4. Restaurants. 

5. Hillside residential. 

6. Parking lots residential with ten or more units or greater than five thousand square feet of 
impervious area. 
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7. Projects requiring a general NPDES permit for stormwater discharges associated with 
industrial activities. 

8. Impervious surfaces ten thousand or more square feet. 

9. Impervious surfaces within one hundred feet of receiving waters. 

10. Vehicle or equipment fueling, washing, or maintenance area. 

11. Commercial or industrial waste handling or storage, excluding typical office or household 
waste. 

12. Development or redevelopment projects disturbing greater than or equal to one acre. 

B. No final building or occupancy permit shall be issued without the written certification of the chief 
engineer or designee that the requirements of this chapter have been satisfied.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.110 - Design standards and selection of best management practices.  

Projects meeting the criteria of Section 18.71.030A, must meet the requirements of the following design 
standards and selection of best management practices:  

A. Stormwater best management practices shall be selected and designed to the satisfaction of 
the chief engineer or designee 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;  

4. City of Morgan Hill Hydro-modification Management Plan, as approved by the Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board; 

Any conflict of BMPs from the above documents shall be approved by the chief engineer.  

B. Other references which can be used for selection of design BMPs to the satisfaction of the 
chief engineer or designee are: 

1. Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 
"Guidance for Implementing Stormwater Regulations for New and Redevelopment Projects;"  

2. "Start at the Source Design Guidance Manual developed by the Bay Area Storm Water 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA); 

3. Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association "Using Site Design Standards 
to Meet Development Standards for Stormwater Quality - A Companion Document to Start at 
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the Source".  

C. Design Standards for Structural or Treatment Control BMPs. The post-construction treatment 
control BMPs shall incorporate, at a minimum, either a volumetric or flow based treatment control 
design standard, or both, as identified below to mitigate (infiltrate, filter or treat) storm water runoff.  

1. Volumetric Treatment Control BMP - Treatment systems depending on volume capacity, 
such as detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall be designed to treat 
stormwater runoff equal to:  

a) The maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the area, based on historical 
rainfall records, determined using the formula and volume capture coefficients set forth 
in Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of 
Practice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (e.i. approximately the eighty-fifth percentile 
twenty-four-hour storm runoff event); or  

b) The volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture, 
determined in accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the California 
Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook for New Development and 
Redevelopment (2003), using local rainfall data; or  

c) The volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 
twenty-four-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" that achieves approximately the same 
reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the eighty-fifth percentile twenty-four-hour 
runoff event.  

2. Flow-Based Treatment Control BMP - Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action 
depends on flow capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to treat:  

a) The flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th 
percentile hourly rainfall intensity for the area; or  

b) The flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in treatment of the 
same portion of runoff as treated using volumetric standards above.  

D. Design Standards for Peak Storm Water Runoff Discharge Rates. Post-development peak 
storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre development rate for 
developments where the increased peak storm water discharge rate will result in increased 
potential for downstream erosion.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.120 - Stormwater runoff management plan required.  

Projects meeting the criteria of Section 18.71.030A must provide a stormwater runoff management 
plan. The stormwater runoff management Plan shall detail how runoff and associated water quality 
impacts resulting from the activity will be controlled or managed by the project's post construction BMP 
designs.  

No building permit shall be issued until the stormwater runoff management plan has been reviewed and 
approved by the chief engineer or designee.  
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(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.130 - Stormwater runoff management plan contents.  

The stormwater runoff management plan shall include sufficient information to evaluate the 
environmental characteristics of affected areas, the potential impacts of the proposed development on 
water resources, and the effectiveness and acceptability of measures proposed for managing 
stormwater runoff. The minimum information submitted for support of the stormwater management plan 
shall meet the requirements as outlined in City of Morgan Hill Stormwater Post Construction Best 
Management Practices Development Standards for New Development and Redevelopment manual.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.140 - Preparation of the stormwater runoff management plan.  

A. The stormwater runoff management plan shall be prepared under the direction of a professional 
civil engineer registered in the State of California. The responsible professional civil engineer shall 
stamp and sign the approved stormwater runoff management plan.  

B. The chief engineer or designee may require a developer to provide a signed certification from the 
civil engineer responsible for preparing the stormwater runoff management plan that all stormwater best 
management practices have been designed to meet the requirements of this chapter.  

C. Each certifying civil engineer shall establish to the city's satisfaction that such person has been 
trained on the design of stormwater quality best management practices not more than three years prior 
to the certification signature date.  

D. Qualifying training shall be conducted by an organization with stormwater quality management 
expertise, such as a university, the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, the 
American Society of Civil Engineers, the American Public Works Association, or the California Water 
Environment Association.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.150 - Stormwater BMP operation, maintenance, and replacement responsibility.  

A. For the life of projects meeting the criteria of Section 18.71.030A, all on-site stormwater 
management facilities shall be operated and maintained in good condition and promptly 
repaired/replaced by the property owner(s), an owners' or homeowners' association or other legal entity 
approved by the city.  

B. Any repairs or restoration/replacement and maintenance shall be in accordance with city-approved 
plans. 

C. The property owner(s) shall develop a maintenance schedule for the life of any stormwater 
management facility and shall describe the maintenance to be completed, the time period for 
completion, and who shall perform the maintenance. This maintenance schedule shall be included with 
the approved stormwater runoff management plan.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  
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18.71.160 - Stormwater BMP operation and maintenance agreement.  

A. Prior to the issuance of any building permit requiring stormwater management BMPs, the owner(s) 
of the site shall enter into a formal written stormwater BMP operation and maintenance agreement with 
the city. The city shall record this agreement, against the property or properties involved, with the 
County of Santa Clara and it shall be binding on all subsequent owners of land served by the 
stormwater management treatment BMPs.  

B. The stormwater BMP operation and maintenance agreement shall require that the BMPs not be 
modified and that BMP maintenance activities not alter the designed function of the facility from its 
original design unless approved by the city prior to the commencement of the proposed modification or 
maintenance activity.  

C. The stormwater BMP operation and maintenance agreement shall provide that in the event that 
maintenance or repair is neglected, or the stormwater management facility becomes a danger to public 
health or safety, the city shall have the authority to perform maintenance and/or repair work and to 
recover the costs from the owner.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.170 - Stormwater BMP inspection responsibility.  

A. The property owner(s) shall be responsible for having all stormwater management facilities 
inspected for condition and function by a knowledgeable party.  

B. Unless otherwise required by the chief engineer or designee, stormwater facility inspections shall 
be done at least twice per year, once in fall, in preparation for the wet season, and once in winter. 
Written records shall be kept of all inspections and shall include, at minimum, the following information:  

1. Site address; 

2. Date and time of inspection; 

3. Name of the person conducting the inspection; 

4. List of stormwater facilities inspected; 

5. Condition of each stormwater facility inspected; 

6. Description of any needed maintenance or repairs; and 

7. As applicable, the need for site reinspection. 

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.180 - Records of maintenance and inspection activities.  

On or before April 15th of each year, the party responsible for the operation and maintenance of on-site 
stormwater management facilities under the BMP operation and maintenance agreement shall provide 
the chief engineer or designee with records of all inspections, maintenance and repairs.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  
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18.71.190 - Failure to maintain.  

A. If the responsible party fails or refuses to meet the requirements of the stormwater BMP operation 
and maintenance agreement, the authorized enforcement officer may give a thirty-day written notice to 
such responsible party under BMP operation and maintenance agreement to correct the failure and 
breach of contractual obligation.  

B. If such responsible party fails to correct such conditions, the city may take such remedies such 
provided in the BMP operation and maintenance agreement. Additionally, such conditions shall be 
deemed a nuisance subject to all procedures, abatement of such conditions and remedies as provided 
in Chapter 1.18 of this code.  

C. In the event the city determines that the violation constitutes an immediate danger to public health 
or public safety, twenty-four hours written notice from the city shall be sufficient in lieu of the thirty-day 
written notice required under Section 18.71.190A.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.200 - Authority to inspect.  

Whenever necessary to make an inspection to enforce any provision of this chapter, or whenever the 
authorized enforcement officer has cause to believe that there exists, or potentially exists, in or upon 
any premises any condition which constitutes a violation of this chapter, the authorized enforcement 
officer may enter such premises at all reasonable times to inspect the same and to inspect and copy 
records related to storm water compliance provided that (i) if such building or premises be occupied, he 
or she shall first present proper credentials and request entry; and (ii) if such building or premises be 
unoccupied, he or she shall first make a reasonable effort to locate the owner or other persons having 
charge or control of the building or premises and request entry. In the event the owner or occupant 
refuses entry after a request to enter and inspect has been made, the city is hereby empowered to seek 
assistance from any court of competent jurisdiction in obtaining such entry.  

In any circumstance where there appears an immediate threat to the public health or safety, the 
authorized enforcement officer may enter any structure or premises without the consent of any person 
or court process.  

Routine or area inspections shall be based upon such reasonable selection processes as may be 
deemed necessary to carry out the objectives of this chapter, including but not limited to random 
sampling and/or sampling in areas with evidence of storm water contamination, illicit discharges, 
discharges of non-storm water to the storm water system, or similar factors.  

The city shall have the right to establish on any property such devices as are necessary to conduct 
sampling or metering operations. During any inspection as provided herein, the authorized enforcement 
officer may take any samples and perform any testing deemed necessary to aid in the pursuit of the 
inquiry or to record site activities.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.210 - Notice of violation.  

Whenever the authorized enforcement officer finds that a person has violated a prohibition or failed to 
meet a requirement of this chapter, the authorized enforcement officer may order compliance by written 
notice of violation to the responsible person. Such notice may require without limitation:  
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A. The performance of monitoring, analyses, and reporting; 

B. The elimination of illicit connections or discharges; 

C. That violating discharges, practices, or operations shall cease and desist; 

D. The abatement or remediation of storm water pollution or contamination hazards and the 
restoration of any affected property; 

E. Payment of a fine to cover administrative and remediation costs; and 

F. The implementation of BMP, source control or treatment BMPs; 

G. Compliance with the stormwater runoff management plan and the BMP operation and 
maintenance agreement. 

If abatement of a violation and/or restoration of affected property is required, the notice shall set forth a 
deadline within which such remediation or restoration must be completed. Said notice shall further 
advise that, should the violator fail to remediate or restore within the established deadline, the work will 
be done by the city or a contractor designated by the authorized enforcement officer and the expense 
thereof shall be charged to the violator pursuant to Section 18.71.240.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.220 - Appeal.  

Any person receiving a notice of violation under Section 18.71,210, above may appeal the 
determination of the authorized enforcement officer to the city manager. The notice of appeal must be 
received by the city manager within five days from the date of the notice of violation. Hearing on the 
appeal before the city manager or his/her designee shall take place within fifteen days from the date of 
city's receipt of the notice of appeal. The decision of the city manager or designee shall be final.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.230 - Abatement by city.  

If the violation has not been corrected pursuant to the requirements set forth in the notice of violation, 
or, in the event of an appeal under Section 18.71.220, within ten days of the decision of the city 
manager upholding the decision of the authorized enforcement officer, then the city or a contractor 
designated by the authorized enforcement officer may enter upon the subject private property and is 
authorized to take any and all measures necessary to abate the violation and/or restore the property. It 
shall be unlawful for any person, owner, agent or person in possession of any premises to refuse to 
allow the city or designated contractor to enter upon the premises for the purposes set forth above.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.240 - Charging cost of abatement.  

Within 30 days after abatement of the nuisance by city, the authorized enforcement officer shall notify 
the property owner of the property of the cost of abatement, including administrative costs. The 
property owner may file a written protest objecting to the amount of the assessment with the city clerk 
within fifteen days. The city clerk shall set the matter for public hearing by the city council. The decision 
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of the city council shall be set forth by resolution and shall be final.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.250 - Urgency abatement.  

The authorized enforcement officer is authorized to require immediate abatement of any violation of this 
chapter that constitutes an immediate threat to the health, safety or well-being of the public. If any such 
violation is not abated immediately as directed by the authorized enforcement officer, the city is 
authorized to enter onto private property and to take any and all measures required to remediate the 
violation. Any expense related to such remediation undertaken by the city o shall be fully reimbursed by 
the property owner and/or responsible party. Any relief obtained under this section shall not prevent city 
from seeking other and further relief authorized under this chapter.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.260 - Violations.  

It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements 
of this chapter. A violation of or failure to comply with any of the requirements of this chapter shall 
constitute a misdemeanor and shall be punished as set forth in Chapter 1.24 of this code.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.270 - Compensatory action.  

In lieu of enforcement proceedings, penalties, and remedies authorized by this chapter, the authorized 
enforcement officer may impose upon a violator alternative compensatory actions, such as storm drain 
stenciling, attendance at compliance workshops, creek cleanup, etc.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.280 - Violations deemed a public nuisance.  

In addition to the enforcement processes and penalties hereinbefore provided, any condition caused or 
permitted to exist in violation of any of the provisions of this chapter is a threat to public health, safety, 
and welfare, and is declared and deemed a nuisance, and may be summarily abated or restored by the 
city at the violator's expense, and/or a civil action to abate, enjoin, or otherwise compel the cessation of 
such nuisance may be taken by the city pursuant to Chapter 1.18 of this code.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  

18.71.290 - Acts potentially resulting in a violation of the Federal Clean Water Act and/or 
California Porter-Cologne Act.  

Any person who violates any provision of this chapter or any provision of any requirement issued 
pursuant to this chapter may also be in violation of the Clean Water Act and/or the Porter-Cologne Act 
and may be subject to the sanctions of those acts including civil and criminal penalties. Any 
enforcement action authorized under this chapter shall also include written notice to the violator of such 
potential liability.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  
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18.71.300 - Fees set by resolution.  

The city council shall establish, by resolution, any fees necessary to carry out the purpose of this 
chapter.  

(Ord. No. 1993 N.S., § 1, 10-6-2010)  
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APPROACH TO ANALYSIS  

This impact evaluation identifies potentially significant hydrologic impacts of the project both 
during project construction and at completion, and describes mitigation measures needed to 
reduce those impacts to the level of “less than significant”.   

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the Regulatory Setting requirements considers the 
proposed project to have a significant environmental impact with regard to hydrology and water 
quality if it would: 

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

• Substantially deplete ground water supplies or interfere substantially with ground 
water recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local ground water table level (e.g., the production rate of 
preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

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

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

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map; 

• Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that 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; or 

• Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Site 

San Sebastian MH, General Partnership proposes the construction of 244 single family 
homes with associated access roads and utilities on 123 acres of agricultural land in the 
City of Morgan Hill, Santa Clara County, California (APN 728-34-026). The project site 
is currently agricultural and is bounded by Cochrane Road to the north and east, Half 
Road to the southeast and Peet Road to the southwest. The proposed project includes re-
alignment of a portion of Peet Road.  The Site abuts lands of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD) to the west and Coyote Power Plant to the northwest. Refer to 
Figure 1 for project location. The purpose of this report is to evaluate the existing and 
proposed hydrologic conditions and assess potential storm water quality impacts due to 
the proposed project. This analysis is based on topographic survey data and proposed 
tentative map, General Plan Alignment for Peet Road, and supporting reports created by 
Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar Engineers (RJA), dated August 2011 and updated exhibits dated 
October 2011.  

Regulatory Setting 

The project site is located within two jurisdictional zones regarding storm water quality 
and system design. All of the storm water runoff drains to facilities owned and 
maintained by the SCVWD; however the southern portion of the site eventually drains to 
Monterey Bay and the northern portion of the site eventually drains to San Francisco 
Bay. The Monterey Bay watershed is regulated by the Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the City of Morgan Hill, and SCVWD. The southern 
drainage basin should adhere to the regulations of the City, Santa Clara County, 
SCVWD, and CCRWQCCB for both construction and post-construction storm water 
quality control. Storm water sheet flows south from the Site, through Unincorporated 
Santa Clara County before flowing through City owned property and entering Madrone 
Channel, owned by the SCVWD. The northern area, which drains to San Francisco Bay, 
is regulated by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, City of Morgan Hill and SCVWD. 
Storm drainage flows north through City jurisdiction before entering Coyote Creek, 
owned by SCVWD. The SFRWQCB requirements are administered by the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCUVRPPP). For the portion of the 
site subject to SCUVRPPP standards, the project design should follow the regulations set 
forth in the C.3 Stormwater Handbook.1 Construction site controls should be designed per 
the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay and California Stormwater Quality Association Best Management Practices 
(CASQA BMP) Handbook. It should be noted that SCVWD is a member of SCVURPPP 
and may require the entire site to be designed to the SCVURPPP standards.  
                                                 
1 C.3 Stormwater Handbook. Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
(SCVURPPP). May 2006. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality Issues Not Discussed Further 

The following environmental impacts have been determined to be less than significant 
and are not analyzed further for the reasons given: 

• Violate Waste Discharge Requirements: The wastewater from the project site is planned 
to be delivered via piped sanitary sewer lines to the sanitary sewer treatment plant.   

• Risk of Seiche: The resonant oscillation of water in an enclosed body of water is a seiche.  
There are no lakes or other enclosed bodies of water adjacent to the project to produce 
seiche events that could affect the project site.   

• Risk of Tsunami: The project is not near the ocean; thus tsunami events would not affect 
the project site.   

PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact Hydro1:  Place housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area or 
impede flood flows. 

Finding:  Less than Significant 

Per the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance rate map 
(FIRM) number 06085C0442H, dated May 18, 2009, the project site is located in special 
flood hazard area (SFHA) Zone D, designating an area in which flood hazards are 
undetermined, but possible. The FEMA FIRM identifies the site as being located in 
unincorporated lands of Santa Clara County. Developed lands located adjacent to the 
project site incorporated into the City have been designated Zone X. The Zone X 
designation is for areas of 0.2% (i.e. 500-year) chance flood; areas of 1% (i.e. 100-year) 
chance flood with average depths of less than one foot or with drainage areas less than 
one square mile. According to the FEMA map, the Zone D boundary coincides with the 
Corporate Limits for the City of Morgan Hill. Since the project site has been incorporated 
into the City of Morgan Hill,2 the site may be determined to be Zone X by a future in-
depth study.   Both Zones D and X are considered outside of the designated 100-year 
floodplain. As such, the project has a less than significant impact on the regulatory 
floodplain.   

The FEMA SFHA designations are shown on Figure 2.   

                                                 
2 Boundary Map. City of Morgan Hill. February 8, 2010. Website: http://www.morgan-hill.ca.gov/. 
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Impact HYDRO2:  Expose people to landslide or mudflow hazards. 

Finding:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

According to the Landslide Inventory Map of the Morgan Hill Quadrangle,3 (Figure 3) 
the project site is not located within the limits of an existing or known landslide. 
Landslides exist around Anderson Lake and Coyote Creek to the northeast, but do not 
extend into the project site. However, immediately northeast of the site, ground slopes up 
to 50% may pose a landslide or mudflow hazard.  A geologist should be retained during 
the detailed design and construction of the project to ensure the slope stability of the 
lands to the northeast of the site, and for general soil construction suitability. By 
incorporating any mitigation recommendations made by the geologist during detailed 
design, this potential impact would be reduced to less than significant.   

                                                 
3 Landslide Inventory Map, Morgan Hill Quadrangle. State of California Department of Conservation. 
2004. 
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Impact Hydro3:  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding...as a result of the failure of ... a dam.  

Finding:  Less than Significant 

The project site is located within the inundation area for Anderson Dam4, as shown in 
Figure 4. The site is not within the inundation boundaries of Chesbro or Coyote Dams. 
The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) performed an analysis of the effects of 
Anderson Dam failure in 2003. This analysis resulted in an expected maximum 
inundation depth of 25.6 feet (elevation 425.6 feet) at the project site within 2 hours and 8 
minutes after dam failure. Due to proximity of the project site to the dam, flood wave 
arrival would occur at the site immediately after failure at a maximum velocity of about 
14.4 feet per second. These results assume that the dam is at full capacity during failure. 
The dam is currently kept at a maximum depth of about 68 percent full due to a recent 
SCVWD seismic analysis.5 This analysis determined that the dam may experience 
significant damage in an earthquake and the water level should remain about 25 feet 
below the spillway until seismic retrofits can be completed. (The currently estimated date 
of completion is 2018.) Due to the high water surface elevations occurring with a dam 
failure, designing the project to withstand dam inundation is infeasible. 

While the project site is subject to deep inundation should Leroy Anderson Dam fail 
catastrophically, the dam is inspected twice a year by the District in the presence of 
representatives from the California Division of Safety of Dams and the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission. Furthermore as previously discussed, Anderson Reservoir is 
managed to prevent significant damage during a maximum credible earthquake. So while 
potential inundation resulting from catastrophic dam failure could damage property and 
proposed structures within the project site and pose a severe hazard to public safety, the 
probability of such failure is extremely remote and therefore not considered a significant 
hazard. 

 

                                                 
4 Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Map for Morgan Hill. Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG). 
1995. Website: http://www.abag.ca.gov. 
5 Anderson Dam Seismic Stability Study. Santa Clara Valley Water District. July 2011. Website: 
http://www.valleywater.org/. 
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Impact HYDRO4:  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site in a 
manner which would exceed the capacity of storm water drainage systems, or result in 
substantial flooding on- or off-site. 

Finding:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Existing Site Drainage Pattern 

The existing site is divided by a bluff in the northwest quadrant of the property. Lands to 
the south and west of this bluff are raised and slope generally southward, while land to 
the north and east of the bluff is depressed and slopes to the northeast. Generally water 
south of the bluff is tributary to the Pajaro Creek watershed via Llagas Creek while water 
to the north of the bluff is tributary to the Coyote Creek watershed. Offsite lands to the 
northwest (APN 728-34-010 & 728-34-012) slope sharply onto the project site. For the 
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that water tributary to the project site from these 
offsite properties is included in the overall site discharge. It is assumed that offsite lands 
which are separated from the site by a roadway are not be included in the study and that 
all waters landing on adjacent properties are collected and conveyed offsite by the streets 
and adjacent drainage ditches.  

The existing project site is divided into three drainage basins: Basin I to the northwest, 
Basin II to the south, and Basin III to the east. Figure 5 shows the delineation of these 
basins. The basins include the project area and the properties to the northeast which drain 
through the site. The entire project site is relatively flat, with an average slope of 
approximately 1%. The northeast corner of the site rises sharply to Coyote Road, with 
slopes up to 50%. Basins II and III are tributary to the Pajaro River watershed while 
Basin I is tributary to the Coyote Creek watershed. 

Table 1: Existing Drainage Basins 
Basin Area (ac) Watershed 
I 34.6 Coyote Creek to SF Bay 
II 72.2 Pajaro River to Monterey Bay 
III 30.2 Pajaro River to Monterey Bay 

  

The existing northern drainage Basin І is approximately 35 acres and ranges from 
elevation 468 feet at the offsite lands to the east to elevation 406 feet at the northwest 
corner of the site at Cochrane Road. Basin I slopes from the south to the north onto either 
Cochrane Road to Coyote Creek or to the Santa Clara Valley Water District Lands to the 
northwest. Water travels within a 10-inch diameter metal pipe under Cochrane Road 
directly into Coyote Creek, or into the storm drain system within City of Morgan Hill 
jurisdiction on Alicante Drive across SCVWD land. All of this water is within the Coyote 
Creek watershed, directly tributary to Coyote Creek and ultimately discharges to the San 
Francisco Bay.  
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The existing southern drainage area includes Basins II and III. Basin II is approximately 
72 acres and ranges from elevation 475 feet on the offsite property to the northeast to 
onsite elevation 408 feet at Peet Road. Basin II flows from the northeast to the south 
across Peet Road. Runoff passes through a 12-inch diameter culvert beneath Peet Road 
during small storm events. During larger storm events water overtops Peet Road to the 
southeast of the project site. The water from Basin II then sheet flows across agricultural 
lands and rural roadways within unincorporated lands of Santa Clara County. This water 
is tributary to East Little Llagas Creek, which flows to the Pajaro River and ultimately 
Monterey Bay.  

Drainage Basin III includes the 30-acre eastern portion of the property and ranges from 
elevation 473 feet in the north to elevation 410 feet in the south at Half Road. Rainfall on 
this portion of the site currently flows to the south and east, collecting in drainage ditches 
on Coyote Road and Half Road before discharging through existing 10-, 12-, and 15-inch 
diameter drainage culverts beneath the streets. Storm water then sheet flows across 
adjacent properties and along roadways within unincorporated lands of Santa Clara 
County before eventually intersecting a tributary of Llagas Creek at Hill Road and 
making its way to the Pajaro River and Monterey Bay.  

The 2.7 acres of offsite property within the footprint of the Peet Road Expansion is 
sloped generally east with a low point at the overland discharge location for Basin II. 
Water sheet flows over the existing road from elevation 412 to 408. In the existing 
condition, an orchard resides within the limits of the proposed expansion.  
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To estimate peak storm water runoff from the site before and after development, the 
Rational Method is employed per the Santa Clara County Drainage Manual. (SCCDM)6 
The Rational Method analyzes land use, soil type, project size, and rainfall rates for a 
particular project location to estimate a peak flow from each drainage basin for a 
particular storm recurrence and duration. Land use for the site will change with the 
proposed development from agricultural to low density residential.  

Existing soils underlying the site are Natural Resources Conservation Service Hydrologic 
Soil Groups B and C.7 Hydrologic Soil Group B encompasses soils with moderate to low 
runoff potential and moderate infiltration rates; this includes onsite loam and gravelly 
loam. The onsite clay loam is included in Soil Group C, qualified as having moderate to 
high runoff potential and slow infiltration rates. The areas with group C soil experience 
greater peak runoff values and faster times of concentration (i.e. quicker peak runoff) 
than those areas characterized by group B soils.  

The Rational Method incorporates soil type when determining the runoff coefficient (C). 
Rainfall intensity rates for the project site are based on a mean annual precipitation 
(MAP) value of 20”. Corresponding intensity-duration-frequency (IDF) curves are used 
to determine the rainfall intensity at each storm frequency and duration. The project site 
is analyzed for the 2-year, 10-year and 100-year design storms. The pre-project peak 
flows are listed below in Table 2 for both 24-hour storm duration and storm duration 
equal to the time of concentration (Tc) for each basin. 
 

Table 2: Existing Peak Flow Rates 
Basin I Basin II Basin III Peet Road Exp 
C= 0.36 C= 0.41 C= 0.35 C= 0.42 

Area(ac)= 34.6 Area(ac)= 72.2 Area(ac)= 30.2 Area(ac)= 2.7 
Design Storm Tc (min) = 24.2 Tc (min) = 33.1 Tc (min) = 28.2 Tc (min) = 28.4 

Return 
Period Duration 

Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
2 year Tc 0.8 10 0.9 28 0.9 10 0.9 1.0 

10 year Tc 1.3 15 1.5 45 1.5 15 1.1 1.3 
25 year Tc 1.4 17 1.2 36 1.3 13 1.3 1.5 

100 year Tc 1.7 21 2.1 62 2.0 21 1.6 1.8 
2 year 24 hour 0.1 1 0.1 3 0.1 1 0.1 0.1 

10 year 24 hour 0.2 2 0.2 5 0.2 2 0.2 0.2 
25 year 24 hour 0.2 2 0.2 6 0.2 2 0.2 0.2 

100 year 24 hour 0.2 3 0.2 7 0.2 3 0.2 0.3 

 

 

                                                 
6 Drainage Manual. Santa Clara County, California, prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler. August 14, 2007. 
7 Soil Map – Eastern Santa Clara Area, California. Web Soil Survey - National Cooperative Soil Survey, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. July 27, 2010. Website: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov. 
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Post-Project Site Drainage Pattern 

The proposed project will generally maintain the existing basin drainage patterns toward 
San Francisco Bay and Monterey Bay. See Figure 6 for a post-project drainage map. The 
drainage basin to the north will include all of Basin I as well as a portion of the offsite 
lands to the northeast for a total of 33 acres. The proposed north basin ranges from offsite 
elevation 468 feet to onsite low point of 406 feet. The overflow release point has been 
proposed as a structure to the northwest of the site that allows water to flow into the 
existing 18-inch storm drain in Alicante Road. The system in Alicante Road flows 
southwest to Madrone Channel before discharging into Coyote Creek. If this release 
system should fail, the existing overland release point on Cochrane Road in the north 
corner of the site will be maintained, which would allow water to overtop the road and 
flow directly into Coyote Creek. The northern basin will continue to be tributary to the 
Coyote Creek Watershed. The southern drainage basin will incorporate all of Basins II 
and III and a portion of the offsite lands. The southern drainage basin will be 104 acres 
and range from elevation 475 feet to 408 feet. The overland release point has been 
proposed to remain in its current location, which is at the low point in Peet Road. The 
southern basin will maintain its drainage patterns and contribute to the Pajaro Creek 
watershed. The project will increase the area of land tributary to Coyote Creek while 
decreasing the Pajaro Creek watershed by approximately 1.5 acres.  

RJA Offsite Improvements for Peet Road Plans dated March 19, 2012 details the 
proposed re-alignment of Peet Road at the Site’s southern boundary per the Morgan Hill 
Storm Drain Master Plan8 and General Plan9. The right of way will be widened from 20 
feet to 72 feet.  Schaaf & Wheeler has reviewed the plan for re-alignment, at the time of 
this report only preliminary centerline grading and a general cross section for the 
proposed roadway improvement were available. The road grading proposes to maintain 
the existing overland release point at centerline elevation 408.4.  The roadway will be 
crowned, sloping gradually away from the centerline to the north and south. The roadway 
will raise existing elevation where adjacent to the southern detention basin offsite 
alternative location. Elevations will be raised approximately 3 feet before dropping to 
meet existing grade at Half Road. Despite the raise in grade, overland release for the 
southern detention basin (in either alternative location) will continue to be over Peet 
Road and to the west. Control of local runoff from the road via storm drainage 
infrastructure or roadway swales was not provided and should be included in the final 
design.  

Widening Peet Road from 20 feet to 52 feet with two 5 foot sidewalks (72 foot right of 
way) will increase its impervious surface and associated runoff peak rate and volume. In 
the current condition runoff from Peet Road sheet flows generally north and west before 

                                                 
8 General Plan. City of Morgan Hill, Updated February 2010. 
9Storm Drainage System Master Plan. City of Morgan Hill, prepared by Carrolo Engineers. January 2002. 
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reaching the low point over land release point at elevation 408.4 feet. Water then 
continues west over adjacent properties. The existing imperviousness within the limits of 
Peet Road expansion is 18%. In the post expansion condition imperviousness will 
increase to 87%.  
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The project site proposes to use drainage swales to convey surface flow to detention and 
retention ponds. Limited underground storm drain infrastructure is also proposed. The 
detention ponds in the south have been designed to reduce post-project peak discharge to 
pre-project conditions for the 25-year storm per the City of Morgan Hill Storm Drain 
Master Plan10. Retention ponds located in the North of the site have been designed to 
retain the 100 year storm per agreements between the City of Morgan Hill and the project 
owner. The drainage swales run adjacent to the roadways, flowing through culverts under 
street intersections. The detention ponds will outlet to a culvert under Peet Road to the 
south. During storms larger than the 100-year event the northern retention pond will 
discharge to the drainage system in Alicante Drive to the northwest. Only during system 
failure will water overtop Cochrane Road and flow directly into Coyote Creek. 

Due to the increase in impervious area, the peak runoff from the site and offsite Peet 
Road expansion would increase in the absence of mitigation. Refer to Table 3 for the 
results of Schaaf & Wheeler's analysis for post-project peak runoff rates. The total runoff 
from the site and contributing offsite areas for the 100-year, 24 hour storm would 
increase from 12.9 cfs to 17.6 cfs. For the storm duration equal to the time of 
concentration for each basin the peak runoff would increase from 107 cfs to 139 cfs. 
 

Table 3: Proposed Peak Flow Rates 
North Basin South Basin Peet Road Exp 

C= 0.52 C= 0.52 C= 0.91 
Area(ac)= 33.1 Area(ac)= 103.9 Area(ac)= 2.7 

Design Storm Tc (min) = 34.2 Tc (min) = 43.1 Tc (min) = 30.9 

Return 
Period Duration 

Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
Intensity 
(in/hr) 

Peak 
Flow Q 

(cfs) 
2 year Tc 0.9 16 0.8 45 0.7 1 

10 year Tc 1.5 25 1.3 72 1.0 2 
25 year Tc 1.2 20 1.1 57 1.2 2 

100 year Tc 2.1 35 1.9 100 1.5 3 
2 year 24 hour 0.1 2 0.1 5 0.1 0.2 

10 year 24 hour 0.2 3 0.2 9 0.2 0.4 
25 year 24 hour 0.2 3 0.2 10 0.2 0.5 

100 year 24 hour 0.2 4 0.2 13 0.2 0.6 
  
The project proposes to install retention ponds at the discharge points for the northern 
drainage basin to retain all of the 100-year storm runoff. Detention ponds have been 
proposed for the southern drainage basin to reduce the post-project peak discharge to pre-
project conditions for the 25-year storm event and promote infiltration. Since detention 
basin outlet works were not designed at the time of this study, a Modified Rational 
Method is used to calculate the storage volumes required to reduce the peak discharge to 
pre-project conditions, for each design storm and critical duration. The Modified Rational 
Method introduces an adjustment to the C-value for calculating runoff volume. This 

                                                 
10 City of Morgan Hill prepared by Carrolo Engineers, Storm Drainage System Master Plan, January 2002. 
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modification requires the addition of 0.15 to each C-value. The required storage volumes 
to achieve the proposed peak discharge mitigation are calculated for each design storm. 
The results are tabulated in Table 4 below. Per the County specified project-specific 
design criteria, in order to retain the 100-year, 24 hour storm, the northern basins must 
cumulatively provide a minimum of 8.2 acre-feet of storage, as summarized in Table 5. 
Per the Morgan Hill design criteria, the southern ponds must cumulatively provide 8 acre-
feet of storage to mitigate the peak discharge for the 25-year, 24-hour storm. The 
southern drainage basin includes required storage volume to mitigate the onsite 
development and Peet Road expansion. 

 
Table 4: Required Storage to Mitigate Peak Flows 

Storm/Duration N Basin (cf) N Basin (ac-ft) S Basin (cf) 
S Basin (Total) 

(ac-ft) 
2yr/Tc 6,335 0.1 14,734 0.3 

10yr/Tc 10,123 0.2 24,008 0.6 
25yr/Tc 13,470 0.3 48,447 1.1 

100yr/Tc 14,042 0.3 33,290 0.8 
2yr-24hr 58,241 1.3 188,466 4.3 

10yr-24hr 93,185 2.1 301,545 6.9 
25yr-24hr 107,149 2.5 347,091 8.0 

100yr-24hr 121,159 2.8 393,701 9.0 
 

Table 5: Required Storage for Retention 

Storm/Duration N Basin (cf) N Basin (ac-ft) 
2yr-24hr 148,952 3.4 

10yr-24hr 238,323 5.5 
25yr-24hr 284,550 6.5 

100yr-24hr 357,485 8.2 

The required storage listed in Table 4 is specific to mitigating the peak discharge and 
does not address other requirements that may be placed upon the project by regulatory 
agencies. The project tentative maps dated June 2012 proposed a total of 8.6 acre-feet of 
storage for the northern basin, and 9.2 acre-feet of storage for the southern basin. The 
proposed storage volume meets the City’s requirements for restricting the peak discharge 
to pre project conditions for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year design storm peak flows for the 
southern and northern basins, and retaining the 100-year, 24-hour storm volume for the 
northern basin.  Due to the nature of retention vs. detention, a retention pond designed for 
the 100-year event will provide sufficient volume for all lesser events for the same storm 
duration. Basin S1 can be located on or offsite (or any combination thereof) presuming a 
minimum of 9.0 acre-feet of combined storage volume is provided and existing overland 
release patterns are maintained. Calculations performed by RJA determined the required 
storage based on runoff hydrographs calculated using the 100-year, 24-hour design storm, 
which is an appropriate approach for detention and retention basin sizing.  
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Mitigation 

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, the project results in increased runoff from the site due to 
the increased impervious surfaces.  Based on our analysis, the project includes sufficient 
storage volume to mitigate the increased peak runoff rate for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year 
storm events.  The southern drainage basins outlets to an existing storm drain system; 
portions of which are currently under capacity.  As such, the outlet works for the 
detention basins shall be designed to limit post-project flows to pre-project levels for the 
2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storm events such that the existing frequency of capacity 
exceedance of any existing culverts is maintained or decreased. Since the northern 
retention ponds do not discharge to existing drainage systems accept in the event of a 
storm larger than the 100-year event, outlet works should be placed at an elevation that 
conveys only storms greater than the 100-year storm. The 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year 
storms will not discharge from the northern retention ponds, and therefore will meet the 
requirement that post-project peak flows will not exceed pre-project conditions.  

In order to mitigate the increase in peak flow rate due to the expansion of Peet Road, 
infrastructure should be appropriately sized and designed to convey the flow to one of the 
southern detention basins. The connection pipes between basins S1 and S2 (regardless of 
its location on or off site) and the 12" replacement pipe under Peet Road may also have to 
be modified from what is shown on the conceptual storm drain plan exhibit (which does 
not include the Peet Road re-alignment).   Because these pipes will need to be lengthened 
to accommodate the widening of Peet Road, the hydraulic losses associated with the 
longer pipes will be greater.  As such, the pipes may need to be enlarged to maintain the 
same capacity over this longer length.  This is particularly relevant for the 12" 
replacement pipe under Peet Road.  The pipe connecting basins S1 and S2 serves 
primarily as a hydraulic connection between the basins and its capacity may not be 
relevant. 

With these mitigations, impacts to flood risk and storm drain systems as a result of the 
project will be reduced to a less than significant level.    

Impact HYDRO5:  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site in a 
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

Finding:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

As described above, peak runoff from the site shall be mitigated with detention basins 
designed to not exceed pre-project peak runoff for the 2-, 10-, and 100-year storm events.  
The portion of the site that drains to San Francisco Bay via Coyote Creek is under the 
jurisdiction of the San Francisco RWQCB, and is required to provide hydromodification 
mitigation.  For the portion of the site that drains to Coyote Creek, the project shall 
include hydromodification mitigation meeting or exceeding the specifications outlined in 
the SCVURPPP hydromodification mitigation plan (HMP).   At later stages of planning, 
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a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Stormwater Management Plan 
(SWMP) will be prepared to avoid on-site erosion.  These requirements, and other 
impacts and mitigation measures specific to sediment as a water quality concern, are 
discussed in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-7.   

With these mitigation measures, impacts to erosion or siltation on or off site due to the 
project will be reduced to less than significant.   

Impact HYDRO6:  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge. 

Finding:  Less than Significant 

The project site is located on the ridge between the Coyote and Llagas Creek watersheds, 
as described elsewhere in the report, however the SCVWD describes the northern limit of 
the Llagas groundwater basin to be Cochrane Road, meaning that the site is entirely 
underlain by the Llagas groundwater basin.  Recharge of the Llagas groundwater basin is 
achieved through an equal combination of natural recharge and recharge activities of the 
SCVWD (23,000 afy each).  The Llagas basin is estimated to have an operation storage 
capacity between 150,000 and 165,000 af, and basin pumping between 2001 and 2009 
ranges from 44,000 acre-feet to 50,000 acre-feet.11   The proposed project has no impact 
to the SCVWD recharge activities for the Llagas groundwater basin.   

The surface area of the Llagas groundwater basin is 56,000 acres12.  Although infiltration 
varies over the basin, this creates an average annual infiltration volume of 0.4 acre-feet 
per acre of surface area.  The total impervious surface of the proposed development is 
about 48 acres.  Applying the average annual infiltration volume (0.4 af/acre) and the 
most conservative assumption, that no rainfall onto post-project impervious surfaces is 
able to percolate into the groundwater basin, this results in a decrease of about 19 acre-
feet/year of infiltration, less than one tenth of a percent decrease from existing conditions, 
and less than 0.05% of the historic groundwater withdrawals.  This does not represent a 
substantial interference with groundwater recharge.  Furthermore, these calculations 
assume zero infiltration of rainfall onto impervious areas, but in fact the project proposes 
to utilize drainage swales and basins which will promote infiltration of runoff from 
impervious surfaces.   

Given these calculations, and the project plan to promote runoff through the use of open 
swales and strategically located basins, the impact of the project to groundwater recharge 
is less than significant.   

                                                 
11 Santa Clara Valley Water District 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 
12 California's Groundwater Bulletin 118 
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Note that this finding is specific to groundwater impacts due to the projects change in 
land use and drainage, and does not include potential groundwater impacts related to the 
project water demand or supply.    

Impact Hydro7:  Violate any water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality. 

Finding:  Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Pajaro River is listed as an impaired water body by the EPA 303(d) list for Boron. Boron 
is a naturally occurring constituent of surface waters and has harmful effects on crop 
growth. Llagas Creek is listed as an impaired 303(d) water body for pH, chloride, low 
dissolved oxygen, sodium and total dissolved solids. Coyote Creek is currently being 
reviewed by the EPA for inclusion on the 303(d) list. As of the time of this review, no 
pollutants of concern or total daily maximum loads (TDMLs) had been set.  The City of 
Morgan Hill has set TDMLs for sediment, fecal coli form and nitrate in their Storm 
Water Management Plan.13  

Surface Water Quality 

The proposed project could generate significant adversely impacted water quality.  
Pollutants and chemicals associated with urban development could run off new roadways 
and other impervious surfaces. The pollutants could then flow into the tributary creeks 
described herein.  These pollutants could include, but may not be limited to, heavy metals 
from automobile emissions, oil, grease, debris, and air pollution residue. Contaminated 
urban runoff that remains relatively untreated could result in incremental long-term 
degradation of water quality.   

Short-term adverse impacts to water quality may also occur during construction of the 
project when areas of disturbed soils become susceptible to water erosion and 
downstream sedimentation. Grading and vegetation removal in proximity to drainage 
features could result in an increase in bank erosion, affecting both water quality and slope 
stability along the drainage feature. 

Site design to reduce impervious area coverage, limited grading and fitting of structures 
to the existing topography, and use of swales rather than storm drain pipes to convey 
runoff are favored approaches to managing urban runoff.14 Current agency guidance also 
recommends that, where soils and geotechnical conditions allow, runoff be infiltrated 
using a combination of treatment BMPs, such as grass swales and infiltration trenches, to 
reduce peak flows and enhance water quality.   
                                                 
13 Storm Water Management Plan. City of Gilroy, City of Morgan Hill and County of Santa Clara. 
February 22, 2010. 
14  California Storm Water Quality Task Force, 2003, Ibid. 
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Under existing conditions, fertilizer and organic compounds are the most likely pollutants 
of concern since the project site is currently used for agriculture. Given that agricultural 
activities would cease following project construction, the project could potentially reduce 
any existing organic contributions to the surface water, a benefit to water quality.   

However, there are several pollutants that the project development could contribute to the 
surface water, including sediment and typical urban pollutants.  In contrast to other 
potential pollutants, sediment is typically of greatest potential concern during the 
construction-phase of development. After a project has been constructed and the 
landscaping has been installed, erosion and sedimentation from residential development 
sites are usually minimal.  Pollutants other than sediment which might typically degrade 
surface-water quality during project construction include petroleum products (gasoline, 
diesel, kerosene, oil, and grease), hydrocarbons from asphalt paving, paints, and solvents, 
detergents, nutrients (fertilizers), pesticides (insecticides, fungicides, herbicides, 
rodenticides), and litter.  Once the housing and roadways have been constructed, typical 
urban runoff contaminants might include all of the above constituents, as well as trace 
metals from pavement runoff, nutrients, and bacteria from pet wastes, and landscape 
maintenance debris.   

Since some of the drainage system may overland release directly to Coyote Creek, these 
pollutants could affect aquatic and wetland habitats and sensitive species, and sediment 
could reduce flood storage.  Without mitigation, the effects on surface water quality 
could potentially be significant.   

Therefore, the following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the effects on 
surface quality to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation 

Potential construction-phase and post-construction pollutant impacts from the 
development of the Site and the Peet Road re-alignment can be controlled below the level 
of significance through preparation and implementation of an erosion control plan, a 
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and a storm water management plan 
(SWMP) consistent with recommended design criteria, in accordance with the NPDES 
permitting requirements enforced by the Regional Board.  The erosion control plan forms 
a significant portion of the construction-phase controls required in a SWPPP, which also 
details the construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of contaminants other 
than sediment. The SWMP implements treatment measures and best management 
practices (BMPs) to be implemented for control of pollutants once the project has been 
constructed.  Both the SWPPP and the SWMP set forth the BMP monitoring and 
maintenance schedule and identifies the responsible entities during the construction and 
post-construction phases for both the Peet Road realignment and the proposed site 
development. 
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The applicant’s SWPPP shall prescribe construction-phase BMPs to adequately contain 
sediment on-site and prevent construction activities from degrading surface runoff.  The 
erosion control plan in the SWPPP would include components for erosion control, such 
as phasing of grading, limiting areas of disturbance, designation of restricted-entry zones, 
diversion of runoff away from disturbed areas, protective measures for sensitive areas, 
outlet protection, and provision for re-vegetation or mulching. The plan would also 
prescribe treatment measures to trap sediment once it has been mobilized, at a scale and 
density appropriate to the size and slope of the catchment. These measures typically 
include inlet protection, straw bale barriers, straw mulching, straw wattles, silt fencing, 
check dams, terracing, and siltation or sediment ponds. BMPs shall be implemented in 
accordance with criteria in the California Stormwater BMP Handbook for Construction15 
or other accepted guidance and shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to 
issuance of grading or building permits. The applicant shall identify the SWPPP Manager 
who will be the responsible party during the construction phase to ensure proper 
implementation, maintenance and performance of the BMPs. 

The applicant’s SWMP shall implement post-construction water quality BMPs that 
control pollutant levels to pre-development levels, or to the maximum extent practicable 
(MEP) for both the Peet Road and Site development projects. For the site itself, 
Neighborhood- and/or lot-level BMPs to promote infiltration or “green” treatment of 
storm runoff shall be emphasized, consistent with Regional Board guidance for NPDES 
Phase 2 permit compliance. These types of BMPs include infiltration basins and trenches, 
constructed wetlands, rain gardens, grassy swales, media filters, and biofiltration features.  
BMPs shall be designed in accordance with engineering criteria in the California 
Stormwater BMP Handbook for New and Redevelopment16 or other accepted guidance 
and designs shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of grading or 
building permits for the roadway or driveways. These types of structural BMPs are 
intended to supplement other storm water management program measures, such as street 
sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding appropriate fertilizer and pesticide use 
practices, and managed disposal of hazardous wastes. The applicant shall prepare a 
clearly defined operations and maintenance plan for water quality and quality control 
measures. The design and maintenance documents shall include measures to limit vector 
concerns, especially with respect to control of mosquitoes. The applicant shall identify 
the responsible parties and provide adequate funding to operate and maintain storm water 
improvements (through a HOA, Geological Hazard Abatement District, CSD, CFD or 
similar organization).  The applicant shall also establish financial assurances, as deemed 

                                                 
15  California Storm Water Quality Association, 2003, California Storm Water Best 

Management Practice Handbook – Construction. 

16  California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003, California Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook – New Development  and Redevelopment. 
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appropriate by the Morgan Hill Community Development Department, enabling the City 
to maintain the storm water improvements should the HOA or other entity disband or 
cease to perform its maintenance responsibilities.  
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Historical and Architectural Evaluation for the Parcel at 2280 Cochrane Road, 
City of Morgan Hill; Santa Clara County - APN 728-34-027 
 
1.  Introduction:  
  
The property that is the subject of this historical and architectural evaluation report is 122 
acres, located on the east side of Monterey Road between Peet Road, Cochrane Road 
(Coyote Rd), and Half Road in the City of Morgan Hill. Discussions of a proposed project 
include removing the orchards and existing buildings and structures to develop a 
residential subdivision. The  General Plan land use designation is Residential low (1-3 DU 
AC)  
 
1.1. Current Listings: The property is not listed in the Morgan Hill Inventory of Cultural 
Resources or in the Santa Clara County Heritage Resource Inventory (2012). 
 
1.2. Methodology: Standard research methodology included, compiling data from public 
records, researching maps, deeds, published and unpublished materials and contacting 
individuals with knowledge of the property and related historical subjects. Site 
investigations and photographs were also part of the research.  Unless otherwise noted, 
historical information presented in this report was also drawn from the Morgan Hill Times, 
historic aerial photographs, city directories, tax assessment rolls and U.S. Census data. 
Substantial information was gained from Chris Borello, grandson of Sebastian Borello.  
 
The report reviews the historical background of the subject property and describes the 
historical significance of the building, structures and objects located on the property, as 
they may have the potential to be individual or contributing elements eligible for 
designation or listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of 
Historic Resources, or under the Morgan Hill Municipal Code Section 18.75.  
 
1.3. Report Preparation: The report was prepared by Urban Programmers and compiled by 
Bonnie Bamburg, who has over 37 years experience in preparing historic surveys for cities, 
counties and the federal government, National Register Nominations for individual sites and 
historic districts and local assessment reports. She is a former instructor in Historic 
Preservation at SJSU, a lecturer in historic preservation and former San Jose Historic 
Landmark Commissioner (1974-1980).  She is a past Director of History San Jose, the 
Western Region of the Association for Preservation Technology and an Advisory to 
Preservation Action San Jose.  Linda Larson Boston, BA, has15 years experience as a 
researcher and published author in local history, she conducts historic research for 
architects, attorneys and landowners. She is a former San Jose Historical Landmarks 
Commissioner (1993-1997), member Institute for Historical Study, and the Board of 
Directors Preservation Action Council of San Jose. William Zavlaris, BA M.U.P., has over 20 
years experience in evaluating architecture for local historical surveys and National 
Register Nominations. Public records research is provided by Walt Nagle who had over 30 
years experience in this field. 
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2. Executive Summary: 
 
Urban Programmers was asked to provide an architectural and historical study of the 
property at 2280 Cochrane Road, Morgan hill and to evaluate the history and extant 
buildings within the historical context and development patterns of Madrone and  Morgan 
Hill to determine if the property and extant buildings are eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historic Resources or the Morgan Hill Zoning Ordinance Section 18.75.060 
(Historic Preservation). The property is currently use for agricultural –orchards, grasses 
and operations by the Borello family that has owned the property since 1942. The 
operations area of the property is used for storage most of the year and is where fruit is 
placed in wooden trays to dry in the sun during the harvest season (apricots), some of 
which are grown on this property and more is transported for drying from other California 
fruit ranches owned by the family.  
 
Research was conducted in the Morgan Hill Library, Gilroy Historical Museum, History San 
Jose, Archive Library and the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Main Library in San Jose and Santa 
Clara County Archives and Official Records. The internet was also searched for U.S. Census 
and historical data.  The point of contact for the Borello Family, Chris Borello provided 
information about the family and how the property had been, and is currently used. The 
significant amount of information gathered in this process led to a historical summary of the 
property from the Spanish Period into the  Mexican Period when it was part of the Rancho 
(Refugio) de la Laguna Seca (Dry Lake), through the current agricultural use.  The basis for a  
brief historical context statement was “The City of Morgan Hill, Historic Context Statement”, 
prepared by Circa in 2006. The documentation permitted an evaluation of the relative 
historical importance within the context Morgan Hill’s growth and development patterns.  
 
The architecture on the site is primarily utilitarian open sided storage structures and 
temporary housing for agricultural workers. The residential buildings are four buildings 
(duplexes) that sit on pier foundations and the five mobile/modular homes. There is one 
c.1947 permanent residential building on the property. In addition to the seven detached 
storage structures there is a small office and a  “sulfur” house. This is a warehouse type 
building for treating fruit prior to drying in the sun.  All the structures and building are light 
weight construction- single wall or metal bolt together styles. All the temporary residential 
buildings have been moved to the site. The buildings and structures do not exhibit 
architectural designs of artistic quality or engineering solutions that are noteworthy. The 
property is not a cohesive or exemplary example of rural development, there are no historic 
residences or other permanent/distinctive buildings or features on the property. Thus, the 
study concluded that the property does not meet the criteria and is not eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of Historic Resources. 
When compared to the criteria of the Morgan Hill Zoning Ordinance Section 18.75.060 the 
property does not meet any of the criteria, thus it is not eligible for landmark status. 
  
Separate from this study are the conclusion of an archeological study conducted by Miley P. 
Holman and Associates. The conclusions of that study are referenced in this evaluation as it 
considers the property to have a moderately low likelihood of resources that would meet 
the criteria to be listed in the California Register of Historic Resources.
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3. GENERAL HISTORICAL CONTEXT and BACKGROUND STATEMENT 
 
 
Earliest known Inhabitants 
 
Inhabitants of the area for thousands of years before the European explorers came 
were the Ohlone, part of the Coastonian Language group who lived a relatively 
peaceful hunter-gather existence for several thousand years before the coming of 
Europeans. Very little physical vestiges of these early inhabitants remain. 
 
Spanish Exploration, Settlement and Ranchos 1769-1834 
 
The first Europeans to visit the south county area that includes the subject property 
came 1769, led by a Spaniard Gaspar de Portolá who was accompanied by sixty-four 
men. The following years saw several Spaniards traveling to what would become the 
Santa Clara Valley. The expedition of  Juan Bautista de Anza in 1776 brought settlers 
to Yerba Buena (San Francisco). The following year, El Pueblo de San Jose de 
Guadalupe and Mission Santa Clara were established at the north end of the Santa 
Clara Valley and travel routes along the El Camino Real came through the South 
Santa Clara County. During the next 18 years very little trade occurred and what 
was grown or created around the Missions, Precideos or in the Pueblo of San Jose 
remained in the area as the harbors were controlled by Spanish law and were not 
open to other traders. In 1794 this changed with relaxing of the port authority to 
allow trade and the ability of Presidio Commanders to grant Ranchos where hides, 
tallow and some grain, in excess of local needs, could be shipped through the ports. 
Mexico declared independence from Spain in 1821after which the governance of 
Alta California fell under Mexican authority and land grants established 13 Ranchos 
in southern Santa Clara Valley, a practice that continued until 1846.  
 
Settlement Period 1835-1869: 
 
The historical accounts of Morgan Hill, describe the area as open range or grazing 
land, that was primarily the Rancho Ojode Aguade la Coche (Pig Springs), the 
8927.10  acres granted to Juan Maria Hernandez by Governor Figueroa in 1835 and 
ten years later it was sold to Martin Murphy Sr., an Irish immigrant and pioneer who 
brought his family west from Missouri in 1844. The other early land owner was Mrs. 
J. (Catherine) Dunne who came to the Santa Clara Valley from Canada in 1851. To 
the north was the Rancho (Refugio) de la Laguna Seca (Dry Lake), a track four miles 
wide that extended north  beginning approximately one mile south of Cochrane 
Road,  past Coyote. The 19,9972 acres was granted to Juan Alvirez in 1834, by 
Governor Figueroa was sold at auction in in 1845, to Bostonian William Fisher,  
whose heirs inherited the land and petitioned for a patent which was granted by the 
United States in 1865.  These early residents were primarily cattle ranchers. Daniel 
Murphy continued his father’s pattern of acquiring land for cattle ranching as did 
other members of the Murphy clan. Locally it included most of the Rancho Laguna 
Seca that had passed to Daniel’s wife Mary Fisher when her parents died. The name 



Urban Programmers page 8 

of the settlement, however is attributed to  Hiram Morgan Hill, also a Missourian 
who came west and married Diane Murphy the only child of Daniel and Mary. 
Although  tragedy followed the family, the area became known, not as Huntington as 
was the name on the train station, or as  Murphy’s,  although some referred to it that 
way into the 1980’s, but as “Morgan Hill”, the place of Morgan Hill’s  large ranch.  

The property  that is the subject of this study was part of  the Rancho Laguna Seca  ( 
"Refugio de la Laguna Seca"- Dry Lake). 

 
Horticulture 1870-1939: 
 
Cattle ranching remained the leading industry through the 1880’s with little 
development other than the necessities of a post office, small hotels and saloon. By 
the 1890’s the large ranches were being subdivided into small parcels and a 
community where a post office, churches, a mercantile store, and school had 
developed. The El Camino Real - Monterey Road – The alignment that connected 
northern California with Southern California and more particularly San Jose with 
Gilroy, Pacific Grove and Monterey, became the center of commercial development 
in Morgan Hill.  At road house stations known as “mile houses” between San Jose 
and Gilroy, the original comfort/rest areas were created. The “18 Mile House” was 
on the north of town, in the Burnett Township (Madrone) north of Cochrane Road 
and the next, the “21 Mile House“ three miles further on the railroad was south of 
Main Street the crossroad that became the center of town. With transportation to a 
wider market via the railroad in 1869, and large ranches divided into smaller 
sections, the farming that that had started in the 1860’s, flourished.  Fruit trees, 
vineyards, row crops, strawberries, vegetables, and flowers were the crops that 
filled the area surrounding center of town. With the varied agriculture and rail 
service, packing houses were established as were supporting businesses. Prior to 
refrigerated trucks, dairy farms were in close proximity to the creameries that 
processed milk products for distribution within the town.  With the advent of 
refrigerated trucks to transport fresh produce and dairy products, Morgan Hill’s 
economy had shifted from cattle grazing to fresh and processed foods that were 
delivered locally and shipped out of the valley to a broad market.   
 
At the beginning of the twentieth century, immigrants arrived from China, Japan, 
Italy and the Azores, to find work on the farms and in the orchards.  Many later 
became the land owners in a pattern that was replicated within the agricultural 
communities of Santa Clara Valley. This important population increase brought with 
it cultural associations, social clubs and civic organizations to the community.  
Incorporated in 1906, the City of Morgan Hill,was one of the earliest cities to 
incorporate in Santa Clara County; however the city limits were considerably 
smaller than present day.  
 
Transportation shifted from buggies and wagons to automobiles and trucks in the 
1920’s mixing the two forms of transportation on Monterey Road in the 1920’s. The 
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advent of motor powered vehicles also brought service stations and garages to the 
roadside. In 1927, to accommodate the increase in traffic Monterey Road was 
widened 17 feet (Sharma pg. 75).  Still, truck traffic was forced to mix with other 
vehicles as it moved through town on Monterey Road, continuing to identify Morgan 
Hill as waypoint  the trip between the larger cities of San Jose and Gilroy.  
 
During this period, residential architecture was most distinctive in the center of the 
community where styles included Italianate, Folk Victorian and Bungalows. The 
majority of the residential architecture out of town was on the farms and ranches 
where the vernacular California Ranch style, and Craftsman Bungalow were favored. 
The agricultural buildings on the ranches and farms were almost exclusively 
constructed of local redwood and included; barns, sheds and  tank houses, and 
water towers   
 
Mid-Century Development 1930-1960 
 
In this era, small dairy farms were located close to the town center, to the north in 
Madrone and south extending to Gilroy. Many began during earlier years and 
continued to grow as the community expanded. 
 
During the decades, the city grew with population primarily related to agriculture 
and the food processing plants and distribution warehouses through the 1930’s 
until the 1950’s. After WWII, the community experienced growth in commercial and 
residential sectors related to the industries of neighboring cities. Located on the 
main road (Monterey Highway), the commercial growth expanded with services for 
the traveling public as well as local business such as gasoline service stations that 
developed on both sides of Monterey Road and drive-in restaurants at the edges of 
the downtown. The theme that started with the “mile houses” continued as bars and 
then restaurants developed along Monterey Road.  
 As occurred throughout California, the importance of the automobile and the 
freedom it provided were evident in the outward reaching growth of Morgan Hill. In 
the 1960’s Highway 101 was realigned east of the town center leaving the 
community with less through traffic but more of a community commercial district – 
although it meant less business for gas stations and other businesses who benefited 
from the traffic.     
 
During the years 1919-1933, the  Volstead Act (Prohibition) significantly restricted 
the production and sale of most alcoholic beverages. Locally, this effected wineries 
and vineyards forcing many vineyards to change crops and wineries to explore 
alternate products such as olive oil. The repeal in 1933 encouraged new vineyards 
to be planted and wineries to rebuild. However many of the farms that were 
developed with fruit trees remained vital operations. The next devastating event for 
the fruit ranchers in the area, most of whom grew the lucrative prune was in 1936 
and German boycott of  California prunes and dried fruit. Without  Germany and its 
allies  there was suddenly a world glut of prunes that caused financial ruin for many 
local ranchers. Those who could hold onto their land replanted orchards to take 
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advantage of improved shipping for fresh fruit and those that canned well. Some 
turned to vineyards and some to row crop farming. However all were helped by the 
advent of WWII and the federal government contracts to provide food supplies to 
the troops. At the end of WWII and the end of the lucrative federal contracts, the 
industry faced another challenge, frozen and prepared foods. Strawberries were the 
first locally frozen crops to come from South County. 
 
During this era, rural architecture for agricultural buildings and structures- mostly 
utilitarian-  included a rebuilding of older hay and fruit barns, fruit dehydrators, 
dairy barns, cold storage buildings, water tanks and towers, wineries, and a wide 
variety of sheds.  
 
The residential architecture during this era included simple pitched roof cottage 
style an economical cottage,  Spanish Colonial and other revival styles, the California 
Ranch Style and by Mid-Century, modernistic designs that follow the Bay Area 
Tradition. At the end of the century, styles, particularly in residential subdivisions 
copied the post modern and eclectic combinations of design elements, including 
revival styles with turrets and elements from various design periods. 
 
Roadside business, in addition to the expanding retail and services (grocery, banks, 
optometrists, dentists etc.) of the central town, included EL Patio Bar (The Capri) on 
the north side of town in Madrone, Mels Drive In Restaurant and Cocktail Lounge 
and The Villa Restaurant and lounge, that were on the south. The Circle Drive In, ½ 
mile south of Morgan Hill appears to be the only one to offer the 1950’s classic car-
hop service.1 Commercial buildings of this period are primarily single user 
commercial style and often reused older buildings adding a new façade. Theme 
architecture was found in the motels and early franchise drive-in restaurants.  
 
Suburbanization and Industrialization 1960-2012 
 
Agriculture remained the dominate economic industry until the 1970’s when the 
introduction of “high tech”, business campuses appear in Morgan Hill.  
 
In the 1970’s, large residential real estate developments were undertaken in the 
eastern hills around Anderson Reservoir, land that was annexed to Morgan Hill, as 
were sections to the north until the boarder adjoined that of San Jose in the 
Madrone District and Coyote Valley. Also in the decade of 1970, business park 
campuses were developed in Morgan Hill allowing the residents additional 
employment opportunities. 
 
In the most recent historical period, Morgan Hill has continued to grow, although in 
a restrained mode and has developed a varied economic base with industrial 
technology and additional retail centers dispersed from the historic downtown, 
                                                 
1 Morgan Hill times, Dec.12,1957 



Urban Programmers page 11 

along Monterey Road. Recreation in the form of golf courses and activities 
surrounding the Morgan Hill or South County Airport increased. New schools were 
necessary to accommodate the growing population, and a new hospital was 
constructed next to Highway 101. As the twenty-first century began, agricultural 
land around the town center was rapidly being developed for residential and 
commercial use.  
 
4. BF Cochrane LP (APN 728-34-027)- History and Description of the Buildings 
and Structures 
 
4.1  History of the property: 
The subject parcel was originally part of the  Rancho (Refugio) de la Laguna Seca 
(Dry Lake), a track four miles wide that extended north beginning approximately 
one mile south of Cochrane Road, to past Coyote. The 19,9972 acres was granted to 
Juan Alvirez in 1834, by Governor Figueroa.  In 1845, the rancho was auctioned, 
transferring ownership from Juan  Alvires, to an Englishman William Fisher (1810-
1850), who paid $6,000 for the land.2  Fisher was  a trader who arrived in California 
in 1830 and married Liberata Ceseña (1818 - 1905). The couple and six children 
lived  in Baja California until 1846, when they moved to San Jose where William 
operated a retail store as well as  raising cattle and planting fruit trees on the former 
rancho land. In 1849, Fisher sold his mercantile store in San and concentrated on  
the rancho, where he died a year later at the age of 40, leaving the rancho to his wife, 
Liberta Ceseña Fisher and their six children. During the four years Fisher owned the 
rancho he planted fruit including orchards and vineyards as well as row crops.3 
After the death of William Fisher, Liberta Cesena Fisher married Dr. George H. Bull 
in 1851, the same year her daughter Maris (Mary) Fisher married Daniel Murphy, 
the youngest son of pioneer, Martin Murphy who owned the adjoining Rancho Ojo 
del Agua de la Coche. Dr. Bull and Liberta  remained  on the rancho until his death in 
1854. Three years after the death of Dr. Bull, Liberta sold a portion of the rancho to 
her son-in-law, Daniel Murphy and a year later, in 1858, married Caesat Piatti. This 
was the same year Daniel Murphy filed a partition suit to divide the remaining land 
among the Fisher heirs. Liberta continued to sell acreages and in 1861 sold 200 
acres to Juan Maria Malaguerra to be planted in a vineyard and fruit trees. 
Malaguerra is credited with establishing the first commercial winery in South 
County. Liberta continued selling sections of the rancho land including 15,692 acres 
that became. the Phegley Home Ranch c.1860. As the division and  sale of land 
continued, acreage of  the Phegley Home Ranch was sold reducing the holdings to a 
241 acre cattle ranch. The 1876 Historical Atlas of Santa Clara County by Thompson 
& West shows the subject parcel was part of the 241 acres that belonged to J. 
Phegley After the turn of the century it appears the ranch evolved to a fruit ranch 

                                                 
2 Couchman, R, The Sunsweet Story, Sunsweet Growers Inc, San Jose CA 1967 Page 17 
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growing prunes, apricots and walnuts.  Again the land was divided and this time the 
subject parcel was part of that acquired by Ira Osborn Rhoades in 1915.  
 
Ira O. Rhoades  began his career with Union Pacific Railroad,  and in 1905, became 
the purchasing agent with Southern Pacific Railroad. He was also one of the 
organizers of the Pacific National Bank.4 He and his family lived in Oakland and San 
Francisco before moving to Morgan Hill to retire on their country estate. However 
retirement was not to be. During WWII he served on a committee of five to  
purchase war supplies for the government.5 It may have been this added 
responsibility and the need to be away from Morgan Hill that encouraged him to sell 
the orchard property of 142 acres,  the majority of his property, to Sebastian and 
Luigia Borello in 1942. In 1969, when Ira Osborn Rhoades died, his obituary noted 
that he was a 33rd degree Scottish Rite Mason, a Shriner and a member of the 
Knights Templar.6  Rhoades is also known for his involvement in the California 
Prune and Apricot Growers Association that became Sunsweet.7 The Rhoades Ranch 
of 12 acres includes his house, that of J. Phegley is designated Santa Clara County 
Historic Landmark CL11-01. 

Sebastian and Luigia Borello were immigrants from Italy who settled in the Santa 
Clara Valley. Sebastian Borello immigrated to the United States and to San Jose in 
1913, an worked  with a relative Robert Borello, on a farm on Quimby Road in the 
Evergreen area of San Jose. By 1920, Sebastian owned a farm next to his uncle and in 
January 1923, he became a naturalized citizen. In September of that year he traveled 
as a single man to Italy to "settle land matters" and returned to San José  married to  
Louisa P. Borello,.8  During the following years they lived in several locations in San 
Jose and Los Gatos, while managing their orchard land in Santa Clara County. They 
did not live on the subject property in South County. One house was constructed on 
the property c. 1950 and was occupied by Frank Borello (second son of Sebastian 
and Luigia Borello). The house is a vernacular California Ranch style. The 
economical building does not appear to have been architecturally significant and in 
recent years it has been modified with an addition on the east side and other 
repairs/remodeling. For a period it was occupied by Frank Borello, and  it has been 
a rental property for many years.  During the Borello family ownership the orchards 
of prunes, cherries and apricots have been replanted to maintain yields and market 
conditions.  Historically the fruit was sold to local canneries, sold to brokers who 
distributed fresh fruit, or dried on the property prior to going to market.9  Currently, 
                                                                                                                                                 
3 Dill Design, Santa Clara County Heritage Resource  Survey Update, South County, March 31, 
2003, pg 14 
4 Oakland Tribune, Obituary, August 13, 1969. 
5 ibid 
6 ibid 
7 Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors Resolution declaring the Rhoades Ranch Historic 
Landmark (CL11-01)  
8 Manifest of the Guilio Cesare, Sept.19,1923 

9 Interview, Borello, Chris 2-15-2012 
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although some of the land has been redeveloped, the remaining 122 acres is planted 
in cherries, apricots and a field of feed grasses. Also on the property is a 5 acre 
paved or packed dirt operations area for storage, staging and drying apricots. Fruit 
comes from this property and from the family’s fruit ranches in other California 
locations. 

The property and the buildings are associated with the agricultural heritage of 
Madrone and Morgan Hill, although most of the buildings on the property were 
moved to the site and the storage structures were constructed within the past 30 
years.  
 
4.2. Discussion of historical significance. 
 
The subject property has been in agricultural use since the mid 1800’s. The 
succession of owners, often with land parcels  reduced in size from the previous 
owner, have adapted to the market place in how the land was used. Early records 
show cattle grazing as the primary use. At the turn of the century, it was part of the J. 
Pugeley ranch planted in fruit trees. This use was passed to Ira O. Osborn who did 
not live full time on the ranch when he  initially purchased it,  but retired to the 
property in the late 1930’s, just as the European market for prunes was curtailed by 
A.Hitler’s edict. This and the need to return to San Francisco to serve as one of the 
committee of five to purchase war supplies for the government, may have been the 
reason he sold the property to Sebastian Borello, a fruit rancher with orchards in 
San Jose and Los Gatos. Rhoades retained  12 acres of the property including his 
Spanish Revival style house and the  Phegley house and barn for his home and small 
orchard. This property is a Santa Clara County Historic Landmark (CL11-01) 
 
Sebastian Borello did not live on the property but managed the ranch and relocated 
buildings to the property for worker housing, an office and storage. Open sided 
storage shed were constructed on the property during the 1980’s.  The origins of the 
relocated buildings  is unknown, they were moved to the property in the 1950’s, and 
some have been further  relocated on the parcel. 
 
The development of agricultural land in Madrone is an important broad historical 
pattern. Within this time frame the events prior to 1950 contain the greatest 
association to the development patterns in Madrone and Morgan Hill, however this 
parcel of the Borello property does not exhibit associations that are  unusual or 
significant in the history of the community.  Buildings on the site were moved from 
other location or were constructed in the 1980’s.  
 
The conclusion reached from considering the historical facts is that the owners, 
were part of very broad patterns in the history of Santa Clara County and Morgan 
Hill, but did not have individual historical associations in the context of the Mid-
Century Morgan Hill, that were significant in the history of the County, Madrone or 
to Morgan Hill. 
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4. 3. Description of the Setting, the  improvements and use: 
 

4.3.1 Location: 

The approximately 122 acre BF Cochrane LP  parcel is located east of Highway 101,  
in the City of Morgan Hill. It is boarded by  Cochrane Road on the north and east 
(formerly Coyote Road), St. Katherine Drive on the west,  and Peet Road and Half 
Road on the south. It is adjacent on the northeast corner to the Rhoades Ranch 
(Phegley/Rhoades), a Santa Clara County Historic landmark property (CL11-01). 
The site also boarders property owned by the Santa Clara Valley Water District on 
the southwest corner. The site is approximately 122 acres that slope to the south 
from elevation 460 feet above mean sea level along the north boarder at Cochrane 
Road to 414 feet at Peet and Half Roads. Across St. Katherine Drive are residential 
subdivisions with houses constructed c. 2005-06. Across Peet Road, are semi-rural 
parcels with the main houses close to  the road and ancillary buildings behind. The 
properties were the subject of a preliminary survey to consider the historic and 
architectural values of each. None of the properties exhibited significant historic or 
architectural values when compared to the California Register of Historic Resources, 
the Santa Clara County Historical Resource criteria, or the Morgan Hill Historic 
Preservation ordinance. Across Cochrane Road on the east the area is primarily 
open space with relative new homes on large parcels. 

The northeast corner of the property is adjacent to the Rhoades Ranch, a  12 acre, 
property  that is significant for its representation of the County's agricultural 
development patterns evidenced by residential and agricultural buildings that date 
from the 1860's through 1920's; including the Eclectic Spanish Rhoades house 
designed by local architect Andrw P Hill Jr. and remodeled by architect Howard 
Wetmore Higbie. Also for the association with James F. Phegley a rancher during the 
last decades of the nineteenth century who served as a County Supervisor (1887-
91); and for the association with Ira Osborne Rhoades who retired to the property 
from a position as a railroad purchasing agent and who was instrumental in the 
organization of the California Prune and Apricot Growers Association (Sunsweet); 
and Dr. Harold E. Thomas, professor of plant pathology at the University of 
California (1928-1945) and who was a founder of the Strawberry Institute of 
California. 10  The historic property is heavily wooded along Cochrane Road, the 
border with the Borello parcel, and around the  Rhoades House  which is elevated 
above the parcel line that separates it from the  BF Cochrane LP  (Borello) property. 
A driveway on the Rhoades Ranch further separates the historic buildings from the 
lower neighboring  property.  

4.3.2 Use of the BF Cochrane LP parcel (APN 728-34-027) ( Borello Family Property) 

                                                 
10 Rhoades Ranch -CL11-01 Resolution by the Board of Supervisors, Santa Clara County 
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The primary use of the subject property has been fruit  orchards since the early 
1900’s. An operations and drying yard is located along Cochrane Road.(former 
Coyote Rd) and includes sheds, modular buildings and trailers, used for offices, 
storage and caretakers for the fruit orchards on this parcel and elsewhere in 
California. The open land is used annually to sun-dry apricots. 

 
 
Photograph #  1   Aerial photograph showing the subject parcel with apricots drying 
grasses in four sections and the orchards. 
Source Google Earth Pro, Date: September 30, 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Apricots drying 
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4.3.3 Buildings and structures; The site includes three different types of buildings,  
residential, industrial and office as well as some utility structures. 

4.3.3.1  Ranch Worker Housing: 

There is a variety of housing types on the property. Modular and mobile homes, two 
or more units in linear buildings that are wood frame with horizontal board siding, 
board and batt siding c. 1940’s and some with metal raised- seamed siding c 1950. 
The buildings were moved to the property in the mid 1950’s11. The buildings sit on 
pier block foundations and have a low-pitched roofs with exposed rafters. The 
utilitarian style is light weight construction without architectural distinction. 
Buildings used for agricultural housing are usually placed on pier block foundations 
were often relocated. 

Photograph #  2     Multiple unit ranch worker housing. The building is wood frame 
with horizontal siding.  According to Chris Borello, this building was moved to the 
property in the 1950’s. The original location is unknown.  

                                                 
11 Email, 4-10-2912 from Chris Borello 
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Photograph # 3      Multiple unit worker housing, wood frame with board and batt 
siding. This building was moved to the property in the 1950’s according to Chris 
Borello. The original location is unknown. 
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Photograph #4     Worker’s housing; metal frame, “button” raised seam metal siding. 

Metal frame buildings were used toward the end of WWII and became popular after 
WWII due to their “kit” construction that could be assembled in a very short time 
with unskilled labor. A number of companies offered building kits with slightly 
different design features. The name that almost became generic was Butler Building, 
however the buildings on the subject site are not from that company and are  likely 
to have been  manufactured by the U.S. Building Company that patented the “button” 
system whereby holes are predrilled  and a patented tool clamps metal “buttons” 
through the holes  in the sheets of metal with  one wrapping over the other  to 
create a raised seam that is water tight and wind resistant. The buildings continue to 
be offered by the company. 

All the raised seam metal clag buildings on the property were moved to the property 
in the 1950’s-60’s.12 

                                                 
12 Interview, Chris Borello 4-9-2012 
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Photograph #5     modular/mobile home c.1990 

 

Photograph # 6   two mobile home “trailers” parked in the center of the paved yard. 
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Photograph #  7            Residential building of mixed materials. Wood panels cover the 
front and raised seam metal siding is on the ends. The roof is “button” raised seam 
sheets of galvanized metal. The building was moved to the property  in the 1950’s.. 

 

 Photograph #8     Front façade of a c.1945 house that is on the property next to 
Cochrane Road, 2280 B Cochrane Road.  
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This building is the only permanent residential building on the property. 
Constructed in a vernacular version of the  California Ranch Style, the building is not 
a artistic or high quality example of the style and modifications to enlarge the 
building with an addition (left)  and replace windows  have diminished the integrity 
of the building.  

4.3.3.3.2  Agricultural buildings and structures 

Photograph #9     Sulfur House; the façade facing into the yard.  

Sulfur House: This building is where fruit is treated to repel insects and to retain the 
color of the fruit. Pallets stacked with trays filled with fresh fruit are wheeled into 
the building and removed after sulfur or other inhibitors are burned creating the 
smoke that permeates the surface of the fruit. The building is a mix of materials with 
a concrete slab foundation/floor.  The large wood panel doors (on the right in the 
photograph) appear fixed and newer industrial rollup doors at the other end of the 
building appear to be the ones that open and close. The rear and ends of the balding 
are covered with seamed metal sheets. The building is in fair-poor condition. 
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Photograph # 10     The south frcade of the “sulfur” house showing the raised seam 
metal siding, small metal frame windows, and concrete base wall. The building is in 
fair to poor condition with deteriorated metal siding that is pulling away and rusted. 
Windows that are broken and patched  with miscellaneous materials. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Office: 
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The c. 1980’s, office is a simple pitched roof building with an extended roof canopy 
in the front that is supported by posts. The wood frame building is on pier block 
foundations and has panel wood (T-111) siding and board frame windows with 
ornate security grills. 

 

Photograph # 11   Front façade of the small office building with the extended canopy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph #   12      Side of the office building, concrete pier foundation and pitched 
roof. The windows are covered with decorative security grills. The building is a 
modular building, c.1985 

Sheds: 
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Sheds on the site come in a variety of sizes, however most are open sides, post and 
beam construction. Some are very large open sided structures to store  fruit drying 
trays, some are relatively small covering one or two vehicles or the above ground 
fuel tanks. The largest are utilitarian post and beam structures with square, braced, 
posts along the perimeter and beams to support the roof exhibiting  open rafters 
with slightly corrugated metal sheets on the roof. 

.    

Photograph # 13   Open-sided storage shed. The building appears to have been 
constructed c. 1970 and is present in the 1998 USGS Aerial photograph. 
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Photograph #  14    Open sided storage sheds holding fruit drying trays. c.1980’s 

 

Photograph #15    Open sided equipment storage shed c. 1980 

Similar to the shed that is used to store fruit trays, this open c. 1980, sided shed is 
used to store equipment and vehicles. The structure is post and beam with a low 
pitched roof that is covered in corrugated metal  sheets. Typical of rural sheds, some 
of the materials are recycled.  
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Photograph # 16    Open shed to protect vehicles and to the right one  to protect the 
above ground fuel tank c. 1980. 
 
 
4. 4. Discussion of Architectural /Engineering value: 
  
The property contains  examples of utilitarian structures that are mostly storage 
structures with open sides for fruit drying trays, vehicles and miscellaneous 
equipment.  The residential buildings do not exhibit artistic design or high quality 
construction. They are typical of the many such buildings in Morgan Hill or rural 
California. As a group they define the various needs for storage on a fruit ranch 
particularly to store drying trays. The “Sulfur House”, a warehouse style building, 
and the large paved lot are elements of the fruit drying process that the family has 
centralized from its other orchard properties to this property.13   
 
To allow objective consideration of the history and architecture, the evaluation of 
historical and architectural style does not consider the current deteriorated physical 
condition of the structures and buildings. During the preparation of his study two of 
the temporary residential buildings were painted.  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
13 Borello, Chris, Interview 2/15/2012 
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5. Evaluation of Significance  
 
The evaluation considers the criteria adopted by the City of Morgan Hill, in the 
Zoning Code Chapter 18.75 Cultural Resources Preservation, Section 18.75.060 
Cultural resource designation – Criteria. To comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act – Guidelines, the evaluation considers the criteria of the 
California Register of Historic Resources and the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
 
Pertaining to all three listings, the first step is to determine architectural and 
historic integrity. Integrity is evaluated following the definition provided by the 
National Register of Historic Places.  “Integrity includes seven aspects; location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association”.  

Integrity:  The site does not maintain integrity of the setting or feeling because the 
buildings have been moved to the property and have been altered, while other 
buildings have been removed.  The only permanent building on the property, a 
house,  has been altered with additions and remodeling.  The majority of the 
structures on the property are for storage and  were been constructed during the 
past 30 years. Thus the historical setting of orchards was changed when the 
operations/drying yard was created and continues to change as buildings are 
moved and structures constructed.   

Historical Context: The subject parcel, is considered within the historical context of 
the  Mid-Century Development 1930-1960 with the theme of agriculture and  rural 
architecture. During this period, the Borello family has replaced/replanted all the 
fruit trees and has redefined the use of the property around the operations/drying 
yard.  The orchards were part of a broad pattern of agriculture in the Madrone area 
north of Morgan Hill.  Within the historical context, the Borello  family’s operations 
were not individually distinctive, but contributed to Santa Clara County’s  overall 
rural economy. Most of the buildings on the site were moved to the site in the 
1950’s-1960’s, as other facilities closed and land was redeveloped, or are shed 
structures that were constructed in the 1980’s, primarily for storage.  

When compared to the historical patterns and development history of Morgan Hill, 
the Borello family property was, and is, part of the broad pattern of agricultural use 
in South County. The association with Phegely and later Ira Rhoades is important in 
local history, however, when they owned the property this portion was agricultural 
either grazing land or fruit orchards.  The homes, barns  and related buildings 
associated with these two  families  are on a separate parcel that has been 
designated a historic landmark by the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors (SCC 
CL11-01).  Beyond the association to general agriculture, no events of  historical 
significance were identified to have occurred on, or be associated with  the Borello 
family property.  

Based upon the lack of substantial architecture, including the fact that the buildings 
were either moved to the site or are storage structures that were constructed in the 
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1980’s (and are not 50 years old),  the subject property is not eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Cultural Resources 
or consideration under the Morgan Hill Zoning Ordinance 18.75.060. 

 

5. 1.  Morgan Hill Cultural Resources Designation- Criteria 

For purposes of this Chapter, an improvement may be designated a cultural 
resource by the planning commission and any area within the city may be 
designated as a historic district by the commission pursuant to Section 2.36.040 if it 
meets one or more of the following criteria. 

A. Historical, Cultural Importance. 

1. Has significant character, interest or value , as a part of the 
development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the city, county, 
state or nation; or is associated with the life of a person(s) significant 
in the past, or 

2. is the site of an historic event with a significant effect upon society, or 

3. Exemplifies the cultural, political, economic, social or historical 
heritage of the community; or 

The orchard and operations/storage area of the BF Cocherine LP 
parcel are typical of the rural orchard properties in South County. 
Annexed  into the City of Morgan Hill, the property is/was part of the 
broader economic heritage of Santa Clara County. The  buildings and 
structures are utilitarian used for temporary housing or storage and 
as such are part of a broad pattern of agricultural use in the Morgan 
Hill area but do not exhibit significant character, interest or value in 
communicating the cultural characteristics of the city, county or 
region and are not directly associated with the lives of people 
significant in the past. The buildings were moved to the property in 
the 1950’ and the storage structures constructed in the 1980’s. this is 
past the primary period of agricultural significance in Santa Clara 
County (1870-1945). No historic event was found to have occurred on 
the property and the utilitarian structures are not yet 50 years old 
and while part of a broad pattern do no exemplify the cultural, 
political, economic social or historical heritage of the community. 

 

B. Architectural, engineering Importance: 

1. Portrays the environments in an era of history characterized by a 
distinctive architectural style, or 

2. Embodies those distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type 
or engineering specimen, or  
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3. Is the work of a designer of master builder whose individual work has 
significantly influenced the development of Morgan Hill, or 

4. Contains elements of design, detail, materials or craftsmanship which 
represent a significant innovation; or 

 As stated above, the structures on the site are primarily open sided 
 storage sheds c.1980,  that lack distinctive architecture or engineering 
 qualities. The buildings that are temporary housing for workers  are 
 also utilitarian and without architectural distinction. Buildings of this 
type  continue to be  manufactured for agricultural uses. 

 

C. Geographic Importance: 

1. By being part of or related to a square, park or other distinctive area, 
should be developed or preserved according to a plan based on a 
historic, cultural, or architectural motif, or 

2. Owing to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, 
represents an established and familiar visual feature of a 
neighborhood, community, community or city or  

The subject property is not associated with a square, park or other 
distinctive area. The orchard land was part of larger ranches that 
were divided, and do not relate to the previous ranches or owners. 
The orchards have been replanted and none of the structures or 
buildings on the property were present when the property was 
owned by Ira O. Rhoades.   

The property is in an area of rural parcels redeveloping to residential 
uses and is not a unique location although it is a large parcel and 
recognized in the area. 

 

     D. Archaeological Importance: 

    1.  Has yielded, or may be likely to yield information in pre-history. Ord. 
1111 N.S,.  Section 50 (part), 1992; ord;   N.S.  Section 50 (part), 1992: 
Ord 980 N.S. Section 3 (part), 1990)  

 

  Archeologist,  Miley P. Holman, conducted a literature search and a   
 trench investigation, that resulted in a finding that there is a low-  
 moderate likelihood of finding materials that would meet the   
 California Register of Historic Resources criteria for significance or   
 provide important information.   

5.2. California Register of Historic Resources - Eligibility Statement 
 
The criteria for listing historical resources in the California Register are consistent 
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with those developed by the National Park Service for listing resources in the 
National Register of Historic Places, but have been modified for state use in order to 
include a range of historical resources which better reflect the history of California. 
An historical resource must be significant at the local, state or national level under 
one or more of the following four criteria; 
 
1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of 
California or the United States. 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or 
national history; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method 
of construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic 
values; or 

4. It has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or 
history of the local area, California, or the nations. 

 
In addition, the resource must retain enough of its historic character or appearance 
to be recognizable as a historic property, and to convey the reason for its 
significance. 
 
Research did not uncover information showing that the subject property was 
associated with individuals or events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of local or regional history, or to the cultural heritage of 
California or the United States.  The Borello family have been fruit ranchers and 
farmers since 1913 when Sebastian Borello immigrated to Santa Clara County and 
began tending fruit trees in the Evergreen area of San Jose area. Sebastian Borello 
did not live on this property. The vernacular structures and buildings on the 
property are typical of agricultural properties in the South County area,   and do not 
posses distinctive characteristics  that are not found in similar buildings within the 
Morgan Hill  and Santa Clara County.  When the property was evaluated as a rural 
unit it was concluded that it did not meet the criteria because the utilitarian 
structures and buildings are not distinctive or artistic and do not show unique 
engineering. While some of the residential buildings are over 50 years old they were 
relocated to the subject  property and the vernacular storage structures and other 
buildings (office) were constructed in the 1980’s and are not old enough as 
vernacular structures to be considered eligible. Thus it is concluded that the 
property is not eligible for listing in the California Register. 
  
5. 3.  National Register of Historic Places – Standards (Criteria) 
The National Register of Historic Places has established standards for evaluating the 
significance of resources that are important in the heritage of the nation.  Historic 
resources may be considered important at the local level, state level or national 
level. To apply the standards the resource must be considered within significant 
historical contexts.  The standards, age and integrity statements follow; 
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1. A property must be fifty years old 
2. The resource must retain architectural and historical integrity. 
3. The resources must meet at least one of the following criteria 

a. are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or 

b. are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
c. embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method that 

possess high artistic values, or that represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

d. have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

 
Research did not uncover information that the subject property was associated with 
individuals or events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
The structure’s lack of significant historical associations are the factors in 
determining that the property is not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
 
Property that is not eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic 
Resources is not considered to be significant under the criteria of the  National 
Register of Historic Places and is not eligible for listing. 
 
6. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
 
CEQA defines a historical resource as a resource that meets on or more of the 
following criteria; (1) listed in, or determined eligible for listening in, the California 
Register of Historical Resources, (2) listed in a local register of historical resources 
as defined in PRC Section 5020.1 (k), (3) identified as significant in a historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g) or (4) 
determined to be a historical resource by a project’s lead agency (PRC Section 
21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (a)). A historic resource consists of; 
 
  “any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record or manuscript 
 which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant 
 in the  architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
 educational social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. 
 Generally a resource shall be considered “historically significant” if the 
 resource meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of 
 Historical Resources” 14 
 
A literature search showed that the subject property is not listed in the Historic 
Properties Directory for Santa Clara County (2011) or the  Morgan Hill  Historic 
                                                 
14 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3). 
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Resources Inventory, and this study and evaluation of the attributes of the Borello  
property found the property does not meet the criteria of the California Register of 
Historic Resources or the City of Morgan Hill’s Historic Preservation Zoning criteria. 
Thus the property does not meet the criteria of any register  as a “historical 
resource” under CEQA. 
 
The recent designation of the adjacent property, the Rhoades Ranch, as a Santa Clara 
County Historic Landmark, eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic 
Resources  did not include the subject property, yet the Rhoads Ranch is in the 
immediate area and must be considered to determine if changes will adversely 
effect the historic designation of the property. 
 
Rhoades Ranch, Santa Clara County Historical Landmark SCC CL11-01 
 
The Rhoades Ranch, 2290 Cochrane Road, Morgan Hill is a 12 1/4 acre parcel that 
was designated a historical landmark and issued a Mills Act contract  by the Santa 
Clara County Board of Supervisors in February 2012. Since then a nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places  has been forwarded to the State Office of 
Historic Preservation for review. The nomination appears to meet the criteria of the 
National Register of Historic Places and that it will be forwarded to the Keeper of 
the National Register for listing.  
 
the significance of the Rhoades Ranch is stated in the Santa Clara County Historical 
Landmark Designation (DPR 523) and in the National Register Nomination. 
 
The California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record and Building, 
Structure and Object forms (DPR 523 A & B) Provide the description of the historic 
property and the reason it is significant to local history. 
 
DPR 523 A: P3a Description: ( Describe resource and its major elements. Include 
design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
 
"Located near the base of the Leroy Anderson Dam and Reservoir, this 12-acre site is 
nestled in the north east corner of what was once a larger 160 acre ranch that was 
established in the 1860's when Rancho Laguna Seca was first subdivided. Most of this 
early settlement site is now known as Borello Farms, a 123-acre active ranch on an 
adjacent property to the south and west. The adjacent Borello Farm site is planned for 
a 244 large-lot gated community that is to be developed over the next decade. The 
subject site is on a rise near the  mouth of Coyote Creek, and overlooks the orchards of 
Borello Farms. This overlook is where the ranch headquarters was located prior to the 
property split, and contains houses and ancillary buildings associated with the historic 
ranch. The larger setting remains agricultural for the time being, although the historic 
landscape was modified irreversibly with the construction of Anderson Dam in 1949-
1950.  The Santa Clara Water District now owns the properties to the north and east of 
the subject site. 
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The property that remains of the original 160 acre ranch represents a continuum of 
significant and supporting design elements from the mid-nineteenth to mid- twentieth 
centuries.  Although much of the surrounding associated agricultural lands will soon 
be developed, the site preserves the feelings and association of a headquarters of an 
important northern California agricultural ranch.  
 

 
 
The main owner-occupied house, completed in 1920, shares the site with four other 
houses that today function as rentals. Other buildings and structures exist on the site, 
including an early barn, an agricultural equipment building, remants of a water tank, 
and other minor ancillary structures related to the residences. The site also contains 
mature landscaping associated with various areas of site occupation, as well  as some 
older mature vegetation near the riparian corridor of Coyote Creek that is located 

Borello Property 

Rhoades Ranch 

Santa Clara County Assessor's Map showing the Borello 
Property (26) and the Rhoades Ranch  Parcel (10) 
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along the northern boundary of the site.  The site has one small adjacent parcel under 
separate ownership that fronts on Coyote Road and is partially embedded into the site.  
That adjacent site is not part of this recording. Coyote Road runs along the east 
boundary of the site at the base of the foothills and extends from Cochrane Road to 
East Main Avenue about a mile to the southeast.  
 
The entry to the subject site is form Cochrane Road at the northwest corner of the 
property. A nearby adjacent driveway(to the west) provides access to the perimeter 
road of Borello Farms. This drive leads to a complex of agricultural buildings to the 
south of the subject property."15 
 
The form continues to describe those buildings and structures on the site that 
contribute to the historical significance of the property. 
 
1)" Phegley House (c. 1860s) - "This two-story National-style house is associated 
with the earliest known occupation of the site. It is unique within Santa Clara 
County,  a two-story single wall (board wall) house constructed during the early 
American settlement period of Santa Clara County. Facing west toward the entry to 
the site form Cochrane Road, the house sits above the creek and road where the 
foothills begin their rise near the mouth of the  Coyote Creek." 16 
 
1(a) Phegley House Garage (pre 1920) This building is next to the Phegley House 
and is utilitarian in form and used as a garage. 
 
2. Horse Barn; "This moderate-sized timber-frame horse barn located uphill from 
the houses near Coyote Road."17 
 
3.  Water tower- remnant structure. 
 
4. Rhoades House and Garage; (1917-1920) "Designed by the firm of Higbie and HIll, 
with construction beginning in 1917 but completion not occurring until after WWI, 
this Spanish Eclectic house and garage is sited within a grove of large oak trees at 
the rise above the orchards of Borello Farms to the west and south. At the time of 
construction, the property included the Borello Farms acreage, and the front of the 
house over looked orchards below." 18  The DPR form continues with a very detailed 
description of the house. 
 
5. Equipment Building (c. 1945+)" This long structure was built to house farm 
equipment, and has four sliding doors facing a driveway  circulation area near the 
                                                 
15 Maggi F., Masunaga L. State of California-The Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation 
Primary Record; Rhoades Ranch, (DPR 523) 10/14/2010 

16  Maggi F., Masunaga L. State of California-The Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation 
Primary Record; Rhoades Ranch, (DPR 523) 10/14/2010 
17 ibid 
18 ibid 
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large older barn and a house to the southwest. The building is simple in shape, with 
end gables, and board and batten siding. The concrete base and interior framing 
indicates mid century construction." 
 
6. Office (Board and batten house and garage, circa 1945+) 
"Located on the northeast corner of the site, this house was originally built as an 
office. It is a long narrow structure with step-backed gables and  mix of siding types. 
The building was expanded over time and converted to residential use."19 
 
Other buildings and structures on the property were not considered to contribute to 
the historical significance of the Rhoades Ranch, or like a contemporary mobile 
home, were not identified.  
 
The  significant elements for which the property was designated a Santa Clara 
County Historical Landmark, and for which it is nominated to the National Register 
of Historic Places, describe a complex that is over 50 years old, retains integrity and 
continues to represent a property that meets the criteria of significance as follows. 
 
1.  Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the 
United States. 
 
The Rhoades Ranch is documented to have an association with the agricultural 
development of the Santa Clara Valley " the property represents today, to some 
degree, agricultural development patterns in the South County area, with buildings 
spanning 150 years of occupation and agricultural use. The association of this site 
however, with Dr. Thomas and the Strawberry Institute and related organizations 
from 1945-1976, is of historic significance within California, due to the 
contributions that Dr. Thomas and the Institute's work had to the development of 
California's strawberry industry."20 
 
 
2. Associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national 
history; 
  
 The association with James Phegley " is of some importance to Santa Clara 
 County".21He served as a County Supervisor of the First District  in the late-
 nineteenth century. "Ira Osborn Rhoades is also a person of some importance 
 locally, as a regional representative, President , and Interim General Manager 

                                                 
19 ibid 

20 Maggi F., Masunaga L. State of California-The Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation 
Primary Record; Rhoades Ranch, (DPR 523) 10/14/2010 
 
21 ibid pg 10 



Urban Programmers page 38 

 of the California Prune and Apricot Growers Association during the early part 
 of the  twentieth century."22 Dr. Harold E. Thomas is recognized as the 
 "Father of the California Strawberry Industry."23 
 
 3 The property embodies the distinctive characteristics of of a type, period, region, 
or method of construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high 
artistic value. 
 
 The Phegley House, horse barn and Rhoades House are documented to be 
 "distinctive architectural specimens."24  
 
4. Yield or has the potential to yield information important to the pre-history or 
history. 
 
 The site does not appear to have been investigated regarding pre-history 
 In designating the Rhoades Ranch a Santa Clara County Landmark, the Santa 
 Clara County Board of Supervisors found the property fit the criteria in 
 Division C 17 of the Ordinance Code of Santa Clara County and found the 
 property eligible for  landmark designation based upon the following (taken 
 from Resolution 2011-50); 
 
1. Rhoades Rranch (CL11-001) Landmark designation for Rhoades Ranch, covering 
Assessor's Parcel Number ("APN")728-34-010 meets all the criteria in Section C17-5 
of the Ordinance Code. 
 
 (a) The Rhoades Ranch contains 5 residence buildings, 2 barns, remnants of a 
 water tower, and small accessory garages and ancillary buildings which are 
 all more than 50 years old; and  
 
 (b) Rhoades Ranch retains integrity of location , design, setting, materials, 
 workmanship, feeling and association. The ranch maintains it late nineteenth 
 century and early twentieth century rural ranch scale and feeling. The 
 Phegley House and the Rhoades House maintain their original location on the 
 ranch, in the historic headquarters of the larger 160-acre ranch created in 
 the 1860s.  The Phegley House was renovated in the early twentieth century, 
 but retains its distinctive 1860s character and composition that is expressed 
 through its preserved materials, workmanship, and early National Style 
 construction  technology.  The Rhoades House  was changed little since its 
 construction and continues its massing and detailing to illustrate it 

                                                 
22 ibid pg 10 

23 ibid pg 11 

24 ibid pg 11 
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 associations with local architect-designed work. Therefore, Rhoades Ranch 
 retained adequate integrity  to embody its significance and convey its 
 associations; and 
 
 (c)  Rhoades Ranch meets the significance criteria of Section C1705C(1).C(2), 
 and C(3) and is significant for the following reasons: 
 
  (1) Its representation of Santa Clara County's Agricultural   
  development  patterns. During more than a century of agricultural  
  production, the property evolved from a 248-acre cattle ranch to a  
  horticultural farm where prunes, apricots and walnuts were grown.  
  By the mid-twentieth century, the property became the location of an  
  experimental strawberry facility where propagation work took place  
  that created many disease resistant varieties now grown   
  throughout the world; and 
 
  (2) Its association with early owner James F. Phegley, a South County  
  rancher who served on the Santa Clara County's Board of Supervisors  
  from 1887-91; Ira Osborne Rhoads, a railroad purchasing agent who  
  retired to the ranch an became involved in state leadership   
  role in the California Prune and Apricot Growers Association (now  
  known as Sunsweet); and Dr. Harold El Thomas, a professor of plant  
  pathology at the University of California from 1928-45 and a founder   
  and director of the Strawberry Institute of California, who is   
  renowned for his pioneering research on the strawberry; and 
 
  (3)Its architectural resources that represent construction, design, and  
  styles from 1865 to the 1920s. The Phegley House is a unique and rare 
  two-story board -wall house that was constructed during   
  California's Early American Period. The Horse Barn is unusual in the  
  region and represents and early transition period in California's rural  
  architectural  development. The Rhoades House is a distinguished  
  example of Spanish Eclectic Style architecture for 1917, and embodies 
  and innovative design by two important local architects- Andrew  
  Putnam Hill Jr.(1880-1973) and Howard Higbie (1870-1958).25 
 
The resolution to approve the Rhoades Ranch Historic Landmark was approved 
February 8, 2012. At that time the property became eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historic Resources and a Historic Recourse under CEQA. 
 
 
 

                                                 
25 Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors Resolution number 2011-50 
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7.  POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT: 
 
A plan for a residential subdivision of  single family homes on 122 acres has been 
proposed for the Borello property. The plan includes all interior streets, open space 
and easements. It also includes improving and widening Peet Road along the 
southern edge of the property. The additional width will be taken  from property on 
both sides of the street.  The properties across Peet Road from the subject property 
were considered in a preliminary survey by Urban Programmers that evaluated the 
properties following the criteria of the California Register of Historic Resources 
(CRHR) and the Morgan Hill Municipal Code Section 18.75. These  properties  did 
not meet the criteria of either the CRHR or the Morgan Hill Municipal Code Section 
18.75 and do not qualify as historic resources under CEQA.26 
 
The proposed development on the Borello property  will be phased over several 
years with the existing  plan to remove the orchard (fruit trees), and in the last 
phase the operation and storage area on the property would be developed. The 
improvements considered in this study that are on the Borello parcel were 
evaluated and found not to meet the criteria of the Morgan Hill Municipal Ordnance 
Section 18.75 or the criteria of the California Register of Historic Resources and 
considered historic resources under CEQA.  
 
Rhoades Ranch Santa Clara County Historic Landmark; 
 
The 122 acres of Borello property has been separate from the Rhoades Ranch since 
1945. Currently the area adjoining the Rhoades Ranch on the north and a portion of 
the west boundary is no longer planted with orchards or row crops. The land is 
barren except for a large tree in the center. 
 
The proposed plan for the Borello property does not include alteration or changes 
on the Rhoades Ranch property, a separate 12.27 acre parcel. 
 
The proposed reuse of the Borello property would have a significant impact to the 
Rhoades Ranch  if it would; 
  
 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
 as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Specifically, substantial 
 adverse impact changes include the physical demolition , destruction, 
 relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such 
 that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired 
 
The Rhoades Ranch is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic 
Resources (CRHR)and is a historic resource under CEQA. Because it is in close 
proximity to the proposed development on the Borello property,  the CEQA 
                                                 
26  Urban Programmers, Preliminary Survey of Parcels APN 728-33-005,728-33-004,728-33-003 and 728-
33-002 City of Morgan Hill, Santa Clara County, California; February 2012 
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Guidelines require that it be considered for potential threats that could diminish the 
historic values such that it would no longer be eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historic Resources. Threats to the Rhoades Ranch Historic Landmark 
that may result from the proposed residential development of the Borello property 
were considered in the previous iteration and study and are expanded in this 
revision to address specific comments received after the DEIR was circulated and to 
include a more complete description of the Rhoades Ranch and the attributes that 
give it significance.  
 
CEQA states any project is considered to have a significant impact on the 
environment if it would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
listed historic resource or resource eligible for listing  such that the resource would 
lose its state or local designation or eligibility status. Substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, 
relocation or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.  
 
The significance of an historical resource  is materially impaired when a project 
"demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics 
of an historical resource that convey it historical significance and that justify its 
inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources."27 
 
The Rhoades Ranch shares a common boundary with the Borello property on the 
west and south sides of the 12.27- acre historic property. The other two sides of the 
Rhoades Ranch Historic  Landmark are formed by Cochrane Road and Coyote Road, 
with the exclusion of a separate residential parcel on the eastern boundary off 
Coyote Road. Topographically, the Rhoades Ranch is on a knoll, above the 
surrounding property, the Santa Clara Valley Water District (Coyote Creek) and the 
Borello Property. Most buildings face into the center of the parcel, the exceptions 
are the Phegley House (1860s) that faces north, and the Rhoades House (1917-
1920) that faces west.  
 
Comments to the DEIR were received that  expressed concerns for potential 
environmental impacts  that would degrade  the historical significance of the 
property. These comments  were divided in to three long term and primary 
categories;  
 1.concern for threats to the integrity of the property by  the loss of historic  
  agricultural context and setting, 
 2 changes in the "view sheds" of agricultural property in the immediate area, 
 3. the loss of a rural dirt access road serving the Borello property.28 
                                                 
27 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter3 Section 15064.5(4)(b)(1) 

28 Sheila McElroy, Circa-Historic Property Development, September 15, 2012; Joseph and Sheila Giancola, 
September 21, 2012; Morgan  Hill Historical Society, September 20,2012 
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To evaluate the potential for an adverse impact it is necessary to consider the 
reasons the Rhoades Ranch was designated a Santa Clara County Landmark and is 
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources. A Nomination to 
the National Register of Historic Places was prepared for the Rhoades Ranch by 
Franklin Maggi and Sarah Winder Dated July 24, 2012. The nomination provides a 
concise understanding of what makes this property significant. Sections that 
describe the significant elements are quoted below. 
 
The National Register Nomination states that the Areas of Significance are:  
 "Criterion A.   Good example of local agricultural development patterns and 
 an important site to the development of California's Strawberry industry 
  
 Criterion B. Property is associated directly with Dr. Harold Thomas who is 
 important in California's  agricultural history. 
 
 Criterion C. Rhoades House represents the work of local master architects 
 Howard Higbie and Andrew P. Hill Jr. and contains high artistic values 
 
 Period of Significance: Ranch c.1869-1976, Thomas 1945-1976 and 
 Rhoades House 1917-1920 
 
 Significant Person: Thomas, Harold E. 
 
 Architect/Builder: Higbie, Howard Wetmore (Architect) 
          Hill, Andrew P. Jr (Architect)"29 
 
Historical Context: The historical context for the Rhoades Ranch is agricultural and 
is divided between the time it started as 248-acres cattle ranch (Phegley 1860s), 
decreasing to  160 acres (Rhoades 1917), when like many agricultural properties in 
Santa Clara County,  it was planted with orchards or was farmed with row-crops 
which lasted until 1945. The third and more significant period begins in 1945 when 
the 12.27 acre site was sold to Dr. Harold E. Thomas, professor of plant pathology at 
the University of California (1928-1945). Dr. Thomas used the property as a 
laboratory for his horticultural experiments where he achieved great success in 
creating disease resistant strawberry plants.  Dr. Thomas was a founder and the  
Director of the California Strawberry Institute (1945-1966), Director of Driscoll 
Strawberry Associates (1966-76),  and founder of the California Strawberry Farms 
(propagated plants sold to growers, 1959), for his accomplishments he is 

                                                                                                                                                 
 

29 National Register Nomination, Rhoades Ranch, Santa Clara County CA Maggi,F & Winder,S. July 24, 2012 
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considered the "Father of the California Strawberry Industry."30 In 2012 the 
California Strawberry Crop is a 3.2 billion dollar industry that is currently growing 
many of the varieties developed by Dr. Thomas.31   
 
At the time Dr. Thomas purchased the Rhoades Ranch,  122 acres of agricultural 
land  was sold to the Borello family who planted orchards and farmed row crops on 
the property until 2012 when over half the property was cleared. 
 
The proposed redevelopment of the former orchard land  adjoining Rhoades Ranch 
does not threaten the aspects, of architecture or associations with the people or 
events,  for which the property was deemed historically significant, designated a 
Santa Clara County Landmark, and determined eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historic resources.32  Of the three eras associated with the property; 
Phegley (1860-1917), Rhoades (1917-1945), and Dr. Thomas (1945-1976) the  
most significant  of the three associations is with Dr. Harold E. Thomas, who's 
significance for California's strawberry growers and the State's agriculture industry 
is  far greater than the previous owners who were civic and business  leaders, 
primarily in Santa Clara County. Dr. Thomas is the person listed as the  significant 
person in the National Register Nomination for the Rhoades Ranch.  

 
The change in use of the  122 acres adjacent to the Rhoades Ranch does not create a 
change to the buildings of the Rhoades Ranch or their relationships to each other 
and the spaces on the 12.27-acre parcel.  The change on the Borello property to a 
residential community  does not materially alter the environment on the Rhoades 
Ranch. During the first 85 years, the Rhoades Ranch included the Borello property 
and the rural nature of the entire property was part of the setting and context. After 
1945 and the most significant era,  1945-1976, when the Rhoades Ranch was the 
laboratory and working site of Dr. Harold Thomas the parcels were separate.  
During this period the significant activity on the Rhoades Ranch was carried out in 
buildings on the that face into the center of the 12.27 acres. The work of Dr. Thomas 
did not involve, nor was it influenced by the activities on the Borello Property. The 
Borello property cannot be seen from the buildings used by Dr. Thomas and the 
California Strawberry Institute. The building that has a view of the Borello property 
is the Rhoades House where Dr. Thomas lived, but not where he did his research or 
operated the California Strawberry Institute.   
 

                                                 
30 Maggi F., Masunaga L. State of California-The Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation 
Primary Record; Rhoades Ranch, (DPR 523) 10/14/2010 pg 8-9 

31 California Strawberry Commission  http://www.calstrawberry.com/commission/fs_industry.asp 

32 Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors Resolution number 2011-50; Maggi F., Masunaga L. State of 
California-The Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record; Rhoades Ranch, 
(DPR 523) 10/14/2010  
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The change in use of the Borello property does not lessen the ability of the Rhoades 
Ranch to convey the importance of the California Strawberry Institute and the work 
of Dr. Thomas. The buildings on the Rhoades Ranch  represent a compendium of 
historic agricultural/rural buildings including an early American period barn, 
remains of a water tower, board and batten buildings and various sheds.  None of 
these buildings are to be altered and their relationship to each other remains as it 
has been, encircling an open area in the center of the property. 
 
Included in the comments submitted was the concern that the integrity of the 
Rhoades Ranch would be compromised by the development of the Borello property. 
The California Register of Historic Places adopted the National Register's seven 
aspects of Integrity; location, setting,  design, materials. workmanship feeling and 
association. The National Register of Historic Places requires that all or most of the 
aspects be present in an eligible historic property. The California Register of Historic 
Resources requires that only some of the aspects be present. 
 
The development of a residential community will change the immediate area setting 
around the Rhoades Ranch, but does not alter the setting on the Rhoades Ranch or 
materially impare the historical significance such that the property would no longer 
qualify as a Santa Clara County Historic Landmark or be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historic Resources. The aspects of integrity for which the 
Rhoades Ranch is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources 
are not changed by development of the Borello property. The change in use of the 
Borello property does not alter  the architecturally artistic Spanish Eclectic    
Rhoades House, the c. 1860s Phegley House, a  single-wall building, the Early 
American barn, or the board and batten buildings that were the California 
Strawberry Institute headquarters. Their setting on the Rhoades Ranch and 
relationship to each other is unchanged by development proposed for the Borello 
property. As the DPR 523 states "The property that remains of the original 160 acre 
ranch represents a continuum of significant and supporting design elements from the 
mid-nineteenth to mid- twentieth centuries. Although much of the surrounding 
associated agricultural lands will soon be developed, the site preserves the feelings and 
association of a headquarters of an important northern California agricultural ranch."   
 
View Corridors:  
 
Comments were submitted expressing concern that the development of 424 single 
family residences, parks and infrastructure on the 122 acre Borello Property would 
have a significant impact on the historic Rhoades Ranch complex by eliminating 
rural "view sheds."33 
 

                                                 
33 Sheila McElroy, Circa-Historic Property Development, September 15, 2012; Joseph and Sheila Giancola, 
September 21, 2012; Morgan  Hill Historical Society, September 20,2012 
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Historically, the orchard trees below and the oak, eucalyptus and other species on 
the Rhoades Ranch parcel interrupted the view of the Rhoades Ranch buildings from 
the Borello property and beyond. Historically there have not been public view 
corridors of the Rhoades Ranch property. To see the buildings it was necessary to be 
on Cochran Road east of the access road to the property, on the access road, or 
actually on the property.  
 
The 1920 Rhoades House is sited  approximately 140 feet from the property line, 20 
feet above the Borello property,  and approximately on axis  with the southwest and 
northeast corners of the historic landmark property. Surrounding the Rhoades 
House are large oak trees that place the house in a natural setting. It does not appear 
there was a driveway in front of the house  and any formal landscaping that was  
part of the original Rhoades House plan has disappeared over the years.  The 
Rhoades House orients to the west toward St. Kathryn Drive  with views across the 
northwest Borello property that is currently vacant except for one large tree and to 
the residential development off Katherine Drive. 
 
Looking from the Rhoades House, the view of open or agricultural land may be 
desirable  and  reflect the views enjoyed by William Rhoades but a change in this 
view (already altered by residential development) does not significantly alter the 
setting of the historic buildings on the Rhoades Ranch, or the individual 
architectural importance of the Rhoades House, or the reasons the complex of 
buildings is a historically significant complex.  
 
The change from agricultural use to a residential community on the Borello 
property alters the views and use of property within the broader environment of the 
Rhoades Ranch.  However, this change does not significantly lessen the ability of the 
Rhoades Ranch to convey its significance as headquarters of agricultural property 
depicting life during the periods of significance 1860-1977. The buildings on the 
12.27-acre Rhoades Ranch will continue to  convey the reasons for their significance 
after the Borello property is developed. The change in use on the Borello property 
will change views and the broader setting but it does not lessen the historically 
important associations or the architecture of buildings on the  Rhoades Ranch to a 
level that it would lose the Santa Clara County Landmark status, or be removed from 
the California Register of Historic Resources, or be prevented from listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  
 
It  is stated in the Rhoades Ranch DPR 523,P3a,  " The property that remains of the 
original 160 acre ranch represents a continuum of significant and supporting design 
elements from the mid-nineteenth  to mid-twentieth centuries, Although much of 
the surrounding associated agricultural lands will soon be developed, the site 
preserves the feelings and association of a headquarters of an important early 
northern California  agricultural ranch." At the time the property was determined 
eligible for the California Register,  it was understood that the change in use of the 
Borello property would not lessen the historic importance of the existing buildings, 
their associations , and their setting on the Rhoades Ranch. 
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The 1860s Phegley House is a two-story board-wall  house constructed in the 
National Style of architecture that is considered unique in Santa Clara County. It is 
located at the northwest corner of the parcel, surrounded by mature trees it faces 
west toward Cochran Road. In this orientation the building has primary views 
toward the Coyote Creek and the valley that was obscured when the  Leroy 
Anderson Dam was constructed to create a reservoir. 
  
The proposed development may be seen through the trees around the Phegley 
House, particularly the rear. This change to the neighboring property does not 
diminish the significance of the architecture or detract from the building's historic 
association with James Phegley.  
 
Within the 12.27-acres, the relationship of the buildings, their orientations and their 
functions remains the primary evidence of the rural complex. The proposed 
development does not alter the historic buildings, their agricultural relationships or 
their associations to previous owners, Phegley, Rhoades or Dr. Thomas. 
 
Mitigation:  
 
To lessen the change of views  from the Rhoades House and rear of the Phegley 
House an attractive and substantial perimeter  wall with trees and bushes planted 
on the Rhoades Ranch side of the wall will mitigate the loss of trees in the view 
sheds, which is currently of barren land and residential development. 
 
Borello Access Road:  
 
A comment received from Sheila McElroy And Joe and Sheila Giancola  expresses  
concern that  the loss of the unpaved road at the edge of the Borello property will 
lessen the ability of the Rhoads Ranch to convey its significance as a historic 
agricultural property of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century in Santa 
Clara Valley.34 
 
The unpaved roadway appears to date from the 1940s, but may have existed earlier. 
In its current configuration it is a service road for traffic between the Borello 
property and Cochrane Road. The roadway does not provide primary access to the 
Rhoades Ranch. A relatively recent dirt driveway connects the area of the Rhoades 
House with a mobile home on the Rhoades Ranch and parallels a section of the older 
road.  Dirt roads may enhance the feeling of rural property but they are not a 
significant element in the understanding of the historical importance of the Rhoades 
Ranch. There are dirt roadways (entrance and driveways) on the Rhoades Ranch  to 
convey how the property operated and was accessed from Cochrane Road. Although 
a rural aspect of working ranch they are not a significant element in conveying the 
                                                 
34 Sheila McElroy, Circa-Historic Property Development, September 15, 2012 
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historical significance of William Rhoades or Dr. Harold Thomas. The dirt road does 
not appear to have been used in a significant way , or one that  was important to the 
work of the significant owners of the Rhoades Ranch, William Rhoades or Dr. 
Thomas.  The loss of the dirt road on the Borello property does not significantly  
diminish the ability of the Rhoades Ranch to convey the reasons for its significance.  
The loss of the dirt road does not create  a material alteration to the property under 
CEQA. 
 
 
8. MITIGATION/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. Mitigation is not required to comply with the California Environmental Quality 
Act for the Borello Property.35 
 
2. Holman & Associates recommends the following measures: 36 
  
 (1)Monitoring should be done until the project archaeologist is satisfied that 
 there is no further possibility for the discovery of discrete burials–normally 
 this would be within the first several feet from the existing surface, th area 
 described as well drained loams. In the event that any bone material is 
 discovered, work should be halted with a distance determined by the project 
 archaeologist until a qualified forensic archaeologist has made a 
 determination that it is or is not human. 
 
 (2). In the event that human remains are identified, work should be halted 
 inside the zone designated by the project archaeologist until the County 
 Coroner’s Office and the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) have 
 been notified. It is the duty of the NAHC to designate a Most Likely 
 Descendant (MLD) to represent tribal interests regarding the method of 
 exposure, removal and the place of reburial of any human bone and 
 associated grave goods. 
 
3. Mitigation will be beneficial to improve the views toward the residential 
development and lessen the  change from rural landscape to residential 
development  in the immediate area of the Rhoads Ranch and particularly the 
Rhoades House.   
 
With respect to the loss of view sheds from the Rhoades House across the Borello 
property,  prior to the Borello  property beginning construction, a substantial 
                                                 
35 CEQA Guidelines Section  

36 Holman & Associates, to Karli Grisby : RESULTS OF MECHANICAL SUBSURFACE TESTING 
FOR PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES AT THE COCHRANE BORELLO RESIDENTIAL 
PROJECT, MORGAN HILL, SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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perimeter  wall/fence should be constructed with landscaping  using trees and 
bushes that are to be planted on the Rhoades Ranch side of the fence. This 
mitigation measure will provide a buffer between the properties, provide a view of 
trees in the immediate area of the property line from the Rhoades House,  and help 
to control dust and dirt and litter from reaching the Rhoades Ranch during 
construction phases on the Borello property.   
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9  APPENDIX 
 

9.1  LIST OF SOURCES CONSULTED  
Unpublished: 
 
Morgan Hill Building Permit files, Building Department, City Hall 
 
Morgan Hill Historic Resources Inventory, Morgan Hill Planning Department, City 
Hall  
 
Great Register of Santa Clara County 
 
Maggie, F & Masunaga, L, Archives and Architecture, DPR 523 Rhoades Ranch Santa 
Clara County, CA 10/14/2010 
 
Maggi, F. & Sarah Winder, Rhoades Ranch National Register of Historic Places-
Nomination, July 24,2012 
 
Santa Clara County Board of /Supervisors Resolution  Feb. 8, 1012 Designating 
Rhoades Ranch a Santa Clara County Historic Landmark (CL11-001) 
 
Santa Clara County Archives 
 
Santa Clara County Historic Resource Inventory (2011) 
 
Santa Clara County Official Records: County Recorder’s Office, deeds: County 
Assessor’s Office, Assessment Records 
 
Published Works – History Morgan Hill, San Jose, Santa Clara County  
 
Arbuckle, C., and Rambo, R., Santa Clara County Ranchos, The Rosicrucian Press, San 
Jose, CA,1968 
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation 
"Instructions for Recording Historical Resources", , Sacramento CA,  March 1995 
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, California Office of Historic 
Preservation,  Technical Assistance Series," California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) & Historical Resources", Sacramento, March 2001  
 
Circa- “Historical Context Statement for the City of Morgan Hill”, October 2006 
 
CITY DIRECTORIES FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY AND MORGAN HILL, CALIFORNIA; 
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1870, 1878, 1888-89, 1890, 1892 , 1893, 1894 ,1895-1969,1896-9,1900, 1902-03,1906-
07,1909-10, 1915,1916, 1918, 1919, I920,1925,1930,1935 ,1940, 1941, 1942, 1943, 
1945, 1949, 1950, 1951, 1952, 1955, 1956, 1958, 1959, 1960, 1963, 1965, 1968, 1970, 
1972, 1974,1975, 1985  
   
Guinn, J.M. History of the State of California and Biographical Record of the Coast 
Counties, California, Chapman Publishing Company, Chicago, 1904 
 
Hendy, G. and J.N. Bowman, The Spanish and Mexican Adobe and Other Buildings in 
the Nine San Francisco Bay Counties, 1776-1850, part VII., Bancroft Library, 
Berkeley, 1940 
 
Jacobson, Y. Passing Farms Enduring Values-California’s Santa Clara Valley, W. 
Kaufmann, Los Altos, CA 1984 
 
Munro-Fraser, History of Santa Clara County, California, Alley Bowen & Co., San 
Francisco, 1881 
 
Payne, S. Santa Clara County, Harvest of Change, Windsor Publications, Northridge 
CA 1987 
 
San Jose Mercury, Sunshine Fruit and Flowers, A Souvenir of the San Jose Mercury, 
1885, San Jose Mercury Publishing and Printing Co., 1895 
 
San Jose Mercury, Sunshine Fruit and Flowers, A Souvenir of the San Jose Mercury, 
1886, San Jose Mercury Publishing and Printing Co., 1896 
 
San Jose Water Company, San Jose Water Company,125 Years of Service 1866-1991, 
San Jose, CA 1991 
 
Santa Clara County Historical Heritage Commission, Santa Clara County Heritage 
Resource Inventory, San Jose, CA, 1979, 1999  
 
Sawyer, Eugene T., History of Santa Clara County, Historic Records Company, Los 
Angles CA 1922 
 
Sharma, U.R. , Morgan Hill Historical Society, Images of America MORGAN HILL, 
Arcadia Publishing, San Francisco, 2005 
 
The Board of Trade of San Jose, Santa Clara County California- Vol1, No1, W.B. 
Bancroft & Co., San Francisco, CA 1887 
 
Thomson & West, 1876 Historical Atlas of Santa Clara Co. California, (reprint) Smith 
McKay, San Jose, 1973 
 
Wyman, Beth;  Hiram Morgan Hill, Morgan Hill, 1990 
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Published Works – Architecture 

Arthur, Eric and Dudley Witney. The Barn: A Vanishing Landmark in North America. 
Greenwich, CT: New York Graphic Society Ltd., 1972.  

Halsted, Byron D., ed. Barns, Sheds and Outbuildings. New York: O. Judd Co., 1881. 
Rpt.: Brattleboro, VT: Stephen Greene Press, 1977.  

McAlester, Virginia & Lee, A Field Guide to American Houses, A.P. Knopf, New York 
1984 
 
Rifkind, C. A Field Guide to American Architecture, Times Mirror, New York 1980 

Schuler, Stanley. American Barns: In a Class by Themselves. Exton, PA: Schiffer 
Publishing Ltd., 1984.  

Schultz, Leroy G., comp. Barns, Stables and Outbuildings: A World Bibliography in 
English, 1700-1983. Jefferson, NC, and London: McFarland & Co., 1986.  

Whiffin, Marcus, American Architecture Since 1780, A Guide to Styles, M.I.T.Press, 
Cambridge Mass. 1981 
 
Interviews:  
 
Chris Borello: March 30, 2012, April 8, 2012: Email April 9, 2012, April 10,2012 
Grandson of Sebastian and Luigia Borello regarding family history and the 
description of structures on the property. 
 
Joe and Sheila Ciancoa, owners of the Rhoades Ranch: Site visit on the Rhoades 
Ranch, July 10, 2012. information regarding the use of buildings, orientation of 
buildings, repair work, and concerns for the loss of the dirt road, lack of landscape 
buffer or substantial wall type fence, dirt, litter and disruption during construction. 
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