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INITIAL STUDY 
Environmental Checklist and Evaluation for the County of Santa Clara 

 

Project Name: 
South County Animal 
Services Center 

Project Type: 
County Capital 
Improvement 

Date October 23, 2018  

Project Summary 

The project proposes to construct a new 37,000-square-foot animal services center with a 2,500-square-foot livestock 
barn at 90 Highland Avenue, at the corner of Monterey Road and Highland Avenue in San Martin, in the 
unincorporated area of Santa Clara County. Figure 1 shows the location of the project site, which is located on a 
County-owned parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number 779-53-012). As shown on Figure 2, the proposed animal services 
center would be at the south-eastern portion of the parcel and includes a one-story building, parking, livestock barn 
and pasture, and play yards spanning approximately 4.5 acres. Primary vehicle access would be from Monterey Road 
through an existing driveway. Access would also be available from Highland Avenue. As shown on Figure 3, the 
one-story building would house functions such as the adoption area, animal holding and housing areas, medical exam 
and support areas, administrative areas, and a community multi-use center. The center would have the capacity to 
accommodate approximately 60 dogs and 110 cats. The project would connect to the existing utility connections for 
water, electricity/gas, sewer, and stormwater. The existing utility connections have sufficient capacity to serve the 
project without expansion of the utilities. Stormwater runoff from the project would be directed to an existing 
stormwater retention pond within the project parcel to the southwest of the animal services center.  
 

The current operations of the South County Animal Services Center are in a facility located at 12370 Murphy 
Avenue, San Martin, which would be relocated to this new animal services center once construction is completed. 
This relocation is needed because the existing center is aging, outdated, and does not meet the County’s current and 
projected needs and goals for providing animal services. The existing center does not have adequate space and has 
limited natural light, poor ventilation, and other concerns affecting its ongoing usability. The existing center would 
be left in place after the relocation to the new animal services center. Any future work at the existing center is outside 
of this project’s scope and would be completed and analyzed separately. The proposed new animal services center 
would provide a facility that can integrate the latest best practices for disease control, odor control, and acoustics, 
promote health, reduce stress, and create a calming environmental for both animals and people.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The existing South County Animal Services Center is located at 12370 Murphy Avenue, San 
Martin. The existing center is aging, outdated, and does not meet the County’s needs and goals. 
Issues facing the center include inadequate space, limited natural light, and poor ventilation. 
When the existing animal services center was built in San Martin over 40 years ago, the practices 
were very different. Most animal services centers were designed to house as many animals as 
possible, and the rates of euthanasia were very high. Since then all around the county, 
communities are building animal services centers that prioritize good design and comfortable 
environments to influence animal behavior and improve chances of adoption. By reducing 
boredom, minimizing stress, and promoting social interaction, animals behave more naturally 
and their chances for adoption increase. Centers have found that larger enclosures with natural 
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light, good ventilation, and effective sound control can improve the environment for animals, 
staff, and visitors. 

The County commissioned a feasibility study in 2004 to investigate the possibility of expanding 
the existing center or building a new facility. The study concluded that the existing site was not 
large enough to accommodate the future needs of the center and should be relocated. The 
proposed location for the new animal services center at 90 Highland Avenue was then selected 
because it has adequate space for a large facility, is close enough to US-101 to provide 
convenient regional access while reducing freeway noise when compared to the current location, 
and is adjacent to existing government buildings, and would have good public visibility along 
Monterey Road. 
 
Project Location 

The proposed project would be located at 90 Highland Avenue, a County-owned parcel (APN 
779-53-012) at the corner of Monterey Road and Highland Avenue in San Martin, in the 
unincorporated area of Santa Clara County. As shown on Figure 2, the project site is located 
within an existing complex of County offices, including a Santa Clara Valley Medical Center – 
South County Clinic, and the Sheriff’s Office South County Substation and associated parking. 
 
The subject property is bordered to the south by vacant land, rural residential uses to the west, 
Highland Avenue to the north, and US 101 to the east. Within the parcel, the project site is 
bordered by the existing medical center and sheriff substation to the north, vacant land to the 
west and south, and Monterey Road to the east. 
 
Existing Conditions 

The proposed project be would constructed on currently undeveloped and previously disturbed 
land on the south-eastern portion of the parcel. The project site has existing vegetation, is 
relatively flat, and falls approximately 4’ from northeast to southwest. 
 
This site was the former location of the San Martin Courthouse which was demolished in 2009. 
Based on as-built and record data, there are existing connections for utilities such as water, 
electricity/gas, sewer, and storm water. The existing utility connections have sufficient capacity 
to serve the project without expansion of these utilities. The existing utility connections have 
sufficient capacity to serve the project without expansion of the utilities. Stormwater runoff from 
the project would be directed to an existing stormwater retention pond within the project parcel 
to the southwest of the animal services center. 
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        Figure 1 – Project Location 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed animal services center would include a one-story building, parking, livestock barn 
and pastures, and play yards spanning approximately 4.5 acres. Primary vehicle access would be 
from Monterey Road through an existing driveway. Access would also be available from 
Highland Avenue. The 37,000 square feet one-story building would house functions such as the 
adoption area, animal holding and housing areas, spay and neuter clinic, veterinary medicine and 
support areas, administrative areas, and a community multi-use center. The animal holding and 
housing area would have separate areas for cats and dogs and would be able to house 
approximately 110 cats (100 cats and 10 quarantine/isolation cats) and 60 dogs (54 dogs and 6 
special hold dogs). The community multi-use center would have an outdoor patio area, be open 
to the public to use for special events or large meetings, accommodate approximately 150 
people, and would be used for trainings and center events. The 2,500 square foot livestock barn 
would include nine stalls with a tack room to store equipment and supplies. The stalls would be 
able to accommodate horses, livestock such as goats, pigs, and sheep. Directly adjacent to the 
barn would be fenced in pasture with outdoor pens to allow for grazing and exercise and to hold 
livestock and equines not well-suited for the barn. 
 
The dog housing area would include indoor and outdoor dog kennels with the exterior facing 
southeast, predominantly towards Monterey Highway. The dog housing areas would be 
surrounded by fenced play yards to allow for outdoor exercise, play, and socialization during 
core operation hours. 
 
The construction of the project would include the following activities: 
 

 site preparation which would include removing several existing landscape trees;  
 site grading; 
 demolishing an existing modular structure where the proposed livestock barn would be 

placed; 
 excavation for the building foundations in previously disturbed ground; 
 trenching to connect to existing utilities such as water, electricity/gas, sewer, and storm 

water; 
 installing appropriate drainage facilities and storm water management; 
 rehabilitating the existing access road, driveway, and parking lot with slurry seal; 
 constructing a parking lot for program staff; 
 constructing the animal services center and its components in compliance County Code 

regulations; 
 installing landscaping and associated irrigation which would include trees, shrubs, 

grasses, and groundcovers; 
 and installing building mechanical, electrical, and plumbing components. 
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Operations. The animal services center would be operated by the Santa Clara Department of 
Consumer and Environmental Protection Agency. The core operational hours would be between 
8:00 am and 6:00 pm on weekdays and until 5:00 pm on weekends. The hours of the community 
multi-use center are expected to exceed those hours in certain cases and would be determined by 
the activity. A separate entrance to the community multi-use center would be provided when the 
main animal services center entrance is closed to the public. The facility would be accessible 
24/7 by the Animal Care and Control Division and law enforcement officers to unload stray or 
roaming animals.   
 
The services accessible to the public would include adoptions, lost and found, rehoming, spay 
and neuter clinic, euthanasia, and the community multi-use center.  
 
The operations of the animal services center would be organized by the following functional 
areas.  
 
Adoption Lobby. The adoption lobby would be the focal point and main entry to the facility and 
would include an information desk. The lobby would be the central hub of the center and 
presents an opportunity for the center to promote its values and educate visitors.  
 
The Park. The Park would provide an opportunity for center dogs to play and meet potential 
adopters and allow visitors to see dogs engaging in a more naturalistic setting than when the dogs 
are in the kennels. The Park would be central to the lobby area, glass incased, and have an open-
air socialization area. 

 
Animal Housing and Adoption Area, Yards, and Support Spaces. The animal housing and 
adoption area would be accessed to the public from the adoption lobby to view the adoptable 
animals. It would have separate housing areas for dogs and cats. Animal support spaces would 
include food prep, laundry, utility, cleaning, and grooming. The dog housing areas would 
include indoor and outdoor kennels and accommodate approximately 60 dogs (54 dogs and 6 
special hold dogs). The design is intended to minimize stress by providing sufficient space to 
display natural behaviors. Fenced play yards would surround the outdoor kennels to allow for 
outdoor exercise, play, and socialization during core operation hours. The cat housing areas 
would accommodate approximately 110 cats (100 cats and 10 quarantine/isolation cats) and 
include two types of housing. Healthy social cats could be housed together in free-roaming 
group rooms. Cats that need to be housed individually would be placed in a cat mall setting 
where the cats can be viewed from the public side only. 

 
Livestock Barn. The livestock barn would include nine stalls with a tack room to store 
equipment and supplies. The stalls would be able to accommodate horses, livestock such as 
goats, pigs, and sheep. Directly adjacent to the barn would be fenced in pasture with outdoor 
pens to provide opportunities for exercise and grazing and to accommodate animals who are not 
best served housed in a stall. 
 
Lost and Found. The lost and found lobby would service clients looking for their lost animals 
or need a place to meet with staff and animals. The lost and found lobby would include a private 
room nearby for anxious and/or grieving clients. 
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Veterinary Medicine and Support Areas. The veterinary clinic would consist of two distinct 
treatment and surgery areas. One area would provide low-cost spay and neuter services for the 
public and the other would serve shelter animals. The public clinic would consist of a lobby, 
intake area with a private exam room, and a surgery suite and prep area. There would also be a 
quiet room where staff can provide euthanasia services upon owner request. The internal clinic 
for shelter animals would include a surgery and prep area, radiograph room, and isolation areas 
for ill pets.  

 
Evaluation. The evaluation area would provide a quiet space for animal services center staff to 
spend time with center animals to assess their behavioral needs. The evaluation area would 
include an area to photograph animals and designated isolation rooms to examine and house 
animals with contagious diseases. 
  
Administrative Areas. The administrative areas would provide space for the animal services 
center personnel by including conference rooms, storage rooms, a breakroom, and areas for 
volunteer coordination.  
 
Unloading Area. The unloading area would be secure, enclosed, and accessible for Animal 
Control Officers and other law enforcement officers to safely unload an animal without risking 
escape. The unloading area would connect directly to the building so that personnel can 
vaccinate, photograph, scan for microchips, and create a computer record of impound for each 
pet prior to housing the animal.  
 
Community Multi-Use Room. The community multi-use room would provide a space for staff 
trainings and center events such as trainings and youth programs. The facility would also be open 
to the public to use for special events or large meetings. The community multi-use room would 
accommodate approximately 150 people, have a separate entrance for when the main animal 
services center entrance is closed, and include an outdoor patio area. 
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Figure 2 - Vicinity Plan 
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Figure 3 - Site Plan  
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The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture / Forest 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

 Cultural Resources 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Geology / Soils 

 Hydrology / Water Quality 

 Land Use  Noise  Population / Housing 

 Public Services  Resources / Recreation  Transportation / Traffic 

 Tribal Cultural Resources  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 

   Utilities / Service Systems 

   None 

  
 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS WITH NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no potential for 
adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental Checklist; and/or 
potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of projects are generally 
minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily identifiable and without public 
controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no potential for significant environmental 
impact (and not checked above), the following finding can be made using the project description, 
environmental setting, or other information as supporting evidence. 
 

 Check here if this finding is not applicable 

 
FINDING: For the following topics, there is no potential for significant environmental impact to 

occur either from construction, operation or maintenance of the proposed project, and 
no further discussion in the Environmental Checklist is necessary. 

 
 
EVIDENCE: Agricultural / Forest Resources:  The County-owned property is zoned as rural 

residential, designated as a public facility use, and does not involve farmland, forest 
land, or timberland. The property does not have a have a William Act contract. 

 
EVIDENCE: Geology / Soils:  Erosion control measures would be part of the project to avoid soil 

erosion or loss of topsoil during construction. Construction of the project would not 
exacerbate any existing geologic conditions such that people or structures off site 
would be exposed to substantial adverse geologic risks. 

 
EVIDENCE: Hazards & Hazardous Materials:  The proposed project is an animal services center. 

Routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials would not occur. The 
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nearest school, San Martin/Gwinn Elementary School, is located more than ½ mile 
from the project site.  

 
EVIDENCE: Land Use:  The proposed project is a County-operated animal services center that 

would be located on County land adjacent to other County functions. Conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect. The project would be constructed on an already 
developed parcel and therefore would not physically divide an established community. 

 
EVIDENCE: Population / Housing:  The project would not require extensions of infrastructure such 

that it induce population growth. The proposed animal services center would not 
displace existing housing or displace people. 

 
EVIDENCE: Public Services:  The proposed project is an animal services center. Fire and police 

protection are available from the County of Santa Clara without the need for new or 
expanded facilities. No other public services are required for the project. 

 
EVIDENCE: Resources and Recreation:  The proposed project is an animal services center to be 

built on an already developed site. No mineral resources are located on the project site, 
and no recreational facilities would be required to serve the project. 

 
EVIDENCE: Tribal Cultural Resources:  The County has not received any letters from Native 

American tribes requesting tribal consultation per Public Resources Code, Section 
21080.3.1(b) regarding the potential for a Native American tribal cultural resource 
located on or near the project site. Hence, there is no evidence to indicate the presence 
of a tribal cultural resource listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or of significance pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. 

 
EVIDENCE: Utilities / Service Systems:  The project would connect to the existing utility 

connections for water, electricity/gas, sewer, and storm water. The existing utility 
connections have sufficient capacity to serve the project without expansion of the 
utilities. Storm water from the project would be piped to an existing storm water basin 
within the project parcel to the west of the animal services center.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



III. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Aeency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

n t ¡n¿ that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

fi t nnA that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a

significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

n I nn¿ that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
signifîcant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

I I nn¿ that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

,Oo,,-/ rø, fr-*.L.. r /r
Signature Date

&,, /n Ro./e,_
Printed name For

t2
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

 
A.    AESTHETICS 
 IMPACT 

SOURCES 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    2,3,4, 6,17f 

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

    3, 6,7 17f 

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

    2,3 

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

    3,4 

 
SETTING: 
 
As shown in Figure 1, the parcel the project is on is bordered to the south by vacant land, resident uses to 
the west, Highland Avenue to the north, and US 101 to the east. The project site is bordered by the 
existing medical center and sheriff substation to the north, vacant land to the west and south, and 
Monterey Road to the east. The project site is visible from Monterey Road and the nearest residences to 
the west and south of project. 
 
The project site is within the San Martin Planning Area, which has a predominately rural character. The 
project would be designed in accordance with the San Martin Integrated Design Plan and Guidelines and 
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site and its surrounding areas. 
 
The project site is within the San Martin Planning Area and is subject to the San Martin Integrated Design 
Plan and Guidelines. The guidelines are intended to inform and guide public and private property 
development in San Martin so that the form and character of the overall community is protected and 
enhanced.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a-b) 
No Impact. Existing scenic vistas have not been identified within the project area. The project site is not 
located near a designated scenic highway.  
 
c-d) 
Less Than Significant. The project site is within the San Martin Planning Area, which has a 
predominately rural character. The project would be designed in accordance with the San Martin 
Integrated Design Plan and Guidelines and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character 
of the site and its surrounding areas.  
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Exterior lighting would be installed in the parking lot and mounted on the side of buildings for security. 
These exterior lights would be operated in a manner to avoid unnecessary light pollution, including 
measures such as shielding, connecting the lights to a lighting control system to control the hours of 
operations, installing motion sensor lights, and spacing the lights in a manner that maintains the minimum 
required level of lighting. 
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B. AGRICULTURE / FOREST RESOURCES 

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

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    3,23,24,26 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use?  

    9,21a 

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

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

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

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

1, 28 

 
 
 
9,  
 
 
 
 
 
32 

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

    3,4,26 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Agriculture / Forest Resources 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
  



 

 16 
 
 
 

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

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    5,29, 30 

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

    5,29, 30 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    5,29, 30 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial  
 pollutant concentrations? 

    5,29, 30 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    3,5 

 

 
SETTING: 
 
The proposed project is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD), which regulates air pollutants, including those that may be generated by construction and 
operation of development projects. These so-called criteria pollutants include reactive organic gases, 
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter (PM). BAAQMD also regulates toxic air 
contaminants (TACs), which are fine particulate matter, long-term exposure to which is linked with 
respiratory conditions and increased risk of cancer. Major sources of toxic air contaminants in the Bay 
Area include major automobile and truck transportation corridors (e.g., freeways and expressways) and 
stationary sources (e.g., factories, refineries, power plants). 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a-d) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project is relocating an existing animal services center within the project 
vicinity to the proposed new animal services center. As part of its CEQA Guidelines, BAAQMD has 
published operational-related criteria air pollutant and precursor screening level sizes based on land uses.1 
If the size of the project is below these screening criteria, the project would not result in the generation of 
operational-related criteria air pollutants and/or precursors above BAAQMD thresholds for criteria air 
pollutants. The proposed South County Animal Center is 37,000 square feet. This is below the screening 
size for the two most applicable land uses—government office building (61,000 square feet) and medical 
                                                           
1 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. CEQA Guidelines May 2017. Table 3-1, Operational-Related Criteria 
Air Pollutant and Precursor Screening Level Sizes. 
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office building (117,000 square feet). During construction of the new animal services center, construction 
activities such as site preparation, excavation, and grading could generate fugitive dust emissions. 
BAAQMD’s construction screening size for the land uses used above is 277,000 square feet, which is 
well above the project site of 37,000 square feet. Therefore, the proposed project would not violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, or Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment. 
 
d) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project is construction and operation of a new animal services center.. 
Handling and disposal of animal waste that could generate odors would be confined to the inside of the 
building. Therefore, the proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 IMPACT 

SOURCES 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    1, 7, 17b, 17o,   

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

    3,7, 8a, 17b, 
17e, 22d, 22e, 
33  

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

3, 7, 17n, 33 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1, 3, 31, 32 

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

    1,7, 17b, 17o 

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

    3,4, 17l 

 
SETTING: 
 
As described in the project description, the project is proposed to be constructed on the currently 
undeveloped southeast portion of the property. The project is within the Santa Valley Habitat Plan Permit 
Area and the site is described as an urban area with no land cover fee. Due to the lack of sensitive habitats 
and the human disturbance of the project site, special-status plan and animal species are not expected to 
occur on the project site.  
 
The project is subjected to the County of Santa Clara Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance which 
serves to protect trees meeting specified conditions. Any persons proposing to remove a protected tree 
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shall file for an administrative permit no less than 10 days prior to removal, or for heritage trees, 90 days 
prior to removal. 
 
A protected tree on property owned or leased by the County is any tree that measures over 37.7 inches in 
circumference (12 inches or more in diameter) measured at 4.5 feet above the ground, or which exceeds 
20 feet in height. A heritage tree is any tree which, because of its history, girth, height, species, or other 
unique quality, has been recommended for inclusion on the heritage resource inventory by the Historical 
Heritage Commission and found by the Board of Supervisors to have special significance to the 
community, and which has therefore been included in the heritage resource inventory adopted by 
resolution of the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Per the County’s Tree Preservation and Removal Ordinance, replacement trees shall be planted for all 
protected trees removed. Replacement trees shall be of a like kind and species of the protected tree 
removed, if native and feasible, or of a kind and species to be determined by the County Planning 
Department. Replacement tree planting shall utilize at least five-gallon size stock. The ratio of protected 
trees to be removed to new trees planted shall be determined by the County Planning Department. 
Replacement tree planting shall utilize at least five-gallon size stock. The ratio of protected trees to be 
removed to new trees planted would be in accordance with the Santa Clara Guidelines for Tree Protection 
and Preservation for Land Use Applications. Although the proposed project is a County capital facilities 
project rather than a land use application, these guidelines are applicable through County ordinance 
because it involves property owned by the County.  
 
Table 1 Existing Trees Within the Project Area. 

Species Diameter Total Number of Trees 
Less than 12 inches Greater than 12 inches  

Cedar 1 0 1 
Cherry Plum 2 0 2 

Oak 10 4 14 
Sycamore 7 6 13 
Unknown 0 14 14 

Total Number of Trees 44 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a, c, d, f) 
 
No Impact. The project would be constructed within a designated urban area on a project site that has 
previously been disturbed and parts of which have been paved for parking. No special status species or 
sensitive habitats such as wetlands, riparian areas, or oak woodland has been identified within the project 
site.  
 
b, e) 
 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As part of the grading, some existing vegetation 
around the periphery of the project site would be removed, including 23 individual trees (Table 2). The 
project proposes to install approximately 23 new trees and various shrubs, perennials, grasses, and 
groundcover species. However, because eight of these trees are at least 12” in diameter 4.5 inches above 
the ground and therefore protected by the County’s tree preservation ordinance, the following mitigation 
measures from the County’s Guidelines for Tree Preservation for Land Use Applications would be 
required.  
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Table 2: Trees Proposed to be Removed 

Species Diameter Total Number of Trees 
Less than 12 inches Greater than 12 inches  

Cherry Plum 2 0 2 
Oak 8 4 12 

Sycamore 5 4 9 

Total Number of 
Trees Removed 

15 8 23 

 
MITIGATION: 
To protect existing trees to be preserved on-site in compliance with the County ordinance, the following 
measures from the Guidelines for Tree Preservation for Land Use Applications would be implemented. 
 
Pre-Construction 

 An Arborist shall review final grading/demolition/construction plans and make recommendations 
regarding preservation of all trees potentially impacted by the proposed project, which are 
designated for preservation. 

 If the Arborist concludes, with concurrence from the Planning Department, that the proposed 
improvements would result in damage and subsequent irreversible loss of additional trees on site, 
replacement mitigation shall be required. 

 Final grading/construction plans shall clearly identify the size and species of all trees proposed 
for removal, consistent with the arborist plan review report. For each tree designated for removal, 
replacement shall occur at the replacement ratios required consistent with the County Code. 

 
Tree Protection 

Fencing 
 All trees to be retained shall be protected with chain link fencing or other rigid fence enclosure 

acceptable to the Planning Department. Fenced enclosures for trees to be protected shall be 
erected at the dripline of trees or as established by the Arborist to establish the Tree Protective 
Zone (TPZ) in which no soil disturbance is permitted and activities are restricted. 

 All trees to be preserved shall be protected with minimum five-foot high fences. Fences are to be 
mounted on two-inch diameter galvanized iron posts, driven into the ground to a depth of at least 
two feet, at no more than 10-foot spacing (See detail, available at www.sccplanning.org). This 
detail shall appear on grading, demolition and building permit plans. 

 Tree fencing shall be erected before any demolition, grading or construction begins and remain in 
place until the Final Inspection. 

  
Warning Signs 

 A warning sign shall be prominently displayed on each tree protective fence per the requirements 
of development pursuant to the Santa Clara County Planning Department. The signs are available 
at the Planning and Building Inspection Departments or at www.sccplanning.org. 

 
Irrigation Program 

 Irrigate the soil within the TPZ during the dry season as specified by the Project Arborist. 
 
Dust Control Program 

 During periods of extended drought, or grading, spray trunk, limbs and foliage to remove 
accumulated construction dust. 
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Soil Compaction Damage/ Mulching 
 Compaction of the soil causes a significant impact to trees during construction. If compaction to 

the upper 12 inches of soil within the TPZ has occurred or is proposed, then one or more of the 
following mitigation measures shall be implemented as recommended by the Arborist or the 
County Planning Department. 
o Four-inches of chip bark mulching shall be placed on top of the TPZ and enclosed with the 

tree protective fencing as prescribed in the County protective fencing measures. 
o If compaction of the root system, may result in possible suffocation of the root system, a soil 

aeration system shall be installed as designed and specified by an Arborist. 
o Paving/Hardscape and other soil compacting material that encroaches within the TPZ, should 

include an aeration system designed by an Arborist. 
 
During Construction 

 All tree protection measures as recommended by a certified Arborist shall be shown on the final 
grading/construction or landscape plans and adhered to during construction. The Arborist shall 
monitor construction activity to ensure that the tree protection measures are implemented, and 
submit a Construction Observation Letter to the Planning Department for approval, prior to final 
inspection, summarizing the results of the monitoring activity and resulting health of trees 
designated for preservation onsite. 

 
Post-Construction Monitoring 

 The following may be required based on project specific circumstances: An Arborist shall submit 
to the Planning Department two copies of a monitoring report annually from the date of final 
inspection. The report shall show compliance with the tree protection conditions of approval and 
verification that all trees are in good health. 

  
Replacement of Trees 

 The following guidelines shall be imposed as conditions when a proposed development entails 
removal of trees or may significantly impact the health and vigor of trees within the development 
area of the proposed project. 
o All healthy native trees 12 inches in diameter or more (at 4.5 feet above the ground) proposed 

for removal shall be replaced. 
o Replacement trees should be native, and like for like. 
o Oak trees shall be replaced with oak trees (no exceptions taken). 
o No tree removal shall be permitted until such grading or building permit has been issued by 

the County as indicated on approved plans. The number of trees cut may not exceed the 
minimum number necessary to carry out the permitted action. Additional conditions may 
need to be established for scheduled arborist reports, and stipulations on replanting 
replacement trees in the case that the original replacement trees die. 

 
Tree Replanting Ratios 
Standard tree replacement ratios are shown in the following table: 

Size of Tree to be Removed Size of Replacement Trees 

5-18 inches diameter Three 15-gallon; or 
Two 24-inch box 

18-24 inches diameter Four 15-gallon; or 
Three 24-inch box 

Larger than 24 inches diameter Five 15-gallon; or 
Four 24-inch box 
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E. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant 
to §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, or the 
County’s Historic Preservation Ordinance 
(Section 17 of County Ordinance Code) – i.e. 
relocation, alterations or demolition of historic 
resources?  

    3, 16, 19, 40, 
41 

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

    3, 19, 40, 41,  

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

    2,3,4,,40,41 

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

    2, 40,41 

 
SETTING: 
 
The project site is the former location of the San Martin Courthouse, which was demolished in 2009. The 
parcel the project is within also contains a medical center and a sheriff substation. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a) 
 
No Impact. The project site is vacant, and no existing structures would be affected. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.  
 
b-d) 
 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The project site was previously disturbed and 
developed with the San Martin Courthouse, which was demolished in 2009. No archaeological or 
paleontological resources have been identified on the site. However, because construction activities may 
disturb undiscovered resources, the following mitigation measures are required. 
 
MITIGATION: 

Notification and training regarding potential archaeological resources  

The applicant shall note on any plans that relate to ground-disturbance that there is a potential for 
exposing unknown, buried cultural resources. The project proponent shall retain a Professional 
Archaeologist to provide a preconstruction briefing to the supervisory personnel of the excavation 
contractor to alert them to the possibility of exposing significant historical and archaeological resources 
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within the property. The briefing shall describe the types of archaeological objects that could be exposed, 
the need to stop excavation at the discovery, and the procedures to follow regarding discovery protection 
and notification of the project proponent and archaeologist. If archaeological materials are exposed or 
discovered during subsurface construction activities on the site, then the operator shall receive a similar 
briefing as the construction personnel. 
 
Treatment of buried cultural resources  

In the event that archaeological materials are exposed or discovered during subsurface activities, activities 
within 50 feet of the find shall stop, and a Professional Archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards shall be contacted for evaluation and further recommendations. The archaeologist 
shall review and evaluate any discoveries to determine if they are historical resource(s) under CEQA 
and/or unique archaeological resources. If the Professional Archaeologist determines that any cultural 
resources constitute a significant archaeological resource, he/she shall notify the project proponent and 
the County Planning Department of the evaluation and recommended mitigation measures to mitigate any 
impact to a less-than-significant level. If a discovery is determined to be a significant archaeological 
resource, and if avoidance of the resource is not possible, the Professional Archaeologist shall prepare and 
assist in the implementation of a Cultural Resources Management Plan, which must be reviewed and 
approved of by the Santa Clara County Planning Department, for appropriate treatment of the resource. 
Potential recommendations could include evaluation, collection, recordation, and analysis of any 
significant archaeological materials. Treatment of any significant archaeological resources shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the Cultural Resources Management Plan and approved by the 
Professional Archaeologist. 
 
Treatment of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered during construction, CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e)(1) shall be followed, 
as specified below: 
 
In the event of the accidental discovery of any human remains, the following steps shall be taken: 

1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected 
to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

a) The Santa Clara County coroner must be contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause 
of death is required; and  

b) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

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

2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to be 
the most likely descended from the deceased Native American; 

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the person 
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate 
dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98; or 

2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall rebury the 
Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a 
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance. 

a) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the 
most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being notified by 
the Commission; 

b) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or 
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c) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the descendant, and 
the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable 
to the landowner. 

 
F. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

     

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

    6, 17c, 43 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     6, 17c 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    6, 17c, 17n, 

18b 
iv) Landslides?     6, 17L, 118b 

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

    6, 14, 23, 24 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

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

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

    14,23, 24,  

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

    3,6, 23,24, 

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

    3, 6 

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

    2, 3, 6,17j, 42 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Geology and Soils 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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G. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 IMPACT  

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

     

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

     

      

 
SETTING: 
 
Given the overwhelming scope of global climate change, it is not anticipated that a single development 
project would have an individually discernible effect on global climate change. It is more appropriate to 
conclude that the greenhouse gas emissions generated by the proposed project would combine with 
emissions across the state, nation, and globe to cumulatively contribute to global climate change. The 
primary GHG associated with development projects is carbon dioxide, which is directly generated by fuel 
combustion (vehicle trips, use of natural gas for buildings) and indirectly generated by use of electricity. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a, b) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project is relocation of an existing animal services center within the project 
vicinity to the proposed new animal services center. The project is not anticipated to generate additional 
daily vehicle trips compared to the existing facility. The project site is accessible by public transit, Santa 
Clara County Valley Transportation Agency bus route 68. The project would also incorporate LEED 
Silver standards, where possible to reduce energy consumption from operations. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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H. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 IMPACT  

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    1, 3, 4, 5 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

    2, 3, 5 

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

    46 

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

    47 

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

    3, 22a 

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

    5, 48 

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

    4, 17g 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Hazards & Hazardous Materials. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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I. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    34, 36                

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted? 

    3, 4 

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

    3, 17n,  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site?  (Note 
policy regarding flood retention in watercourse 
and restoration of riparian vegetation for West 
Branch of the Llagas.) 

    3 , 17p 

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

    1, 3, 5, 36, 
21a 

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

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

    3, 17p, 18b, 
18d 

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

    3, 18b, 18d 

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

    2, 3, 4, 17p  
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DISCUSSION: 
 
b, f, g, i) 
 
No Impact. The project would construct a new animal services center on previously disturbed ground 
with existing connections to water, sewer, stormwater runoff systems. No on-site wells would be installed 
on the project site. The project would not place a housing within the 100-year flood hazard area, result in 
exposure to significant risk involving flooding, or substantially degrade water quality. 
 
a, c, d, e) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project would be constructed on a previously developed site with an existing 
stormwater runoff system that has sufficient capacity for the project. Therefore, the project would not 
require additional stormwater treatment. The existing stormwater water runoff system consists of drain 
lines around the perimeter of the site, catch basins, and a retention pond southwest of the site. The project 
would mimic the existing system as much as possible to reduce the amount of storm drain lines installed. 
 
h) 
 
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The project site is not within the 100-year 
hazard area, except for the proposed 2,500-square-foot barn. To ensure this structure does not impede or 
redirect flood flows, as a condition of project approval the barn would be raised above the flood water 
elevation or located outside of the flood hazard area elsewhere on site. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 

J. LAND USE  
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?      2, 4 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

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

    8a, 9, 18a  

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Land Use. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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K. NOISE 
 IMPACTS 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    8a, 13, 22a, 
45  

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

    13, 45 

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

    1, 2, 5 ,45 

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

    1, 2, 5, 45 

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

    1, 5, 22a 

 
SETTING: 
 
Environmental 
As shown on Figure 1, the project site contains an existing medical center and sheriff substation with 
related parking. The site is bordered to the south by vacant land, resident uses to the west, Highland 
Avenue to the north, and US 101 to the east. Across US 101 to the east are light industrial uses. The 
existing ambient noise environment at the residences nearest to the project site is primarily defined by 
traffic on Monterey Highway, railroad operations on the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks, and 
aircraft operations at San Martin Airport. 
 
Regulatory 
The County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code provides exterior noise limits for stationary noise 
sources. The noise limits are determined by the “land use category” of the property subject to the 
noise. The land use categories include one- and two-family residential, multiple-family dwelling, 
residential public space, commercial, light industrial, and heavy industrial. For this project, the 
closest noise-sensitive land uses are located to the south and east and are zoned rural residential. 
As a result, the residential land use category noise level limits were applied to this project 
The exterior noise limits are applied at the property line of the receiving land use and are 
graduated depending on the duration of the intruding noise source. Section B11-152 of the 
ordinance code, which contains the County’s exterior noise level standards, is summarized in 
Table 4. The limits set forth in Table 4 are to be reduced by 5 dB if the offensive noise consists 
of music or speech. 
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Table 4 

Summary of County of Santa Clara County Ordinance Code 
Exterior Noise Limits – Applied at Residential Property Lines 

 
Duration Exceeded, Min. 

 
Statistical Descriptor 

Noise Level, dBA 
Daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m.-7 

a.m.) 
30 L50 55 45 
15 L25 60 50 
5 L8 65 55 
1 L2 70 60 

Any Lmax 75 65 
Source: County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code, Chapter VIII. - Control of Noise Vibration 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
b) 
 
No Impact.   Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. prepared an Environmental Noise Assessment for the 
proposed project (Appendix A). Within the project area, the assessment identified four sensitive receptors 
(see Figure 1 of the assessment report). These include the residences immediately west of the project site 
and the one residence south of the project site past the vacant field.  
 
The environmental noise assessment identified no appreciable sources of existing vibration in the project 
area. Because the proposed project construction or operations would not introduce any substantive 
sources of vibration to the immediate project area, this impact was not further evaluated. The project 
would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 
 
c) 
 
Less Than Significant. To evaluate the project’s noise impacts to the four sensitive receptors identified 
in the project area, the assessment identified three noise producing sources. These include noise from the 
dog kennel, outdoor events at the community center, and project construction. Project construction is 
discussed under a) and d) below. The noise from the dog kennel and outdoor events would be operational 
noise. The noise generation of these sources were evaluated individually and cumulatively by comparing 
the sound levels of each source to the predicted sound levels for each receptor. The predicted sound levels 
for each receptor were calculated by using the distance from the noise source to the receptor and the 
sound level at noise source’s origin. 
 
The predicted sound levels from dog kennel noise and noise from outdoor events at the community center 
were below the County’s most restrictive noise level standard (nighttime Lmax of 65 dB for all 
receptors.2 The project would not result in substantial permanent increases to ambient noise levels. Noise 
from the project’s operations (dog kennel and outdoor events at the community center) would not result in 
a significant increase to existing ambient noise levels.  
 
e) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project is located within the Comprehensive Land Use Plan Santa Clara 
County for the South County Airport. The project is outside the noise exposure contours for the South 
                                                           
2Predicted maximum noise levels based on worst-case dog bark noise level of 101 dB at 4 feet.  
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County Airport based on the aircraft noise level and operational factors. Therefore, the project would not 
expose people working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 
 
a, d) 
  
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. Project construction noise caused by demolition, 
ground clearing, excavation, and foundation work could potentially exceed the existing noise levels at the 
nearest residential property lines. As a result, construction activities have the potential to result in 
temporary noise levels that could affect nearby residences. The cumulative noise from all three sources 
(construction, dog kennel, and outdoor events) would not be substantial because operational noise and 
project construction noise would not occur concurrently or significantly increase the ambient noise levels. 
Construction related noise impacts are typically only occasionally intrusive and cease once construction is 
complete. However, to ensure that noise levels due to onsite construction are minimized, the following 
mitigation measure is required to reduce impacts of construction noise to a less-than-significant level. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
Construction Noise 
The project shall comply with the following during all construction activities. 

1. Construction Hours/Scheduling: The following are required to limit construction activities to the 
portion of the day when occupancy of the adjacent sensitive receptors are at the lowest: 

a. Construction activities for all phases of construction, including servicing of construction 
equipment shall only be permitted during the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through 
Saturday. 

b. Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck traffic coming to and from the site is 
restricted to the same construction hours specified above. 

2. Construction Equipment Mufflers and Maintenance: All construction equipment powered by 
internal combustion engines shall be properly muffled and maintained. 

3. Idling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in use. Unnecessary 
idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited. 

4. Equipment Location: All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such as air 
compressors, shall be located as far as practical from nearby residences. 

5. Staging and Equipment Storage: The equipment storage location shall be sited as far as possible 
from nearby residences. 
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L. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Induce substantial growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

    1, 3, 4 

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

    1, 2, 3, 4 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Population and Housing. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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M. PUBLIC SERVICES  

 IMPACT 

 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any 
of the public services:  

     

i) Fire Protection?     1, 3, 5 
ii) Police Protection?      1, 3, 5 
iii) School facilities?     1, 3, 5 
iv) Parks?     1, 3, 5, 17h 
v) Other public facilities?      1, 3, 5 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Public Services. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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N.   RESOURCES  AND RECREATION 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of future value 
to the region and the residents of the state? 

    1, 2, 3, 6, 44 

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

    1, 2, 3, 6,8a 

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

    1, 2, 4, 5, 17h 

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

    1, 3, 4, 5 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Resources and Recreation. 
 
MITIGATION: 

 
None required. 
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O.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 

 IMPACT SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness 
for the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit?    

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

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards 
established by the County congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways?  

    6, 49, 50, 52 

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

    5, 6, 7, 52 

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

    3, 5, 6,7, 52 

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

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    8a, 21a 

 
SETTING: 
 
The proposed project would be located at 90 Highland Avenue at the corner of Monterey Road and 
Highland Avenue in San Martin. The new animal services center would be accessed by an existing access 
road and driveway on Monterey Road. There is also an existing Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA) bus stop for route 68 at the corner of Monterey Road and Highland Avenue. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a, b, f) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project is relocating an existing animal services center within the project 
vicinity to the proposed new animal services center. The existing center is at 12370 Murphy Avenue, San 
Martin and approximately 1.5 miles away from the proposed project. Because the proposed animal 
services center is larger than the existing center and would provide more services, it is anticipated that 
there would be some increase in vehicle trips. However, the number trips would be below VTA’s 



 

 36 
 
 
 

threshold (100 weekday peak-hour trips) for preparing a Transportation Impact Assessment. It should also 
be noted that the project site is accessible via VTA bus service. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
conflict an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system or with an applicable congestion management program, including 
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by 
the County congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. The project would not 
modify or interfere with bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities.  
 
c-e) 
 
No Impact. The project is a proposed animal services center and therefore would not affect air traffic. 
Because the project site is already served by the existing driveway from Highland Avenue, it does not 
include any design features that would substantially increase traffic hazards. The project site is adjacent to 
the Santa Clara Valley Medical Center and the South County Sheriff substation. However, access to the 
center would be via the existing driveway at Monterey Road, whereas access to the medical center and 
substation are from Highland Avenue. Therefore, the project would not interfere with access for 
emergency vehicles. The project would comply with requirements of the County Fire Marshal regarding 
access to the project site by emergency vehicles.  
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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P.   UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    1, 3, 5, 

b)     Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    1, 3, 5, 21a, 
38 

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

    1, 3, 5 

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

    1, 3, 5, 21, 

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

    1, 3, 5 

f) Not be able to be served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    1, 3, 5 

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

    5, 6 

      

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
See Section II; Utilities and Service Systems. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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Q.  MANDATORY FINDING OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: YES NO 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

    1 to 52 

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects)? 

    1 to 52 

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

    1 to 52 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
a) No Impact. As discussed in the Biological Resources and Cultural Resources sections, the project 
would not have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.  

 
b) No Impact. No past, current, or probable future projects were identified in the project vicinity that, 
when added to project-related impacts, would result in cumulatively considerable impacts.  No 
cumulatively considerable impacts would occur with development of the proposed project.  As discussed 
in the analyses provided in this Initial Study, project impacts were found to be less than significant. The 
incremental effects of the proposed project are not cumulatively significant when viewed in context of the 
past, current, and/or probable future projects. No cumulative impacts would occur. 
 
c) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in the Cultural Resources and 
Noise sections, there could be potentially significant cultural resources and noise impacts during 
construction. The project would implement the identified mitigation measures to not cause any potential 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

 
 



Initial Study Source List* 

 

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Trees) Inventory [computer database]  
17. GIS Database 

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

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

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

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

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

 
Area Specific: San Martin, Stanford, and Other Areas 

 
San Martin 

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

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

Other Areas 
      22a.South County Airport Comprehensive Land Use 

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

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

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

County” 
 

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

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

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

version) 
 

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

Quality Guidelines (2010)  
30. BAAQMD Annual Summary of Contaminant Excesses 

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

 
Biological Resources/ 

Water Quality & Hydrological Resources/  
Utilities & Service Systems" 

31. Site-Specific Biological Report 



Initial Study Source List* 

 

  

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

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

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

Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Region 
[1995]   

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

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

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

Reports 
 

Archaeological Resources 
40.Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State 

University 
41. Site Specific Archaeological Reconnaissance 

Report 
 

Geological Resources 
42. Site Specific Geologic Report 

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

Noise 
45. County Noise Ordinance 
 

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

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

Response Plan [1994 version] 
 

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

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

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

This report addresses the potential noise impacts associated with a proposed County of Santa 
Clara Animal Services Center (project) located at the southwest corner of Highland Avenue and 
Monterey Highway in San Martin, California.  The project area, vicinity plan and site plan are 
shown on Figures 1, 2 and 3, respectively.   
 
This analysis focuses on noise generated by on-site activities (i.e., dog barking, outdoor patio 
community events) as it affects the neighboring residential uses to the west and south of the 
project site.  This analysis also addresses noise generated by project construction activities.   

Background and Terminology 

Noise is often described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation in air 
that the human ear can detect. If the pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20 
times per second), they can be heard, and are called sound. The number of pressure variations 
per second is called the frequency of sound, and is expressed as cycles per second or Hertz (Hz).  
Definitions of acoustical terminology used in this report are presented in Appendix A.  
 
Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of 
numbers.  To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised.  The decibel scale uses the hearing 
threshold (20 micropascals of pressure) as a point of reference defined as 0 dB.  Other sound 
pressures are then compared to the reference pressure and the logarithm is taken to keep the 
numbers in a practical range.  The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be 
expressed as 120 dB. Another useful aspect of the decibel scale is that changes in decibel levels 
correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness.  Figure 4 illustrates common noise 
levels associated with various sources. 
 
The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure 
level and frequency content.  However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, 
perception of loudness is relatively predictable and can be approximated by weighting the 
frequency response of a sound level meter by means of the standardized A-weighting network. 
There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and 
community response to noise.  For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the 
standard tool of environmental noise assessment.  All noise levels reported in this section are in 
terms of A-weighted levels. 
 
Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined as 
the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment.  A common 
statistical tool to describe the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq).  
The Leq is the foundation of the day/night average noise level (Ldn) and shows very good 
correlation with community response to noise. 
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Figure 4 
Noise Levels Associated with Common Noise Sources 

  



Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) 

Environmental Noise Analysis 
County of Santa Clara Animal Services Center 

Page 6 

 
Environmental Setting 

Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity 

As indicated on Figure 2, the project site contains an existing medical center and sheriff substation 
with related parking.  The site is bordered to the south by vacant land, to the west by large lot 
residential uses, to the north by Highland Avenue, and Monterey Highway to the east.  Across 
Monterey Highway to the east are light industrial uses.   
 
The nearest residential land uses to the project site consist of single-family residences to the 
immediate west of the project site, accessed on Highland Estates Lane.  A single-family residence 
is also located approximately 600 feet south of the project site, along Monterey Highway.  The 
residences are identified as noise-sensitive receivers on Figure 2.   
 
For the purposes of this impact assessment, this analysis focuses on the noise-sensitive 
residential uses identified on Figure 2.  No exterior noise-sensitivity was identified for any other 
existing land uses in the immediate project vicinity.  

Existing General Ambient Noise Environment 

The ambient noise environment at the residences nearest to the project site is primarily defined 
by traffic on Monterey Highway, railroad operations on the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks, 
and aircraft operations at San Martin Airport.  To quantify the existing ambient noise environment 
in the immediate vicinity of these residences, long-term (continuous) noise level measurements 
were conducted at three (3) locations.  Because noise level measurement Site C was in close 
proximity to the nearest residences west of the project site, it is believed to be representative of 
the existing noise exposure of Receivers 1-3.  Noise level measurement Site B was selected since 
it maintained approximately the same setback from Monterey Highway and the UPRR tracks as 
does Receiver 4.  Thus measurements conducted at Site B would be representative of existing 
noise exposure at Receiver 4.  The long-term monitoring was conducted on Friday, December 22 
and Saturday, December 23, 2017. 
 
Larson-Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters were used 
to complete the noise level measurement surveys.  The meters were calibrated before use with 
an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements.  The 
equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute 
for Type 1 sound level meters (ANSI S1.4).  The long-term noise level measurement survey 
results are summarized in Table 1.  Detailed results of the long-term noise level results can be 
found in Appendices B and C. 
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Table 1 
Summary of Long-Term Ambient Noise Measurement Results1 

County of Santa Clara Animal Services Center 
December 22-23, 2017 

 

Site Date Ldn (dB) 

Measured Hourly Noise Levels (dB) 

Daytime
(7 AM – 10 PM) 

Nighttime
(10 PM – 7 AM) 

Leq Lmax
 Leq Lmax 

A 
Friday, December 22 62 56 75 55 73 

Saturday, December 23 56 54 74 48 66 

B 
Friday, December 22 73 67 80 66 82 

Saturday, December 23 68 66 81 60 75 

C 
Friday, December 22 62 54 67 56 68 

Saturday, December 23 57 52 66 51 63 

Notes: 
1 Detailed results provided in Appendices B and C. 

Source:  Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (2017) 

 
As indicated above in Table 1, the ambient noise level exposure in the project vicinity ranged from 
56 dB Ldn to 73 dB Ldn.  Higher noise levels were measured depending on the setback from the 
dominant noise sources in the project vicinity, Monterey Road and the UPRR tracks.  Although 
the measured noise levels at Sites A and C are comparable despite the difference in setbacks 
from Monterey Road, Site A was screened from the roadway by a 6-foot tall wood fence while 
Site C had a clear line-of-site to the roadway.  The screening provided by the wood fence is 
estimated to have provided 5 dB of noise attenuation at Site A. 
 
Measured ambient noise levels at each site varied by 5-6 dB from day to day.  This is believed to 
be due to the varying amount of traffic volumes experienced on Monterey Road on weekdays 
(Friday) relative to weekends (Saturday), and likely variations in railroad activity from one day to 
the next.  The decreased noise levels on Saturday, December 23 could also have been due to 
the upcoming holiday, December 25.  Nonetheless, measured noise levels on Friday, December 
22nd are believed to be representative of a typical day. 

Regulatory Setting 

In order to limit population exposure to physically and/or psychologically damaging noise levels, 
the State of California, various county governments, and most municipalities in the state have 
established standards and ordinances to control noise.  The Santa Clara County General Plan, 
Santa Clara County Ordinance Code and CEQA provide regulations regarding noise levels for 
uses relevant to the proposed project.  The following provides a general overview of the existing 
regulations established by the County and CEQA. 
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Santa Clara County General Plan 

The County of Santa Clara General Plan Noise Element establishes land use compatibility criteria 
for a variety of land uses in terms of the Ldn.  The following specific strategies, policies, and 
implementation recommendations would be applicable to this project: 
 

Strategy #1: Prevent or Minimize Noise Conflicts 
 
The ideal is a complete separation of noise sensitive uses from noise generating sources. 
Given that all types of land uses must coexist within the county’s urban areas, the planning 
challenge is in achieving adequate noise compatibility. Land use planning and development 
review must carefully evaluate the noise producing potential of new development. Where that 
potential exceeds acceptable limits, steps must be taken to minimize impacts on both existing 
and projected surrounding uses. 

 
Policies 
 
C-HS 24  Environments for all residents of Santa Clara County free from noises that 

jeopardize their health and well-being should be provided through measures 
which promote noise and land use compatibility. 

 
C-HS 25  Noise impacts from public and private projects should be mitigated. 

 
Implementation Recommendations 

 
C-HS(i) 23  Project design review should assess noise impacts on surrounding land uses.  
 
C-HS(i) 24  Where necessary, construct sound walls or other noise mitigations.  
 
C-HS(i) 25  Prohibit construction in areas which exceed applicable interior and exterior 

standards, unless suitable mitigation measures can be implemented. 
 
C-HS(i) 26  Require project-specific noise studies to assess actual and protected dB noise 

contours for proposed land uses likely to generate significant noise. 
 
C-HS(i) 27  Take noise compatibility impacts into account in developing local land use plans. 
 
Strategy #2: Provide Adequate Sound Buffers 

 
Another approach to noise compatibility is providing noise buffers between noise sources and 
new projects.  There are many noise reduction techniques which can be built into new 
development.  This approach is most effective in large scale, mixed use or planned 
developments.  Such techniques include locating noise sensitive buildings away from noise 
sources and using the natural topography and intervening buildings to shield noise sensitive 
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uses.  There are a number of techniques to minimize interior noise, including site planning, 
architectural design and construction standards, and noise barriers. 
 
Within areas identified as being impacted by noise, it will be necessary to design projects to be 
compatible with the specific types of noise on the site.  The best basis for this design is to plan 
to make the project compatible with the loudest individual noise sources that might affect the 
site.  In the case of airports, such noise is the loudest aircraft that normally uses the airport.  
(The ALUC Plan has defined this sound level for each airport.)  In the case of roads, the level 
under state law is the maximum noise set for trucks. 
 
Policies 
 
C-HS 26  New development in areas of noise impact (areas subject to sound levels of 55 

DNL or greater) should be approved, denied, or conditioned so as to achieve a 
satisfactory noise level for those who will use or occupy the facility (as defined in 
“Noise Compatibility Standards for Land Use” and “Maximum Interior Noise 
Levels For Intermittent Noise”). 

 
Implementation Recommendations 
 
C-HS(i) 28  Incorporate acoustic site planning into the design of new development, 

particularly large scale, mixed use, or master planned development, through 
measures which may include: a. separation of noise sensitive buildings from 
noise generating sources; b. use of natural topography and intervening structure 
to shield noise sensitive land uses; and c. adequate sound proofing within the 
receiving structure. 

 
Strategy #3: Minimize Exposure to Airport Noise 

 
With regard to airports, the ALUC is charged with providing guidance to local jurisdictions to 
insure that land uses established in the vicinity of airports are compatible with the noise 
environment.  The primary vehicle for this guidance is the ALUC Plan.  In determining 
appropriate uses for areas adjacent to county airports, ALUC has given serious consideration 
to noise, particularly noise which might interfere with speech or sleep, and those noises which 
might lead to excessive stress. 
 
State law mandates that each community’s general plan be consistent with local ALUC Plans.  
The most effective way to ensure consistency is to defer to ALUC policies and standards for 
development on or adjacent to airports. 
 
Policies 
 
C-HS 27  Land uses approved by the County and the cities shall be consistent with the 

adopted policies of the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission 
Comprehensive Land Use Plans for specific airports. 
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Implementation Recommendations 
 
C-HS(i) 29  Adhere to the adopted policies and standards in the Santa Clara County Airport 

Land Use Commission Comprehensive Land Use Plans for specific airports, 
when making decisions regarding land use adjacent to airports. 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. (BAC) 

Environmental Noise Analysis 
County of Santa Clara Animal Services Center 

Page 11 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

County of Santa Clara Municipal Code 

The County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code provides exterior noise limits for stationary noise 
sources.  The noise limits are determined by the “land use category” of the property subject to the 
noise.  The land use categories include one- and two-family residential, multiple-family dwelling, 
residential public space, commercial, light industrial, and heavy industrial.  For this project, the 
closest noise-sensitive land uses are located to the south and east and are zoned rural residential.  
As a result, the residential land use category noise level limits were applied to this project 
 
The exterior noise limits are applied at the property line of the receiving land use and are 
graduated depending on the duration of the intruding noise source.  Section B11-152 of the 
ordinance code, which contains the County’s exterior noise level standards, is summarized in 
Table 2.  The limits set forth in Table 2 are to be reduced by 5 dB if the offensive noise consists 
of music or speech.   
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Table 2 

Summary of County of Santa Clara County Ordinance Code 

Exterior Noise Limits – Applied at Residential Property Lines 

Duration Exceeded, Min. Statistical Descriptor 

Noise Level, dBA 

Daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.)

30 L50 55 45 

15 L25 60 50 

5 L8 65 55 

1 L2 70 60 

Any Lmax 75 65 

Source:  County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code, Chapter VIII. – Control of Noise and Vibration 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Standards of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides that the proposed general plan would result 
in a significant noise impact if the following occur:  
 

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

 
B. a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project; 
 

C. a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

 
D. exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise 

levels; 
 

E. for a project located within an ALUP or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, the project would expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels;  

 
F. or a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the project would expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 
 
No appreciable sources of existing vibration were identified in the project area and the proposed 
project operations would not introduce any substantive sources of vibration to the immediate 
project area.  As a result, an analysis of groundborne vibration is not warranted for this project. 
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Criteria for Determining a Substantial Increase in Noise Levels 

It is generally recognized that an increase of at least 3 dB for similar noise sources is usually 
required before most people will perceive a change in noise levels, and an increase of 6 dB is 
required before the change will be clearly noticeable (Egan, Architectural Acoustics, page 21, 
1988, McGraw Hill).  
 
The Federal Interagency Commission on Noise (FICON) has developed a graduated scale for 
use in the assessment of project-related noise level increases.  Table 3 was developed by FICON 
as a means of developing thresholds for impact identification for project-related noise level 
increases.  The FICON standards have been used extensively in recent years by the authors of 
this section in the preparation of the noise sections of Environmental Impact Reports that have 
been certified in many California Cities and Counties. 
 
The rationale for the graduated scale used in the FICON standards is that test subjects’ reactions 
to increases in noise levels varied depending on the starting level of noise.  Specifically, with lower 
ambient noise environments, such as those below 60 dB Ldn, a larger increase in noise levels 
was required to achieve a negative reaction than was necessary in more elevated noise 
environments. 
 
The use of the FICON standards are considered conservative relative to thresholds used by other 
agencies in the State of California.  For example, the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) requires a project-related traffic noise level increase of 12 dB for a finding of 
significance, and the California Energy Commission (CEC) considers project-related noise level 
increases between 5-10 dB significant, depending on local factors.  Therefore, the use of the 
FICON standards, which set the threshold for finding of significant noise impacts as low as 1.5 
dB, provides a very conservative approach to impact assessment for this project. 
 

Table 3 
Significance of Changes in Cumulative Noise Exposure 

Ambient Noise Level Without Project, Ldn Increase Required for Significant Impact 

<60 dB +5.0 dB or more 

60-65 dB +3.0 dB or more 

>65 dB +1.5 dB or more 

Source:  Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) 

 
Based on the FICON research, as shown in Table 3, a 5 dB increase in noise levels due to a 
project is required for a finding of significant noise impact where ambient noise levels without the 
project are less than 60 dB Ldn.  Where pre-project ambient conditions are between 60 and 65 dB 
Ldn, a 3 dB increase is applied as the standard of significance.  Finally, in areas already exposed 
to higher noise levels, specifically pre-project noise levels in excess of 65 dB Ldn, a 1.5 dB 
increase is considered by FICON as the threshold of significance. 
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This graduated scale indicates that in quieter noise environments, test subjects tolerated a higher 
increase in noise levels due to a project before the onset of adverse noise impacts than did test 
subjects in louder environments. 
 
According to the FICON study, if screening analysis shows that noise-sensitive areas will be at or 
above 65 dB Ldn and will have an increase of 1.5 dB Ldn or more, further analysis should be 
conducted.  The FICON study also reported the following:  Every change in the noise environment 
does not necessarily impact public health and welfare. 
 
Audibility is not a test of significance according to CEQA.  If this were the case, any project which 
added any audible amount of noise to the environment would be considered unacceptable 
according to CEQA.  Because every physical process creates noise, whether by the addition of a 
single vehicle on a roadway, or a tractor in an agricultural field, the use of audibility alone as 
significance criteria would be unworkable.  CEQA requires a substantial increase in noise levels 
before noise impacts are identified, not simply an audible change. 

Methodology 

The noise producing components of this project evaluated in this study include project dog kennel 
operations (dogs barking outdoors), outdoor events at the community center, and project 
construction.  The noise generation of each of these sources is evaluated individually below, as 
well as cumulatively. 

Impact 1 Dog Kennel Noise 

The proposed design of the dog kennel portion of the project is presented as Figure 5.  The facility 
has been designed to accommodate approximately 60 dogs.  While outdoors, where noise 
emanating from the kennel would be of concern, the dogs would either be within the agility yard 
area, the larger outdoor kennel areas, or the smaller individual dog kennel areas nearest to the 
building.  During daytime hours, the dogs could be located within any of the three outdoor areas.  
The agility yards would contain a maximum of 10 dogs at a time and would typically be in use 
from 8 am to 6 pm daily.  While in the agility yard area, the dogs would be under direct staff 
supervision.  During the nighttime hours the dogs would be indoors but would have access to the 
smaller individual outdoor kennel areas as needed. 
 
The primary noise source associated with a typical outdoor dog kennel is periodic dog barking.  
BAC has considerable experience in preparing noise studies for dog boarding facilities and, even 
under the most ideal boarding conditions with highly trained supervision, dogs will occasionally 
still bark.  Usually barking occurs in response to some stimuli, such as persons or other dogs 
entering the kennel area.  The degree of barking depends largely on the experience of the staff, 
the number of dogs outside at a time, and the level of stimuli the dogs receive. 
 
Maximum dog bark noise levels for various breeds are presented in Table 4.  The values 
presented in the table have been normalized to a reference distance of 4 feet.  The highest 
reported dog bark noise level in Table 4 was of a German Shepard, with a maximum of 101 dB.   
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The average noise level associated with individual dog barking was calculated to be 90 dB.  
However, in order to provide a worst-cases assessment of dog barking noise levels, the German 
Shepard bark noise level of 101 dB was utilized for this assessment.  Because individual dog 
barks are of short duration, the most appropriate County of Santa Clara Municipal Code noise 
level metric would be the maximum, Lmax (Table 2).  Because the dogs could be outdoors during 
nighttime hours, the more restrictive nighttime maximum noise level standard of 65 dB would be 
applicable to the project.  Satisfaction of the nighttime standard would ensure satisfaction with the 
less restrictive daytime standard of 75 dB.  Predicted maximum dog bark noise levels at the 
nearest residential property lines are presented in Table 5.  The predicted noise levels in Table 5 
take into consideration the screening provided by intervening buildings (-10 dB) or intervening 
screen wall (-5 dB), illustrated on Figure 5. 
 

Table 4 
Maximum Dog Bark Sound Levels 

Dog Breed Sound Level, Lmax Distance 

German Shepard (Police Dog) 101 dBA 4 feet 

Great Dane 94 dBA 4 feet 

Golden Retriever 93 dBA 4 feet 

Labrador Retriever 91 dBA 4 feet 

Boston Terrier 88 dBA 4 feet 

Mixed Breed 87 dBA 4 feet 

Cocker Spaniel 87 dBA 4 feet 

Jack Russel Terrier 81 dBA 4 feet 

Source:  Noise Assessment Study for Operation Freedom Paws, Santa Clara County, by Edward L. Pack Associates, 
Inc. (July 2014) 

 

Table 5 

Predicted Maximum Dog Bark Noise Levels at Nearest Residential Property Lines 

SCC Animal Services Center 

Receiver #1 
Distance to Nighttime 
Outdoor Area (feet)2 Screening Offset (dB)3 

Predicted Maximum 
Noise Levels, Lmax (dB)4 

1 1,200 -10 41 

2  830 -10 45 

3 700 -5 51 

4 640 -5 52 

Santa Clara County Municipal Code nighttime maximum noise level standard:   65 

Notes:  

1. Residential receiver locations identified on Figure 1.   
2. Nighttime kennel outdoor areas identified on Figure 5.   
3. A conservative screening offset of -10 dB was applied at receivers 1 and 2 due to the proposed intervening 

buildings.  A conservative -5 dB was applied at receivers 3 and 4 to account for the proposed screen wall, 
identified on Figure 5.   

4. Predicted maximum noise levels based on worst-case dog bark noise level of 101 dB at 4 feet.   
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Because the County’s General Plan noise level standard is in terms of Ldn, a 24-hour average 
noise level descriptor, the hourly average noise levels generated from the kennel must be known.  
To quantify hourly average noise levels associated with the proposed outdoor dog kennel areas, 
BAC averaged data collected at the All Pets Boarding (Loomis), Sacramento SPCA, and 
Nadelhaus Kennels (Chico).  The results of the barking dog noise measurements indicate that at 
a distance of approximately 200 feet from the dogs, the average noise level measured at 200 feet 
with approximately 30-40 dogs barking intermittently was 50 dB Leq.  For this analysis, it was 
assumed that the dogs would spend half of the daytime hours within the larger outdoor kennel 
areas and the remaining daytime hours within the agility yard areas.  During all nighttime hours, 
it was assumed that the dogs would be within the nighttime outdoor kennel areas.  The results of 
the analysis is presented below in Table 6.  As with the maximum noise level analysis of Table 5, 
the results presented in Table 6 take into account the screening provided by any proposed 
intervening buildings or screen walls. 
 

Table 6 

Predicted 24-Hour Average (Ldn) Dog Bark Noise Levels at Nearest Residential Property Lines 

SCC Animal Services Center 

Receiver 
#1 

Distance to Outdoor 
Kennel Areas (feet)2 Screening Offset (dB)3 

Predicted Noise 
Levels, Ldn (dB)4 

Large 
Kennels 

Agility 
Yards 

Nighttime 
Kennels 

Large 
Kennels 

Agility 
Yards 

Nighttime 
Kennels 

1 1,100 1,150 1,200 -10 -10 -10 31 

2 830 870  830 -10 -10 -10 34 

3 700 770 700 0 0 -5 42 

4 620 600 640 0 0 -5 43 

Santa Clara County General Plan noise level standard:   55 

Notes:  

1. Residential receiver locations identified on Figure 1. 
2. Nighttime kennel outdoor areas identified on Figure 5. 
3. Conservative offsets of -10 dB were applied when proposed intervening buildings would provide shielding 

of kennel areas.  Conservative offsets of -5 dB were applied when proposed screen walls would provide 
shielding of the nighttime kennel areas. 

4. Predicted 24-hour average (Ldn) noise levels based on hourly average noise levels of 50 dB Leq at 200 feet, 
7.5 hour daytime hours in large kennel areas, 7.5 hours in agility yards, and 9 hours in nighttime kennel 
areas. 

 
Worst-case maximum dog barking noise levels at the nearest existing residences of 41-52 dB 
Lmax are predicted to satisfy the County of Santa Clara Municipal Code nighttime maximum noise 
level standard of 65 dB Lmax.  Furthermore, daily average dog kennel noise exposure levels at the 
nearest residences of 31-43 dB Ldn are predicted to satisfy the County of Santa Clara General 
Plan noise level standard of 55 dB Ldn.  As a result, this impact is considered less than 
significant. 
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Impact 2 Outdoor Event Noise at Community Center 

The project proposes a community center located on the east side of the project site, illustrated 
on Figure 3.  Just east of the community center building, the project proposes an outdoor patio 
area which will be used periodically for small events.  The outdoor patio area would face Monterey 
Highway to the east and away from the nearest residences to the west.  To predict future noise 
exposure from outdoor events at the nearest noise-sensitive receivers, BAC file data collected at 
similarly sized outdoor venues was utilized.  The primary noise source associated with outdoor 
venues is typically amplified music/speech and crowd noise.  The overall noise exposure from 
such events is approximately 75 dB at a distance of 100 feet from the center of the event area.  
The predicted outdoor event noise at the nearest residential property lines is presented below in 
Table 7.  The predicted noise levels in Table 7 take into consideration the screening provided by 
existing or proposed intervening buildings as well as offsets for sideline exposure since the noise 
generating aspects of outdoor events (speakers) would likely face to the east and away from the 
nearest noise-sensitive property lines. 
 

Table 7 

Predicted Outdoor Patio Event Noise Levels at Nearest Residential Property Lines 

SCC Animal Services Center 

Receiver #1 
Distance to Outdoor 

Patio Area (feet)2 
Screening 

Offset (dB)3 
Predicted Median 

Noise Levels, L50 (dB)4 

Predicted 24-Hour 
Average Noise 

Levels, Ldn (dB)5 

1 1,100 -10 44 36 

2 960 -10 45 38 

3 920 -10 46 38 

4 800 -10 47 39 

Notes:  

1. Residential receiver locations identified on Figure 1.   
2. Community center identified on Figure 3.  Outdoor patio area located just east of community center.   
3. A conservative screening offset of -10 dB was applied all receiver locations due to the intervening existing 

and proposed buildings and due to sideline exposure (noise source facing away from residences).  
4. Predicted outdoor event noise levels based on reference noise level of 75 dB at 100 feet.   
5. Predicted 24-hour average (Ldn) noise levels based on 4 hours of outdoor patio area use, all during daytime 

hours.   

 
Because events at the proposed outdoor patio would be limited to daytime hours and would most 
likely exceed 30 minutes in duration during a given hour, the most applicable noise level standard 
to this aspect of the project would be the Santa Clara County Municipal Code median daytime 
noise level standard of 55 dB (Table 2).  However, because the noise source in questions consists 
of music and/or speech, a 5 dB penalty would be warranted, resulting in an adjusted standard of 
50 dB.  As indicated in Table 7 above, predicted outdoor patio noise levels at the nearest 
residential property lines of 44-47 dB L50 would satisfy the County’s 50 dB L50 noise level 
standard.  Furthermore, predicted outdoor patio noise levels of 36-39 dB Ldn at the nearest 
residential property lines would satisfy the Santa Clara County General Plan noise level standard 
of 55 dB Ldn.  As a result, this impact is considered less than significant. 
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Impact 3 Project Construction Noise 

During the construction phases of the project, noise from construction activities would add to the 
noise environment in the immediate project vicinity.  Activities involved in typical construction 
would generate maximum noise levels, as indicated in Table 8, ranging from 70 to 90 dB at a 
distance of 50 feet. 
 

Table 8 

Typical Construction Equipment Noise 

Equipment Description Maximum Noise Level at 50 feet, dBA 

Backhoe  80 

Bar bender  80 

Boring jack power unit  80 

Chain saw  85 

Compactor (ground)  80 

Compressor (air)  80 

Concrete batch plant  83 

Concrete mixer truck  85 

Concrete pump truck  82 

Concrete saw  90 

Crane (mobile or stationary)  85 

Dozer  85 

Dump truck  84 

Excavator  85 

Flatbed truck  84 

Front end loader  80 

Generator (25 kilovolt-amperes [kVA] or less)  70 

Generator (more than 25 kVA)  82 

Grader  85 

Jackhammer  85 

Mounted impact hammer (hoe ram)  90 

Paver  85 

Pneumatic tools  85 

Pumps  77 

Rock drill  85 

Scraper  85 

Soil mix drill rig  80 

Tractor  84 

Vibratory concrete mixer  80 
Source: Federal Highway Administration (2006) 

 
When demolition, ground clearing, excavation, and foundation work are occurring on the project 
site, daytime noise levels could potentially exceed existing noise levels at the nearest residential 
property lines.  As a result, construction activities associated with the proposed project has the 
potential to result in temporary noise levels that could impact nearby residences.   
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Construction related noise impacts are typically only occasionally intrusive and cease once 
construction is complete.  Nonetheless, because project construction could result in substantial 
short-term increases in ambient noise levels at the nearby residential land uses, this impact is 
considered potentially significant.  
 
To ensure that noise levels due to onsite construction are minimized, Mitigation Measure 1 (MM-
1), set forth below shall be implemented.  Adherence to measure MM-1 will ensure that potential 
noise impacts due to the temporary exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise during 
construction are reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
MM-1. Due to the proximity of sensitive receptors to the project site, all construction activities 

shall be required to comply with the following and be noted accordingly on construction 
contracts: 

1. Construction Hours/Scheduling: The following are required to limit construction 
activities to the portion of the day when occupancy of the adjacent sensitive receptors 
are at the lowest: 

 
a. Construction activities for all phases of construction, including servicing of 

construction equipment shall only be permitted during the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. 
 

b. Delivery of materials or equipment to the site and truck traffic coming to and 
from the site is restricted to the same construction hours specified above.  

 
2. Construction Equipment Mufflers and Maintenance: All construction equipment 

powered by internal combustion engines shall be properly muffled and maintained. 
 

3. Idling Prohibitions: All equipment and vehicles shall be turned off when not in use. 
Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines is prohibited. 
 

4. Equipment Location:  All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such 
as air compressors, shall be located as far as practical from the adjacent homes.   

 
5. Staging and Equipment Storage:  The equipment storage location shall be sited as 

far as possible from nearby sensitive receptors. 

Impact 4 Cumulative Noise from all Project Noise Sources and Assessment of 
Significant Ambient Noise Level Increases 

Combined noise levels for each source individually, as well as the cumulative noise exposure 
from all sources operating concurrently, are shown in Table 9.  It should be noted that project 
construction noise would not occur simultaneously with operational noise.   
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Table 9 

Summary of Cumulative Project Noise Levels at Nearest Residential Property Lines 

SCC Animal Services Center 

Receiver #1 

Project Noise Levels, dB (Ldn) 
Existing 

Ambient2, Ldn 
(dB) 

Ambient Plus 
Project, Ldn 

(dB) 
Increase, Ldn 

(dB) 
Dog 

Kennels 
Outdoor 
Events Cumulative 

1 31 36 37 57 57 0.0 

2 34 38 39 57 57.1 0.1 

3 42 38 43 57 57.2 0.2 

4 43 39 44 68 68 0.0 

Notes:  

1. Residential receiver locations identified on Figure 1.   
2. Based on ambient noise level measurements summarized in Table 1.   

 
According to Table 9, existing ambient noise levels at Site A, representative of conditions at 
receiver locations 1-3 were 57 dB Ldn on the quieter weekend day (Saturday, December 23, 
2017).  Given ambient conditions below 60 dB Ldn, the FICON criteria shown in Table 3 indicate 
a 5 dB increase in ambient conditions would be required for a finding of significance.  At Site B, 
representative of conditions at receiver location 4, ambient conditions were measured to be 68 
dB Ldn.  Given ambient conditions above 65 dB Ldn, the FICON criteria indicate a 1.5 dB increase 
in ambient conditions would be required for a finding of significance.  As indicated above in Table 
9, the project would not result in a significant increase at any of the nearest residential property 
lines.  Furthermore, the cumulative noise generation of the project at the nearest residential 
property lines is predicted to satisfy the County of Santa Clara General Plan noise level standard 
of 55 dB Ldn.  Because the predicted project-generated noise levels are well below measured 
existing ambient conditions, the project would not result in substantial increase in ambient 
conditions at the nearest residences and this impact is identified as less than significant. 

Conclusions 

This analysis concludes that noise impacts associated with the noise-generating components of 
the proposed County of Santa Clara Animal Services Center project would either be insignificant 
or less than significant after implementation of reasonable noise mitigation measures.   
 
This concludes BAC’s environmental noise assessment for the proposed County of Santa Clara 
Animal Services Center.  These conclusions are based on the site plans shown on Figures 3 and 
5, and on the assumptions contained herein.  Deviation from the site plan and assumptions could 
cause actual noise levels to vary.  Implementation of the above-described noise mitigation 
measures is expected to fully reduce any potential noise impacts to a level of insignificance.  
Please contact BAC at (916) 663-0500 or paulb@bacnoise.com with any comments or questions 
regarding this report. 



Appendix A
Acoustical Terminology

Acoustics The science of sound.

Ambient The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources 
Noise audible at that location.  In many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an existing

or pre-project condition such as the setting in an environmental noise study.

Attenuation The reduction of an acoustic signal.

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal
to approximate human response.

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound
pressure squared over the reference pressure squared.  A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell.

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with
noise occurring during evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and
nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging.

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per
second or hertz.

Ldn Day/Night Average Sound Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting.

Leq Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level.

Lmax The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time.

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound.

Masking The amount (or the process) by which the threshold of audibility is for one sound is raised
by the presence of another (masking) sound.

Noise Unwanted sound.

Peak Noise The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given
period of time.  This term is often confused with the Maximum level, which is the highest
RMS level.

RT6060 The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been
removed.

Sabin The unit of sound absorption.  One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident
sound has an absorption of 1 sabin.

SEL A rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train passby, that 
compresses the total sound energy of the event into a 1-s time period.

Threshold The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally 
of Hearing considered to be 0 dB for persons with perfect hearing.

Threshold  Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing.
 of Pain  



Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 52 72 46 43
1:00 45 66 42 38 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 45 59 43 40 Leq    (Average) 57 52 56 62 45 55
3:00 49 68 43 40 Lmax (Maximum) 80 67 75 95 59 73
4:00 49 69 47 44 L50    (Median) 55 49 51 55 42 47
5:00 55 76 54 51 L90    (Background) 52 43 47 53 38 44
6:00 56 71 55 53
7:00 57 75 55 52 Computed Ldn, dB 62
8:00 57 79 54 51 % Daytime Energy 64%
9:00 55 77 50 47 % Nighttime Energy 36%
10:00 53 70 49 45
11:00 56 80 49 44
12:00 56 75 49 44
13:00 54 73 49 43
14:00 57 80 50 46
15:00 55 78 51 47
16:00 56 73 52 47
17:00 57 75 55 51
18:00 56 78 53 50
19:00 55 71 52 49
20:00 54 70 50 47
21:00 52 67 49 46
22:00 62 95 49 45
23:00 56 82 47 44

Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.)

Appendix B-1
SCC Animal Services Center

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site A
Friday, December 22, 2017

Statistical Summary



Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 48 68 45 43
1:00 47 66 44 40 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 44 64 41 37 Leq    (Average) 57 49 54 51 44 48
3:00 44 59 42 38 Lmax (Maximum) 83 68 74 76 59 66
4:00 46 66 43 39 L50    (Median) 51 46 49 49 41 45
5:00 51 76 47 44 L90    (Background) 48 43 46 46 37 41
6:00 51 68 49 46
7:00 54 77 50 47 Computed Ldn, dB 56
8:00 53 69 51 48 % Daytime Energy 86%
9:00 55 78 50 46 % Nighttime Energy 14%
10:00 53 76 47 43
11:00 55 73 49 43
12:00 54 76 49 45
13:00 55 77 50 45
14:00 54 77 50 46
15:00 57 83 51 47
16:00 55 72 51 48
17:00 54 71 51 48
18:00 53 73 49 46
19:00 49 68 47 44
20:00 51 71 47 44
21:00 50 68 46 44
22:00 49 66 45 43
23:00 48 65 44 41

Appendix B-2
SCC Animal Services Center

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site A
Saturday, December 23, 2017

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)



Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 66 93 54 49
1:00 55 72 47 44 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 58 77 51 47 Leq    (Average) 69 64 67 71 55 66
3:00 62 87 50 46 Lmax (Maximum) 90 75 80 96 72 82
4:00 62 77 54 50 L50    (Median) 68 60 64 67 47 56
5:00 69 79 66 60 L90    (Background) 59 49 54 61 44 51
6:00 69 82 67 61
7:00 69 82 66 58 Computed Ldn, dB 73
8:00 68 78 66 56 % Daytime Energy 67%
9:00 65 75 62 52 % Nighttime Energy 33%
10:00 64 77 61 49
11:00 66 86 63 51
12:00 66 76 64 52
13:00 66 75 65 52
14:00 68 90 66 52
15:00 68 78 67 56
16:00 69 88 67 56
17:00 69 78 68 59
18:00 67 78 66 56
19:00 67 83 64 56
20:00 66 85 60 53
21:00 64 78 60 53
22:00 63 79 58 53
23:00 71 96 56 51

Appendix B-3
SCC Animal Services Center

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site B
Friday, December 22, 2017

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)



Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 60 75 54 48
1:00 59 84 52 48 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 56 73 49 45 Leq    (Average) 69 62 66 62 54 60
3:00 54 72 50 46 Lmax (Maximum) 94 73 81 84 72 75
4:00 57 75 51 47 L50    (Median) 67 57 63 58 49 53
5:00 62 75 55 52 L90    (Background) 57 48 53 54 45 49
6:00 62 74 58 54
7:00 64 76 60 55 Computed Ldn, dB 68
8:00 65 79 62 56 % Daytime Energy 88%
9:00 64 76 62 52 % Nighttime Energy 12%
10:00 64 74 61 48
11:00 68 88 63 50
12:00 66 83 65 52
13:00 67 88 65 53
14:00 67 77 66 53
15:00 69 88 67 54
16:00 69 94 67 57
17:00 67 75 65 56
18:00 65 82 63 53
19:00 63 75 59 50
20:00 64 85 58 51
21:00 62 73 57 50
22:00 61 77 55 50
23:00 59 73 52 49

Appendix B-4
SCC Animal Services Center

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site B
Saturday, December 23, 2017

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)



Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 56 79 51 48
1:00 47 58 45 42 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 49 64 48 45 Leq    (Average) 57 45 54 60 47 56
3:00 52 74 47 44 Lmax (Maximum) 75 59 67 84 58 68
4:00 52 60 50 48 L50    (Median) 56 43 50 59 45 51
5:00 58 65 57 55 L90    (Background) 54 41 48 55 42 48
6:00 59 68 59 54
7:00 57 69 56 54 Computed Ldn, dB 62
8:00 56 66 55 52 % Daytime Energy 51%
9:00 52 63 51 49 % Nighttime Energy 49%
10:00 48 59 47 46
11:00 47 70 45 43
12:00 49 68 43 41
13:00 45 63 44 41
14:00 50 72 48 44
15:00 50 70 49 45
16:00 51 62 48 44
17:00 57 70 56 52
18:00 55 63 55 52
19:00 56 72 54 52
20:00 56 75 52 49
21:00 53 64 52 49
22:00 52 59 51 49
23:00 60 84 51 48

Appendix B-5
SCC Animal Services Center

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site C
Friday, December 22, 2017

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)



Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
0:00 51 58 49 46
1:00 52 77 49 45 High Low Average High Low Average
2:00 47 55 46 43 Leq    (Average) 57 47 52 54 47 51
3:00 48 59 47 43 Lmax (Maximum) 78 54 66 79 55 63
4:00 49 58 48 45 L50    (Median) 56 45 49 53 46 49
5:00 53 79 52 49 L90    (Background) 51 42 47 51 43 46
6:00 54 61 53 51
7:00 56 71 53 51 Computed Ldn, dB 57
8:00 57 62 56 51 % Daytime Energy 69%
9:00 49 57 49 45 % Nighttime Energy 31%
10:00 47 61 45 42
11:00 50 72 45 42
12:00 47 59 46 43
13:00 51 71 48 44
14:00 50 62 49 46
15:00 54 76 50 47
16:00 52 66 51 49
17:00 52 66 51 49
18:00 52 68 51 49
19:00 52 78 49 47
20:00 52 73 50 48
21:00 49 54 49 47
22:00 50 59 50 48
23:00 49 57 48 46

Appendix B-6
SCC Animal Services Center

Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site C
Saturday, December 23, 2017

Statistical Summary
Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)



Ldn: 62 dB

SCC Animal Services Center
Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site A

Friday, December 22, 2017

Appendix C-1
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Ambient Noise Monitoring Results - Site C
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