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 Environmental Evaluation Checklist 
 
 
Project Title:  Santa Teresa Grazing   Date: April 15, 2013 
  Management Plan 
  
File Number:   10355-12CP Zoning:  Hillside General Plan Designation:  Regional Parks 
 
Project Type: Land Management Plan   USA (if any):  None 
   
Lead Agency Name & Address:  County of Santa Clara 

   298 Garden Hill Drive, Los Gatos, CA 95032-7669 
 
Applicant Name & Address:   County of Santa Clara, Parks and Recreation Department 

298 Garden Hill Drive, Los Gatos, CA 95032-7669 
 
Owner Name & Address:  Same as above 
 
Telephone: 408-355-2200 
 
Project Location: (address or description):  
 
Santa Teresa County Park is located roughly 10 miles south of downtown San Jose with Bernal Road 
being the primary access. Figure 1 shows the location of the Park. 
 
Project Description: (attach additional sheets if necessary):   
 
The Grazing Management Plan (GMP) for Santa Teresa County Park is a site specific, phased approach 
to re-introduce managed-cattle grazing to the Park to improve  management of annual grassland, oak 
woodland and serpentine grassland habitats, with an emphasis on promoting serpentine-based plant 
species that provide potential habitat for the federally threatened Bay checkerspot butterfly (BCB). In 
addition to the management of primary serpentine habitat, the GMP will provide a guide for managing 
habitat for other sensitive species, vegetation fuel loads, and pest plant encroachment, balanced with 
recreational access and enjoyment. Improvements that would need to be constructed would include 
livestock infrastructure elements such as perimeter and internal fencing, three types of gates (cattle 
movement gates, general vehicle access gates, and  recreational access gates), and watering facilities to 
complement existing stock ponds, including water tanks, pumps, troughs and pipelines to provide 
supplemental water and improve cattle distribution. The proposed project includes the re-routing of a 
section of the Rocky Ridge Trail, which includes the installation of a new bridge and removal of the 
existing puncheon and restoration of the site crossing over Santa Teresa Creek, to reduce impacts to the 
tributary of Santa Teresa Creek and surrounding serpentine grassland habitat. (See additional discussion 
under “Project Description” below.) 
 
Environmental Setting / Surrounding Land Uses:    
 
The park encompasses 1,668 acres of the southern portion of Santa Teresa Ridge, which divides the 
Almaden and Santa Clara Valleys. Elevation ranges from 400 to 1,100 feet. Many slopes throughout the 
park are greater than 30% and are primarily composed of the Bernal formation. The Park is part of an 
“island” of open space in an almost entirely urban landscape, with the exception of the IBM Corporation 
owned open space along the western boundary of the Park. The southern edge of the Park is bordered 
by agricultural lands and residential development. Santa Teresa County Park supports a diverse flora and 
fauna because it has remained undeveloped, has complex topography, and contains expansive 
serpentine soils to which an unusual plant community is adapted. 
  
Other public agencies whose approval may be required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement):  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
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Figure 1 – Santa Teresa County Park Location Map
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Grazing Management Plan (GMP) for Santa Teresa County Park is a site specific, phased 
approach to re-introduce managed-cattle grazing to the Park to improve management of annual 
grassland, oak woodland and serpentine grassland habitats, with an emphasis on promoting 
serpentine-based plant species that provide potential habitat for the federally threatened Bay 
checkerspot butterfly (BCB). Managed grazing can reduce non-native herbaceous plants in 
serpentine grasslands, which promotes plants, such as California plantain, that host BCB, as well 
as enhancing conditions that benefit other listed plant species (i.e., Santa Clara Valley 
Jewelflower, Santa Clara Valley dudleyii, etc.). Other benefits grazing is likely to result in are an 
increased biodiversity and enhancement of native plant communities, reduction of pest plant 
populations, and overall range management and ecosystem health. Managed-cattle grazing 
during the herbaceous growing seasons of winter and spring can reduce wildland fire hazards by 
reducing the height, density, and biomass of non-native grasses and forbs. 
  
The proposed project would receive funding the Central Valley Project Conservation Program 
and the Central Valley Improvement Act Habitat Restoration Program. To comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service completed an Environmental Assessment in November 2012 to evaluate 
and disclose any potential environmental impacts associated with providing this federal funding. 
 
Grazing Fields 
 
Under the GMP, the Park’s rangeland would be divided into seven grazing fields. The planned 
grazing fields are Rocky Ridge Field, Pueblo Field, Hidden Springs Field, Bernal Hill Field, 
Mine Hill Field, Serpentine Ridge Field, and Fortini Field. The proposed grazing fields are 
shown in Figure 14 of the Final Draft of the GMP.1 
 
The proposed grazing fields are separated into three categories based on grazing management 
objectives: 

• Serpentine Habitat Fields (Rocky Ridge Field, Serpentine Ridge Field, and Bernal Hill 
Field). Serpentine Habitat Fields were designed to manage habitat for BCB and 
associated special-status animals and plants. These grazing fields contain the highest-
priority habitat for management.  

• Wildlife Habitat Fields (Fortini Field). Wildlife Habitat Fields were designed to manage 
habitat for special-status animals other than BCB, primarily raptors (e.g., ground nesting 
Northern Harrier). These grazing fields contain the second highest priority habitat for 
management.  

• Auxiliary Fields (Pueblo Field, Hidden Springs Field, and Mine Hill Field). Auxiliary 
Fields have the lowest priority habitat for management because they are less likely to be 
used by special-status species, however associated annual grasslands can benefit from the 
managed-cattle grazing by reducing competition, management of invasive non-native 
plants, and increased biodiversity. In addition, Mine Hill and Pueblo Fields contain large 

                                                           
1County of Santa Clara Department of Parks and Recreation. Grazing Management Plan, Santa Teresa County Park, 
San Jose, California. Prepared by Lawrence D. Ford, Rangeland Management and Conservation Science, and 
EcoSystems West Consulting Group. October 12, 2011.  
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areas where wet soils are a compaction risk, and thus will require additional management, 
such as moving cattle out when the soils are very wet. 

 
The grazing fields have been designed to minimize environmental impacts. The field boundaries 
have been delineated to avoid habitats that would be sensitive to cattle grazing, such as riparian 
zones, ponds, wetlands, and spring and seep areas. These habitats have the potential to support 
some special status species, including the threatened California red-legged frog, and fencing may 
be used to keep cattle away from these areas (or portions thereof), as appropriate. The grazing 
management program allows for some grazing in oak woodland habitat, areas with sensitive 
plant species, and steep slopes, where there is a monitoring component and established 
thresholds to prevent cattle grazing causing significant erosion or inhibit regeneration of trees 
and other vegetation.  
 
The GMP excludes lands on the north slope of the park to reduce potential conflicts with the 
single-family residential areas (located along Curie Drive and Heaton Moor Drive). The area 
between the established grazing fields and the Santa Teresa Golf Club would not be grazed 
because it is steep, mostly wooded, has low forage value, and does not contain serpentine BCB 
habitat. Excluding this area from grazing would also provide a buffer between the designated 
grazing fields and the irrigated turf areas and adjacent homes, as well as the public who use that 
area. 
 
Proposed Infrastructure Improvements 
 
Currently no functional grazing infrastructure exists at Santa Teresa County Park. However, the 
park does contain existing stock ponds, three of which would be repaired and used as water 
sources for cattle. As appropriate, fencing may be installed on portions of the stock ponds to 
allow for exclusion areas of cattle and provide additional protection of habitat for wildlife and 
aquatic plant species. Other improvements that would need to be constructed include perimeter 
and internal fencing, three types of gates (cattle movement gates, general vehicular access gates, 
and recreational access gates), and watering facilities to complement existing stock ponds, 
including water tanks, pumps, troughs and pipelines to provide supplemental water. Figure 15 in 
the GMP shows the proposed livestock infrastructure as well as existing park infrastructure. 
Construction impacts might include short-term hole-digging, trench-digging, off-road vehicle 
driving, and use of a tractor for fence installation or spring development. 
 
Proposed improvements include the re-routing of a section of the Rocky Ridge trail along a 
tributary of Santa Teresa Creek and the removal and restoration of the current location of an 
existing puncheon crossing, as shown on Figure 2. The re-route would not change the use or 
capacity of the trail, but is intended to reduce the grade and steepness of the trail to improve 
safety and allow for drainage and erosion control measures to prevent soil loss and movement 
from the exposed trail tread surface; and the new bridge crossing would be located away from a 
serpentine rock outcropping at the current bridge/puncheon location, thus reducing the trail and 
visitor user impact to the outcropping. 
 
The trail relocation would involve construction of a new bridge crossing (replacing the current 
location) that would free-span the tributary (bridge is constructed off-site and assembled on-site 
to minimize stream impacts), removal of the existing puncheon, and restoration of the associated 
trail tread to natural conditions. The approach to the bridge from the parking lot side of Santa 
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Teresa County Park would be widened to allow emergency and maintenance vehicular traffic to 
the bridge. The new bridge location would be sited within an existing 15-foot wide gap in 
vegetation, so minimal vegetation pruning would be required. The bridge would be 30-35 feet 
free-span bridge (abutments outside of the stream bank) with a minimum of 5-foot bridge trail 
tread plus handrails. No stream bank disturbance is proposed. The existing over story vegetation 
at the site of the new trail crossing is mainly Valley Oak, Coast Live Oak, and California Bay. 
The understory is poison oak, mugwort, California Blackberry, annual grass, yarrow, and soap 
root. 
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Figure 2 – Rocky Ridge Trail Realignment 

 
 
Grazing Management  
 
Cattle grazing would likely be conducted through either seasonal stocker or cow/calf operation. 
These alternative grazing management scenarios are identified in the GMP and the County Parks 
Department will determine which scenario to utilize to best achieve the Department’s 
conservation objectives.  



 

April 15, 2013  Page 8 
 

 
 
The grazing season typically covers winter through late spring grazing (although this may 
change based on current site conditions and adaptive management goals), when forage would be 
at its peak and water would be most available in stock ponds. A seasonal grazing operation 
conducted during this period would minimize effects to sensitive resources, such as late spring-
summer flowering plants, riparian vegetation, and oak seedlings; control early germinating 
annual grasses; manage invasive species; and tend to reduce potential contact between the public 
and grazing cattle. 
 
The proposed grazing areas have been designed to avoid areas of high soil erosion or compaction 
to reduce these impacts from cattle grazing. To minimize erosion and compaction of soils within 
the proposed grazing fields, grazing operations would employ best management practices 
(BMP’s), such as regulating the number of cattle, controlling the duration of grazing field use, 
and limiting the time of year the grazing field is used. 
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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 and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural/ Historical/ 
Archaeological Resources 

 Energy 

 Geology / Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology / Water Quality  Land Use & Planning    Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population / Housing  Public Services/ Utilities 

 Recreation  Transportation / Traffic  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 
 
A.  AESTHETICS 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 

 
 

No Impact 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

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

     35,36 

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

     2,3,37 

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

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

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

     2,3 

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

     2,10f,11c,37 

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

 
 

 
 

      
 
 

  2,3 

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

          1,3 
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DISCUSSION: 
 
Located roughly 10 miles south of downtown San Jose, Santa Teresa County Park is part of an 
“island” of open space in an almost entirely urban landscape, with the exception of the IBM 
Corporation-owned open space along the western boundary of the Park. The Park encompasses 
1,668 acres of the southern portion of Santa Teresa Ridge, which divides the Almaden and Santa 
Clara Valleys. Elevation ranges from 400 to 1,100 feet. Many slopes throughout the park are 
greater than 30%. Land cover is a mix of open grassland, oak savanna, and chapparal. Santa 
Teresa Ridge is prominent from most vantage points in the valley between South San Jose and 
Morgan Hill. 
 
1,2,4,6,7) 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce managed-cattle grazing to Santa Teresa 
County Park and would not be subject to Architecture and Site Approval or affect the 
architectural appearance of an established neighborhood. Minor improvements, such as stock 
fencing, gates, and watering facilities (troughs and pipelines) and realignment of a portion of a 
multi-use trail would not obstruct scenic views. The project would not include new sources of 
light or glare. 
 
3,5) 
 
Less Than Significant. Minor improvements, such as stock fencing, gates, and watering 
facilities (troughs and pipelines) and realignment of a portion of a multi-use trail would not be 
visible from most vantage points outside the park and only slightly visible from most locations 
within the park. These improvements would not substantially damage scenic resources or 
degrade the existing visual character of the area. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
• B.  AGRICULTURE AND 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.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, 
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project, and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in 
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

  
No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact  

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 
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1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

     3,20, 21, 
23,24,26 

2. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use?  

     9,21 

3. Conflict with an existing Williamson Act 
Contract or the County’s Williamson Act 
Ordinance? 

     1, 49 

4. 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 

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

     5, 33 

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

     33 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1-2, 4-6) 
 
No Impact. The project site is designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as 
Grazing Lands and Other Lands. The proposed project would designate several areas of the park 
as grazing fields and grazing cattle on a seasonal basis. This activity would constitute an 
agricultural use and would not convert farmland to a non-agricultural use or conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use. The project site is not zoned as forest or timberland and 
would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  
 
3) 
 
Less Than Significant. The project site is under Williamson Act contracts, but cattle grazing 
would not conflict with the terms of these contracts. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
C.  AIR QUALITY 
 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
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 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact  
 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

     5,34 

2. Violate any ambient air quality standard, 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

      2,3,4 

3. 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 

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

      

5. Create objectionable dust or odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

      

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

      

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1-4)  
 
No Impact. Transportation of cattle to the grazing fields may involve use of trucks. However, 
these vehicle trips would be limited and intermittent and would not generate significant amounts 
of criteria pollutants. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, violate any ambient air quality standard, 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 
 
5-6) 
 
Less Than Significant. Grazing cattle are not confined to concentrated holding facilities for long 
periods of time and therefore would not generate objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. Grazing would be managed through rotation of the herd to 
minimize erosion. Therefore, the grazing would not generate significant amounts of fugitive 
dust. Effects to human population areas would be further minimized by the location of the 
grazing fields away from the single-family residential areas located along Curie Drive and 
Heaton Moor Drive, and the Santa Teresa Golf Club. The proposed project would not cause 
changes in vegetation that would contribute to climate change, such as through desertification 
caused by overgrazing because grazing would be managed to ensure that grassland resources 
would not be damaged over the long term. 
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MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 

 
D.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 
 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact  
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

1. 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, 1, 17,              

2. 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, 17 
33  

3. 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? 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 3, 7, 17, 32 
 

4. 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? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

1, 3, 30, 31 

5. 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, 17, 17o 

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

     3,4,52 

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

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

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

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

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

     1,2,3,25 

10. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources:       
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     i) Tree Preservation Ordinance?      1,3,31, 49 
     ii) Wetland Habitat?      3, 5, 8a 
    iii) Riparian Habitat?      3, 5, 8a, 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The existing conditions for biological resources at Santa Teresa County Park are described on 
pages 12-28 of the GMP. 
 
1-8) 
 
Less Than Significant. The boundaries of the proposed grazing fields have been delineated to 
avoid habitats that would be sensitive to cattle grazing, such as riparian zones, ponds, wetlands, 
and spring and seep areas. These habitats have the potential to support some special status 
species, including the threatened California red-legged frog, and fencing may be used to keep 
cattle away from these areas or portions thereof, as appropriate. The grazing management 
program allows for some grazing in oak woodland habitat, areas with sensitive plant species, and 
steep slopes, where there is a monitoring component and established thresholds to prevent cattle 
grazing causing significant erosion or inhibit regeneration of trees and other vegetation. 
 
Managed-cattle grazing programs are recognized as a management technique in the Conservation 
Strategies for the management of serpentine grassland areas in the Santa Clara Valley Habitat 
Plan which is a Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP). 
Because the proposed project is designed to improve management of grassland habitat, with an 
emphasis on promoting serpentine-based plant species that provide potential habitat for the 
federally threatened BCB, it would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted  Habitat 
Conservation Plan.  On October 9, 2012, the County Board of Supervisors certified the Final 
EIR/ EIS for the Habitat Plan, and adopted the Habitat Plan.  The Santa Clara Valley Habitat 
Plan has been adopted by the five other Local Partners and two wildlife agencies (California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), and is expected to be 
implemented beginning in late 2013. 
  
9-10) 
 
No Impact. The project would not adversely affect a local natural community or other natural 
habitat (see discussion above), involve the removal of trees, or conflict with policies designed to 
protect biological resources. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
E. CULTURAL/ HISTORICAL/ ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 IMPACT 

SOURCE WOULD THE PROJECT NO YES 

 No Impact Less Than 
Significant 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 
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Impact 
 
 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 

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

     3, 16, 19, 40, 
41, 49 

2. 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,  

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

     2, 40,41 

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

  
 

 
 

  7,10a 

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

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

  3,25,42 

6. Disturb potential archaeological resources?  
 

 
 

 
 

  3,10d,41,42 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

  2,3,4,40,41 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The existing conditions for cultural resources at Santa Teresa County Park are described on page 
37 of the GMP. 
 
1, 4-5) 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. Minor improvements would include construction of stock fencing, gates, and watering 
facilities (i.e., troughs and pipelines) as well as realignment of a portion of a multi-use trail. The 
project site is located near a Historic District. 
 
The Parks Department (as part of review conducted by U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) Archeological staff) has conducted a records search and archaeological survey to 
identify historic properties at the park. The pedestrian archaeological survey was conducted by 
Architectural Resources, Inc. of San Francisco, California, and documented in a May 2012 report 
by Pacific Legacy, Inc. of Berkeley, California, and Native American consultation completed 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(3). In a letter dated August 7, 2012, Reclamation initiated 
consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), inviting the SHPO’s 
comments regarding its delineation of an area of potential effects (APE) and the appropriateness 
of Reclamation’s efforts to identify and evaluate historic properties within the APE.  
Reclamation also requested the SHPO’s concurrence regarding its determinations of ineligibility 
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) of 18 cultural resources located within the 
APE.  Lastly, Reclamation requested the SHPO’s concurrence that our finding of no historic 
properties affected was appropriate in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1).  The SHPO has 
not responded with either comments or objections within the 30 day time limit as prescribed in 
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36 CFR § 800.3(c)(4). Based on this assessment, the proposed project would have no impact on 
historical resources or known archaeological resources. 
 
2-3, 6-7) 
 
Less Than Significant. Because construction of improvements to support cattle grazing would 
not involve significant excavation, it is unlikely that unknown archaeological or paleontological 
resources would be affected. In the event that human remains are discovered during construction, 
the County would comply with County Ordinance No. B6-18: 
 

In the event that human skeletal remains are encountered, the County Coroner shall be immediately 
notified. Upon determination by the County Coroner that the remains are Native American, the coroner 
shall contact the California Native American Heritage Commission, pursuant to subdivision (c) of section 
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and the County Coordinator of Indian affairs.  No further disturbance 
of the site may be made except as authorized by the County Coordinator Of Indian Affairs in accordance 
with the provisions of state law and this chapter. If artifacts are found on the site a qualified archaeologist 
shall be contacted along with the County Parks Department. No further disturbance of the artifacts may be 
made except as authorized by the County Parks Department. 

 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
F. ENERGY  
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 
WOULD THE PROJECT NO YES 

 No Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

1. Use non-renewable resources in large 
quantities or in a wasteful manner? 

     1, 3, 5 

2. Involve the removal of vegetation capable of 
providing summer shade to a building or 
significantly affect solar access to adjacent 
property? 

     2, 3 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the use of significant amounts of energy. 
Annual grasses that would be consumed by cattle grazing would be managed as a renewable 
resource. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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G. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 
 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

1. 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, 17, 43 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      6, 17,18b  
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
     6, 17, 18b 

iv) Landslides?      6, 17, 118b 
2. Result in substantial soil erosion or siltation or 

the loss of topsoil? 
     6, 2, 3 

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

     2, 3, 17, 23, 
24, 42 

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

     14, 20, 21, 
23, 24, 48 

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

     3,6, 23,24, 

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

     3, 6 

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

     2, 3, 6, 42 

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

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

9. Be located on, or adjacent to a known 
earthquake fault? 

     9c,10c,11a 

10. Be located in a Geologic Study Zone?      9c,11a 
11. Involve construction of a building, road or septic 

system on a slope of: 
     9b,10c,11a 

12a,17,18 
      a.   30% or greater?      1,3,10j,11c 
      b.   20% to 30%?      1,3,10j,11c 
      c.   10% to 20%?      1,3,10j,11c 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The existing conditions for geology and soils at Santa Teresa County Park are described on 
pages 32-35 of the GMP. 
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1, 3, 4, 5, 7-11) 
 
No Impact. The northern portion of Santa Teresa County Park is located in a County 
liquefaction hazard zone. The park is located outside of and to the north of a County fault rupture 
zone. However, the proposed project would introduce seasonal grazing to the park and would not 
involve the construction of habitable structures or other structures that could be exposed to 
potential substantial adverse effects from geologic hazards, such as fault rupture, groundshaking, 
seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction. It would not involve the use of septic systems. 
Construction of the infrastructure needed for the grazing operations would be minor and would 
not cause substantial changes in topography or unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading, 
or fill. 
 
2, 6) 
 
Less Than Significant. The proposed grazing areas have been designed to avoid areas of high 
soil erosion or compaction to reduce these impacts from cattle grazing. To minimize erosion and 
compaction of soils within the proposed grazing fields, grazing operations would employ best 
management practices, such as regulating the number of cattle, controlling the duration of 
grazing field use, and limiting the time of year the grazing field is used. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
H. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 
WOULD THE PROJECT NO YES 

 No Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

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

     1, 3, 5 

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

     2, 3 

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

      

 
DISCUSSION: 
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Less Than Significant. The digestive systems of ruminant animals, such as cattle, produce 
methane, which is released to the atmosphere, primarily through belching. Methane in the Earth's 
atmosphere is an important greenhouse gas (GHG) with a global warming potential 25 times 
greater than carbon dioxide (averaged over 100 years). Global warming potential is a relative 
measure of how much heat a GHG traps in the atmosphere. The proposed project would allow 
cattle grazing in Santa Teresa County Park. However, the cattle would come from existing local 
stocker operations, which already use grazing lands throughout Santa Clara County and nearby 
counties. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase GHG emissions relative to existing 
conditions. Because no additional GHG emissions would be produced, the proposed project 
would not have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
I.   HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact  

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

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

     1, 3, 4, 5 

2. 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? 

      

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

      

4. 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? 

      

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

      

6. 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? 
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7. Involve risk of explosion or release of hazardous 
substances (including pesticides, herbicides, 
toxic substances, oil, chemicals or radioactive 
materials? 

     1, 3, 4, 5 

8. Provide breeding grounds for vectors?      1, 3, 5 

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

      3 

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

     1, 3, 17n 

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

     1, 3, 17n 

12. Be located within 200' of a 230KV or above 
electrical transmission line 

     2,4 

13. Create any health hazard?      1,3,4,5 
14. Expose people to existing sources of potential 

health hazards? 
     2,3,4 

15. Be located in an Airport Land Use Commission 
Safety Zone? 

     31 

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

     10g 
17. Be located on a cul-de-sacs over 800 ft. in length 

and require secondary access which will be 
difficult to obtain? 

     1,3,4,32,3
3 

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

      
1,3,5 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1-15, 17-18) 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. Minor improvements would include construction of stock fencing, gates, and watering 
facilities (i.e., troughs and pipelines) as well as realignment of a portion of a multi-use trail. The 
proposed project would not involve the transport or use of hazardous materials or be located on a 
site containing hazardous materials. It would not affect adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. The project site is not located in an Airport Land Use Commission 
Safety Zone. Cattle grazing does not generally affect rodent populations; therefore, the proposed 
project would not provide breeding grounds for vectors.  
 
16) 
 
Less than Significant.  Santa Teresa County Park is located in a Wildland Urban Interface, 
although the area is not considered to have an extreme risk of wildland fire. The proposed project 
would not increase fire hazard. In fact, managed-cattle grazing during the herbaceous growing 
seasons of winter and spring can reduce wildland fire hazards by reducing the height, density, 
and biomass of non-native grasses and forbs. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
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J.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

  
No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

     34, 36                                    

2. 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 

3. 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?                                                                                 

      

4. 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?   

     3  

5. 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 

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

     1,3,11b,21,
46 

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

     3, 18b, 18d 

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

     3, 18b, 18d 

9. 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  

10. Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to 
receiving waters? 

         

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

        4, 6a,  

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

        10e,23 

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

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

14. Result in a septic field being located within 50         1,2,3,4 
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feet of a drainage swale; 100 feet of any well, 
water course or water body or 200 feet of a 
reservoir at capacity? 

 

15. Conflict with Water Resources Protection 
Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land 
Uses near Streams? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

22, 51 

16. Result in extensions of a sewer trunk line with 
capacity to serve new development? 

 
 

    3 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

3, 46 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

46,47 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

46,47 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

1,3,46 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

3,10e,11b 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

1,3,11c,28,
45 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The existing hydrologic conditions at Santa Teresa County Park are described on pages 35-36 of 
the GMP. 
 
1, 3-6, 10) 
 
Less Than Significant. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa 
Teresa County Park. It would not alter drainage patterns or create impervious surfaces. The 
project would minimize soil compaction and erosion from cattle grazing through the following 
management practices: 

• The proposed grazing areas have been designed to avoid areas of high soil erosion.  

• The grazing areas have been set back from creeks and ephemeral drainages, and fencing 
would be used to keep cattle from straying into these areas. 

• To minimize erosion and compaction of soils within the proposed grazing fields, grazing 
operations would regulate the number of cattle, control the duration of grazing field use, 
and limit the time of year the grazing field is used. 

 
The proposed realignment of the Rocky Ridge Trail would place a short section of the trail closer 
to the tributary of Santa Teresa Creek in order to cross the creek (see Figure 2). The new creek 
crossing would be a free-span bridge replacing the current puncheon that is installed on the bank 
of the tributary. A new free-span bridge would be installed and the former trail route and 
crossing would be restored to its natural condition and revegetated with native vegetation. The 
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new trail alignment would decrease the current steepness and grade, thus reducing erosion and 
improving safe access for park users. Erosion control BMPs would be employed as part of trail 
construction and the former puncheon crossing would be removed and restored with native, 
locally collected vegetation. 
 
2, 7-9, 11-22) 
 
No Impact. The proposed project would not place structures in 100-year flood hazard areas or 
involve use well water, septic systems, or sewer extensions. The project has been designed to be 
consistent with the “Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for 
Land Uses near Streams.” Construction of the infrastructure improvements would not change the 
direction or flow of surface or groundwater, interfere with groundwater recharge, or result in 
significant changes in receiving waters. Ground disturbance to install fencing and gates and 
relocate the trail segment would be less than 1 acre. 

 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
K.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact  
 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

1. Physically divide an established community?      2, 4  

2. 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, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

     1,3,5 
 
 
 
 

3. Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?      5,7,9a,10
a, 46 

4. Conflict with special policies? 

     a.   San Martin and/or South County      6,10a,44,
45 

     b.   Los Gatos Specific Plan or Lexington   
Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

     6,10a,13,
14 

     c.   East Foothills Policy Area  
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

     6,10a 

     d.   New Almaden Historic Area/Guadalupe 
Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

     6,7,10a 

     e.   Stanford  
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

     6,15,16 

     f.   San Jose  
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

     8,10a 
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5. Be incompatible with existing land use in the 
vicinity? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

     1,2,3,12b 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1, 3-5) 
 
No Impact. The project site is a County Park, and reintroduction of cattle grazing would not 
divide an established community. The General Plan designation for Santa Teresa County Park is 
Regional Parks, and the zoning is Hillsides, where agriculture and grazing are permitted as a 
matter of right. Therefore, reintroduction of cattle grazing, with construction of associated 
infrastructure, would be fully consistent with these designations.  
 
2) 
 
Less than significant. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan 
or policy including the 1992 Parkland Range Management Policy adopted by the County Board 
of Supervisors on July 21, 1992. The proposed project is consistent with the 1992 Board 
Approved Santa Teresa County Park Master Plan. 
 
MITIGATION:  
 
None required. 
 
 
L. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 IMPACTS 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

1. Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region or the residents of the 
state? 

     1,2,3,19 

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

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

1, 2, 3, 6,8 
 

3. Result in substantial depletion of any 
non-renewable natural resource? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2, 3 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. Minor improvements would include construction of stock fencing, gates, and watering 
facilities (i.e., troughs and pipelines) as well as realignment of a portion of a multi-use trail. 
These activities would not change the availability of mineral resources as compared to current 
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conditions. The proposed project also would not result in the depletion of any non-renewable 
resources. Annual grasses that would be consumed by cattle grazing would be managed as a 
renewable resource. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
M. NOISE 
 IMPACTS 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1,3,5,6 

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

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

1,2,4,3,5,31 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

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

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Less Than Significant. Santa Teresa County Park is located in a Wildland Urban Interface, with 
medium density residential neighborhoods bordering the north side of the park. Ambient noise 
levels are low to moderate, with the primary source of background noise in the area comes from 
Highways 85 and 101, which are located approximately 2 miles to the north and northeast of the 
park. The proposed project would include construction of stock fencing, gates, and watering 
facilities (i.e., troughs and pipelines). However, these construction activities would be 
intermittent and temporary and would generally take place at least 500 feet from sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity of the park, such as the single-family residential areas located along 
Curie Drive and Heaton Moor Drive. Construction activities would not be expected to violate 
standards in the County’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance. Cattle grazing does not generate 
significant noise. Transporting cattle to and from the site would be intermittent, temporary, and 
not cause a significant change in ambient noise levels. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 



 

April 15, 2013  Page 26 
 

 
 
N. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

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

     2, 3, 4 

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

      

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

      

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. It would not induce population growth or displace housing or people. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
N. PUBLIC SERVICES  
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 
i) Fire Protection?      1, 3, 5 
ii) Police Protection?       1, 3, 5 
iii) School facilities?      1, 3, 5 
iv) Parks?      1, 3, 5 
v) Other public facilities?       1, 3, 5 

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

     1, 3, 5 

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

     1, 3, 5 

4. Increase the need for new systems or supplies, or cause substantial alterations to the following utilities: 
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a.   Electricity or Natural gas      1, 3, 5 

b.   Local or regional water treatment or 
distribution facilities 

     1, 3, 5 

c.   Local or regional water supplies      1, 3, 5 

d.   Sewage disposal      1, 3, 5 

e.   Storm water drainage      1, 3, 5 

f.   Solid waste or litter        1, 3, 5 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. It would not require new or physically altered government facilities. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
P.   RECREATION 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE   

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

1. 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, 3, 4, 5, 
50 

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

     1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
50 

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

     2,4,9d,10h, 
50 

4. Result in loss of open space rated as high 
priority for acquisition in the “Preservation 
20/20” report? 

     38 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The existing recreational uses, facilities and opportunities at Santa Teresa County Park are 
described on page 37 of the GMP. 
 
No Impact. Consistent with the approved Santa Teresa Park Master Plan, the proposed project is 
a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County Park with a balance of recreational 
opportunities. Although the grazing would take place in a regional park, the grazing fields have 
been designed to minimize conflicts with recreational uses. A portion of the project would 
relocate a section of trail to make it safer for the public to use and improve site conditions by 
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reducing erosion. The project would not increase park use or require construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 
Q.       TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 
 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

  
No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Cumulative 

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

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

2. 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, 
53 

3. 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, 53 

4. 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, 53 

5. Result in inadequate emergency access?      1, 3, 5, 48, 
53 

6. 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 

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

     1,3,30 

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

     3,4  

9. Cause increases in demand for existing on or 
off-street parking because of inadequate 
project parking? 

     1,3,30 

 
DISCUSSION: 
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1-7, 9) 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. 
  
8) 
 
Less than Significant. The proposed project would generate a minimal number of vehicle trips 
for construction of associated infrastructure improvements and for stocker operations to transport 
cattle to and from the grazing fields. These trips would be intermittent, generally occur outside of 
commuting hours, and not affect circulation on roads in the vicinity or conflict with congestion 
management plans or adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
R.   UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 IMPACT 

SOURCE 

WOULD THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 No Impact 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Cumulative 

1. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

     1, 3, 5, 

2. 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, 
21, 38 

3. 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 

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

     1, 3, 5, 
21, 

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

     1, 3, 5 

6. 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 

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

     5, 6 

 
DISCUSSION: 
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1-3, 5-7) 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is a plan to reintroduce cattle grazing to Santa Teresa County 
Park. It would not involve use of wastewater treatment or storm water drainage facilities or 
generation of solid waste.  
 
4) 
 
Less than Significant. Water would be supplied to cattle through on-site stock ponds and 
existing  springs (existing spring boxes) and wells. Domestic water is available to supplement 
this supply during dry years. The proposed project would not require new or expanded water 
supply entitlements. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
None required. 
 
 

 
 
DOES THE PROJECT: NO YES 

 
S.   MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

 
 

X 

 
 

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

 
X 

 
 

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

 
 

X 

 
 

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

 
X 

 
 

 
 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 
 
Discuss on attached sheet(s) all “yes” answers and any “no” answers that are potentially controversial or require clarification.  Describe 
any potential impacts and discuss possible mitigations. For source, refer to attached “Initial Study Source List”. When a source is used 
that is not listed on the form or an individual is contacted, that source and/or individual should be cited in the discussion. 
 

DETERMINATION:  (To be completed by the Lead Agency)   On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
 

  I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 
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INITIAL STUDY RECOMMENDED SOURCE LIST 

 
 
1. Field Inspection 
2. Project Plans 
3. Planner’s Knowledge of Area 
4.   Experience With Other Project of This Size and  

Nature 
5. County General Plan 
6. The South County Joint Area Plan 
7. County Zoning Regulations (Ordinance) 
8. Second Amendment to Agreement [with San Jose] 

for Allocation of Tax Increment Funds 
9. MAPS (various scales) 

a.  County Zoning (500' or 1,000') 
b.  ABAG “On Shaky Ground”-Santa Clara 

            County Map Set (2 miles) 
c.  Barclay’s Santa Clara County Locaide 
     Street Atlas (2631') 
d.  County Regional Parks, Trails and Scenic 
      Highways Map (10,000') 

10. 5000' or one mile Scale MAPS 
a. County General Plan Land Use 
b. Natural Habitat Areas 
c. Relative Seismic Stability 
d. Archaeological Resources 
e. Water Resources & Water Problems 
f. Viewshed and Scenic Road 
g. Fire Hazard 
h. Parks and Public Open Space 
i. Heritage Resources 
j. Slope Constraint 
k. Serpentine soils 

11. 2000' Scale MAPS 
a. State of California, Special Studies Zones 

[Revised Official Map] 
b. Water Problem/Resource 
c. USGS Topo Quad (7-1/2 minutes) 
d. Dept. of Fish & Game, Natural Diversity Data 

Base Map Overlays & Textual Reports 
e. Natural Resources [Key to map found in: Natural 

Resource Sensitivity Areas-Locality Data, 
Harvey & Stanley Associates-Contact County 
staff] 

12. 1000' Scale MAPS/Air Photos 
a. Geologic Hazards 
b. Color Air Photos (MPSI) 
c. Santa Clara valley Water District-Maps of Flood 

Control Facilities & Limits of 1% Flooding 
d. Soils Overlay Air Photos 
e. “Future Width Line” map set 

13. County Lexington Basin Ordinance Relating to 
Sewage Disposal 

14. Los Gatos Hillsides Specific Area Plan 
15. Stanford University General Use Permit and 

Environmental Impact Report [EIR] 
16. Stanford Protocol and Land Use Policy Agreement 
17. County Geologist 
18. Site Specific Geologic Report 

19. State Department of Mines and Geology, Special 
Report #146 

20. USDA, SCS, “Soils of Santa Clara County” 
21. USDA, SCS, “Soil Survey of Eastern Santa Clara 

County” 
22. County Environmental Health/Septic Tank Sewage 

Disposal System - Bulletin “A” 
23. San Martin Water Quality Study 
24. County Environmental Health Department Tests and 

Reports 
25. Santa Clara County Heritage Resource (including 

Trees) Inventory [computer database] 
26. Official County Road Book 
27. County Transportation Agency 
28. County Standards and Policies Manual (Vol. I - Land 

Development) 
29. Public Works Departments of Individual Cities 
30. County Off-street Parking Standards 
31. ALUC Land Use Plan for Areas Surrounding 

Airports [1992 version] 
32. County Fire Marshal 
33. California Department of Forestry 
34. BAAQMD Annual Summary of Contaminant 

Excesses & BAAQMD, “Air Quality & Urban 
Development-Guidelines for Assessing Impacts of 
Projects & Plans” 

35. Architectural and Site Approval Committee Secretary 
36. County Guidelines for Architecture and Site 

Approval 
37. County Development Guidelines for Design Review 
38. Open Space Preservation, Report of the Preservation 

2020 Task Force, April 1987 (Chapter IV) 
39. Riparian Inventory of Santa Clara County, Greenbelt 

Coalition, November 1988. 
40. Section 21151.4 of California Public Resources Code. 
41. Site Specific Archaeological Reconnaissance Report 
42. State Archaeological Clearinghouse, Sonoma State 

University 
43. Transportation Research Board, “Highway Capacity 

Manual”, Special Report 209, 1985 
44. Design Guidelines for Non-residential Development 

in San Martin. 
45. Southwest San Martin Area Interim Development 

Guidelines 
46.  2009 NPDES Storm Water Discharge Permit 
47. 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) 
48.   California Building Code (2007) 
49. County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code  
50.  Santa Clara Countywide Trails Master Plan Update, 

November 1995 
51. Santa Clara Valley Water District Water Resources 

Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards 
for Land Use Near Streams 

52. The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan/ 
Natural Community Conservation Plan (Santa Clara 
Valley Habitat Plan) (2010).

 
 


