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NOISE

This section assesses the effects of the Draft General Plan and GGRP on the noise environment of the
City of Mountain View. The following discussion describes the general characteristics of sound and
the categories of audible noise; the regulatory framework related to noise issues at the City, State and
federal levels is then described. Lastly, potential noise impacts associated with the growth anticipated
under the Draft General Plan and GGRP are evaluated, and mitigation measures are recommended as
necessary.

1.

Setting

This section begins with an introduction to several key concepts and terms that are used in evaluating
noise. It then explains the various agencies that regulate the noise environment in the City of Mountain View, and summarizes the applicable key standards. This setting section concludes with a
description of current key noise sources that affect the City and the noise conditions that are
experienced within the sphere of influence (SOI).
a.
Characteristics of Sound. Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any
sound that may produce physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication,
work, rest, recreation, and sleep.
To the human ear, sound has two significant characteristics: pitch and loudness. Pitch is the number
of complete vibrations or cycles per second of a wave that results in the range of tone from high to
low. Loudness is the strength of a sound that describes a noisy or quiet environment, and it is
measured by the amplitude of the sound wave. Loudness is determined by the intensity of the sound
waves combined with the reception characteristics of the human ear. Sound intensity refers to how
hard the sound wave strikes an object, which in turn produces the sound’s effect. This characteristic
of sound can be precisely measured with instruments.
(1) Measurement of Sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the
rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in
the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The
sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness (or
amplitude) of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. A
decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement which indicates the relative intensity of a sound. The 0 point on
the dB scale is based on the lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect.
Changes of 3 dB or less are only perceptible in laboratory environments. Audible increases in noise
levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more, as this level has been found to be barely perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. Increases of 5 dB or more are generally considered the
smallest increase in noise levels to be readily perceptible in suburban or urban outdoor environments.
Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a
logarithmic loudness scale1 is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable
level. Thus, a 10 dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of
1

Unlike linear units such as inches or pounds, decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale, representing points on a
sharply rising curve. The logarithmic decibel scale allows an extremely wide range of acoustic energy to be characterized in
a manageable notation.
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loudness, while a 20 dBA increase is 100 times more intense, and a 30 dBA increase is 1,000 times
more intense. As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise
receiver is from the noise source, the lower the perceived noise level. Noise levels diminish or attenuate as distance from the source increases based on an inverse square rule, depending on how the noise
source is physically configured. Noise level from a single-point source, such as a single piece of
construction equipment at ground level, attenuates at a rate of 6 dB for each doubling of distance
(between the single-point source of noise and the noise-sensitive receptor of concern). Heavily
traveled roads with few gaps in traffic behave as continuous line sources and attenuate roughly at a
rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance.
Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all pitches (sound frequencies) within the entire
spectrum, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human
sensitivity in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA or A-weighted decibel
refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to
sounds of different frequencies. Table IV.F-1 contains a list of typical acoustical terms and definitions. Table IV.F-2 shows representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.
There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient noise
affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Equivalent continuous sound level
(Leq) is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. However, the predominant
rating scales for communities in the State of California are the Leq, the community noise equivalent
level (CNEL), and the day-night average level (Ldn) based on A-weighted decibels (dBA). CNEL is
the time varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly Leq
for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10 dBA weighting
factor applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). Ldn is
similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the evening relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldn are within one dBA of each other and are normally exchangeable. The
noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring during the more sensitive hours. Typical Aweighted sound levels from various sources are described in Table IV.F-2.
Other noise rating scales of importance when assessing the annoyance factor include the maximum
noise level (Lmax), which is the highest exponential time averaged sound level that occurs during a
stated time period. The noise environments discussed in this analysis are specified in terms of
maximum levels denoted by Lmax for short-term noise impacts. Lmax reflects peak operating conditions, and addresses the annoying aspects of intermittent noise.
Noise impacts can be described in three categories. The first is audible impacts that refer to increases
in noise levels noticeable to humans. Audible increases in noise levels generally refer to a change of
3.0 dBA or greater, since, as described earlier, this level has been found to be barely perceptible in
exterior environments. The second category, potentially audible, refers to a change in the noise level
between 1.0 and 3.0 dBA. This range of noise levels has been found to be noticeable only in laboratory environments. The last category is changes in noise level of less than 1.0 dBA that are inaudible
to the human ear. Only audible changes in existing ambient or background noise levels are considered
potentially significant.
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Definitions of Acoustical Terms

Term
Decibel, dB

Definitions
A unit of level that denotes the ratio between two quantities proportional to power; the number
of decibels is 10 times the logarithm (to the base 10) of this ratio.
Frequency, Hz
Of a function periodic in time, the number of times that the quantity repeats itself in one second
(i.e., number of cycles per second).
A-Weighted Sound Level, The sound level obtained by use of A-weighting. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very
dBA
low and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency
response of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. All sound
levels in this report are A-weighted, unless reported otherwise.
L01, L10, L50, L90
The fast A-weighted noise levels equaled or exceeded by a fluctuating sound level for 1 percent,
10 percent, 50 percent, and 90 percent of a stated time period.
Equivalent Sound Level, The level of a steady sound that, in a stated time period and at a stated location, has the same ALeq
weighted sound energy as the time varying sound.
Community Noise
The 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, obtained after the
Equivalent Level, CNEL addition of five decibels to sound levels occurring in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
and after the addition of 10 decibels to sound levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m.
Day/Night Noise Level, The 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, obtained after the
Ldn
addition of 10 decibels to sound levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
Lmax, Lmin
The maximum and minimum A-weighted sound levels measured on a sound level meter, during
a designated time interval, using fast time averaging.
Ambient Noise Level
The all encompassing noise associated with a given environment at a specified time, usually a
composite of sound from many sources at many directions, near and far; no particular sound is
dominant.
Source: Harris, C.M. 1998. Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control.

(2) Physiological Effects of Noise. According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s 1985 Noise Guidebook, permanent physical damage to human hearing begins at
prolonged exposure to noise levels higher than 85 to 90 dBA. Exposure to high noise levels affects our
entire system, with prolonged noise exposure in excess of 75 dBA increasing body tensions, and
thereby affecting blood pressure, functions of the ear, and the nervous system. In comparison, extended
periods of noise exposure above 90 dBA would result in permanent cell damage. When the noise level
reaches 120 dBA, a tickling sensation occurs in the human ear even with short-term exposure. This
level of noise is called the threshold of feeling. To avoid adverse effects on human physical and mental
health in the workplace or in communities, the U.S. Department of Labor, Occupation Health and
Safety Administration (OSHA) requires the protection of workers from hearing loss when the noise
exposure equals or exceeds an 8-hour time-weighted average of 85 dBA.2
Unwanted community effects of noise occur at levels much lower than those that cause hearing loss
and other health effects. Noise annoyance occurs when it interferes with sleeping, conversation,
noise-sensitive work, including learning or listening to radio, television, or music. According to the
World Health Organization (WHO) noise studies, few people are seriously annoyed by daytime
activities with noise levels below 55 dBA, or are only moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50
dBA.3
2
Occupational Safety & Health Administration, 2008. Regulations, Standards 29 CFR, Occupational Noise
Exposure 1910.95. Website: www.osha.gov/pls/oshaweb/owadisp.show_document?p_table=standards&p_id=9735.
3

World Health Organization, 1999. Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva. Website: www.who.int/docstore/
peh/noise/guidelines2.html.
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Noise
Level

120
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Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels

Extremes

Home
Appliances
at 10 feet

Speech
at 3 feet

Motor
Vehicles
at 50 feet

Railroad
Operations at
100 feet

General Type
of Community
Environment

Commercial Jet
Aircraft
at 500 ft

110
Sirens
Horns

100
Diesel Truck
(Not Muffled)
90

Locomotive
at 50 mph
Rail Cars
at 50 mph
Locomotive
Idling

Shop Tools

Shout

Diesel Truck
(Muffled)

Vacuum
Cleaner

Loud Voice

Automobile
at 70 mph

Dishwasher

Normal Voice

Automobile
at 40 mph

Urban
(Daytime)

Air
Conditioner

Normal Voice
(Back to
Listener)

Automobile
at 20 mph

Suburban
(Daytime)

80

70

60

50

Major
Metropolis
(Daytime)

Rural
(Daytime)

Refrigerator
40

30

20

10

0

Threshold
of Hearing

Source: Compiled by LSA Associates, Inc., 2009.

b.
Characteristics of Groundborne Vibration. Vibrating objects in contact with the ground
radiate vibration waves through various soil and rock strata to the foundations of nearby buildings. As
the vibration propagates from the foundation throughout the remainder of the building, the vibration
of floors and walls may cause perceptible vibration from the rattling of windows or a rumbling noise.
The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of room surfaces is called groundborne noise. When
assessing annoyance from groundborne noise, vibration is typically expressed as root mean square
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(rms) velocity in units of decibels of 1 micro-inch per second. To distinguish vibration levels from
noise levels, the unit is written as “VdB.” However, vibration impacts on building structures are
generally assessed in terms of peak particle velocity (PPV). Human perception to vibration starts at
levels as low as 67 VdB and sometimes lower. Annoyance due to vibration in residential settings
starts at approximately 70 VdB. Groundborne vibration is almost never annoying to people who are
outdoors. Although the motion of the ground may be perceived, without the effects associated with
the shaking of the building, the motion does not provoke the same adverse human reaction.
In extreme cases, excessive groundborne vibration
has the potential to cause structural damage to
buildings. Common sources of groundborne
vibration include trains and construction activities
such as blasting, pile driving and operating heavy
earthmoving equipment. Typical vibration source
levels from construction equipment are shown in
Table IV.F-3. Although the table gives one level for
each piece of equipment, it should be noted that
there is a considerable variation in reported ground
vibration levels from construction activities. The
data provides a reasonable estimate for a wide
range of soil conditions.
Factors that influence groundborne vibration
include the:

Table IV.F-3: Typical Vibration Source Levels
for Construction Equipment
Equipment
Pile Driver
(impact)

PPV at 25 ft
(in/sec)

Approximate
VdB at 25
feet

Upper
1.518
112
range
Typical
0.644
104
Pile Driver
Upper
0.734
105
(sonic)
range
Typical
0.170
93
Clam shovel drop
0.202
94
(slurry wall)
Hydromill
In soil
0.008
66
(slurry wall)
In rock
0.017
75
Vibratory roller
0.210
94
Hoe ram
0.089
87
Large bulldozer
0.089
87
Caisson drilling
0.089
87
Loaded trucks
0.076
86
Jackhammer
0.035
79
Small bulldozer
0.003
58
Source: Federal Transit Administration, 2006. Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. May.

x

Vibration source: Type of activity or equipment, such as impact or mobile, and depth of
vibration source;

x

Vibration Path: Soil type, rock layers, soil
layering, depth to water table, and frost depth;
and

x

Vibration Receiver: Foundation type, building construction, and acoustical absorption.

Among these factors that influence groundborne vibration, there are significant differences in the
vibration characteristics when the source is underground compared to at the ground surface. In
addition, soil conditions are known to have a strong influence on the levels of groundborne vibration.
Among the most important factors are the stiffness and internal damping of the soil and the depth to
bedrock. Vibration propagation is more efficient in stiff clay soils than in loose sandy soils, and
shallow rock seems to concentrate the vibration energy close to the surface and can result in groundborne vibration problems at large distance from the source. Factors such as layering of the soil and
depth to the water table can have significant effects on the propagation of groundborne vibration.
Soft, loose, sandy soils tend to attenuate more vibration energy than hard, rocky materials. Vibration
propagation through groundwater is more efficient than through sandy soils.
c.
Noise Regulatory Framework. The following section summarizes the regulatory framework
related to noise, including federal, State and City of Mountain View plans, policies and standards.
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(1) U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). In 1972, Congress enacted the
Noise Control Act. This act authorized the EPA to
publish descriptive data on the effects of noise and
establish levels of sound “requisite to protect the
public welfare with an adequate margin of safety.”
These levels are separated into health (hearing loss
levels) and welfare (annoyance levels), as shown
in Table IV.F-4. The EPA cautions that these
identified levels are not standards because they do
not take into account the cost or feasibility of the
levels.
For protection against hearing loss, 96 percent of
the population would be protected if sound levels
are less than or equal to an Leq(24) of 70 dBA. The
“(24)” signifies an Leq duration of 24 hours. The
EPA activity and interference guidelines are
designed to ensure reliable speech communication
at about 5 feet in the outdoor environment. For
outdoor and indoor environments, interference
with activity and annoyance should not occur if
levels are below 55 dBA and 45 dBA, respectively.
The noise effects associated with an outdoor Ldn
of 55 dBA are summarized in Table IV.F-5. At 55
dBA Ldn, 95 percent sentence clarity (intelligibility) may be expected at 11 feet, and no
community reaction. However, 1 percent of the
population may complain about noise at this level
and 17 percent may indicate annoyance.

Table IV.F-4: Summary of EPA Noise Levels
Effect
Hearing loss
Outdoor
activity interference and
annoyance

Level
Leq(24) < 70 dB
Ldn < 55 dB

Leq(24) < 55 dB

Indoor activity
interference
and annoyance

Leq < 45 dB
Leq(24) < 45 dB

Area
All areas.
Outdoors in residential
areas and farms and
other outdoor areas
where people spend
widely varying
amounts of time and
other places in which
quiet is a basis for use.
Outdoor areas where
people spend limited
amounts of time, such
as school yards, playgrounds, etc.
Indoor residential
areas.
Other indoor areas
with human activities
such as schools, etc.

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1974.
Information on Levels of Environmental Noise
Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with
an Adequate Margin of Safety. March.

Table IV.F-5: Summary of Human Effects in
Areas Exposed to 55 dBA Ldn
Type of Effects
Speech – Indoors
Speech – Outdoors

Average Community Reaction

Magnitude of Effect
100 percent sentence intelligibility
(average) with a 5 dB margin of safety.
100 percent sentence intelligibility
(average) at 0.35 meters.
99 percent sentence intelligibility
(average) at 1.0 meters.
95 percent sentence intelligibility
(average) at 3.5 meters.
None evident; 7 dB below level of
significant complaints and threats of
legal action and at least 16 dB below
“vigorous action.”
1 percent dependent on attitude and
other non-level related factors.
17 percent dependent on attitude and
other non-level related factors.
Noise essentially the least important of
various factors.

(2) State of California. The State of
Complaints
California has established regulations that help
prevent adverse impacts to occupants of buildings
Annoyance
located near noise sources. Referred to as the
Attitude Towards
“State Noise Insulation Standard,” it requires
Area
buildings to meet performance standards through
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1974.
design and/or building materials that would offset
Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite
to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate
any noise source in the vicinity of the receptor.
Margin of Safety. March.
State construction regulations include requirements that are intended to limit the extent of noise
transmitted into habitable spaces of new hotels,
motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings. These
requirements are found in the California Code of Regulations, Title 24 (known as the Building
Standards Administrative Code), Part 2 (known as the California Building Code), Appendix Chapters
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12 and 12A. For limiting noise transmitted between adjacent dwelling units, the noise insulation
standards specify the extent to which walls, doors, and floor ceiling assemblies must block or absorb
sound. For limiting noise from exterior noise sources, the noise insulation standards set an interior
standard of 45 dBA Ldn in any habitable room with all doors and windows closed. In addition, the
standards require preparation of an acoustical analysis demonstrating the manner in which dwelling
units have been designed to meet this interior standard, where such units are proposed in an area with
exterior noise levels greater than 60 dBA Ldn.
State law (Section 65302f of the Government Code) mandates that each city and county general plan
include a noise element that analyzes and quantifies, to the extent practicable, current and projected
noise levels for all of the following sources:
x

Highways, freeways.

x

Primary arterials and major local streets.

x

Passenger and freight on-line railroad operations and ground rapid transit systems.

x

Commercial, general aviation, heliport, helistop, and military airport operations, aircraft
overflights, jet engine test stands, and all other ground facilities and maintenance functions
related to airport operations.

x

Local industrial plants, including, but not limited to, railroad classification yards.

x

Other ground stationary sources identified by local agencies as contributing to the community
noise environment.

That same section of the Government Code also requires the local agency to recognize the State
Noise Element Guidelines, and provide noise contours for all of the noise sources listed above using
Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL) or Day/Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) measurement
levels, based on monitoring or acceptable modeling. The noise contours are to be used to determine
land use so that exposure to excessive noise can be minimized. The noise element must include
actions that avoid existing and foreseeable noise problems, and address the State’s noise insulation
standards.
The State has also established land use compatibility guidelines for determining acceptable noise levels for specified land uses.4 The City has adopted and modified the State’s land use compatibility
guidelines as shown in Table IV.F-6 and discussed below.
(3) City of Mountain View. The City of Mountain View addresses noise goals and policies
in the 1992 General Plan5 and in the zoning chapter of the Municipal Code.6 The City has established
noise guidelines for each of its land use categories and has assigned appropriate levels for indoor and
outdoor activities.

4

California, State of, 1998. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, (Appendix A,
Figure 2).
5

Mountain View, City of, 1992. City of Mountain View General Plan. Last revised March 2009.

6

Mountain View, City of, 2010. The Mountain View, California Municipal Code. March 9.
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The Construction Noise ordinance, Section 8.70.1 of the City of Mountain View’s Municipal Code,
details the allowable conditions for building construction. Construction activities are permissible
between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays. No construction is allowed on weekends or holidays,
except as otherwise authorized by the building official. However, authorized construction activity and
uses established through the discretionary land use permit process may be subject to specific noise
conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures that are more restrictive. Construction activities are
defined to include any physical activity on the construction site or in the staging area, including the
delivery of materials.
Section 21.26 of the Municipal Code establishes restrictions for noise from stationary equipment.
Noise from stationary equipment, such as, but not limited to, air compressors, equipment for swimming pools, spas, or air conditioners, are restricted from operating with noise levels exceeding 55
dBA during daytime hours and from noise levels exceeding 50 dBA during the night (10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.) as measured at any receiving residentially used property. The owner/operator of any
equipment that operates at levels above these stated noise levels is required to obtain a conditional use
permit. A conditional use permit may be granted if it has been demonstrated that the operation of such
equipment will not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, or general welfare of
residents subjected to such noise.
d.
Existing Noise Environment. The ambient noise environment in the City of Mountain View is
impacted by a variety of noise sources, including traffic, railroad, airport, and stationary noise sources.
(1) Existing Ambient Noise Levels. LSA conducted ambient noise surveys on February 10,
19, 24, and 25 of 2009. A Larson-Davis Model 720 sound level meter was used to conduct the
ambient noise survey. Short-term, 20-minute, ambient noise level measurements were taken at 22
representative locations within the City. One 24-hour measurement was taken at a residence adjacent
to the Caltrain tracks. Figure IV.F-1 Noise Monitoring Locations shows the locations of all 23
monitoring sites (the 22 short-term and one long-term sites) within the City. Table IV.F-6 lists the 22
short-term noise monitoring results, and Table IV.F-7 describes each noise monitoring location and
the audible noise sources at each location. The long-term 24-hour noise monitoring results are shown
in Table IV.F-8.
The noise monitoring results show that existing noise levels throughout the City range from 51.2 to
72.1 dBA Leq. The calculated Ldn at the long-term 24-hour noise monitoring location is 65 dBA Ldn.
This range of noise levels is typical of an urban/suburban setting that is not near a busy street. In
addition to vehicular traffic, other documented audible noise sources that contribute to the ambient
noise environment included aircraft overflights, landscaping maintenance equipment, construction
activity, loading/unloading operations and other commercial activities, dogs barking, birds chirping
and children playing.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4f-Noise.doc (9/5/2012) FINAL

EIR

290

San Francisco Bay

Coyote Creek

Shoreline
Regional Park
Shoreline
Golf Links

CITY OF
PALO ALTO

Crittenden
Marsh

Charleston
Park

Ave

EM
i

Rd

l Ex

py

2
St

20

Cas

1

lyn

Ave

4
5

am

ino

Slater
Park

Eve

3

tro

rel
ho
SS

El C

Whisman
Park
85

ine

Blv

d

St

101

Re

237

Av

e

al

an R
d

Bl

tra

off

et

t

Cen

N W
hism

vd

Stevenson
Park

ifor

nia

lefi

eld

22
21

Rengstorff
Park

Cal

Ames
Research
Center

M

19 23

Moffett
Field

17

dd

gst
Ren

d
io R
ton
An
San

16

orff

18

N Shoreline Blvd

101

12
13 14
15

Stevens Creek Trail

Crittenden
Hill

Miramonte Ave

9

Cal

der

on

8

11

Gr

an
t

Rd

10

Cuesta Dr

Cuesta
Park

6

7
CITY OF
SUNNYVALE

CITY OF
LOS ALTOS

FIGURE IV.F-1 - Revised
City of Mountain View

0

.5

1.0

3

Noise Monitoring Locations

23

24-hour Noise Monitoring

19

Corrected Monitoring Location

miles
SOURCES: CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW; LSA ASSOCIATES, INC., 2009.
I:\CMT0801 Mtn View\figures\RTC\RTC Figures\Fig_IVF1-Revised.ai (4/23/12)

City of Mountain View
Draft General Plan and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program EIR
Noise Monitoring Locations

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
F. NOISE

This page intentionally left blank.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4f-Noise.doc (9/5/2012) FINAL

EIR

292

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
F. NOISE

Table IV.F-6: Short-Term (20-minute) Ambient Noise Monitoring Results
Site
Number

Date

Start Time

dBA Leq

dBA Lmax

dBA Lmin

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/10/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009
2/19/2009

9:11 a.m.
9:44 a.m.
10:21 a.m.
10:53 a.m.
11:30 a.m.
12:08 p.m.
12:37 p.m.
2:15 p.m.
2:48 p.m.
3:17 p.m.
4:12 p.m.
8:00 a.m.
8:36 a.m.
9:09 a.m.
9:44 a.m.
10:12 a.m.
10:46 a.m.
11:32 a.m.
1:13 p.m.
2:08 p.m.
3:11 p.m.
4:02 p.m.

56.0
63.1
60.3
58.0
60.5
65.8
53.2
69.0
72.1
66.1
60.0
56.9
51.2
55.9
53.5
55.3
54.9
58.4
60.9
56.1
65.9
57.0

80.0
92.3
84.3
80.4
82.6
81.4
81.7
86.3
96.7
82.9
87.5
78.4
75.5
85.2
71.8
70.3
73.1
78.6
74.9
74.6
101.6
70.7

45.3
46.8
42.7
48.4
42.4
48.0
43.0
54.9
53.8
48.5
53.0
51.4
46.7
46.4
46.7
47.7
43.8
43.2
45.9
41.6
44.9
44.2

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., February 2009.

Table IV.F-7: Mountain View Noise Monitoring Locations and Noise Sources
Site
Number
1
2
3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Location
424 Bryant Street: Vacant lot at the intersection of
California Street/Bryant Street
1000 Villa Street: Police station at the intersection of
Franklin Street/Villa Street
425 West Evelyn Avenue: Lumber yard at the
intersection of Houghton Street/Villa Street
365 Villa Street: Parking lot of Mountain View
Towing at the intersection of Houghton Street/Villa
Street
445 Calderon Avenue: Residence near the
intersection of Velarde Street/Calderon Avenue
2500 Grant Road: El Camino Hospital near the intersection of South Street/Grant Road
333 Eunice Avenue: Cooper Park near the
intersection of Villa Nueva Way/Eunice Avenue
953 Castro Street: Plaza on the northeast corner of El
Camino Real/Castro Street
1101 Phyllis Avenue: Vacant lot at the intersection of
El Camino Real/Phyllis Avenue
1202 Grant Road: Shopping center near the intersection of Bentley Square/Grant Road
800 Bourbon Court: Residence at the intersection of
Rainbow Drive/Bourbon Court
2600 Plymouth Street: Residence near the
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Noise Sources
Traffic on California Street and Bryant Street.
Parking lot activity.
Traffic on Franklin Street and Villa Street.
Traffic on Villa Street and Houghton Street.
Lumber yard activity, train, airplane and auto
repair sounds.
Traffic on Villa Street. Parking lot activity, drills
and car mechanics and ventilation machine.
Traffic on Velarde Street and Calderon Avenue.
Airplane.
Traffic on Grant Road. Parking lot activity. Leaf
blower.
Traffic on Eunice Avenue. Children playing at
park.
Traffic on El Camino Real and Castro Street.
Traffic on Phyllis Avenue and El Camino Real.
Traffic on Grant Road and Bentley Square.
Parking lot activity.
Traffic on Rainbow Drive, Bourbon Court, 237
and 237 on-ramp.
Traffic on Plymouth Street and Rengstorff
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Table IV.F-7 Continued
Site
Number
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23a

Location
intersection of Sierra Vista Avenue/Plymouth Street
2100 Reinert Court: Residence at the cul-de-sac of
Reinert Court
2210 Rock Street: D-5 residence near the intersection
of Byrn Mawr Court/Rock Street
1615 Morgan Court: Residence near the intersection
of Morgan Street/Morgan Court
1500 Shoreline Boulevard: Southwestern corner of
movie theatre parking lot by nearest residence
1090 Space Park Way: Residence near the
intersection
of Armand Drive/Space Park Way
141 Del Medio Avenue: Residence near the intersection of Del Medio Court/Del Medio Avenue. Near
west entrance of Bruce Bauer Lumber and Supply
199 Pacchetti Way: Residence at the intersection of
California Street/Pacchetti Way
266 Escuela Avenue: City Senior Center near
Rengstorff Park

Noise Sources
Avenue. Truck idling.
Traffic on Reinert Court, Rengstorff Avenue and
Old Middlefield Way. Parking lot activity.
Traffic on Rock Street and Old Middlefield Way.
Hammering and mechanical work at Laslo’s Auto
Repair.
Traffic on Morgan Street, Morgan Court and
Highway 101.
Traffic on Shoreline Boulevard, Plymouth Street.
Parking lot activity.
Traffic on Armand Drive, Space Park Way and
Shoreline Boulevard. Birds chirping and car horn.

Traffic on Del Medio Avenue, San Antonio Avenue
and Alma Street. Fork lift, trucks, saws and
general lumber yard activity.
Traffic on California Street and Pacchetti Way.
Parking lot activity.
Traffic on Rengstorff Avenue, Escuella Avenue
and California Street. Children playing at park
and tennis court activity.
2178 Leland Avenue: Residence near the intersection Traffic on Rengstorff Avenue and Leland Avenue.
of Fair Oaks Avenue/Leland Avenue
Caltrains.
112 Rengstorff Avenue: Walgreens near the
Traffic on Rengstorff Avenue, Central Expressway
intersection of Central Expressway/Rengstorff
and Palmer Avenue. Airplane.
Avenue
49 Showers Drive: Apartment and condominium
Trains on Caltrain tracks. Traffic on Showers
complex near the intersection of Showers Drive/
Drive and Sondgrath Way. Parking lot activity.
Sondgrath Way

a

24-hour long-term noise monitoring location.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., February 2009.

Table IV.F-8: Long-Term Ambient Noise Monitoring Results (February 24–25, 2009)
Measurement
Ldn
Leq
Lmax
Lmin

Description
Weighted 24 hour average
24 hour average
Highest recorded Lmax for 24-hour
period
Lowest recorded Lmin for 24-hour
period

dBA
65.0
59.4
95.9

Time Period the Event Occurred
NA
NA
7:00 - 7:10 a.m., February 25

35.7

2:30 – 2:40 a.m. and
3:00 – 3:10 a.m., February 25

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., February 2009.

(2) Existing Traffic Noise Levels. Motor vehicles with their distinctive noise characteristics
are a dominant noise source in Mountain View. The amount of noise varies according to many factors,
such as volume of traffic, vehicle mix (percentage of cars and trucks), average traffic speed, and
distance from the observer. Major contributing roadway noise sources include Highway 101, State
Route 237, State Route 85, Middlefield Road, Central Expressway, El Camino Real, San Antonio
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Road, Rengstorff Avenue, Shoreline Boulevard and other arterial and collector roadways throughout
the City.
Existing traffic noise levels along highway and roadway segments throughout the City were calculated
using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA
RD-77-108). This model requires parameters, including traffic volumes, vehicle mix, vehicle speed,
and roadway geometry to compute typical equivalent noise levels during daytime, evening, and nighttime hours. Traffic data used in the noise prediction model were obtained from the traffic impact
analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers7 for this EIR. The resultant noise levels were weighted and summed
over 24-hour periods to determine the day-night average level (Ldn) values. Ldn is the 24 hour Aweighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, obtained after the addition of 10 decibels to
sound levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Existing traffic noise contours
along modeled roadway segments are shown in Table IV.F-9.
(3) Existing Aircraft Noise Levels. Aircraft overflights contribute to the ambient noise
levels in Mountain View. Moffett Federal Airfield is located immediately northeast of the City, and
Palo Alto Airport is located to the northwest of the City limits. The majority of the City lies outside of
the 55 dBA CNEL noise contour of the Palo Alto Airport. However, portions of the City are within
the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour of the Moffett Federal Airfield. Land uses in the portions of the City
that lie within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour include open space, business park, and industrial land
uses, all of which are compatible land uses for the ambient noise levels associated with airport related
noise.
Other airports with aircraft activity that occasionally affect the ambient noise environment within the
City limits include the San Jose International Airport and the San Francisco International Airport. San
Jose International Airport is located approximately six miles southeast of the City, and the San Francisco International Airport is located over 18 miles north of the City. However, the City lies outside
of the 55 dBA CNEL noise contours for each of these airports; therefore these airports are not a
significant contributor to the existing noise environment in the City.

Table IV.F-9:

Existing Traffic Noise Levels

Roadway Segment
Amphitheatre Parkway – Charleston Road
to US 101 Ramps
California Street – Escuela Avenue
to Shoreline Blvd.
Castro Street – Evelyn Avenue
to California Street
Central Expressway – San Antonio Road
to Thompson Avenue
Central Expressway – Farley Street
to Shoreline Boulevard

7

Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

14,700

< 50 a

64

130

63.9

11,400

< 50

53

109

63.2

9,000

< 50

< 50

55

59.9

26,000

65

133

282

69.1

25,600

65

131

279

69.0

Fehr & Peers, 2011. City of Mountain View General Plan Update: Transportation Performance Indicators memo.

June 10.
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Roadway Segment
Central Expressway – Shoreline Boulevard
to Moffett Boulevard
Central Expressway – SR 85
and Whisman Avenue
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Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

28,100

68

139

297

69.4

28,300

73

143

299

68.7

Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

Table IV.F-9 Continued

Roadway Segment
Central Expressway – Bernardo Avenue
to Middlefield Road
Charleston Road – San Antonio Road
to Rengstorff Avenue
Cuesta Drive – Miramonte Avenue
to Grant Road
Dana Street – Calderon Avenue
to Pioneer Way
El Camino Real – Los Altos Avenue
to San Antonio Road
El Camino Real – Showers Drive
to Rengstorff Avenue
El Camino Real – El Monte Avenue
to Shoreline Boulevard
El Camino Real – Phyllis Avenue
to Castro Street
El Camino Real – Grant Road
to SR 85 Ramps
El Camino Real – SR 85 Ramps
to Bernardo Avenue
Ellis Street – US 101 Ramps
to Fairchild Drive
El Monte Avenue – El Camino Real
to Springer Road
Evelyn Avenue – Calderon Avenue
to SR 85 Ramps
Evelyn Avenue – SR 237
to Bernardo Avenue
Grant Road – Phyllis Avenue
to Cuesta Drive
Grant Road – Cuesta Drive
to Covington Road
Middlefield Road – San Antonio Road
to Old Middlefield Way
Middlefield Road – Old Middlefield Way
to Independence Avenue
Middlefield Road – Sierra Vista Avenue
to Terra Bella Avenue
Middlefield Road – San Veron Avenue
to Moffett Boulevard

Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

25,500

64

131

278

69.0

20,700

< 50

78

162

65.4

16,300

< 50

68

139

64.4

6,200

< 50

< 50

73

61.1

38,800

64

119

246

67.4

38,200

63

118

244

67.3

47,800

70

135

282

68.3

51,900

73

142

298

68.7

51,200

73

141

295

68.6

53,600

74

145

304

68.8

9,000

< 50

58

117

63.2

16,500

< 50

67

139

64.8

12,600

< 50

56

117

63.7

13,300

< 50

60

122

63.5

37,200

56

113

238

67.9

23,100

< 50

84

174

65.9

17,300

< 50

69

144

65.1

6,200

< 50

< 50

76

60.2

11,300

< 50

< 50

110

62.8

13,700

< 50

61

124

63.6
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Roadway Segment
Middlefield Road – Moffett Boulevard
to Tyrella Avenue
Middlefield Road – Ellis Street
to SR 237
Miramonte Avenue – El Camino Real
to Cuesta Drive
Miramonte Avenue – Cuesta Drive
to Covington Road
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Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

13,200

< 50

60

121

63.5

14,300

< 50

63

128

63.8

13,400

< 50

59

121

63.9

9,700

< 50

< 50

98

62.5

Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

15,200

< 50

13,500

Table IV.F-9 Continued

Roadway Segment
Moffett Boulevard – US 101 Ramps
to SR 85 Ramps
Moffett Boulevard – Middlefield Road
to Central Avenue
Old Middlefield Way – Rengstorff Avenue
to US 101 Ramps
Rengstorff Avenue – US 101 Ramps
to Old Middlefield Way
Rengstorff Avenue – Montecito Avenue
to Central Expressway
Rengstorff Avenue – University Avenue
to California Street
San Antonio Road – Bayshore Parkway
to US 101 Ramps
San Antonio Road – US 101 Ramps
to Charleston Road
San Antonio Road – San Antonio Circle
to California Street
San Antonio Road – El Camino Real
to Loucks Avenue
Shoreline Boulevard – Charleston Road
to US 101 Ramps
Shoreline Boulevard – US 101 Ramps
to Middlefield Road
Shoreline Boulevard – Montecito Avenue
to Central Expressway
Shoreline Boulevard – Central Expressway
to California Street
Springer Road – El Monte Avenue
to Cuesta Drive
Whisman Road – Middlefield Road
to Central Expressway
SR 85 – Fremont Avenue
to El Camino Real

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

65

133

64.1

< 50

59

122

64.0

16,900

< 50

69

142

64.5

18,100

< 50

70

148

65.3

18,300

< 50

71

149

65.3

18,800

< 50

72

152

65.4

10,800

< 50

< 50

104

64.1

35,600

< 50

108

231

68.7

40,500

72

126

255

67.0

24,900

< 50

88

183

66.2

30,000

< 50

98

207

67.0

25,000

< 50

88

183

66.2

26,800

< 50

92

192

66.5

23,300

< 50

88

177

65.2

7,400

< 50

< 50

64

60.8

7,300

< 50

< 50

82

61.3

115,000

305

653

1,405

78.8
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Roadway Segment
SR 85 – SR 237
to Evelyn Avenue
SR 85 – Evelyn Avenue
to Moffett Boulevard
US 101 – SR 237
to Ellis Street
US 101 – Ellis Street
to Moffett Boulevard
US 101 – SR 85
to Old Middlefield Road
US 101 – Old Middlefield Road
to Rengstorff Avenue
US 101 – Rengstorff Avenue
to San Antonio Road
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Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

78,000

236

505

1,085

77.1

75,000

230

492

1,057

77.0

158,000

377

806

1,735

79.6

156,000

374

800

1,720

79.6

227,000

478

1,026

2,208

81.2

210,000

454

974

2,097

80.9

194,000

431

924

1,989

80.5

Average
Daily Trips

Centerline
to 70 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 65 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Centerline
to 60 dBA
Ldn
(feet)

Ldn (dBA)
50 Feet From
Centerline of
Outermost
Lane

45,000

124

264

567

73.6

74,000

174

368

789

75.1

75,000

175

371

796

75.1

Table IV.F-9 Continued

Roadway Segment
SR 237 – El Camino Real
to SR 85
SR 237 – Sylvan Way
to Middlefield Road/Maude Avenue
SR 237 – Middlefield Road/Maude Avenue
to US 101
a

Traffic noise within 50 feet of roadway centerline requires site specific analysis.
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., July 2011.

(4) Existing Railroad Noise Levels. Rail operations are a source of noise within cities with
existing rail networks such as Mountain View. The Caltrain and VTA Light Rail operate on separate
tracks but utilize the same corridor through the city, passing along the south side of Central Expressway. Factors that influence the overall impact of railroad noise on adjacent uses include the distance
of buildings from the tracks, the intermittent nature of train noise (engine, horns, tracks), and the lack
of sound walls or other barriers between the tracks and adjacent uses. Land uses to the south of the
rail line corridor include single-family and multi-family residential land uses.
There are two Caltrain stations in the City of Mountain View (San Antonio and downtown Mountain
View) and five VTA Light Rail stations (NASA/Bayshore, Middlefield, Whisman, Evelyn, and
downtown Mountain View). Activity on the Caltrain rail lines is the predominant noise source
affecting the ambient noise environment along the rail line corridor. On weekdays, the Caltrain line
includes 98 commuter trains, for both the northbound and southbound directions. Of these 98 commuter trains, 22 are the Baby Bullet express trains and 48 are “limited stop” trains. Weekday trains
pass through the City from approximately 5:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. On weekends, Caltrain runs 32
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commuter trains, for both the northbound and southbound directions. On weekends, trains arrive
around 7:00 a.m. and run until approximately 1:00 a.m.
The existing noise levels from train activity along the Caltrain rail line in the city has been calculated
using the Federal Transportation Administration calculation guidelines in their publication Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.8 Assuming 98 train passings per day, each with four rail cars
and one electric powered locomotive, traveling at up to 70 miles per hour, the resulting noise level at
50 feet from the railroad centerline is 81.8 dBA Ldn without warning horns, and is 82.4 dBA Ldn at 50
feet from the railroad centerline when the trains sound their warning horns prior to passing at-grade
railroad crossings.
The VTA Light Rail uses electric power systems and cars that operate independently, or in trains of
up to three at a time. As the travel speeds are up to 55 miles per hour, the noise levels from the VTA
Light Rail are much less than that for the Caltrain operations.
(5) Existing Noise Levels from Construction Activity. Construction activities are another
source of existing noise within the City. Short-term noise impacts are associated with demolition,
excavation, grading, and building construction. Construction-period noise levels are higher than
background ambient noise levels, but eventually cease once construction is complete.
Construction is performed in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the character of
the noise generated on each construction site and, therefore, would change the noise levels as construction progresses. Despite the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in
the dominant noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction related noise ranges to be
categorized by work phase.
Typical noise levels range up to 91 dBA Lmax at 50 feet during the noisiest construction phases. The
site preparation phase, which includes excavation and grading of a site, tends to generate the highest
noise levels because the noisiest construction equipment is earth-moving equipment. Earth moving
equipment includes excavating machinery such as backhoes, bulldozers, draglines and front loaders,
and earth moving and compacting equipment, which includes compactors, scrapers and graders.
Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of
full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings.
The City of Mountain View requires that all construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, be
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers. All operations must comply with the noise
ordinance standards of the City Code, and stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas must be located as
far as practicable from dwellings.
In Section 8.23 of the City Code,9 the City of Mountain View also restricts the hours of operation for
noise-producing construction equipment. The operation of pile drivers, steam shovels, and pneumatic
hammers used in construction, demolition, or other repair work, is restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m.
to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. No noise-producing construction activity is permitted on
8

Federal Transit Administration, 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. May.

9

Mountain View, City of, 2008. Mountain View City Code, Section 8.23.
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Saturday, Sunday or holidays without written approval from the City. If the hours of construction
activity are modified, then the general contractor, applicant, developer or owner is required to erect a
sign at a prominent location on the construction site to advise subcontractors and material suppliers of
the working hours.
(6) Existing Stationary Noise Levels. Existing stationary noise sources throughout most of
the city include heating ventilation and cooling (HVAC) mechanical systems, delivery truck idling
and loading/unloading activities, recreational and parking lot activities (such as slamming car doors
and talking). Of these noise sources, noise generated by delivery truck activity typically generate the
highest maximum noise levels. Delivery truck loading and unloading activities can result in maximum noise levels from 75 dBA to 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Typical parking lot activities, such as
people conversing or doors slamming, generates approximately 60 dBA to 70 dBA Lmax at 50 feet.
Other noise sources specific to commercial centers and industrial zones of the city include a few
lumber yard land uses, light and medium industrial land uses, as well as noise from special event or
festival activities, such as those from the Shoreline Amphitheatre.
Activities at Shoreline Amphitheatre produce noise levels in the surrounding area that are above that
of the background ambient noise conditions. These noise levels have occasionally affected residences
in the neighboring City of Palo Alto. In 1993, the City of Palo Alto entered an agreement with the
owners of the Shoreline Amphitheatre to operate under certain noise and operational hour conditions.
During the concert season, the Palo Alto Police Department is responsible for monitoring complaints
regarding noise from Shoreline Amphitheatre concerts. According to the agreement, if more than four
Shoreline Amphitheatre events in any year result in 45 or more complaints from different Palo Alto
residential addresses, Palo Alto and the Shoreline Amphitheatre owners will negotiate in good faith to
identify mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts in Palo Alto.

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section analyzes the potential noise impacts that could result from implementation of the Draft
General Plan and of the GGRP. This section begins with a listing of criteria of significance, which
establish the thresholds for determining whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this section
presents the potential noise impacts associated with implementation of the project. Mitigation
measures are recommended, as appropriate. As there have been no specific construction projects
associated with the proposed project (the Draft General Plan and GGRP), the discussion of potential
noise impacts associated with the Draft General Plan and GGRP will be at a general program level.
a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and the GGRP would be
considered to result in a significant noise impact if it would:
(1)

Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the
General Plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies;

(2)

Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels;

(3)

Result in a substantial (5 dBA or greater) permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;

(4)

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project and in excess of standards
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established in the General Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies; or
(5)

Be located within the Moffett Federal Airfield Airport Influence Area and would expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels associated with
aircraft noise.

b.
Impacts Analysis. Noise impacts related to implementation of the Draft General Plan and
GGRP are discussed as follows.
(1) Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Potential noise impacts could occur with
implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP including excessive noise associated with
stationary, railroad, and traffic noise sources throughout the City.
Stationary Sources. Development allowed by the Draft General Plan may include installation or
creation of new stationary sources of noise, or could include the development of new sensitive land
uses in the vicinity of existing stationary noise sources. For commercial or industrial uses, these noise
sources could include loading/unloading operations, generators, and outdoor speakers; for residential
uses, stationary noise sources may include air conditioners or pool pumps. These stationary sources of
noise would have the potential to disturb adjacent sensitive receptors; however, policies included in the
Draft General Plan would mitigate noise from stationary noise sources by requiring project-by-project
environmental review to ensure that noise impacts from stationary sources are considered and mitigated for specific projects. For example, implementation of the Draft General Plan Policy NOI 1.1
(stated below) would ensure that noise impacts from stationary sources are minimized by requiring the
use of the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table (see Table IV.F-10) as a guide for requiring
additional analysis and possible noise mitigation measures for making planning and development decisions on projects with potential noise impacts. In addition, Action NOI 1.1.1 requires the City to
update the Noise Ordinance to include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources. Draft
Policies NOI 1.2 and NOI 1.3 requires development of new noise-sensitive land uses to incorporate
noise reducing measures to meet the City’s stated acceptable interior and exterior noise exposure
levels in order to protect these proposed land uses from existing stationary noise source impacts. Draft
Policy NOI 1.4 requires the City to consider site planning and project design strategies, including the
use of noise barriers if necessary, to achieve the proposed noise level standards for new development
projects. Action NOI 1.4.2 requires that new mixed use developments be designed to limit potential
noise from stationary noise sources, including loading/unloading activities, refuse collection, and other
activities typically associated with commercial activity. Draft Policy NOI 1.7 specifically restricts
noise levels from stationary sources, including excessive noise from stationary noise sources such as
Shoreline Amphitheatre and construction activities, through the enforcement of the Noise Ordinance.
The following are the applicable policies and actions identified above.
POLICY NOI 1.1: Land Use Compatibility Standards. Use the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table
(Table IV.F-10 in the EIR) as a guide for planning and development decisions.
ACTION NOI 1.1.1: Noise Ordinance. Update and enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance to be consistent
with this Element. The update shall include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources,
including, but not limited to, mechanical equipment, loading/unloading activities, amplified music, and
light industrial operations.
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POLICY NOI 1.2: Noise-sensitive land uses. Require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to
incorporate noise reducing measures into the project design to reduce interior and exterior noise levels to the
following acceptable levels:
– New single-family developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for exterior noise in private

outdoor active use areas.
– New multi-family residential developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for private and

community outdoor recreation use areas. Noise standards do not apply to private decks and balconies.
– Interior noise levels shall not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in all new residential units (single and multi-family).
– Where new residential units (single and multi-family) would be exposed to intermittent noise from major
transportation sources, such as train or airport operations, new construction shall achieve an interior noise
level of 65 dBA Lmax through measures such as site design or special construction materials. This standard
shall apply to areas exposed to four or more major transportation noise events, such as train passings or
aircraft flyovers, per day.
ACTION NOI 1.2.1: Disclosures for mixed use development. Require disclosures to residents of new
mixed use developments of potential noise associated with adjacent uses such as solid waste/recycling
collection, deliveries and other activities typically associated with commercial activity.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4f-Noise.doc (9/5/2012) FINAL

EIR

302

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
F. NOISE

Table IV.F-10: Land Use Compatibility Standards for Community Noise Environments
Land Use Category

55

Community Noise Exposure in Decibels (CNEL)
Day/Night Average Noise Level in Decibels (Ldn)
60
65
70
75
80

Residential Low Density Single-Family,
Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential – Multi-Family

Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,
Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries
Office Buildings, Business Commercial and
Professional
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE
Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption
that any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should be discouraged. If
new construction or development does proceed, a detailed
analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and
needed noise insulation features included in the design.

CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should be undertaken only
after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is
made and needed noise insulation features included in the
design.

CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development clearly should not be
undertaken.

Source: State of California General Plan Guidelines, 2003.
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ACTION NOI 1.2.2: Disclosures for new development. Require disclosures to residents in new
developments of potential noise associated with nearby freeways or highways.
POLICY NOI 1.3: Exceeding acceptable noise thresholds. If noise levels in the area of a proposed project
would exceed normally acceptable thresholds, the City shall require a detailed analysis of proposed noise
reduction requirements to determine if the proposed use is compatible. As needed, noise insulation features
shall be included in the design of such projects in order to reduce exterior noise levels to meet acceptable
thresholds, or, for uses with no active outdoor use areas, to ensure maintenance of acceptable interior noise
levels for affected land uses in the proposed project vicinity.
POLICY NOI 1.4: Site planning. Use site planning and project design strategies to achieve the noise level
standards in Policy NOI 1.2 - Noise Sensitive Land Uses and in Table IV.F-5 - Land Use Compatibility
Standards for Community Noise Environments. The use of noise barriers shall be considered after all practical
design-related noise measures have been integrated into the project design.
ACTION NOI 1.4.2: Compatibility in mixed use development. Require that new mixed use
developments be designed to limit potential noise from loading areas, refuse collection and other
activities typically associated with commercial activity through strategic placement of these sources to
minimize on site noise levels.
POLICY NOI 1.7: Stationary sources. Restrict noise levels from stationary sources through enforcement of
the Noise Ordinance.
ACTION NOI 1.7.1: Noise complaints. Respond to noise complaints by monitoring the source,
suggesting noise mitigation measures, and using enforcement options when necessary.
ACTION NOI 1.7.2: Shoreline Amphitheatre. Plan for and manage noise from Shoreline Amphitheatre
operations.
ACTION NOI 1.7.3: Construction activities. Enforce permitted hours for construction activities.

Therefore, adherence to the policies and actions contained in Draft General Plan and GGRP would
ensure that the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from stationary noise impacts
was sufficiently mitigated such that related potential noise impacts would be less than significant and
no additional mitigation would be required.
Rail Noise Sources. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP is not anticipated to
result in increased railroad operations within the City. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis,
noise levels associated with rail operations are anticipated to remain similar to the existing conditions
with implementation of the Draft General Plan. While development allowed by the Draft General
Plan could expose new sensitive land uses to excessive noise levels from existing railroad noise
sources, policies included in the Draft General Plan would require project-by-project environmental
review to ensure that noise impacts from railroad sources are considered in the design and planning
stages for specific projects. Specifically, implementation of the Draft General Plan Policy NOI 1.1
would ensure that noise impacts from railroad sources are minimized by requiring the use of the Land
Use Compatibility Standards Table as a guide for requiring additional analysis and possible noise
mitigation measures for making planning and development decisions on projects with potential noise
impacts. Draft Policies NOI 1.2 and NOI 1.3 requires new development of noise-sensitive land uses
to incorporate noise reducing measures to meet the City’s stated acceptable interior and exterior noise
exposure levels in order to protect these proposed land uses from existing railroad noise source
impacts. Draft Policy NOI 1.4 requires the City to consider site planning and project design strategies,
including the use of noise barriers if necessary, to achieve the proposed noise level standards for new
development projects. Draft Policy NOI 1.9 and the associated actions specifically requires the
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monitoring of plans and projects (including the High Speed Rail project) that would increase noise
from rail activities within the City; and requires the analysis of and, if necessary, the use of mitigation
for any related changes that would worsen local conditions.
In addition to the policies and actions identified above and listed under the stationary noise source
impact discussion, the following Policy NOI 1.9 and associated actions are additional applicable
policies and actions of the Draft General Plan that address railroad noise impacts.
POLICY NOI 1.9: Rail. Reduce the effects of noise and vibration impacts from rail corridors.
ACTION NOI 1.9.1: Rail corridors. Monitor plans and projects which would increase the noise from
rail corridors, evaluate their noise impacts and seek mitigation for any change that worsens local
conditions.
ACTION NOI 1.9.2: High speed rail. Coordinate with the California High Speed Rail Authority to
reduce the noise impacts of the proposed High Speed Rail Service.
ACTION NOI 1.9.3: Light and heavy rail vibration. Monitor vibration caused by light and heavy rail
using Federal guidelines for determining impacts.
ACTION NOI 1.9.4: Light rail. Monitor regional plans for light rail facilities in Mountain View to
ensure that noise impacts are identified and mitigated.
ACTION NOI 1.9.5: Air horns. Seek the cooperation of transit agencies to avoid unnecessary and
prolonged use of air horns except for safety purposes.
ACTION NOI 1.9.6: Train noise legislation. Support legislation to reduce the noise level of trains.

Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not result in the exposure of
sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from railroad noise sources, and this impact would be
considered less than significant and no additional mitigation measures are required.
Traffic Noise Sources. Development allowed by the Draft General Plan may include the development of new sensitive land uses in the vicinity of existing traffic noise sources.
Table IV.F-11 summarizes the existing and projected year 2030 traffic noise levels along major
roadway segments in the City under the Draft General Plan conditions. Figures IV.F-2 through IV.F-4
show the projected traffic noise levels as measured at 50 feet from the outermost travel lane along the
modeled roadway segments. Figures IV.F-2 and IV.F-3 show the traffic noise levels under existing,
existing plus the Draft General Plan conditions; Figure IV.F-4 shows the projected future traffic noise
levels for the year 2030 under Draft General Plan conditions. It should be noted that these projected
traffic noise levels along these modeled roadway segments do not take into account any existing
sound walls or terrain features that could reduce traffic noise levels at adjacent land uses, but rather
assume a worst-case direct line-of-sight over hard surface to the modeled traffic noise sources. This
assumption and level of analysis is appropriate for a program-level noise analysis.
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51,200

51,900

47,800

38,200

38,800

6,200

16,300

20,700

25,500

28,300

28,100

25,600

26,000

9,000

11,400

14,700
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16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Roadway Segment
Amphitheatre Parkway – Charleston Road
to US 101 Ramps
California Street – Escuela Avenue
to Shoreline Boulevard
Castro Street – Evelyn Avenue
to California Street
Central Expressway – San Antonio Road
to Thompson Avenue
Central Expressway – Farley Street
to Shoreline Boulevard
Central Expressway – Shoreline Boulevard
to Moffett Boulevard
Central Expressway – SR 85 and Whisman
Avenue
Central Expressway – Bernardo Avenue
to Middlefield Road
Charleston Road – San Antonio Road
to Rengstorff Avenue
Cuesta Drive – Miramonte Avenue
to Grant Road
Dana Street – Calderon Avenue
to Pioneer Way
El Camino Real – Los Altos Avenue
to San Antonio Road
El Camino Real – Showers Drive
to Rengstorff Avenue
El Camino Real – El Monte Avenue
to Shoreline Boulevard
El Camino Real – Phyllis Avenue
to Castro Street
El Camino Real – Grant Road
to SR 85 Ramps
68.6

68.7

68.3

67.3

67.4

61.1

64.4

65.4

69.0

68.7

69.4

69.0

69.1

59.9

63.2

63.9

Existing Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
of
Outermost
ADT
Lane
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54,900

53,500

49,100

40,600

41,500

8,200

16,400

22,000

31,200

34,900

29,000

27,700

26,500

10,800

15,800

34,200

68.9

68.8

68.4

67.6

67.7

62.3

64.4

65.7

69.9

69.6

69.5

69.3

69.1

60.7

64.7

67.6

0.3

0.1

0.1

0.3

0.3

1.2

0.0

0.3

0.9

0.9

0.1

0.3

0.0

0.8

1.5

3.7

Existing Plus
Draft General Plan Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
Increase
of
over
Outermost
Existing
ADT
Lane
Conditions

69,800

61,700

60,600

56,200

60,000

17,900

33,900

28,600

42,000

59,400

30,000

35,400

34,800

16,500

38,500

39,100

ADT

70.0

69.4

69.3

69.0

69.3

65.7

67.5

66.8

71.1

71.9

69.7

70.4

70.3

62.5

68.5

68.2

1.4

0.7

1.0

1.7

1.9

4.6

3.1

1.4

2.1

3.2

0.3

1.4

1.2

2.6

5.3

4.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

-0.2

0.1

-0.1

0.1
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0.1
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15,200

9,700

13,400

14,300

13,200

13,700

11,300

6,200

17,300

13,300
37,200
23,100

12,600

16,500

9,000

53,600

64.0

64.1

62.5

63.9

63.8

63.5

63.6

62.8

60.2

65.1

63.5
67.9
65.9

63.7

64.8

63.2

68.8

Existing Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
of
Outermost
ADT
Lane
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33

32

31

30

29

28

27

26

25

24

21
22
23

20

19

18

17

Roadway Segment
El Camino Real – SR 85 Ramps
to Bernardo Avenue
Ellis Street – US 101 Ramps
to Fairchild Drive
El Monte Avenue – El Camino Real
to Springer Road
Evelyn Avenue – Calderon Avenue
to SR 85 Ramps
Evelyn Avenue – SR 237 to Bernardo Avenue
Grant Road – Phyllis Avenue to Cuesta Drive
Grant Road – Cuesta Drive to Covington Road
Middlefield Road – San Antonio Road
to Old Middlefield Way
Middlefield Road – Old Middlefield Way
to Independence Avenue
Middlefield Road – Sierra Vista Avenue
to Terra Bella Avenue
Middlefield Road – San Veron Avenue
to Moffett Boulevard
Middlefield Road – Moffett Boulevard
to Tyrella Avenue
Middlefield Road -Ellis Street
to SR 237
Miramonte Avenue – El Camino Real
to Cuesta Drive
Miramonte Avenue – Cuesta Drive
to Covington Road
Moffett Boulevard – US 101 Ramps
to SR 85 Ramps
Moffett Boulevard – Middlefield Road
to Central Avenue
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17,300

10,500

14,100

14,800
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8,300

17,300
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14,300

56,900
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64.1
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61.4

65.1
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68.1
66.1

64.1

65.0

65.2

69.1

0.4

0.5

0.4

0.3
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0.0

0.5
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0.0
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0.4

0.2
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Draft General Plan Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
Increase
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25,900

20,400

20,700

39,100

17,000

18,400

22,600

24,200

11,600

18,500

42,200
43,400
30,100

28,000

27,100

29,900

66,500

ADT

66.8

65.3

65.8

68.6

64.5

64.9

65.8

66.1

62.9

65.3

68.5
68.6
67.0

67.1

67.0

68.4

69.8

2.8

1.2

3.3

4.7

0.7

1.4

2.2

3.3

2.7

0.2

5.0
0.7
1.1

3.4

2.2

5.2

1.0

0.3

-0.7

0.1

0.3

-0.3

0.1

0.1

0.3

0.0

0.1

0.1
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
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115,000
78,000
75,000

7,300

7,400

23,300

26,800

25,000

30,000

24,900

40,500

35,600

10,800

18,800

18,300

18,100

16,900

78.8
77.1
77.0

61.3

60.8

65.2

66.5

66.2

67.0

66.2

67.0

68.7

64.1

65.4

65.3

65.3

64.5

Existing Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
of
Outermost
ADT
Lane
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49
50

47

46

45

44

43

42

41

40

39

38

37

36

35

34

Roadway Segment
Old Middlefield Way – Rengstorff Avenue
to US 101 Ramps
Rengstorff Avenue – US 101 Ramps
to Old Middlefield Way
Rengstorff Avenue – Montecito Avenue
to Central Expressway
Rengstorff Avenue – University Avenue
to California Street
San Antonio Road – Bayshore Parkway
to US 101 Ramps
San Antonio Road – US 101 Ramps
to Charleston Road
San Antonio Road – San Antonio Circle
to California Street
San Antonio Road – El Camino Real
to Loucks Avenue
Shoreline Boulevard – Charleston Road
to US 101 Ramps
Shoreline Boulevard – US 101 Ramps
to Middlefield Road
Shoreline Boulevard – Montecito Avenue
to Central Expressway
Shoreline Boulevard – Central Expressway
to California Street
Springer Road – El Monte Avenue
to Cuesta Drive
Whisman Road – Middlefield Road
to Central Expressway
SR 85 – Fremont Avenue to El Camino Real
SR 85 – SR 237 to Evelyn Avenue
SR 85 – Evelyn Avenue to Moffett Boulevard
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117,100
81,900
82,000

9,000

8,000

23,500

27,800

26,200

34,500

26,700

43,000

39,200

15,400

21,800

23,200

24,400

16,900

78.9
77.4
77.4

62.2

61.2

65.2

66.7

66.4

67.6

66.5

67.3

69.1

65.6

66.1

66.3

66.5

64.5

0.1
0.3
0.4

0.9

0.4

0.0

0.2

0.2

0.6

0.3

0.3

0.4

1.5

0.7

1.0

1.2

0.0

Existing Plus
Draft General Plan Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
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Centerline
Increase
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Existing
ADT
Lane
Conditions

128,700
100,400
115,700

24,900

12,200

53,400

48,800

40,700

37,400

35,300

66,400

48,700

17,900

40,400

34,800

36,100

18,800

ADT

79.3
78.2
78.9

66.6

63

68.8

69.1

68.3

68.0

67.7

69.2

70.0

66.3

68.7

68.1

68.2

65.0

0.5
1.1
1.9

5.3

2.2

3.6

2.6

2.1

1.0

1.5

2.2

1.3

2.2

3.3

2.8

2.9

0.5
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0.2

-0.3

0.2
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0.1
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73.6

45,000

75,900

74,800

45,000

194,000

80.5

194,000

75.2

75.1

73.6

80.5

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

213,700

80.9

210,000

80.9

Existing Plus
Draft General Plan Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
Increase
of
over
Outermost
Existing
ADT
Lane
Conditions
161,000
79.7
0.1
158,100
79.6
0.0
230,000
81.2
0.0

Existing Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
Centerline
of
Outermost
ADT
Lane
158,000
79.6
156,000
79.6
227,000
81.2
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Roadway Segment
51 US 101 – SR 237 to Ellis Street
52 US 101 – Ellis Street to Moffett Boulevard
53 US 101 – SR 85 to Old Middlefield Road
US 101 – Old Middlefield Road
54
to Rengstorff Avenue
US 101 – Rengstorff Avenue
55
to San Antonio Road
56 SR 237 – El Camino Real to SR 85
SR 237 – Sylvan Way to Middlefield Road/
57
Maude Avenue
SR 237 – Middlefield Road/Maude Avenue
58
to US 101
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98,300

49,400

243,200

267,800

76.8

76.3

74.0

81.5

81.9

1.7

1.2
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1.0

1.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1
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FIGURE IV.F-2

City of Mountain View
Draft General Plan and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program EIR
Traffic Noise Contours Existing Conditions
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FIGURE IV.F-3

City of Mountain View
Draft General Plan and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program EIR
Traffic Noise Contours Existing Plus Draft General Plan Conditions
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FIGURE IV.F-4

City of Mountain View
Draft General Plan and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program EIR
Traffic Noise Contours 2030 Plus Draft General Plan Conditions
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Implementation of the Draft General Plan Policy NOI 1.1 would ensure that noise impacts from
traffic sources are minimized by requiring the use of the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a
guide for requiring additional analysis and possible noise mitigation measures for making planning
and development decisions on projects with potential noise impacts. Draft Policies NOI 1.2 and NOI
1.3 require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to incorporate noise reducing measures to
meet the City’s stated acceptable interior and exterior noise exposure levels in order to protect these
proposed land uses from existing traffic noise impacts. Draft Policy NOI 1.4 requires the City to
consider site planning and project design strategies, including the use of noise barriers if necessary, to
achieve the proposed noise level standards for new development projects. Draft Policy NOI 1.5
encourages the reduction of noise impacts from major arterials and freeways. Draft Policy NOI 1.6
and the associated actions require the investigation and, if necessary, the mitigation of noise impacts
from traffic noise sources on sensitive receptors that include residential, school, hospital, and
childcare land uses. Potential mitigation measures include repaving roadways or reducing permitted
travel speeds, as well as creating truck traffic routes through the City to reduce truck traffic noise
impacts on residential neighborhoods.
In addition to the policies and actions listed previously, the following Policies NOI 1.5 and NOI 1.6
and associated actions are additional applicable policies and actions of the Draft General Plan that
address traffic noise impacts.
POLICY NOI 1.5: Major roadways. Reduce the noise impacts from major arterials and freeways.
POLICY NOI 1.6: Sensitive uses. Minimize noise impacts on noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential
uses, schools, hospitals, and childcare facilities.
ACTION NOI 1.6.1: Traffic noise reduction measures. Investigate and implement measures and
techniques to reduce traffic noise such as repaving roadways or reducing speeds.
ACTION NOI 1.6.2: Traffic noise reduction process. Monitor and record noise complaints related to
traffic noise and coordinate with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Noise
Reduction Screening Program to reduce noise.
ACTION NOI 1.6.3: Truck traffic. Encourage a limitation on commercial, industrial and construction
truck traffic through residential areas by measures such as requiring truck traffic routes and traffic plans
be identified for new construction and new commercial and industrial uses.

With implementation of these policies and actions, the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive
noise levels from traffic noise sources associated with projected growth under the Draft General Plan
and GGRP would be a less-than-significant impact and no additional mitigation measures are
required.
(2) Generate Excessive Groundborne Vibration. Common sources of groundborne
vibration and noise include trains and construction activities such as blasting, pile driving and
operating heavy earthmoving equipment. Implementation of the Draft General Plan has the potential
to result in disturbance to new residences from groundborne vibration and noise associated with
development that may occur near the Caltrain railroad tracks. In addition, construction activities
associated with projects that could occur under the Draft General Plan could result in exposure of
sensitive land uses to excessive groundborne vibration and noise levels. Problems, such as disturbance, due to groundborne vibration and noise from these sources are usually contained to areas
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within about 100 feet of the vibration source.10 Typically, the main effect of groundborne vibration
and noise is to cause annoyances for occupants of nearby buildings.
Similar to the discussion of potential noise impacts associated with railroad activities above, implementation of the Draft General Plan Policy NOI 1.1 would ensure that groundborne vibration and
noise impacts from railroad sources are minimized by requiring the use of the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a guide for planning and development decisions. Draft Policies NOI 1.2 and
NOI 1.3 requires new development of noise-sensitive land uses to incorporate noise reducing
measures to meet the stated acceptable interior and exterior noise exposure levels, even from existing
groundborne noise sources. Draft Policy NOI 1.4 requires the City to consider site planning and
project design strategies to achieve the proposed noise level standards for new development projects.
Draft Policy NOI 1.9 and the associated policy actions specifically require the monitoring of plans
and projects (including the High Speed Rail project) that would increase noise, including groundborne noise, from rail activities within the City; and requires the analysis of and, if necessary, the use
of mitigation for any related changes that would worsen local conditions.
Similarly, implementation of the following Draft General Plan policies NOI 1.1, NOI 1.2, NOI 1.3,
and NOI 1.4 would also minimize potential groundborne vibration and noise impacts from construction activity that could occur with implementation of the Draft General Plan by requiring the City to
take steps to reduce the exposure of noise sensitive land uses to construction-related groundborne
vibration and noise. Draft Policy NOI 1.7 and Action NOI 1.7.3 also specifically require enforcement
of the permitted hours for construction activities, thus reducing the exposure of sensitive receptors to
significant groundborne vibration or noise impacts. Additional policies and actions listed above
follow:
POLICY NOI 1.1: Land Use Compatibility Standards. Use the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a
guide for planning and development decisions.
ACTION NOI 1.1.1: Noise Ordinance. Update and enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance to be consistent
with this Element. The update shall include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources,
including, but not limited to, mechanical equipment, loading/unloading activities, amplified music, and
light industrial operations.
POLICY NOI 1.2: Noise-sensitive land uses. Require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to
incorporate noise reducing measures into the project design to reduce interior and exterior noise levels to the
following acceptable levels:
– New single-family developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for exterior noise in private

outdoor active use areas.
– New multi-family residential developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for private and

community outdoor recreation use areas. Noise standards do not apply to private decks and balconies.
– Interior noise levels shall not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in all new residential units (single and multi-family).
– Where new residential units (single and multi-family) would be exposed to intermittent noise from major

transportation sources, such as train or airport operations, new construction shall achieve an interior noise
level of 65 dBA Lmax through measures such as site design or special construction materials. This standard

10

U.S. Department of Transportation, 1995. Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment. April.
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shall apply to areas exposed to four or more major transportation noise events, such as train passings or
aircraft flyovers, per day.
ACTION NOI 1.2.1: Disclosures for mixed use development. Require disclosures to residents of new
mixed use developments of potential noise associated with adjacent uses such as solid waste/recycling
collection, deliveries and other activities typically associated with commercial activity.
ACTION NOI 1.2.2: Disclosures for new development. Require disclosures to residents in new
developments of potential noise associated with nearby freeways or highways.
POLICY NOI 1.3: Exceeding acceptable noise thresholds. If noise levels in the area of a proposed project
would exceed normally acceptable thresholds, the City shall require a detailed analysis of proposed noise
reduction requirements to determine if the proposed use is compatible. As needed, noise insulation features
shall be included in the design of such projects in order to reduce exterior noise levels to meet acceptable
thresholds, or, for uses with no active outdoor use areas, to ensure maintenance of acceptable interior noise
levels for affected land uses in the proposed project vicinity.
POLICY NOI 1.4: Site planning. Use site planning and project design strategies to achieve the noise level
standards in Policy NOI 1.2 - Noise Sensitive Land Uses and in Table IV.F-5 - Land Use Compatibility
Standards for Community Noise Environments. The use of noise barriers shall be considered after all practical
design-related noise measures have been integrated into the project design.
ACTION NOI 1.4.1: Sound walls. In cases where sound walls are used, they should be encouraged to
help create an attractive setting with features such as setbacks, changes in alignment, detail and texture,
pedestrian access (if appropriate), and landscaping.
ACTION NOI 1.4.2: Compatibility in mixed use development. Require that new mixed use
developments be designed to limit potential noise from loading areas, refuse collection and other
activities typically associated with commercial activity through strategic placement of these sources to
minimize on site noise levels.
POLICY NOI 1.7: Stationary sources. Restrict noise levels from stationary sources through enforcement of
the Noise Ordinance.
ACTION NOI 1.7.3: Construction activities. Enforce permitted hours for construction activities.
POLICY NOI 1.9: Rail. Reduce the effects of noise and vibration impacts from rail corridors.
ACTION NOI 1.9.1: Rail corridors. Monitor plans and projects which would increase the noise from
rail corridors, evaluate their noise impacts and seek mitigation for any change that worsens local
conditions.
ACTION NOI 1.9.2: High speed rail. Coordinate with the California High Speed Rail Authority to
reduce the noise impacts of the proposed High Speed Rail Service.
ACTION NOI 1.9.3: Light and heavy rail vibration. Monitor vibration caused by light and heavy rail
using Federal guidelines for determining impacts.
ACTION NOI 1.9.4: Light rail. Monitor regional plans for light rail facilities in Mountain View to
ensure that noise impacts are identified and mitigated.
ACTION NOI 1.9.5: Air horns. Seek the cooperation of transit agencies to avoid unnecessary and
prolonged use of air horns except for safety purposes.
ACTION NOI 1.9.6: Train noise legislation. Support legislation to reduce the noise level of trains.

With implementation of these policies and actions, the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive
groundborne vibration or noise levels associated with projected growth under the Draft General Plan
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and GGRP would be a less-than-significant impact and no additional mitigation measures are
required.
(3) Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels. It is projected that traffic
volumes on some streets within the City would increase due to growth envisioned in the Draft
General Plan (see Tables IV.C-12, IV.C-13 and IV.C-14 in Section IV.C, Transportation and
Circulation). This increase in traffic volumes will result in increased traffic noise levels compared to
existing conditions. See Section IV.C, Transportation and Circulation, for a description of the
assumptions included in the 2030 traffic conditions.
Impact NOI-1: Increased traffic from projected development under the Draft General Plan and
GGRP would result in a significant increase in traffic noise levels compared to existing conditions in the 2030 and cumulative conditions along some roadway and freeway segments in the
City. (S)
As stated in the criteria of significance, a significant impact would occur if the project would result in
a substantial (5 dBA or greater) permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project. As noted in the setting section, increases of 5 dBA or more
are generally considered the smallest increase in noise levels to be readily perceptible in suburban or
urban outdoor environments. While most roadway segments evaluated would have higher future
traffic noise when compared to their corresponding existing levels, only the following roadway
segments would experience a traffic noise increase of 5 dBA or greater compared to their existing
traffic noise levels:
x

California Street from Escuela Avenue to Shoreline Boulevard (an increase of 5.3 dBA);

x

Ellis Street from US 101 Ramps to Fairchild Drive (an increase of 5.2 dBA);

x

Evelyn Avenue from SR 237 to Bernardo Avenue (an increase of 5.0 dBA); and

x

Whisman Road from Middlefield Road to Central Expressway (an increase of 5.3 dBA).

These roadways have existing ingress and egress to adjacent properties, therefore, traffic noise
reduction mitigation measures, such as sound walls, would not be feasible. Therefore, these increases
in traffic noise along these identified roadway segments would remain a significant, unavoidable
impact.
Most roadway segments under future 2030 traffic conditions with implementation of the Draft
General Plan would show slight decreases (less than 1 dBA) or no increase compared to those that
would be expected under the 2030 Without Project conditions. These increases are less than the
substantial increase of 5 dBA defined in the significance criteria. However, any project-related
increase in ambient noise levels for noise environments currently exposed to noise levels in excess of
conditionally acceptable levels for noise sensitive land uses would be considered a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise and mitigation must
be considered. As shown in the traffic noise modeling results in Table IV.F-11, land uses along the
following roadway segments, would experience increases compared to cumulative traffic noise levels
that would exist without the project:
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x

SR 85 from SR 237 to Evelyn Avenue;

x

SR 85 from Evelyn Avenue to Moffett Boulevard;

x

US 101 from SR 237 to Ellis Street;

x

US 101 from Ellis Street to Moffett Boulevard;

x

US 101 from SR 85 to Old Middlefield Road;

x

US 101 from Old Middlefield Road to Rengstorff Avenue;

x

US 101 from Rengstorff Avenue to San Antonio Road; and

x

SR 237 from El Camino Real to SR 85.

These roadway segments would experience traffic noise levels of 74 dBA to 82.2 dBA Ldn resulting
in increases of 0.1 dBA to 0.2 dBA under cumulative conditions with the project compared to
cumulative traffic noise levels that would exist without the project. While these increases would be
considered a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional
noise, mitigation measures, such as sound walls, would not be feasible due to the fact that these
roadways are State roadways and the City can only recommend, but cannot require, that sound walls
be incorporated onto these facilities as they are under Caltrans jurisdiction. Therefore, these increases
in traffic noise along these identified roadway segments would be considered a significant, unavoidable impact under cumulative conditions.
However, as shown in the traffic noise impact discussion, implementation of the following Draft
General Plan policies and associated actions would assist in minimizing traffic noise impacts,
including these potentially significant increases:
POLICY NOI 1.1: Land Use Compatibility Standards. Use the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a
guide for planning and development decisions.
ACTION NOI 1.1.1: Noise Ordinance. Update and enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance to be consistent
with this Element. The update shall include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources,
including, but not limited to, mechanical equipment, loading/unloading activities, amplified music, and
light industrial operations.
POLICY NOI 1.2: Noise-sensitive land uses. Require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to
incorporate noise reducing measures into the project design to reduce interior and exterior noise levels to the
following acceptable levels:
– New single-family developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for exterior noise in private

outdoor active use areas.
– New multi-family residential developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for private and

community outdoor recreation use areas. Noise standards do not apply to private decks and balconies.
– Interior noise levels shall not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in all new residential units (single and multi-family).
– Where new residential units (single and multi-family) would be exposed to intermittent noise from major

transportation sources, such as train or airport operations, new construction shall achieve an interior noise
level of 65 dBA Lmax through measures such as site design or special construction materials. This standard
shall apply to areas exposed to four or more major transportation noise events, such as train passings or
aircraft flyovers, per day.
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ACTION NOI 1.2.1: Disclosures for mixed use development. Require disclosures to residents of new
mixed use developments of potential noise associated with adjacent uses such as solid waste/recycling
collection, deliveries and other activities typically associated with commercial activity.
ACTION NOI 1.2.2: Disclosures for new development. Require disclosures to residents in new
developments of potential noise associated with nearby freeways or highways.
POLICY NOI 1.3: Exceeding acceptable noise thresholds. If noise levels in the area of a proposed project
would exceed normally acceptable thresholds, the City shall require a detailed analysis of proposed noise
reduction requirements to determine if the proposed use is compatible. As needed, noise insulation features
shall be included in the design of such projects in order to reduce exterior noise levels to meet acceptable
thresholds, or, for uses with no active outdoor use areas, to ensure maintenance of acceptable interior noise
levels for affected land uses in the proposed project vicinity.
POLICY NOI 1.4: Site planning. Use site planning and project design strategies to achieve the noise level
standards in Policy NOI 1.2 - Noise Sensitive Land Uses and in Table IV.F-5 - Land Use Compatibility
Standards for Community Noise Environments. The use of noise barriers shall be considered after all practical
design-related noise measures have been integrated into the project design.
ACTION NOI 1.4.1: Sound walls. In cases where sound walls are used, they should be encouraged to
help create an attractive setting with features such as setbacks, changes in alignment, detail and texture,
pedestrian access (if appropriate), and landscaping.
ACTION NOI 1.4.2: Compatibility in mixed use development. Require that new mixed use developments be designed to limit potential noise from loading areas, refuse collection and other activities
typically associated with commercial activity through strategic placement of these sources to minimize
on site noise levels.
POLICY NOI 1.5: Major roadways. Reduce the noise impacts from major arterials and freeways.
POLICY NOI 1.6: Sensitive uses. Minimize noise impacts on noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential
uses, schools, hospitals, and childcare facilities.
ACTION NOI 1.6.1: Traffic noise reduction measures. Investigate and implement measures and
techniques to reduce traffic noise such as repaving roadways or reducing speeds.
ACTION NOI 1.6.2: Traffic noise reduction process. Monitor and record noise complaints related to
traffic noise and coordinate with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Noise
Reduction Screening Program to reduce noise.
ACTION NOI 1.6.3: Truck traffic. Encourage a limitation on commercial, industrial and construction
truck traffic through residential areas by measures such as requiring truck traffic routes and traffic plans
be identified for new construction and new commercial and industrial uses.

These policies would require the City to consider noise and land use compatibility issues when
evaluating individual development proposals, and to take steps to minimize traffic noise to the extent
feasible where significant noise impacts would result. While these Draft General Plan policies would
help to mitigate the severity of the effects of traffic noise, they would not prevent all of the anticipated traffic noise increases along the roadway segments described in this section. Therefore, the
project-related increases in traffic noise along the roadway segments identified above would be
considered a significant, unavoidable impact.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Implementation of the policies and actions included in the Draft
General Plan would help to reduce the severity of the significant impact associated with an
increase in traffic noise levels over existing conditions associated with development under the
Draft General Plan; however no additional feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce
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this impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this impact would remain significant and
unavoidable. (SU)
(4) Substantial Temporary or Periodic Increase in Ambient Noise Levels. Construction
activities associated with development allowed by the Draft General Plan could result in substantial
temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels near project sites throughout the City.
Two types of short-term noise impacts would occur during demolition, site preparation, and construction of proposed projects. The first type would result from the increase in traffic flow on local streets,
associated with the transport of workers, equipment, and materials to and from the project site. The
transport of workers and construction equipment and materials to the project site would incrementally
increase noise levels on access roads leading to the site.
The second type would result from equipment use and activities associated with demolition, site
preparation, and construction of proposed projects. Construction is performed in discrete steps, each
of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These phases
would change the character of the noise generated on project sites and, therefore, the noise levels
surrounding sites as construction progresses.
Table IV.F-12 lists typical maximum noise
levels for various pieces of construction equipment, as measured at a distance of 50 feet from
the operating equipment. Despite the variety in
the type and size of construction equipment,
similarities in the dominant noise sources and
patterns of operation allow constructionrelated noise ranges to be categorized by work
phase. The site preparation phase, which
includes excavation and grading, tends to
generate the highest noise levels, because the
noisiest construction equipment is earthmoving
equipment. Earthmoving equipment includes
excavating machinery such as backhoes,
bulldozers, draglines, and front loaders.
Earthmoving and compacting equipment
includes compactors, scrapers, and graders.
Typical operating cycles for these types of
construction equipment may involve 1 or 2
minutes of full-power operation followed by 3
or 4 minutes at lower power settings. Typical
maximum noise levels during the site
preparation phase of construction can range up
to 91 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from multiple pieces
of operating equipment.

Table IV.F-12: Typical Construction Equipment
Maximum Noise Levels, Lmax

Type of Equipment
Pile Drivers
Rock Drills
Jackhammers
Pneumatic Tools
Pumps
Scrapers
Haul Trucks
Cranes
Portable Generators
Rollers
Dozers
Tractors
Front-End Loaders
Hydraulic Backhoe
Hydraulic Excavators
Graders
Air Compressors
Trucks

Range of
Maximum Sound
Levels
(dBA at 50 feet)
81 to 96
83 to 99
75 to 85
78 to 88
74 to 84
83 to 91
83 to 94
79 to 86
71 to 87
75 to 82
77 to 90
77 to 82
77 to 90
81 to 90
81 to 90
79 to 89
76 to 89
81 to 87

Suggested
Maximum Sound
Levels for Analysis
(dBA at 50 feet)
93
96
82
85
80
87
88
82
80
80
85
80
86
86
86
86
86
86

Source: Bolt, Beranek & Newman, 1987. Noise Control for Buildings
and Manufacturing Plants.

Implementation of the Draft General Plan Policy NOI 1.1 would ensure that noise impacts from
construction activities associated with development that could occur with implementation of the Draft
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General Plan would be minimized by requiring the use of the Land Use Compatibility Standards
Table as a guide for requiring additional analysis and possible noise mitigation measures for making
planning and development decisions on projects with potential noise impacts. In addition, Action NOI
1.1.1 requires the City to update the Noise Ordinance to include noise performance standards for
stationary noise sources, including stationary construction noise sources. Draft Policy NOI 1.7
specifically restricts noise levels from stationary sources, including noise from construction activities,
through the enforcement of the City’s Noise Ordinance.
The following are the applicable policies and actions identified above.
POLICY NOI 1.1: Land Use Compatibility Standards. Use the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a
guide for planning and development decisions.
ACTION NOI 1.1.1: Noise Ordinance. Update and enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance to be consistent
with this Element. The update shall include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources,
including, but not limited to, mechanical equipment, loading/unloading activities, amplified music, and
light industrial operations.
POLICY NOI 1.7: Stationary sources. Restrict noise levels from stationary sources through enforcement of
the Noise Ordinance.
ACTION NOI 1.7.3: Construction activities. Enforce permitted hours for construction activities.

With implementation of these policies and actions, the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive
noise levels from construction activities associated with development under the Draft General Plan
and GGRP would be considered a less-than-significant impact and no additional mitigation measures
are required.
(5) Excessive Aircraft Noise. As noted in the existing conditions discussion above, aircraft
noise in the City of Mountain View is primarily related to aircraft operations at Moffett Federal
Airfield, located immediately northeast of the City, and at Palo Alto Airport, located to the northwest
of the City limits. While portions of the City are within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour of the
Moffett Federal Airfield, these land uses include open space, business park, and industrial land uses,
all of which are compatible land uses for these ambient noise levels. Implementation of the Draft
General Plan is not anticipated to result in any substantial increase in aircraft operations compared to
existing conditions as the Moffett Federal Airfield is under the jurisdiction and control of the U.S.
federal government.
Furthermore, implementation of the following Draft General Plan policies would ensure that any
potential aircraft noise impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project would be
minimized. Implementation of the Draft General Plan policy NOI 1.1 would ensure that noise impacts
from aircraft sources are minimized by requiring the use of the Land Use Compatibility Standards
Table as a guide for requiring additional analysis and possible noise mitigation measures for making
planning and development decisions on projects with potential noise impacts from aircraft noise.
Draft Policies NOI 1.2 and NOI 1.3 requires new development of noise-sensitive land uses to
incorporate noise reducing measures to meet the City’s stated acceptable interior and exterior noise
exposure levels in order to protect these proposed land uses from existing aircraft noise source
impacts. Draft Policy NOI 1.4 requires the City to consider site planning and project design strategies,
including the use of noise barriers if necessary, to achieve the proposed noise level standards for new
development projects. Policy NOI 1.8 specifically supports efforts to minimize noise impacts from
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Moffett Federal Airfield in coordination with Santa Clara’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The
associated Actions NOI 1.8.1 through NOI 1.8.3 encourages coordination with local flight controllers
to minimize flights over the community and to utilize flight procedures which minimize noise. Action
1.8.4 requires the requires the City to consider noise and land use compatibility issues and the
airport’s noise contours when evaluating development projects that would be located near Moffett
Federal Airfield.
The following are the applicable policies and actions identified above.
POLICY NOI 1.1: Land Use Compatibility Standards. Use the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a
guide for planning and development decisions.
ACTION NOI 1.1.1: Noise Ordinance. Update and enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance to be consistent
with this Element. The update shall include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources,
including, but not limited to, mechanical equipment, loading/unloading activities, amplified music, and
light industrial operations.
POLICY NOI 1.2: Noise-sensitive land uses. Require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to
incorporate noise reducing measures into the project design to reduce interior and exterior noise levels to the
following acceptable levels:
– New single-family developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for exterior noise in private

outdoor active use areas.
– New multi-family residential developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for private and

community outdoor recreation use areas. Noise standards do not apply to private decks and balconies.
– Interior noise levels shall not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in all new residential units (single and multi-family).
– Where new residential units (single and multi-family) would be exposed to intermittent noise from major

transportation sources, such as train or airport operations, new construction shall achieve an interior noise
level of 65 dBA Lmax through measures such as site design or special construction materials. This standard
shall apply to areas exposed to four or more major transportation noise events, such as train passings or
aircraft flyovers, per day.
ACTION NOI 1.2.1: Disclosures for mixed use development. Require disclosures to residents of new
mixed use developments of potential noise associated with adjacent uses such as solid waste/recycling
collection, deliveries and other activities typically associated with commercial activity.
ACTION NOI 1.2.2: Disclosures for new development. Require disclosures to residents in new
developments of potential noise associated with nearby freeways or highways.
POLICY NOI 1.3: Exceeding acceptable noise thresholds. If noise levels in the area of a proposed project
would exceed normally acceptable thresholds, the City shall require a detailed analysis of proposed noise
reduction requirements to determine if the proposed use is compatible. As needed, noise insulation features
shall be included in the design of such projects in order to reduce exterior noise levels to meet acceptable
thresholds, or, for uses with no active outdoor use areas, to ensure maintenance of acceptable interior noise
levels for affected land uses in the proposed project vicinity.
POLICY NOI 1.4: Site planning. Use site planning and project design strategies to achieve the noise level
standards in Policy NOI 1.2 - Noise Sensitive Land Uses and in Table IV.F-5 - Land Use Compatibility
Standards for Community Noise Environments. The use of noise barriers shall be considered after all practical
design-related noise measures have been integrated into the project design.
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ACTION NOI 1.4.1: Sound walls. In cases where sound walls are used, they should be encouraged to
help create an attractive setting with features such as setbacks, changes in alignment, detail and texture,
pedestrian access (if appropriate), and landscaping.
ACTION NOI 1.4.2: Compatibility in mixed use development. Require that new mixed use
developments be designed to limit potential noise from loading areas, refuse collection and other
activities typically associated with commercial activity through strategic placement of these sources to
minimize on site noise levels.
POLICY NOI 1.8: Moffett Federal Airfield. Support efforts to minimize noise impacts from Moffett Federal
Airfield, in coordination with Santa Clara County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
ACTION NOI 1.8.1: NASA overflights. Encourage and coordinate with NASA to minimize flights over
the community, including managing practice landings, particularly during evening and night time hours.
ACTION NOI 1.8.2: NASA noise levels. Encourage and coordinate with NASA to utilize flight, landing
and maintenance procedures which lower noise levels.
ACTION NOI 1.8.3: Moffett Federal Airfield uses. Support efforts to restrict the use of Moffett
Federal Airfield for additional air traffic uses such as passenger and cargo uses.
ACTION NOI 1.8.4: Moffett Federal Airfield noise contours. Consider the noise contours of Moffett
Federal Airfield operations when making land use planning decisions and considering new development
to ensure that noise standards are met.

With implementation of these policies and actions, the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive
noise levels from aircraft noise sources would be a less-than-significant impact and no additional
mitigation measures are required.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The only cumulatively
considerable contribution of the Draft General Plan and the GGRP on regional noise conditions
would result from project-related increases in traffic noise levels along some roadway segments
within the City (see subsection (3) above).
As discussed in subsection (3), any project-related increase in ambient noise levels for noise environments currently exposed to noise levels in excess of conditionally acceptable levels for noise sensitive
land uses would be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative
impact of regional noise and mitigation must be considered. As shown in the traffic noise modeling
results in Table IV.F-11, land uses along the following roadway segments would experience traffic
noise levels of 74 dBA to 82.2 dBA Ldn resulting in increases of 0.1 dBA to 0.2 dBA under cumulative conditions with the project compared to cumulative traffic noise levels that would exist without
the project.
x

SR 85 from SR 237 to Evelyn Avenue (an increase of 0.1 dBA);

x

SR 85 from Evelyn Avenue to Moffett Boulevard (an increase of 0.2 dBA);

x

US 101 from SR 237 to Ellis Street (an increase of 0.1 dBA);

x

US 101 from Ellis Street to Moffett Boulevard (an increase of 0.1 dBA);

x

US 101 from SR 85 to Old Middlefield Road (an increase of 0.1 dBA);

x

US 101 from Old Middlefield Road to Rengstorff Avenue (an increase of 0.1 dBA);
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x

US 101 from Rengstorff Avenue to San Antonio Road (an increase of 0.1 dBA); and

x

SR 237 from El Camino Real to SR 85 (an increase of 0.1 dBA).

While these increases would be considered a significant cumulatively considerable contribution to
regional noise, mitigation measures, such as sound walls, would not be feasible due to the fact that
these roadways are State roadways and the City can only recommend, but cannot require and ensure
that sound walls are incorporated onto these facilities. Therefore, the increase in traffic noise along
these identified roadway segments would be considered a significant, unavoidable impact under
cumulative conditions.
However, as shown in the traffic noise impact discussion in subsection (1) above, implementation of
the following Draft General Plan policies and associated actions would assist in minimizing all traffic
noise impacts, including these potentially significant increases:
POLICY NOI 1.1: Land Use Compatibility Standards. Use the Land Use Compatibility Standards Table as a
guide for planning and development decisions.
ACTION NOI 1.1.1: Noise Ordinance. Update and enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance to be consistent
with this Element. The update shall include noise performance standards for stationary noise sources,
including, but not limited to, mechanical equipment, loading/unloading activities, amplified music, and
light industrial operations.
POLICY NOI 1.2: Noise-sensitive land uses. Require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to
incorporate noise reducing measures into the project design to reduce interior and exterior noise levels to the
following acceptable levels:
– New single-family developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for exterior noise in private

outdoor active use areas.
– New multi-family residential developments shall maintain a standard of 65 dBA Ldn for private and

community outdoor recreation use areas. Noise standards do not apply to private decks and balconies.
– Interior noise levels shall not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in all new residential units (single and multi-family).
– Where new residential units (single and multi-family) would be exposed to intermittent noise from major

transportation sources, such as train or airport operations, new construction shall achieve an interior noise
level of 65 dBA Lmax through measures such as site design or special construction materials. This standard
shall apply to areas exposed to four or more major transportation noise events, such as train passings or
aircraft flyovers, per day.
ACTION NOI 1.2.1: Disclosures for mixed use development. Require disclosures to residents of new
mixed use developments of potential noise associated with adjacent uses such as solid waste/recycling
collection, deliveries and other activities typically associated with commercial activity.
ACTION NOI 1.2.2: Disclosures for new development. Require disclosures to residents in new
developments of potential noise associated with nearby freeways or highways.
POLICY NOI 1.3: Exceeding acceptable noise thresholds. If noise levels in the area of a proposed project
would exceed normally acceptable thresholds, the City shall require a detailed analysis of proposed noise
reduction requirements to determine if the proposed use is compatible. As needed, noise insulation features
shall be included in the design of such projects in order to reduce exterior noise levels to meet acceptable
thresholds, or, for uses with no active outdoor use areas, to ensure maintenance of acceptable interior noise
levels for affected land uses in the proposed project vicinity.
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POLICY NOI 1.4: Site planning. Use site planning and project design strategies to achieve the noise level
standards in Policy NOI 1.2 - Noise Sensitive Land Uses and in Table IV.F-5 - Land Use Compatibility
Standards for Community Noise Environments. The use of noise barriers shall be considered after all practical
design-related noise measures have been integrated into the project design.
ACTION NOI 1.4.1: Sound walls. In cases where sound walls are used, they should be encouraged to
help create an attractive setting with features such as setbacks, changes in alignment, detail and texture,
pedestrian access (if appropriate), and landscaping.
ACTION NOI 1.4.2: Compatibility in mixed use development. Require that new mixed use
developments be designed to limit potential noise from loading areas, refuse collection and other
activities typically associated with commercial activity through strategic placement of these sources to
minimize on site noise levels.
POLICY NOI 1.5: Major roadways. Reduce the noise impacts from major arterials and freeways.
POLICY NOI 1.6: Sensitive uses. Minimize noise impacts on noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential
uses, schools, hospitals, and childcare facilities.
ACTION NOI 1.6.1: Traffic noise reduction measures. Investigate and implement measures and
techniques to reduce traffic noise such as repaving roadways or reducing speeds.
ACTION NOI 1.6.2: Traffic noise reduction process. Monitor and record noise complaints related to
traffic noise and coordinate with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Noise
Reduction Screening Program to reduce noise.
ACTION NOI 1.6.3: Truck traffic. Encourage a limitation on commercial, industrial and construction
truck traffic through residential areas by measures such as requiring truck traffic routes and traffic plans
be identified for new construction and new commercial and industrial uses.

These policies would require the City to consider noise and land use compatibility issues when
evaluating individual development proposals, and to take steps to minimize traffic noise. While these
Draft General Plan policies would help to mitigate the effects of traffic noise, they would not prevent
all of the anticipated traffic noise increases along the roadway segments identified above. Therefore,
the project-related increases in traffic noise along the roadway segments identified above would be
considered a significant, unavoidable impact in the cumulative condition as noted in Impact NOI-1.
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GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY

This chapter describes the existing geologic conditions, including geologic and seismic hazards, for
the City of Mountain View, as well as the applicable regulatory framework, impacts of Draft General
Plan and GGRP policies, actions, and measures and identifies mitigation measures regarding geology,
soils, and seismicity. Background information for this section is drawn from published and unpublished regional geologic reports and maps from the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the
California Geological Survey (CGS), the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and other
sources. This chapter was prepared by Baseline Environmental Consulting.

1.

Setting

The geology, topography, soils and mineral resources within the City of Mountain View are described
below.
a.
Geology. The City of Mountain View has an incorporated boundary of approximately 7,600
acres,1 and is located entirely on the alluvial plains adjacent San Francisco Bay.2 Alluvium consists
mainly of unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt, and clay deposits that have been subject to redistribution
by fluvial (stream) processes. The Santa Cruz Mountains rise in a series of ridges to the southwest of
the City.3
Near the shore of the San Francisco Bay, young Bay Mud is exposed at the surface, and has a thickness of approximately 28 feet at the Bay’s margin. Receding inland, the young Bay Mud becomes
thinner until dissipating completely near the location of US 101. This inland young Bay Mud is
generally overlain by man-made fill and recent Holocene fluvial deposits. Underlying the young Bay
Mud, and in areas further inland, old Bay Mud deposits which are denser and stiffer than the young
Bay Mud underlie alternating bands of freshwater fluvial deposits, Holocene alluvium, and near the
City’s southwestern border, older Pleistocene alluvium. Franciscan Complex bedrock underlie these
multi-layered sedimentary deposits at depths of approximately 600 to 700 feet below ground surface
(bgs) at the Bay’s margin, and approximately 270 feet bgs near the Los Altos border.4 Table 6-1
describes the geologic units in Mountain View and Figure 6-1 shows the generalized location of
geology and earthquake faults.

1
Mountain View, City of, 2009. FAQ: About Mountain View, California. Website: www.ci.mtnview.ca.us (accessed
February 26, 2009).
2

Ludington, S. et. al., 2007. Preliminary Integrated Geological Map Database for the United States, Western States
Version 1.3, USGS OFR 2005-1305, December.
3

Graymer, R.W. Moring, B.C., Saucedo, G.J., Wentworth, C.M., Brabb, E.E., and Knudsen, K.L., 2006. Geologic
Map of the San Francisco Bay Region: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Map 2918.
4
California Division of Mines and Geology, 1974. Potential Seismic Hazards in Santa Clara County, California.
Prepared in cooperation with the County of Santa Clara. Special Report 107.
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Table IV.G-1: Geologic Units in Mountain View
Symbol
Qbm

Unit Name
San Francisco Bay Mud

Age
Quaternary - Holocene

Qyf

Alluvium

Quaternary - Holocene

Qyfl

Alluvium -Fluvial
Deposits
Alluvium -Inter-fluvial
fresh water basin deposits
Alluvium
Franciscan Complex

Quaternary - Holocene

Qb
Qof
(J, K) fu

Quaternary - Holocene
Pleistocene
Jurassic to Cretaceous

Description
Estuarine organic clay and silty clay; highly
compressible; water content high, extremely
variable.
Young alluvial fan deposits: fine-grained sand
and silt, minor gravel.
Outer edges of alluvial fans: fine-grained sand,
silt, and clay.
Organic clay and silty clay; fossiliferous; subaerially weathered.
Older alluvial fan deposits
Sandstone with smaller amounts of shale, chert,
limestone, and conglomerate.

Source: California Division of Mines and Geology, 1974. Potential Seismic Hazards in Santa Clara County, California.
Prepared in cooperation with the County of Santa Clara. Special Report 107.

b.
Topography. Mountain View is in an area with relatively modest topographic relief, rising
with gentle undulations from an elevation of zero feet NGVD5 along the shores of San Francisco Bay
to approximately 200 feet NGVD 6.5 miles to the south near the corner of Oak and Grant streets at
the southern edge of the City.6,7
c.
Soils. Soil is generally defined as the unconsolidated mixture of mineral grains and organic
material which mantles the land surfaces of the earth. Soils can develop on unconsolidated sediments,
such as alluvium, and weathered bedrock. The characteristics of soil reflect the five major influences
on their development: topography, climate, biological activity, parent (source) material, and time.
The soil survey from the U.S. Department of Agriculture indicate that the soils of Mountain View
consist of three basic soil associations arranged in bands paralleling the shoreline of San Francisco
Bay. Nearest the Bay, soils are of the Alviso association and consist of fine textured sediments influenced by tidal waters. South of this area, and approximately 3 miles wide, is a band of soils of the
Sunnyvale – Castro – Clearlake (SCC) association.8 These SCC soils are typically very deep and
somewhat poorly to very poorly drained. Farther south, a band of well drained, medium to fine
grained soils, derived from alluvial fans, is dominated by the Yolo association within Mountain View.
Table 6-2 provides a description of these soil characteristics. Many of these soils are moderately to
highly corrosive to steel, and are likely to be at least moderately corrosive to concrete. They are also
moderately to highly expansive, and may result in shrink-swell damage to structures. The potential
geologic hazards associated with the soils within the City are discussed below in the Seismic and
Geologic Hazards subsection.

5

National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, which is roughly equivalent to mean sea level.

6

United States Geological Survey, 1961. Mountain View Quadrangle 7.5’ series Topographic Map. Photorevised

7

United States Geological Survey, 1961. Cupertino Quadrangle 7.5’ series Topographic Map. Photorevised 1980.

1981.
8

United States Department of Agriculture, 1968. Soils of Santa Clara County, publication CA641, in cooperation
with the County of Santa Clara Planning Department.
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Soils in the City of Mountain View

Soil Association/Name
Alviso
Sunnyvale
Castro
Clearlake
Yolo

Approximate Acreage
within Mountain View
1,000

Linear Extensibility
(shrink-swell)
n/a - Tidal Soil Type
High
High
Moderate to High
Moderate

4,000
2,600

Corrosivity
(uncoated steel)
High
High
Moderate to High
Moderate to High
Low to Moderate

Sources: USDA, 1968. Soils of Santa Clara County, publication CA641, in cooperation with the County of Santa Clara
Planning Department; USDA, 1974. Eastern Santa Clara Area, California, publication CA646, in cooperation
with the UC Agricultural Experiment Station.

d.
Mineral Resources. Initial statewide mapping of aggregate resources includes a small area
within the southern boundary of Mountain View along Stevens Creek that is classified MRZ-3,
“Areas containing mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be evaluated from the available
data.”9 However, based on subsequent mapping by the State of California for suitability of use as
construction materials, it was determined that no minerals or aggregate resources of statewide
importance are located within Mountain View.10 There are no natural gas, oil, or geothermal
resources identified in or adjacent to Mountain View.11,12

e.
Seismic Conditions. Mountain View is located in the seismically active San Francisco Bay
Area. The main feature generating the seismic activity in the region is the tectonic plate boundary
between the North American and Pacific plates. Locally, this boundary is referred to as the San
Andreas Fault Zone (SAFZ) and includes numerous active faults found by the California Geological
Survey under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act to be “active” (i.e., to have evidence of
fault rupture in the past 11,000 years). Some of the major active faults within the SAFZ include the
San Andreas, Hayward, San Gregorio-Seal Cove, Concord – Green Valley, Greenville, and Calaveras
faults. In a report published in 2008, the U.S. Geological Survey estimated that there was a 63 percent
probability that between 2008 and 2038, a 6.7 or greater magnitude earthquake will occur in the San
Francisco Bay Region. The probability of a 6.7 magnitude or greater earthquake occurring along
individual faults was estimated to be 21 percent along the San Andreas Fault, 31 percent along the
Hayward-Rodgers Creek Fault, and 7 percent along the Calaveras Fault.13
Mountain View City Hall is located approximately 6.7 miles northeast of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone (A-PEFZ) for the San Andreas Fault, and approximately 11.2 miles southwest of the A-PEFZ for the Hayward Fault. The complex and potentially active Berrocal/Monte
9
California Division of Mines and Geology, 1987. Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the San
Francisco – Monterey Bay Area. Special Report 146, part II.
10

California Department of Conservation, 1996. Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Minerals in the
South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Region. DMG Open-File Report 96-03.
11

California Department of Conservation, 2000. Energy Map of California, Map S-2, 3rd Edition.

12

California Department of Conservation, 2001. Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Fields in California, Map S-1.

13

2007 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities, 2008. The Uniform California Earthquake Rupture
Forecast, Version 2 (UCERF 2): U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2007-1437 and California Geological Survey
Special Report 203. Website: pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1437.
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Vista-Shannon fault zone has it northern terminus about 2.7 miles to the southwest, while the inactive
Cascade, Stanford and San Jose faults all cross the City of Mountain View from the southeast to the
northwest.14 Information on active regional faults is shown in Table IV.G-3 and on Figure IV.G-2,
local faults are shown in Figure IV.G-1.
Geologic and soil conditions in an area can influence the shaking effects of an earthquake. The
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) earthquake hazard mapping indicates a Magnitude
7.9 event on the San Andreas Fault (similar to the 1906 earthquake) would result in very strong to
violent (MMI-VIII/IX) shaking in the area of Mountain View.15 Based on ABAG/USGS mapping, the
vicinity around Mountain View ranges from a low hazard for liquefaction susceptibility (in a small
portion of the City near the Los Altos border) to very highly susceptible in the lowlands adjacent the
San Francisco Bay.16 Earthquake induced slope stability is generally not an issue in Mountain View
due to the low relief of the local topography, resulting in the vicinity being classified as “stable, areas
of zero to five percent slope not underlain by landslide deposits.”17
f.
Seismic and Geological Hazards. This section describes the hazards associated with the
geologic conditions and the potential for seismic events in the City of Mountain View.
(1) Fault Rupture Damage. Surface rupture occurs when the ground surface is broken due
to fault movement during an earthquake. Regional faults identified by the CGS are shown in Figure
IV.G-2. The location of surface rupture generally can be assumed to be along an active major fault
trace.
The nearest active or potentially active fault to the City of Mountain View is the Berrocal/Monte
Vista-Shannon Fault, which generally follows the along the base of the foothills of the Santa Cruz
range. The maximum expected earthquake for this fault is estimated to be magnitude (Mw) 6.5.18 The
fault has caused Holocene or late Pleistocene (i.e., the last 15,000 years) displacement, but not during
historic (approximately 200 years) times. Several relatively small, older faults are located in the area;
however, displacement of these faults occurred more than 11,000 years ago. The CGS has not
mapped any of these as an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, indicating that the CGS does not
considered them likely to generate surface rupture. Accordingly, these faults are generally considered
not active. No known active faults are present within the City of Mountain View and the fault rupture
hazard for the City is considered to be very low.19

14

California Division of Mines and Geology, 1988. Fault Map of California, with locations of Volcanoes, Thermal
Springs, and Thermal Wells, California Department of Conservation (fourth printing).
15
Association of Bay Area Governments, 2004. Earthquake Shaking Scenario, Entire San Andreas Fault:
Magnitude 7.9 event. Website: www.abag.ca.gov (accessed February 27, 2009).
16

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2004. Liquefaction Susceptibility Map. Website: www.abag.ca.gov
(accessed February 27, 2009).
17
Nilsen, T. H., Wright, R. H., et. al., 1979. Relative Slope Stability and Land-use Planning in the San Francisco
Bay Region, California. USGS Professional Paper 944.
18

International Conference of Building Officials Publishes, 1998, op. cit.

19

Department of Conservation, 2007. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act with Index to Earthquake Fault Zones Maps. California Geological Survey, Interim Revision.
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Active Faultsa in the Mountain View Vicinity

Location and Direction
from Planning Areab
6.7 miles southwest – the
San Andreas fault zone
extends 700 miles from
the Gulf of California to
the Mendocino fault zone
11.2 miles northeast

Calaveras Fault 15.7 miles east

a

b

c

d
e
f

g

San Gregorio

20 miles southwest

Concord Green Valley

34 miles north

Slip Rate &
Recurrence
Intervalc
Between 16 and 25
mm/yr. Recurrence
interval is approximately 227 years.

A-PEFZA
Fault
Classification
Active

Greater than 5.0
mm/yr. Recurrence
interval is approx.
average of 150-250
years.

Active

Greater than 5.0
mm/yr. Recurrence
interval is variable,
125 to 850 years.
Greater than 5.0
mm/yr. Recurrence
interval greater than
400 years.

Active

Between 1.0 and 5.0
mm/yr. Recurrence
interval unknown.

Active

Active

Historical
Seismicityd,e
1989: M7.1,
1906: M8.25
1838: M7.0
Many <M6

Maximum
Moment
Magnitudef,g
7.9

1868: M6.8
One (perhaps two)
other surfacerupturing
earthquakes have
occurred in the past
250 years
1984: M6.2
1864: M6.?
1861: M6.?

7.1

Two events of
unknown size
causing fault offset
occurred between
620 and 1775 AD.
No recorded
earthquakes greater
than M6.0.

7.3

6.8

6.9

An “Active Fault” is defined by the State Mining and Geology Board as one which has had surface displacement within
Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years).
Jennings, C.W., 1994. Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas with Locations and Ages of Recent Volcanic
Eruptions. Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) Geologic Data Map No. 6.
CDMG, 1996. Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment for the State of California. California Department of
Conservation, DMG Open-File Report 96-08.
CGS, 2009. California Historic Earthquakes >5.5, www.conservation.ca.gov/CGS/rghm/.
USGS, 2009. Earthquake Hazards Program, quake.usgs.gov.
Note: Maximum moment magnitude is the strongest earthquake that is likely to be generated along a fault zone, based on
the geologic character of the fault and earthquake history (CDMG, 1996).
International Conference of Building Officials Publishes, 1998. Maps of Known Active Fault Near Source Zones in
California and adjacent portions of Nevada. February.

Source: Baseline Environmental Consulting, 2009.

(2) Seismic Shaking. Seismic shaking (or ground shaking) is a general term referring to all
aspects of motion of the earth’s surface resulting from an earthquake, and is normally the major cause
of damage in seismic events. The extent of ground shaking is controlled by the magnitude and
intensity of the earthquake, distance from the epicenter, and local geologic conditions. Magnitude is a
measure of the energy released by an earthquake; it is assessed by seismographs that measure the
amplitude of seismic waves. Intensity is a subjective measure of the perceptible effects of seismic
energy at a given point and varies with distance from the epicenter and local geologic conditions. The
Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale (MMI) is the most commonly used scale for measurement of the
subjective effects of earthquake intensity and is further described in Table 6-4. Intensity can also be
quantitatively measured using accelerometers (strong motion seismographs) that record ground
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acceleration at a specific location, a measure of force applied to a structure under seismic shaking.
Acceleration is measured as a fraction or percentage of the acceleration under gravity (g). In addition
to the San Andreas, Hayward, and San Gregorio faults, noted above, major regional faults outside the
City of Mountain View but in the Coast Ranges, are capable of producing ground shaking in the City
of Mountain View; these other major active regional faults include the Calaveras Fault in the Oakland
Hills to the east and the Concord-Green Valley Fault to the north (See Table IV-G.3).
Peak Acceleration. Estimates of the peak ground acceleration have been made by the State for
the area based on probabilistic models that account for multiple seismic sources. Under these models,
consideration of the probability of expected seismic events is incorporated into the determination of
the level of ground shaking at a particular location. The expected peak horizontal acceleration (with a
10 percent chance of being exceeded in the next 50 years) generated by any of the seismic sources
potentially affecting the Mountain View area is estimated by the California Geological Survey at
about 0.482g20 on the alluvium near the Bay.21 This level of ground shaking is a potentially significant hazard.
Liquefaction. Liquefaction is the rapid transformation of saturated, loose, fine-grained sediment to a fluid-like state because of earthquake ground shaking. In the process, the soil undergoes
transient loss of strength, which commonly causes ground displacement or ground failure to occur.
Since saturated soils are a necessary condition for liquefaction, soil layers in areas where the groundwater table is near the surface have higher liquefaction potential than those in which the water table is
located at greater depths. Liquefaction potential increases in the vicinity of the San Francisco Bay and
locally near creeks where loose granular sediments have accumulated as a result of stream processes.
The potential for liquefaction also depends on soil conditions and groundwater levels, which may
fluctuate. Liquefaction has resulted in substantial loss of life, injury, and damage to property. In
addition, liquefaction increases the hazard of fires because of explosions induced when underground
gas lines break, and because the breakage of water mains substantially reduces fire suppression
capability. In general, where there is any potential for liquefaction, site-specific studies are needed to
determine the extent of the hazard if development were to occur in the area.
Lateral spreading is a form of horizontal displacement of soil toward an open channel or other “free”
face, such as an excavation boundary. Lateral spreading can result from either the slump of low
cohesion unconsolidated material or more commonly by liquefaction of either the soil layer or a
subsurface layer underlying soil material on a slope, resulting in gravitationally driven movement.22
Lateral spreading (lurching) may also occur where open banks and unsupported cut slopes provide a
free face. Ground shaking, especially when inducing liquefaction, may cause lateral spreading toward
unsupported slopes. Areas most prone to lateral spreading are those that consist of fill material that
has been improperly engineered, that have steep, unstable banks, and that have high groundwater

20

Measured as a fraction or percentage of the acceleration compared to gravity (g).

21

California Geological Survey, 2008. Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Mapping Ground Motion Page. Website:
www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/pshamap/pshamain.html (accessed February 17, 2009).
22
Rauch, Alan F., 1997. EPOLLS: An Empirical Method for Predicting Surface Displacements due to LiquefactionInduced Lateral Spreading in Earthquakes, Ph. D. Dissertation, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA.
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tables. Damage caused by liquefaction and lateral spreading is generally most severe when liquefaction occurs within 15 to 20 feet of the ground surface.

Table IV.G-4:

Modified Mercalli Scale

Ma Category Definition
I

Not felt except by a very few under especially favorable circumstances.

II

Felt only by a few persons at rest, especially on upper floors of buildings. Delicately suspended objects
may swing.

III

Felt quite noticeably indoors, especially on upper floors of buildings, but many people do not recognize it
as an earthquake. Standing motor cars may rock slightly. Vibration like passing of truck. Duration
estimated.

IV

During the day felt indoors by many, outdoors by few. At night some awakened. Dishes, windows, doors
disturbed; walls make cracking sound. Sensation like heavy truck striking building. Standing motor cars
rocked noticeably.

V

Felt by nearly everyone, many awaken. Some dishes, windows, etc., broken; a few instances of cracked
plaster; unstable objects overturned. Disturbances of trees, poles, and other tall objects sometimes noticed.
Pendulum clocks may stop.

5

VI

Felt by all, many frightened and run outdoors. Some heavy furniture moved; a few instances of fallen
plaster or damaged chimneys. Damage slight.

6

VII

Everybody runs outdoors. Damage negligible in building of good design and construction; slight to
moderate in well-built ordinary structures; considerable in poorly built or badly designed structures; some
chimneys broken. Noticed by persons driving motor cars.

VIII

Damage slight in specially designed structures; considerable in ordinary substantial buildings, with partial
collapse; great in poorly built structures. Panel walls thrown out of frame structures. Fall of chimneys,
factory stacks, columns, monuments, walls. Heavy furniture overturned. Sand and mud ejected in small
amounts. Changes in well water. Persons driving motor cars disturbed.

7

IX

Damage considerable in specially designed structures; well-designed frame structures thrown out of
plumb; great in substantial buildings, with partial collapse. Buildings shifted off foundations. Ground
cracked conspicuously. Underground pipes broken.

8

X

Some well-built wooden structures destroyed; most masonry and frame structures destroyed with
foundations; ground badly cracked. Rails bent. Landslides considerable from river banks and steep slopes.
Shifted sand and mud. Water splashed (slopped) over banks.

XI

Few, if any, (masonry) structures remain standing. Bridges destroyed. Broad fissures in ground.
Underground pipelines completely out of service. Earth slumps and land slips in soft ground. Rails bent
greatly.

XII

Damage total. Practically all works of construction are damaged greatly or destroyed. Waves seen on
ground surface. Lines of sight and level are distorted.

3

4

a

Richter magnitude correlation.
Source: California Geological Survey, 2002. How Earthquakes and Their Effects are Measured.

Most of Mountain View is underlain by materials that have moderate to very high liquefaction
potential23 and the vicinity of the City of Mountain View has been mapped in conformance with the
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (discussed further below). A Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction has

23
Knudsen, K.L., J.M. Somers, R.C. Witter, C.M. Wentworth and E.J. Helley, 2000. Preliminary Maps of
Quaternary Deposits and Liquefaction Susceptibility, Nine-County San Francisco Bay Region, California Geology.
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been determined for the areas adjacent most creek channels and all portions of the City roughly onehalf mile north of El Camino Real.24
Landsliding. The strong ground motions that occur during earthquakes are capable of inducing
landslides, generally where unstable slope conditions already exist. Slope stability is discussed below.
Slope Stability. Slope failure can occur as either rapid movement of large masses of soil
(“landslide”) or slow, continuous movement (“creep”). The primary factors influencing the stability
of a slope are: 1) the nature of the underlying soil or bedrock; 2) the geometry of the slope (height and
steepness); 3) rainfall; and 4) the presence of previous landslide deposits. Landslides are commonly
triggered by unusually high rainfall and the resulting soil saturation, by earthquakes, or a combination
of these conditions. The City of Mountain View is mapped as Category 1, (stable areas of less than 5
percent slope and not underlain by landslide deposits,25). Therefore, slope stability issues in the City
of Mountain View are generally related to temporary construction activities such as spoils and dirt
stockpile, and trenching and sub-surface excavation activities.
Expansive Soils. Expansion and contraction of volume can occur when expansive soils
undergo alternating cycles of wetting (swelling) and drying (shrinking). During these cycles, the
volume of the soil changes markedly. As a consequence of such volume changes, structural damage
to building and infrastructure may occur if the potentially expansive soils were not considered in
building design and during construction. The soils of the Mountain View area range from moderate to
high shrink-swell potential. Moderate to high shrink-swell potential soils and classified as expansive
soils and construction will require appropriate engineering.26
Subsidence. Subsidence is the lowering of the land-surface elevation. The mechanism for
subsidence is generally related to groundwater pumping and subsequent consolidation of loose
aquifer sediments. The primary hazards associated with subsidence are increased flooding hazards
and damage to underground utilities. Other effects of subsidence include changes in the gradients of
stormwater and sanitary sewer drainage systems in which the flow is gravity-driven. The San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are wholesalers of
water to the City of Mountain View. The City of Mountain View and Cal Water are water retailers to
City customers; the City obtains water from the wholesalers and also from groundwater water supply
wells in the Santa Clara Groundwater Basin’s Santa Clara Subbasin; groundwater in the Santa Clara
Subbasin is managed (to avoid overdrafting) by the Santa Clara Valley Water District.27 There are no
significant agricultural or industrial activities that result in the substantial pumping withdrawal of
water from the underlying aquifer that would contribute to subsidence in Mountain View.
Settlement and Differential Settlement. Differential settlement or subsidence could occur if
buildings or other improvements were built on low-strength foundation materials (including imported
fill) or if improvements straddle the boundary between different types of subsurface materials (e.g., a
24

California Geological Survey, 2006. Seismic Hazard Zones, Mountain View Quadrangle: Official Map. 18

October.
25

Nilsen, 1979, op. cit.

26

United States Department of Agriculture, 1968, op. cit.

27

Cullen Wilder Engineering, 1995. City of Mountain View Review of Water System Study. January.
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boundary between native material and fill). Although differential settlement generally occurs slowly
enough that its effects are not dangerous to inhabitants, it can cause significant building damage over
time. Portions of Mountain View that contain loose or uncontrolled (non-engineered) fill may be
susceptible to differential settlement; these areas may be randomly located throughout the City and
would become known during site-specific geotechnical investigations associated with new
development or redevelopment.
g.
Regulatory Framework. This section describes the applicable federal, State and local
regulations that pertain to the City of Mountain View.
(1) Federal Regulations – National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program. The
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) was established by the U.S. Congress
when it passed the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977, Public Law (PL) 95–124. In establishing NEHRP, Congress recognized that earthquake-related losses could be reduced through improved
design and construction methods and practices, land use controls and redevelopment, prediction techniques and early-warning systems, coordinated emergency preparedness plans, and public education
and involvement programs. The four basic NEHRP goals remain unchanged:
x

Develop effective practices and policies for earthquake loss reduction and accelerate their
implementation.

x

Improve techniques for reducing earthquake vulnerabilities of facilities and systems.

x

Improve earthquake hazards identification and risk assessment methods, and their use.

x

Improve the understanding of earthquakes and their effects.

Several key federal agencies contribute to earthquake mitigation efforts. There are four primary
NEHRP agencies:
x

National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) of the Department of Commerce

x

National Science Foundation (NSF)

x

United States Geological Survey (USGS) of the Department of the Interior

x

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) of the Department of Homeland Security

Implementation of NEHRP priorities is accomplished primarily through original research, publications, and recommendations to assist and guide State, regional, and local agencies in the development
of plans and policies to promote safety and emergency planning.
(2) State Regulations. State regulations described below include the California Building
Code, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, regulations
pertaining to oil, gas, and geothermal wells, and the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.
California Building Code. The 2010 California Building Code (CBC), which refers to Part 2
of the California Building Standards Code in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, is based
on the 2009 Uniform Building Code (UBC), published by the International Conference of Building
Officials. The 2010 CBC covers grading and other geotechnical issues, building specifications, and
non-building structures. The City of Mountain View has adopted the 2010 CBC, with amendments,
as the reference building code for all projects in the City under Part 2, Chapter 8 of the City’s Code of
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Ordinances. The City of Mountain View's Building Inspection Department, which is part of the
Community Development Department, is responsible for reviewing plans, issuing building permits
and conducting field inspections.28
The CBC requires that a site-specific geotechnical investigation report be prepared by a licensed
professional for proposed developments of one or more buildings greater than 4,000 square feet to
evaluate geologic and seismic hazards. Buildings less than or equal to 4,000 square feet also are
required to prepare a geologic engineering report, except for one-story, wood-frame and light-steelframe buildings of Type V construction that are located outside of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Faults Zones.
The purpose of a site-specific geotechnical investigation is to identify seismic and geologic conditions
that require project mitigation, such as surface fault ruptures, ground shaking, liquefaction, differential settlement, lateral spreading, expansive soils, and slope stability. Requirements for the geotechnical investigation are presented in Chapter 16 “Structural Design” and Chapter 18 “Soils and Foundation” of the 2010 CBC. The geotechnical investigation report would be reviewed by the City of
Mountain View’s Building Inspection Division prior to issuance of building permits to ensure
compliance.
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (A-PEFZA). Surface rupture is the most easily
avoided seismic hazard. The A-PEFZA was passed in December 1972 to mitigate the hazard of
surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. The Act requires the State Geologist to establish
regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones) around the surface traces of active faults and to
issue appropriate maps. Local agencies must regulate most development projects within the zones.
Before a project can be permitted, cities and counties must require a geologic investigation to
demonstrate that proposed buildings for human occupancy will not be constructed across active
faults. If an active fault is found, a structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of
the fault and must be set back from the fault (generally 50 feet), although local agencies can be more
restrictive than state law requires. Mountain View is not located within an A-PEFZA.
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (SHMA). In 1990, following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, the California Legislature enacted the SHMA to protect the public from the effects of strong
ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides and other seismic hazards. The SHMA established a
Statewide mapping program to identify areas subject to violent shaking and ground failure; the
program is intended to assist cities and counties in protecting public health and safety. The SHMA
requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones and requires cities, counties,
and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain development projects within these zones. As a
result, the California Geologic Survey is mapping SHMA Zones and has completed seismic hazard
mapping for the portions of California most susceptible to liquefaction, ground shaking, and
landslides: primarily the San Francisco Bay area and Los Angeles basin. The City of Mountain View
and vicinity have been mapped in conformance with the SHMA.

28
Mountain View, City of, 2010. City of Mountain View Code of Ordinances. Chapter 8 – Buildings.
Website: library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16508&stateID=5&statename=California (accessed July 28, 2011).
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Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Wells Regulations. The California Department of Conservation's
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources oversee the drilling, operation, maintenance, and
plugging and abandonment of oil, natural gas, and geothermal wells.29 The regulatory program
emphasizes the development of oil, natural gas, and geothermal resources in the State through sound
engineering practices that protect the environment, prevent pollution, and ensure public safety.30
Available state mapping does not indicate any oil, gas or geothermal resources or exploration in the
Mountain View area. 31,32
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. The principal legislation addressing mineral
resources in California is the State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) (Public
Resources Code Sections 2710–2719), which was enacted in response to land use conflicts between
urban growth and essential mineral production.33 SMARA specifies that lead agencies require financial assurances of each mining operation to ensure reclamation is performed in accordance with the
approved reclamation plan. The financial assurances may take the form of surety bonds, irrevocable
letters of credit, trust funds, or similar mechanism. Based on mapping by the State of California, no
minerals or aggregate resources of statewide importance are located in the vicinity of Mountain
View.34

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section provides an assessment of the potential adverse impacts of Draft General Plan and GGRP
policies and actions related to geology, soils, and seismicity. It establishes the thresholds of significance for impacts and then evaluates the Draft General Plan and GGRP. Where potentially significant
impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP are identified, mitigation measures are recommended.
a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and the GGRP could have
a significant geologic, soils, or seismicity impact if it would:
(1)

Expose significant number of people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
o

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;

o

Strong seismic ground shaking;

o

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; and/or

29
Resources Agency, 2007. Publication No. PRC04: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division, 2, Chapters
2-4. Division of Gas, Oil and Geothermal Resources, March.
30

California Department of Conservation, 2008. Oil, Gas and Geothermal Programs Page. Website:
www.consrv.ca.gov/dog/Pages/index.aspx (accessed November 28, 2008).
31

California Department of Conservation, 2000, op. cit.

32

California Department of Conservation, 2001, op. cit.

33

California Geological Survey, 2008. Mineral Resources and Mineral Hazards Mapping Program. Website:
www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/Pages/Index.aspx (accessed November 28, 2008).
34

California Resources Agency, 1986, op. cit.
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Landslides;

(2)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of top soil;

(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-site or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse;

(4)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property; or

(5)

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

b.
Impacts Analysis. The growth and changes to land use (commercial, industrial and residential)
in Mountain View resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP could result in
increased development and population in the City of Mountain View. Implementation of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP would therefore result in additional people and structures being exposed to
geohazards, including seismic risks, liquefaction, slope instability, soil settlement or compaction, and
adverse soil conditions (e.g., expansive soils, corrosive soils). Some of these geohazards, particularly
those related to seismic shaking, could result in injuries and/or fatalities; all of the geohazards
discussed could result in damage to structures and property. The following section provides an
evaluation and analysis for the potential impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP for each of the
criteria of significance listed above.
(1) Potential Substantial Adverse Effects. This section discusses the potential impacts of
the Draft General and GGRP related to seismic hazards.
Major regional faults located outside Mountain View in the Coast Ranges are capable of producing
very strong to violent ground shaking in Mountain View; these faults, identified in Table IV-G.3,
consist of the San Andres Fault, the Hayward Fault, the San Gregorio Fault, the Calaveras Fault, and
the Concord-Green Valley Fault... Strong to violent seismic shaking could cause serious structural
damage to buildings not engineered and constructed to comply with the current CBC, and could cause
extensive non-structural35 damage to buildings in the City of Mountain View.
Existing federal and State programs, including NEHRP, the A-PEFZA, the SHMA and the CBC, are
designed to provide current information detailing seismic hazards, impose regulatory requirements
regarding geotechnical and soils investigations, provide limitations on the locations of structures for
human habitation, impose requirements for hazard notices to potential users, and establish structural
standards for requirements for buildings and grading projects. The following policies and actions of
the Draft General Plan and GGRP would guide new development and reduce impacts relative to
seismic hazards:

35
Nonstructural building elements include, but are not limited to: glass, fixtures, furnishings, and other contents,
equipment, and utilities (gas, high-temperature water, steam, fire-protection water, etc.).
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POLICY INC 2.3: Emergency-prepared infrastructure design. Require the use of available technologies and
earthquake-resistant materials in the design and construction of all infrastructure projects, whether constructed
by the City or others.
POLICY PSA 4.2: Natural disasters. Minimize impacts of natural disasters.
ACTION PSA 4.2.1: Enforce building codes. Enforce building and fire codes and standards.
ACTION PS 4.2.2: Develop a mitigation plan. Develop a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan.
POLICY PSA 5.1: New Development. Ensure development adequately addresses seismically induced geologic
hazards.
ACTION PSA 5.1.1: Financial incentives. Explore and apply financial and other incentives to help
private entities replace or upgrade seismically unsafe structures.
ACTION PSA 5.1.2: Upgrade public buildings. Replace or upgrade seismically unsafe City-owned
buildings and structures.
ACTION PSA 5.1.3: Hazard studies. Review development projects in potentially seismic areas to
ensure that geotechnical investigations are prepared following State guidelines and relevant local codes.
POLICY PSA 5.2: Alquist-Priolo Zones. Require development to comply with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act.

Action PSA 5.1.3, which specifies that site-specific geologic investigation and analysis shall be
performed by a licensed professional and conducted in accordance with standard industry practices
and State-provided guidance, such as the CGS Special Publication 117 of 2008, Guidelines for
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, will serve to minimize risk associated with
seismic hazards. However, site-specific geotechnical reports should address all potential geohazards,
not just seismic hazards. Some potential impacts from geohazards do not result exclusively from
seismicity, such as settlement, expansive or corrosive soils, and landslides. These non-seismic
geohazards should also be addressed by Draft General Plan and GGRP policies and actions. This is a
significant impact.
Impact GEO-1: Implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP could result in
substantial risk related to geologic or seismic hazards. (S)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that Draft General Plan and GGRP
impacts related to geologic and seismic impacts from new development would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Amend Action PSA 4.2.1 as follows:
ACTION PSA 4.2.1: Enforce building codes. Enforce building and fire codes and
standards. All development and construction proposals shall be reviewed by the City of
Mountain View to ensure conformance to current and applicable building and fire code
standards.
This mitigation measure as well as policies PSA 5.1, PSA 5.2, PSA 5.3, PSA 5.4, PSA 4.2, and INC
2.3 would reduce the potential impacts related to exposure to seismic and geologic hazards to a lessthan-significant level and no further mitigation would be required. The policies identified above not
previously listed follow:
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POLICY PSA 5.3: Technology. Use effective technology to inform the community regarding potential hazards
and emergency response.
POLICY PSA 5.4: Utility design. Ensure new underground utilities, particularly water and natural gas lines, are
designed to meet current seismic standards.

(2) Substantial Soil Erosion or the Loss of Top Soil. This section discusses impacts of the
Draft General Plan and GGRP related to substantial soil erosion and loss of topsoil.
Development or redevelopment under the Draft General Plan and GGRP would include construction
activities that could potentially result in substantial erosion. Soil erosion could result in effects to
stormwater quality and affect the quality of receiving waters.
As discussed in Section H, Hydrology and Water Quality, the State Board adopted an NPDES
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, as amended in 2011 (Construction
General Permit). To obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit, a project applicant must
submit various documents, including a Notice of Intent and a SWPPP. Activities subject to the
Construction General Permit include clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground, such as
grubbing or excavation.
The purpose of the SWPPP is to identify the sources of sediment and other pollutants that could affect
the quality of stormwater discharges and to describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to
reduce or eliminate sediment and other pollutants in stormwater as well as non-stormwater discharges
resulting from construction activity.
In addition, Section 35.32.10 of the City of Mountain View Municipal Code requires all the projects
to be conducted in a manner that prevents stormwater pollution. This ordinance requirement applies
to smaller projects that are not required to comply with the State’s Construction General Permit. All
construction projects extending into the rainy season (October 15 through April 15) must also submit
and implement an erosion control plan acceptable to the City. The plan must include the following,
where appropriate:
1. Silt fences around the site perimeter;
2. Gravel bags surrounding catch basins;
3. Filter fabric over catch basins;
4. Covering of exposed stockpiles;
5. Concrete washout areas;
6. Stabilized rock/gravel driveways at points of egress from the site; and
7. Vegetation, hydroseeding or other soil stabilization methods for high erosion areas.
Compliance with state and local requirements would reduce erosion and topsoil impacts from the
Draft General Plan and GGRP to a less-than significant impact and no further mitigation would be
required.
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(3) Unstable Geologic Unit or Soil. This section discusses potential impacts of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP related to unstable soils, landslides, lateral spreading, liquefaction, or
collapse.
Landslide. Earthquake induced slope stability is generally not an issue in Mountain View due
to the low relief of the local topography, resulting in the vicinity being classified as “stable, areas of 0
to 5 percent slope not underlain by landslide deposits.”36 However, new projects could encounter
slopes near creek channels.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1b reduces the potential impacts related to landslides to
a less-than-significant level through the requirement for geotechnical investigations in areas subject to
seismic and/or geological hazards; these investigations must include recommendations from a
licensed professional regarding mitigating seismic and geological hazards. Compliance with
mitigation Measure GEO-1b and the following Draft General Plan and GGRP policy would reduce
this impact to less than significant and no further mitigation would be required:
POLICY PSA 5.1: New Development. Ensure development adequately addresses seismically induced geologic
hazards.

Subsidence. Groundwater removal is not proposed as a component of the Draft General Plan
and GGRP. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and the Santa Clara Valley Water
District are wholesalers of water to the City of Mountain View. The City of Mountain View and Cal
Water are water retailers to the City of Mountain View customers; the City obtains water from the
wholesalers and also from groundwater water supply wells in the Santa Clara Groundwater Basin’s
Santa Clara Subbasin; groundwater in the Santa Clara Subbasin is managed (to avoid overdrafting) by
the Santa Clara Valley Water District.37 The following policies and actions from the Draft General
Plan and GGRP also address a safe water supply that would not result in subsidence from
groundwater extraction:
POLICY INC 4.11: Water Supply. Maintain a reliable water supply.
ACTION INC 4.1.1: Urban Water Management Plan and Water Master Plan. Comply with
provisions of the City’s Urban Water Management Plan and Water Master Plan and regularly update
them to reflect long-term land use planning decisions.
ACTION INC 4.1.2: Groundwater quality and regulations. Closely monitor groundwater quality as
well as any changing rules and regulations regarding the City’s access to groundwater, revising plans as
necessary to reflect any relevant changes to the groundwater supply.
POLICY INC 4.2: Participating in regional organizations. Participate in regional water supply organizations, support their efforts to maintain and improve the water supply, and monitor statewide and regional water
supplies.

Compliance with these Draft General Plan and GGRP policies and actions would result in subsidence
being a less-than-significant impact and no further mitigation would be required.
36

Nilsen, 1979, op. cit.

37

Cullen Wilder Engineering, 1995. City of Mountain View Review of Water System Study. January.
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Collapse. Collapse of soil or rock can occur either at former (or active) mine sites (where
mining tunnels can collapse), when soils are subject to addition of water or excessive loading, or
failure of trench walls (due to steep slopes). There are no mining sites in the City of Mountain View.
Soil collapse from addition of water or loads is generally occurring in areas underlain by young
alluvial fan sediments, debris flow (a type of landslide) sediments, or windblown sands. Collapsing
soil conditions are identified as a geological hazard and considered by geotechnical engineers and
geologists during design of new development or redevelopment. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure GEO-1b, which requires geotechnical investigations to identify and mitigate geologic
hazards in site design, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level and no
further mitigation would be required.
Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading. The vicinity around Mountain View ranges from a low
hazard for liquefaction susceptibility (in a small portion of the City near the Los Altos border) to very
highly susceptible in the lowlands adjacent the San Francisco Bay.38 Most of Mountain View is
underlain by materials that have moderate to very high liquefaction potential.39 A Seismic Hazard
Zone for liquefaction has been determined for the areas adjacent to most creek channels and all
portions of the City of Mountain View roughly one-half mile north of El Camino Real.40 Lateral
spreading toward unsupported slopes can be caused by ground shaking and resulting liquefaction.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1b would reduce this potential impact related to
liquefaction and lateral spreading to a less-than-significant level by requiring geotechnical investigations to identify geological hazards for new development and by requiring that the recommendations
from a licensed professional be implemented to reduce the identified geological hazard; therefore, no
further mitigation would be required.
(4) Expansive Soil. This section discusses the impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP
related to the presence of expansive soils.
Soils in the City of Mountain View include soils that have been identified as having a moderate to
high shrink/swell potential as well as moderate to high corrosion potential. Structural damage of
buildings or rupture of utilities may occur if the potentially expansive and corrosive soils were not
considered in the design and construction of future redevelopment projects.
Impact GEO-2: Development associated with the Draft General Plan or GGRP could result in
damage to structures or property from expansive or corrosive soils. (S)
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level and no further mitigation would be required.
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Add a new Action to Policy PSA 4.2 as follows:

38

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2004, op.cit.

39

Knudsen, 2000, op. cit.

40

California Geological Survey, 2006, op.cit.
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ACTION PSA 4.2.6: Geotechnical studies. Adopt and periodically update a set of
standard mitigation measures and development conditions related to geotechnical/soils
investigation and environmental site assessments. (LTS)
(5) Septic Tanks. This section discusses the impacts of the Draft General Plan and the
GGRP related to installation of septic tanks.
The Draft General Plan area is serviced by a sanitary sewer system operated by the City of Mountain
View. Therefore, there are no impacts related to alternative wastewater disposal systems and no
mitigation is required.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. Implementation of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP would not affect the seismic or geologic environment on the Peninsula.
However, the seismic and geologic conditions in the City of Mountain View could affect future
development; such effects are related to site-specific hazards and would be mitigated on a development-by-development basis. The site-specific impacts from geological and seismic hazards on
developments are not transferable to other sites. Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would
not contribute to a cumulative impact that would be considerable, since other developments on the
Peninsula would similarly be affected by site-specific geologic and seismic conditions.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section provides a discussion of the existing water resources and hydrology conditions in the
City, including the extent and quality of surface water and groundwater, runoff and drainage patterns,
and flood conditions. Following the existing conditions discussion is a summary of the regulatory
framework related to water resources. The significance criteria, which are used to determine whether
the Draft General Plan and GGRP would result in significant impacts to water resources are listed.
Finally, potential impacts to the water resources and hydrology of the City that could result from
implementation of the policies and actions of the Draft General Plan are described. Discussions and
analysis associated with infrastructure issues associated with the provision of stormwater facilities are
also included in Section IV.M, Utilities and Infrastructure.

1.

Setting

Existing conditions related to water resources, hydrology, and water quality are described below.
a.
Climate. Mountain View has a semi-arid climate and is temperate year round. The average
annual temperature is 58° F. The average annual precipitation is 15.8 inches and rainfall generally
occurs between December and March.1 Portions of the City closest to the San Francisco Bay (north of
Highway 101) receive less rainfall on average (about 13 inches per year) than areas south of Highway
101 (about 14-16 inches per year).2
b.
Ground Water Resources The City’s groundwater resources are located within the Santa
Clara subbasin (Subbasin No. 2-9.02), as defined in the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality
Control Plan (Basin Plan).3 The subbasin extends from the northern border of Santa Clara County to
the groundwater divide near the town of Morgan Hill, and has a surface area of approximately 225
square miles.4
The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) conducts an artificial groundwater recharge
program that entails releasing locally conserved or imported water to in-stream and off-stream
facilities.5 In-stream recharge occurs along approximately 70 miles of stream channels in the alluvial
plain upstream from the confined zone. Off-stream recharge facilities include 71 ponds ranging in
area from one acre to more than 20 acres.6
Uses of the Santa Clara groundwater subbasin include municipal and domestic supply, industrial
process supply, industrial service supply, and agricultural supply.7 Since the early 1900s through the
mid-1960s, water level declines from groundwater pumping have induced subsidence in the Santa
Clara subbasin and caused degradation of the aquifer adjacent to the San Francisco Bay from salt1

Mountain View, City of, 2005a. Urban Water Management Plan. November 15.

2

Mountain View, City of, 2005b. Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan, prepared by Nolte Associates. August.

3

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2007. San Francisco Bay Region, San Francisco Bay Basin
(Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan). January 18.
4

California Department of Water Resources, 2003, Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater. October.

5

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2001. Santa Clara Valley Water District Groundwater Management Plan. July.

6

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2005. Groundwater Conditions Report 2002/2003. January.

7

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, 2007, op. cit.
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water intrusion. Prior to importation of surface water from the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct and South Bay
Aqueduct and the introduction of the artificial recharge program, water levels declined more than 200
feet below ground surface in the Santa Clara Valley. Groundwater levels have generally increased
since 1965 as a result of an increase in recharge and a decrease in pumping.8 The SCVWD reported
that groundwater levels and storage in the subbasin in 2002 and 2003 were near historical high levels
and were well above the land subsidence threshold for the region.9
c.
Hydrology and Surface Water Resources. Surface water resources in the City are also within
the Santa Clara Basin.10 The City transects five watersheds that include Adobe Creek, Calabazas
Creek, Permanente Creek, Stevens Creek, and Sunnyvale West Channel.11 Very minor portions of the
City are within the Sunnyvale West channel watershed.
The Basin Plan lists beneficial uses for Permanente, Stevens, and Calabazas creeks.12 Existing
beneficial uses for Permanente Creek include cold freshwater habitat, fish spawning, wildlife habitat,
water contact recreation, and noncontact water recreation. Existing and potential beneficial uses for
Stevens Creek include freshwater replenishment, cold freshwater habitat, fish migration, fish spawning, warm freshwater habitat, wildlife habitat, contact, and noncontact water recreation. Beneficial
uses for Calabazas Creek include agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, cold freshwater habitat,
warm freshwater habitat, wildlife habitat, contact, and noncontact water recreation.
A description of the City’s four primary watersheds is provided below. Major surface water features
in the City are shown on Figure IV.H-1.
(1) Adobe Creek Watershed. Adobe Creek is a perennial stream that originates on the
northeast-facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains near Montebello Ridge, and has a channel length
of approximately 14 miles. Adobe Creek drains an area of approximately 10 square miles, of which
roughly 7.5 miles are mountainous and 2.5 square miles are valley floor. The main stem of Adobe
Creek is joined by three forks: the middle, west, and north forks. Other major tributaries in the upper
watershed are Moody Creek and Purissima Creek.13
No reservoirs have been built on the creek. The valley floor portion of Adobe Creek flows through
residential areas of Los Altos Hills, Los Altos, Palo Alto, and Mountain View. The Adobe Creek runs
along the border of Mountain View for less than a quarter of a mile. The Robleda Drain flows into
Adobe Creek west of Foothill Expressway. Adobe Creek is joined by Barron Creek just to the west of
Highway 101. The creek does not discharge directly into the Bay, but flows into the Palo Alto Flood
Basin (along with Barron and Matadero creeks).14
8

California Department of Water Resources, 2003, op. cit.

9

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2005, op. cit.

10

Ibid.

11

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2006. Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, Water Resources by
City, Mountain View Fact Sheet. Website: stage-scvwdcp.migcom.com/cities/view/359 (accessed February 19, 2009).
12

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, 2007, op. cit.

13

Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative, 2003. Watershed Management Plan, Volume I, Watershed
Characteristics Report, August.
14

Ibid.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4h-Hydro.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

348

Matadero Creek
C
on

re

m

ob

na

Ad

Un

eC

re

ek

Whisman Slough

k

ed

eek

G ua d

alupe

Sl oug

h

Crittenden
Marsh

ek

CITY OF
PALO ALTO

Stevens Creek

rr

d

ee

te Cr

pe Slough

k

Ba

ta

Cr

Guadalu

Coyo

Adobe Cree

Ma

o
er

San Francisco Bay

101

Moff

ett C

han

nel

Moffett
Field

Pe r m

ane

nte

C re

ek

Ames
Research
Center

101

N W
hism
an R
d

CITY OF
MOUNTAIN VIEW

e Ea

st Ch

anne

l

85

Hale Creek

reek

CITY OF
SUNNYVALE
Permanente Diversion

Hale C

Permanente Cr

eek

CITY OF
LOS ALTOS

Stevens C

n
Pe r m a

ente C

re e k

Sunn

y va l

237

reek

FIGURE IV.H-1

Watershed
County Creek
City Limits

0

.5

1.0

miles

Sphere Of Influence
Lakes/Salt Ponds

SOURCES: USGS, 2007; MIG, 2011.
I:\CMT0801 Mtn View\figures\EIR\Fig_IVH1.ai (10/3/11)

Adobe Creek
Calabazas Creek
Permanente Creek
Stevens Creek
SF Bay Estuary

City of Mountain View
Draft General Plan and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program EIR
Surface and Watershed Water Features

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
H. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This page intentionally left blank.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4h-Hydro.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

350

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
H. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

(2) Stevens Creek Watershed. Portions of Stevens Creek are perennial during years of
normal rainfall. It originates on the northeast-facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains and has a
channel length of approximately 20 miles. The watershed drains an area of approximately 38 square
miles, which includes almost 9 miles of the Permanente Creek watershed, whose peak flows were
diverted to Stevens Creek in 1959.15
Stevens Creek flows out of Stevens Creek reservoir into a defined channel through the cities of
Cupertino, Los Altos, Sunnyvale, and Mountain View, although it remains one of the most natural
creeks in the county. Stevens Creek flows into the South Bay near Long Point, north of NASA Ames
Research Center/Moffett Federal Airfield. Ponds located on both sides of Stevens Creek where it
meets the Bay are managed under the Salt Pond Restoration Project. The Permanente Creek Diversion
outfalls into Stevens Creek between Bryant Avenue and Levin Avenue in Mountain View, and
constitutes the major tributary to Stevens Creek on the valley floor.16
(3) Permanente Creek Watershed. The Permanente Creek watershed is located east of the
Adobe Creek watershed and west of the Stevens Creek watershed. Permanente Creek drains an area
of approximately 17 square miles on the northeast-facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains.
Permanente Creek is approximately 13 miles in length. The creek flows through the cities of Los
Altos and Mountain View and discharges into the South Bay via the Mountain View Slough. Peak
flows are diverted to Stevens Creek via the Permanente Creek Diversion. Much of Permanente
Creek’s streambank within the City of Mountain View has been treated with artificial materials for
bank stabilization and flood control.17 The major tributaries to Permanente Creek are Hale Creek,
West Branch Permanente Creek, and Ohlone Creek. Tributaries to Hale Creek include Magdalena
Creek, Loyola Creek, and Summerhill Channel.
(4) Calabazas Creek Watershed. Calabazas Creek originates in the foothills of the Santa
Cruz Mountains and has a channel length of approximately 13 miles and a watershed area of
approximately 20 square miles. Major tributary streams to Calabazas Creek include Prospect Creek,
Rodeo Creek, and Regnart Creek. Calabazas Creek discharges into Guadalupe Slough.18
(5) Shoreline Lake. In addition to the creeks, the City’s surface water resources include
Shoreline Lake, which is a 50-acre salt-water lake used primarily for recreation.
d.
Stormwater Drainage System. The City of Mountain View storm drainage system is
described in the following section. See also Section IV.M, Utilities and Infrastructure.
(1) System Description. The City’s storm drainage system consists of a combination of
underground piping networks, cross culverts, five dry wells, the Charleston Storm Drainage Detention
Pond, Coast-Casey retention pond, and five pump stations.19 Runoff throughout the City is collected
via inlets into small diameter pipes that convey the flows to 24-inch diameter and larger mains. The
15

Ibid.

16

Ibid.

17

Ibid.

18

Ibid.

19

Mountain View, City of, 2005b, op. cit.
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system drainage generally flows from south to north toward the Bay. Over 80 percent of the storm
drain system discharges to Stevens Creek and Permanente Creek. Less than 20 percent of the City’s
storm drain system discharges to the Permanente Diversion Channel, Adobe Creek, and various
sloughs that drain to the Bay. The Permanente Diversion Channel discharges to Stevens Creek.
Adobe Creek collects runoff from the portion of the City upstream of Central Expressway between
Permanente Creek, El Camino Real and Adobe Creek.
In Central Neighborhoods Area, where storm drain mains are absent in the streets, cross culverts are
used to convey runoff to the nearest inlets. The Charleston Detention Pond is located east of North
Shoreline Boulevard between Charleston Road and Stierlin Court. The main function of the pond is to
regulate large peak flows from a 360-acre commercial zone in the North Bayshore Area (north of US
101) to enable the use of smaller pumps to discharge the large peak flows into Stevens Creek. In this
area, storm drain mains are below the water level in the creeks and Bay, and pump stations are used to
convey the runoff to Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, or the Palo Alto Baylands Slough. The CoastCasey retention pond is located along the Bay, north of US 101, and at the end of San Antonio Road.
The Coast-Casey retention pond regulates peak stormwater flows from an area bounded by Rengstorff
Avenue to the east, Central Expressway to the south, and San Antonio Road to the west. Stormwater
that drains to the Coast-Casey retention pond is pumped directly to the Palo Alto Baylands Slough
and does not flow through local creeks.
In areas south of Highway 101, the underground piping network systems collect surface runoff via
inlets and discharge the runoff to Stevens Creek, Permanente Diversion Channel, Permanente Creek,
and Adobe Creek. In this region of the City, five dry wells on three streets, annexed from Santa Clara
County and in Cooper Park are still in use and receive runoff via overland flow and allow the runoff
to infiltrate into the ground.
The City of Los Altos contributes flows that are conveyed in the City of Mountain View’s storm
drain system. Los Altos contributes flows to pipes along Grant Road that ultimately drain to Stevens
Creek. In addition, Los Altos has many streets without inlets and these streets drain to the piped
systems in the City of Mountain View.
The Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan indicates that the City’s storm drain system is performing
adequately, although there are some minor deficiencies in the system, primarily associated with
localized flooding.20 The Master Plan identifies capital improvements that are needed to correct
deficiencies found in the system, with a 10-year implementation schedule. Identified projects are
prioritized as Tier 1 through Tier 3 (with Tier 3 not having a designated implementation schedule).
For example, in older neighborhoods, the cross culverts and dry wells do not comply with current
storm drain standard practices. The equipment (pumps and motors) in two of the five pump stations is
nearing the end of its lifecycle (based on a 25-year replacement schedule). The Mountain View Pump
Station Evaluation report summarizes the replacement schedule and costs for the five pump stations.21
With these deficiencies corrected, under current land use conditions, the City’s stormwater drainage
system should be able to accommodate the projected growth, build out, and development of vacant
parcels.22
20

Ibid.

21

Schaaf & Wheeler, 2008. Storm Drain Pump Station Evaluation, City of Mountain View, CA. July 10.

22

Mountain View, City of, 2005b, op. cit.
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(2) Storm Drain Design Standard. The City uses the 10-year storm event as the basis of its
storm drain system design, which is consistent with nearby municipalities and standard practice of the
industry.23 This criterion corresponds to the flow level that would allow minimum standing water but
prevent flooding of streets and private properties when runoff is collected and conveyed by ditches,
storm drain inlets, and pipes without impediment.
e.
Flooding. Most of the recorded flooding in the City is within the area bounded by El Camino
Real on the south, Central Expressway on the north, Calderon Avenue on the east, and Mariposa
Avenue on the west (See Figure IV.H-2). These areas have cross culverts that become clogged with
vegetation and debris. In addition, the level of asphalt over the culverts is the same as curb level,
which creates dams within the roadway and contributes to flooding.24
(1) Localized Flooding. Localized flooding has also been observed in the following
locations, primarily as a result of small mains, small inlet grates, and non-hooded inlets:25
x

Gilmore Street and Todd Street: Only one small drain inlet to collect stormwater

x

Marilyn Drive and Cuesta Drive: Flap gates do not operate correctly when creek is full due to
heavy silt build up

x

Marich Way/Karen Way Intersection: Flat grates limit flow into storm drain

x

Landels School: Removal of a dry well resulted in maintenance of a swale to prevent ponding

x

Crittenden Pump Station: South side floods during heavy rain; flow travels through private
property to the creek.

(2) FEMA Flood Zones. FEMA manages the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and
creates Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that designate 100-year floodplain zones and delineate
other flood hazard areas. A 100-year floodplain zone is the area that has a one in one hundred (one
percent) chance of being flooded in any one year based on historical data. Portions of the City are
identified as special flood hazard areas with a one percent annual chance and two percent annual
chance of flooding (also known as the 100-year and 500-year flood zones) as determined by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate
Maps. Flood zones are shown on Figure IV.H-2.
(3) Adobe Creek. Adobe Creek has a long history of flooding. Prior to the turn of the
century, the creek was a well-defined channel that meandered down a gently sloping alluvial fan that
flattened out and lost definition as it approached the Bay. Historic floods resulting in flood damage
have occurred in 1952, 1955, 1983, 1986, and 1995.26
(4) Stevens Creek. In the early 1980s, an El Niño winter caused catastrophic flooding in the
watershed. Since then, the SCVWD constructed flood protection improvements along Stevens Creek
so that the creek now has the capacity to convey water from a 100-year flood. At highway inter23

Ibid.

24

Ibid.

25

Ibid.

26

Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative, 2003, op. cit.
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changes and crossings, creek reaches were modified mainly for slope protection. The SCVWD
employs natural flood protection wherever possible, which helps preserve the natural landscape and
provides greater access to open spaces.27
(5) Permanente Creek. The SCVWD analysis indicates that, while the probability of
flooding is low, only 70 percent of Permanente Creek is considered capable of accommodating a
100-year event.28 The creek has a history of flooding (1952, 1983, 1995, and 1998), and the Diversion
Channel also flooded into Permanente Creek during the 1983 event.29
The Permanente Diversion Channel has not performed as well as anticipated in terms of diverting
high flows from Permanente Creek into Stevens Creek.30 In addition, the SCVWD expects the
Diversion Channel to be viable for only 5 to 10 years, at which time repair or reconstruction will be
required.
As part of the Clean, Safe Creeks, and Natural Flood Protection Program (projects funded by the
voter-approved Measure B in November 2000), the SCVWD initiated the Permanente Creek Flood
Protection Project study to identify flood protection, maintenance, structural repair, and habitat
restoration opportunities within the watershed. The project proposes improvements from north of
Highway 101 to south of Interstate 280, using a natural flood protection approach. The goals of the
project are to:
x

Develop a plan for the entire watershed that presents alternatives and a recommendation for
providing flood protection for all flows up to the100-year flood for Permanente Creek, Hale
Creek, and the Permanente Diversion between Foothill Expressway and the Bay.

x

Identify opportunities for environmental enhancement such as stream restoration, as well as trails,
parks, and open space.

x

Provide flood protection to 1,664 parcels (1,378 homes, 160 businesses, and 4 schools/institutions) downstream of El Camino Real from a 100-year flood, by December 30, 2016.

x

Prevent flooding of Middlefield Road and Central Expressway, by December 30, 2016.

x

Develop an assets protection plan for the deteriorating facilities of the existing flood control
channel along Permanente Creek and Hale Creek. Develop guidelines for the long-term
maintenance of the facilities.

x

Minimize the cost for maintenance.

27

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2006. Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, Water Resources by
Watershed, Stevens Creek. September. Website: stage-scvwdcp.migcom.com/watersheds/view/112 (accessed February 19,
2009).
28

Ibid.

29

Ibid.

30

Ibid.
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(6) Calabazas Creek. Calabazas Creek is historically prone to flooding (flooding has
occurred in 1955, 1978, 1980, 1983, 1986 and 1998) and maintains a high probability of periodic
flooding. The extreme stormwater flows and frequency of culverts at road crossings contribute to the
watershed’s susceptibility to flooding.31
(7) Dams. There are no dams or reservoirs within the City, with the exception of the irrigation ponds at the Shoreline Golf Links. The Stevens Creek Reservoir is located upstream from the
City on Stevens Creek. The City is not located within a dam failure inundation zone (Figure IV.H3),32 although the Stevens Creek Reservoir inundation area is located just outside the City limits.
f.
Water Quality. The quality of surface water and groundwater is affected by historic and
current land uses within the watersheds as well as by the composition of geologic materials in the
region. Ground and creek water quality are described below.
(1) Groundwater Quality. The SCVWD monitors the quality of groundwater aquifers33
within the County; both principal (deeper, drinking water, aquifers) and upper (shallower, nondrinking water, aquifers are monitored.34 Based on data collected in 2002-2003, the mineral character
of the groundwater subbasins in the county is dominated by calcium, magnesium, and bicarbonate35.
Secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs36) were exceeded in some wells in the subbasin for
specific conductance, total dissolved solids, manganese, iron, aluminum (only one well in the
subbasin exceeded the primary MCL in 2002) and chloride. A zone of saltwater intrusion has been
observed along the Bay in the northern portion of the subbasin less than 100 feet below ground
surface, and the affected area appears to be stable based on monitoring conducted by the SCVWD.
The agricultural water quality objectives were exceeded in some wells for chloride, boron, and
selenium. Nitrate and volatile organic compound concentrations in wells in the subbasin were
detected below MCLs. Refer to Section IV.I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials for additional
discussion of the City’s groundwater quality.
(2) Adobe Creek. A Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program
(SCVURPPP) survey found no significant water quality concerns in the Adobe Creek watershed.37
There is evidence of in-stream bed and bank erosion, which is causing sediment deposits in some
locations along the creek. Sediment from potential landslides and erosion in the headwaters is

31

Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative, 2003, op. cit.

32

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009. Interactive ABAG (GIS) Maps Showing Dam Failure Inundation.
Website: www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/damfailure/damfail.html (accessed February 19, 2009).
33

Please refer to Section IV.I, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, regarding other federal, State, and local agencies
that regulate investigations and remediation of groundwater that has been contaminated by hazardous materials spills.
34

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2005, op. cit.

35

Please refer to Section IV.I, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, regarding a discussion of chemical contamination
issues in groundwater.
36

MCLs are federal and State drinking water standards and consist of primary (for the protection of public health)
and secondary (to minimize nuisance) standards.
37

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2006. Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, Water Resources by
Watershed, Adobe Creek. September. Website: stage-scvwdcp.migcom.com/watersheds/view/259 (accessed February 19,
2009).
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deposited directly into the creek because there are no reservoirs to intercept the material. The Adobe
Creek watershed has no listing of impairments.
(3) Stevens Creek. The Stevens Creek reservoir, which is upstream and south of City limits,
is on the 2006 Clean Water Act Section (CWA) 303(d) list due to impairment caused by chlordane,
dieldrin, mercury, and polychlorinated biphenyls. Stevens Creek is on the 2006 303(d) list due to
impairment from toxicity from unknown sources. The EPA removed the diazinon listing for Stevens
Creek because a total maximum daily load (TMDL)38 has been developed for all Bay Area urban
creeks, and incorporated into the Basin Plan as an amendment.
Since 2002, SCVURPPP (as part of its Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan) and/or the
Water Board’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) have collected water quality,
water toxicity, sediment quality, sediment toxicity, and benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment data in
several locations along Stevens Creek, above and below the reservoir. Data collected by the SWAMP
program led to the creek’s 2006 303(d) listing for toxicity. Data collected by SCVURPPP in 2005-2007
in the form of Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) scores indicated that the condition of aquatic
life is greatly reduced below Stevens Creek Reservoir compared to sites above the reservoir, even
though physical habitat quality is optimal. It was hypothesized that the low B-IBI scores below the
reservoir were attributed to: (1) altered hydrologic and temperature regimes due to the impoundment of
water; (2) reduced transport of coarse substrate and food resources due to the impoundment of water;
and (3) the presence of chemicals at concentrations causing acute or chronic toxicity in water or bedded
sediments. SCVURPPP’s Fiscal Year 2007-2008 Annual Report describes the latest monitoring
activities and results.39
(4) Permanente Creek. A SCVURPPP survey found various areas of in-stream bed and
bank erosion, causing excessive sediment deposits in some locations along Permanente Creek.40
Sediment from potential landslide and erosion in the headwaters is deposited directly into the creek
because there are no reservoirs to intercept the material. Also, active mining and cement plant
operations yield high levels of sediment. Given these conditions, the SCVURPPP lists Permanente
Creek as potentially impaired for sediment, however the creek is not on the 2006 303(d) list due to
this impairment. Permanente Creek was removed by EPA from the 2006 CWA 303(d) list due to
impairment by diazinon because a TMDL has been developed for all Bay Area urban creeks, as
discussed above. The creek is listed as impaired on the 2008-2010 303(d) Integrated Report list,
approved by EPA in November 2010, due to total selenium, toxicity, and trash.
(5) Calabazas Creek. Calabazas Creek was removed by EPA from the 2006 CWA 303(d)
list due to impairment by diazinon because a TMDL has been developed for all Bay Area urban
creeks, as discussed above. Calabazas Creek has no other listing of impairments.
38

A TMDL requires that pollutant loads from all pollution sources within an impaired watershed be allocated, (as
opposed to focusing on pollutant loads from a few, identifiable sources). TMDLs also generally require that a number of
programs and agencies work together to achieve the desired level of pollution control.
39

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, 2008. FY 2007-2008 Annual Report, Appendix
C3, Assessment of Water and Sediment Chemistry and Toxicity-Stevens Creek. September 15.
40

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2006. Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, Water Resources by
Watershed, Permanente Creek September. Website: stage-scvwdcp.migcom.com/watersheds/view/256 (accessed February
19, 2009).
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g.
Coastal and Bay Hazards. Coastal and San Francisco Bay Hazards, including sea level rise,
seiches, tsunamis, and extreme high tide are described below.
(1) Sea Level Rise. The earth has gone through several cycles of cooling and warming over
recent geologic time, resulting in periods of glaciation with an associated sea level lowering, and
climate warming with sea level rise. The most recent cycle of global climate change is a warming
trend of the earth’s atmosphere (an increase of approximately 1.8° F in the last 100 years) which has
resulted in sea level rise. Based on long-term monitoring of stationary tidal gauges around the world,
it is estimated that the current background rate of sea level rise is 0.07 to 0.08 inch per year.41 Rates
of sea level rise may vary at specific locations, as local subsidence or uplift affects the relative change
in sea level between land masses and the ocean. In the San Francisco Bay Area, the background rate
of sea level rise has been estimated to be approximately 0.085 inch per year over the past 100 years.42
An increased rate of sea level rise is anticipated in the near future due to projected global climate
change. Although the rate of increase has not been precisely modeled, and cannot be known with
certainty, several projections predict a rise in sea level of at least 50 centimeters (approximately 20
inches) and as much as 200 centimeters (approximately 80 inches) by the year 2100.43 Based on
elevation data, a sea level rise of 50 centimeters or more could affect areas in northern Mountain
View not currently considered at risk of flooding.44 See Figure IV.E-1 in Section IV.E, Global
Climate Change that shows potential sea level rise in the South Bay.
(2) Seiche. A seiche is the oscillation of a body of water at its natural period. Seiches occur
most frequently in enclosed or semi-enclosed basins such as lakes, bays, or harbors and may be
triggered by strong winds, changes in atmospheric pressure, earthquakes, tsunami, or tides. Triggering
forces that set off a seiche are most effective if they operate at specific frequencies relative to the size
of an enclosed basin. Coastal measurements of sea level often show seiches with amplitudes of a
about an inch and periods of a few minutes due to oscillations of the local harbor, estuary, or bay,
superimposed on the normal tidal changes. Tidal records for San Francisco Bay have been maintained
for over 100 years and during that time, a damaging seiche has not occurred. A seiche of about four
inches occurred during the 1906 earthquake, an earthquake of magnitude 8.3 on the Richter scale. It is
probable that an earthquake similar to the 1906 earthquake would be the largest to occur in the Bay
Area; consequently, seiches with an increase in water elevation of more than 4 inches would be
considered unlikely. There are no published maps or hazard information on seiche hazards in the Bay
Area.45
(3) Tsunami. Tsunamis are long period water waves caused by underwater seismic events,
volcanic eruptions, or undersea landslides. Tsunamis affecting the San Francisco Bay Area would
41

Titus, James G. and Vijay Narayanan, 1995. The Probability of Sea Level Rise, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Washington, D.C., 186 pp. EPA 230-R95-008. October.
42

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, 2007. Mean Sea Level Trend (station) 9414290 San Francisco,
California. Website: tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/sltrends/sltrends_station.shtml?stnid=9414290 (accessed June 12, 2007).
43
Knowles, Noah, 2010. USGS, Potential Inundation Due to Rising Sea Levels in the San Francisco Bay Region,
San Francisco Estuary and Watershed Science, 8(1).
44

Ibid. Affected area maps accessed at: http://cascade.wr.usgs.gov/data/Task2b-SFBay/index.shtm.

45

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2005. Multi-Jurisdictional Local Government Hazard Mitigation Plan for
the San Francisco Bay Area, Appendix C, Natural Hazard Risk Assessment. March.
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originate west of the Bay in the Pacific Ocean. Areas that are highly susceptible to tsunami inundation
tend to be low-lying coastal areas, such as tidal flats, marshlands, and former Bay margins that have
been artificially filled. A tsunami entering the Bay through the relatively narrow Golden Gate would
tend to dissipate as the wave energy spreads out as the Bay becomes wider and shallower.46 A
tsunami inundation map prepared as part of a statewide multi-agency effort shows that the Bayshore
and areas along sloughs up to approximately 1.0 mile inland could be affected in the City during an
extreme, but realistic tsunami.47 Mapped potential inundation areas are limited to marshy, undeveloped areas along the Bay shore and portions of salt evaporation ponds adjacent to sloughs and do not
include currently developed portions of the City.
(4) Extreme High Tide. Extreme high tides in the Bay result from the combined effects of
astronomical high tides (related to the lunar cycle) and other factors, including winds, barometric
pressure, ocean temperatures, and freshwater runoff. In California, the highest astronomical tides
occur in the summer and winter, and therefore extreme high tides are most likely to occur during
these times. Based on the 129-year record of daily high tide, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has
developed an estimated 100-year high tide elevation for various locations in the Bay (an extreme high
tide with a probability of occurrence every 100 years). The elevation of the estimated 100-year tide at
Mayfield Slough (closest data point to Mountain View) is 7.5 feet NGVD.48 The San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) evaluated the effects of sea level rise due to
climate change by the year 2037 on 100-year tides.49 The BCDC projects the 100-year high tide at
Alviso Slough (Coyote Creek) (closest location to the City) will increase from 8.2 feet NGVD to 13.2
feet NGVD.
h.
Regulatory Framework. Responsibility for water resource and flood protection in Mountain
View is distributed among many agencies at various levels of government. At the federal level, the
primary agencies are the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), FEMA, and Army Corps of
Engineers. At the State level, the primary agencies are the State Water Resources Control Board
(State Water Board), the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board),
the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Office of Emergency Services. At the local
level, agencies include the Santa Clara Valley Water District, the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program, and the City of Mountain View.
(1)

Federal Regulations. Federal Regulations are described below.

Federal Clean Water Act of 1972 (CWA). The CWA is the primary federal law that protects
the quality of the nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands, and is
administered by EPA. It operates on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are

46
Houston, J. R., and A.W. Garcia, 1975. Type 16 Flood Insurance Study: Tsunami Predictions for Monterey and
San Francisco Bays and Puget Sound, Technical Report H-75-17. November.
47

California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, and University of Southern California,
2009. Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, Mountain View Quadrangle. July 31.
48

United States Army Corps of Engineers, 1984. San Francisco Bay Tidal Stage vs. Frequency Study.

49

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, 1988. Sea Level Rise: Predictions and
Implications for San Francisco Bay, prepared by Moffatt and Nichol Engineers, Wetlands Research Associates, Inc., and
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Staff. October.
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unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit. The following sections of the CWA are
particularly relevant to the implementation of the Draft General Plan Update.
x

Section 303 – Water Quality Standards and Implementation Plans

x

Section 401 – Dredge/Fill and Wetlands Certification Program

x

Section 402 – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

x

Section 404 – US Army Corps of Engineers fill or dredge discharge Permits

With the exception of the 404 permits, the EPA has delegated its authority to implement and enforce
the provisions of these sections to the individual states. In California, the provisions are enforced by
nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards under the auspices of the State Water Board. Additional
information on the requirements imposed by CWA Sections 303, 401, and 402 is provided in “PorterCologne Act and State Implementation of Clean Water Act Requirements” below.
CWA Section 303 – Total Maximum Daily Load Program. Section 303(d) of the CWA
requires that the states make a list of waters that are not attaining water quality standards after the
technology-based limits on point sources are put into place. For waters on this list, the states must
develop total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). A TMDL is a written plan that describes how an
impaired water body will meet water quality standards, which contains:
x

a measurable feature to describe attainment of the water quality standard(s);

x

a description of required actions to remove the impairment; and

x

an allocation of responsibility among dischargers to act in the form of actions or water quality
conditions for which each discharger is responsible.

A TMDL must account for all sources of the pollutants that caused the water to be listed. Federal
regulations require that the TMDL, at a minimum, account for contributions from point sources
(federally permitted discharges) and contributions from nonpoint sources. EPA is required to review
and approve the list of impaired waters and each TMDL. If EPA cannot approve the list or a TMDL,
EPA is required to establish them for the state. In California, the State Water Board has interpreted
state law (Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, California Water Code Section 13000 et. seq.)
to require that implementation be addressed when TMDLs are incorporated into Basin Plans. The
Porter-Cologne Act requires each Regional Water Quality Control Board to formulate and adopt
water quality control plans for all areas within its region. It also requires that a program of implementation be developed that describes how water quality standards will be attained. TMDLs can be
developed as a component of the program of implementation, thus triggering the need to describe the
implementation features, or alternatively as a Water Quality Standard. When the TMDL is established
as a standard, the program of implementation must be designed to implement the TMDL. Typically a
revision to the program of implementation is needed whenever a new standard is adopted.
The State Water Board adopted the 2006 CWA Section 303(d) list in October, 2006. States are
required to submit the Section 303(d) list and TMDL priorities to the EPA for approval. EPA
approved the State Water Board’s 2006 list on June 28, 2007.
CWA Section 401 – Dredge/Fill and Wetlands Certification. Section 401 of the CWA grants
each state the right to ensure that the state’s interests are protected concerning any federally permitted
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activity occurring in or adjacent to Waters of the State. If a proposed project requires a U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers CWA Section 404 permit, or involves dredge or fill activities that may result in a
discharge to Waters of the State, the project proponent is required to obtain a CWA Section 401
Water Quality Certification and/or Waste Discharge Requirements from the Water Board, to verify
that the project activities will comply with state water quality standards. Section 401 of the CWA
gives the Water Board the authority to consider the impacts of the entire project and require mitigation for volume, velocity, and pollutant load of the discharge from new outfalls to surface waters,
when issuing certifications.
CWA Section 402 – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program. The CWA
Section 402, enacted as an amendment to the original act in 1972, regulates construction-, industrial-,
and municipal-related stormwater discharges to surface waters through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. The NPDES program provides for general permits and
individual permits. In California, the State Water Board is authorized by EPA to oversee the NPDES
program through the Regional Water Quality Control Boards via the Porter-Cologne Act, as described
below.
Stormwater runoff can entrain pollutants from various sources and human activities can result in discharge of pollutants to surface waters, including construction projects, industrial activity, and urbanization. Within the NPDES program, there are several sub-programs that could apply to projects and
activities in the City: the Construction Program, the Industrial Program, and the Municipal Program,
and other general permits, as described below.
Construction General Permit Program. Projects disturbing more than one acre of land during
construction are required to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the Water Board to be covered under the
state NPDES Construction General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction
Activity (Water Quality Order No. 99-0009-DWQ, NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002) (Construction General Permit), as amended on 16 November 2010 and effective as of 14 February 2011.
The project proponent must propose control measures that are consistent with the Construction
General Permit. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be developed and implemented and it must include Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to reduce potential impacts
to surface water quality through the construction period. Additional measures, which may include
document reviews and site inspections during construction, are required under the Municipal
Program’s Performance Standards for Construction Site Controls.
Industrial General Permit Program. The control of runoff from industrial sources and associated pollutants is regulated in California by the State Board under the statewide General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (Water Quality Order No. 97-03-DWQ,
General Permit No. CAS000001)50. The Industrial General Permit presents the requirements for
compliance of certain industries with the NPDES program. A wide range of industries are covered
under the Industrial General Permit (coverage is determined by Standard Industrial Classification
[SIC] code) including mining operations, lumber and wood products facilities, petroleum refining,
metal industries, and some agricultural product facilities, such as dairies. The Industrial General
Permit requires a SWPPP, monitoring, and annual reporting to the Water Board.
50

It should be noted that this permit has expired and a new permit will be issued by the SWRCB. The existing
permit remains in effect until the addition of the new permit.
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Municipal Program. The State’s municipal stormwater permitting program regulates stormwater discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s). MS4 Permits were issued in
two phases. Under Phase I, which was initiated in 1990, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards
adopted NPDES stormwater permits for medium (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and
large (serving 250,000 people) municipalities. Most of these permits were issued to a group of copermittees encompassing an entire metropolitan area. As part of Phase II, the State Water Board
adopted a General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small MS4s (Water Quality Order
No. 2003-0005-DWQ, General Permit No. CAS000004) (Phase II General Permit) to provide permit
coverage for smaller municipalities, including non-traditional small MS4s such as military bases,
public campuses, and prison and hospital complexes.
The MS4 permits require the discharger to develop and implement a Storm Water Management
Plan/Program with the goal of reducing the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable
(MEP). MEP is the performance standard specified in Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. The
management programs specify what best management practices (BMPs) will be used to address
certain program areas. The program areas include public education and outreach; illicit discharge
detection and elimination; construction and post-construction; and good housekeeping for municipal
operations. In general, medium and large municipalities are required to conduct chemical monitoring,
though small municipalities are not.
The City was permitted under Phase I of the NPDES stormwater regulations and is a co-permittee in
the Sana Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Order No. 01-024, NPDES
Permit No. CAS029718). This is discussed in more detail under Local Requirements.
General Permits Issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.
The Water Board also issues the following three General NPDES Permits related to the discharge of
treated groundwater from cleanup activities:
x

Order No. R2-2004-0055 NPDES NO. CAG912003, General Waste Discharge Requirements for:
Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of
Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds

x

Order No. R2-2006-0075 NPDES No. CAG912002 General Waste Discharge Requirements for:
Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of
Groundwater Polluted by Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes at Service Stations and Similar
Sites

x

Order No. R2-2007-0033, NPDES No. CAG912004. General Waste Discharge Requirements for:
Discharge or Reuse of Extracted Brackish Groundwater and Reverse Osmosis Concentrate
Resulting from Treatment of Groundwater by Reverse Osmosis and Discharge and Reuse of
Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from Structural Dewatering.

Federal Flood Insurance Program. In 1968, Congress created the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) in response to the rising cost of taxpayer funded disaster relief for flood victims and
the increasing amount of damage caused by floods. The NFIP makes federally-backed flood
insurance available for communities that agree to adopt and enforce floodplain management
ordinances to reduce future flood damage. FEMA manages the NFIP and creates Flood Insurance
Rate Maps (FIRMs) that designate 100-year floodplain zones and delineate other flood hazard areas.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4h-Hydro.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

365

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
H. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

A 100-year floodplain zone is the area that has a one in one hundred (1 percent) chance of being
flooded in any one year based on historical data.
(2)

State Regulations. State regulations related to water quality are described below.

Porter-Cologne Act and State Implementation of Clean Water Act Requirements. The
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7, Water Quality),
promulgated in 1969, implements the federal CWA (see “Clean Water Act and Associated Environmental Compliance” above). It established the State Water Board and divided the State into nine
hydrologic regions, each overseen by a Regional Water Quality Control Board. The State Water
Board is the primary state agency responsible for protecting the quality of the State’s surface and
groundwater supplies, but much of its daily implementation authority is delegated to the nine
Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The Porter-Cologne Act also provides for the development
and tri-annual review of Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) that designate beneficial uses of
California’s major rivers and groundwater basins and establish narrative and numerical water quality
objectives for those waters.
Basin Plans are primarily implemented using the NPDES permitting system to regulate waste
discharges so that water quality objectives are met. Basin Plans provide the technical basis for
determining waste discharge requirements, taking enforcement actions, and evaluating clean water
grant proposals. The Porter-Cologne Act assigns responsibility for implementing the NPDES and
TMDL programs to the State Water Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards. Mountain
View lies within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Water Board which enforces compliance
with water quality objectives for beneficial uses of surface waters.
Antidegradation Policy. The Basin Plan includes an “Antidegradation Policy,” in accordance
with State Water Board adopted Resolution No. 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California.” The resolution, which was adopted on October 28,
1968, requires continued maintenance of existing high quality waters (including surface water,
wetlands, and groundwater) “consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the State.” (EPA
[Region 9] has also issued detailed guidelines for implementation of federal antidegradation regulations for surface waters [40 CFR § 131.12].) Resolution 68-16 states that whenever the existing
quality of water is better than the quality of water established in the Basin Plan as objectives, such
existing quality shall be maintained unless appropriate findings are made under the policy. The
Antidegradation Policy also states that any activity that produces or may produce a waste or increased
volume or concentration of waste, and which discharges or proposes to discharge to existing high
quality waters, will be required to meet waste discharge requirements that will result in the best
practicable treatment or control of the discharge necessary to assure that (a) pollution or nuisance will
not occur and (b) the highest water quality constituent with maximum benefit to the people of the
state will be maintained.
State Implementation Policy (SIP). The Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for
Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California of 2005 addresses a gap in water
quality standards covering priority toxic pollutants. The SIP established the policy for development of
new standards for a variety of toxic pollutants, as required by the CWA. It applies to discharges of
toxic pollutants into California’s inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries subject to
regulation under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the CWA. Such regulation may
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occur through the issuance of NPDES permits, the issuance or waiver of waste discharge requirements, or other regulatory approaches.
Drinking Water Standards. Maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for various contaminants
are identified, and are made enforceable regulatory standards under the federal Safe Drinking Water
Act. Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) outlines drinking water standards for
California. MCLs must be met by all public drinking water systems to which they apply. Primary
MCLs can be found in 22 CCR Sections 64431–64444. Specific regulations for lead and copper are in
22 CCR Section 64670 et seq. Secondary MCLs that address the taste, odor, and appearance of
drinking water are found in 22 CCR Section 64449. At a minimum, surface water and groundwater
with a designated beneficial use as domestic or municipal supply (MUN) shall not contain concentrations of constituents in excess of the MCLs or secondary MCLs specified in Title 22, which are
incorporated by reference into the Basin Plan.
Dam Inundation Mapping Requirement. The California Code of Regulations, Section
8589.5, requires that dam owners submit flood routing information, land surveys to delineate the
floodplain, and a technical report to support a dam failure inundation map to the Office of Emergency
Services. The purpose of the program is to provide decision support for emergency preparedness
planning, mitigation, response to, and recovery from potential damage to life and property from dam
inundation flood waves. Based upon approved inundation maps, or the delineated areas, cities and
counties with territory in the mapped areas are required to adopt emergency procedures for the
evacuation and control of populated areas below the dams.51 The technical study must contain information about dam specifications, physical conditions affected by the dam, including downstream
areas and floodwater routing, and the cities, towns, and county areas that could be affected by a dam
failure. The requirements of the technical study can also include modeling of worst case breaching
parameters and identification of the downstream hazard potential from partial or complete failure of
the dam. The technical study and dam inundation map must be updated when a dam is enlarged.
Lake or Streambed Alternation Agreement. Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code
requires any person who proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow
or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake or use materials from a
streambed, to notify the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) before beginning the
project. Similarly, under section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, before any state or local governmental agency or public utility begins a construction project that will: 1) divert, obstruct, or change
the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake; 2) use materials from a
streambed; or 3) result in the disposal or deposition of debris, waste, or other material containing
crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it can pass into any river, stream, or lake, it must first
notify the CDFG of the proposed project. If the CDFG determines that the project may significantly
affect existing fish and wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement is required. The
Agreement includes reasonable conditions necessary to protect those resources and must comply with
CEQA.
California Assembly Bill 162 (2007). Assembly Bill 162 (AB 162) was enacted into law in
October 2007. AB 162 calls for flood safety planning to be better integrated into local general plans.
51

California Office of Emergency Services, 2008. Natural Hazards Disclosure Statement, CERES. Website:
ceres.ca.gov/planning/nhd/dam_inundation.htm (accessed November 30, 2008).
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Currently general plans address fire hazards and earthquakes, but flood risks are not adequately
considered. Specifically, AB 162 includes the following requirements related to flood risks:
x

The land use element must identify and annually review those areas covered by the general plan
that are subject to flooding, as identified by flood plain mapping prepared by FEMA or the
California Department of Water Resources.

x

Upon the next revision of the housing element, on or after January 1, 2009, the conservation
element of the general plan must identify rivers, creeks, streams, flood corridors, riparian habitat,
and land that may accommodate floodwater for purposes of groundwater recharge and stormwater
management.

x

A city or county general plan must contain a safety element for the protection of the community
from any unreasonable risks associated with the effects of seismically induced surface rupture,
ground shaking, ground failure, tsunami, seiche, and dam failure and slope instability leading to
mudslides and landslides, subsidence, liquefaction, and other seismic, geologic, and fire hazards.

(3) Local Regulations. Local hydrology and water quality regulations and programs are
described below.
Municipal Stormwater Management Requirements. Pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, municipal stormwater
discharges in the City of Mountain View (the City is a member of the Santa Clara Valley Urban
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program) are regulated under the San Francisco Bay Region Municipal
Regional Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, Order No.
R2-2009-0074, NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, adopted October 14, 2009. The Municipal Regional
NPDES Stormwater Permit (MRP) requires the following pollution prevention actions:
x

Municipal Operations, such as street sweeping, pump station monitoring, and storm drain
maintenance;

x

Stormwater treatment for new and re-development projects, also known as the “C.3 requirement,”
and described in more detail below;

x

Industrial and commercial inspections;

x

Illicit discharge detection and elimination;

x

Construction site inspections;

x

Public information and outreach;

x

Water quality monitoring, which is performed through a regional collaborative effort;

x

Pesticide toxicity control;

x

Trash load reduction, which includes a requirement for installation of full trash capture device(s)
in the City’s storm drain system;

x

Mercury, PCB, copper, PBDE, legacy pesticide, and selenium controls; and

x

Conditionally exempted discharges, which includes requirements to control discharges from the
City’s water utility operations.
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MRP Provision C.3 addresses post-construction stormwater management requirements for new
development and redevelopment projects that add and/or replace 10,000 square feet or more of
impervious area (5,000 square feet for special land use categories). Provision C.3 requires the City to
require incorporation of site design, source control and stormwater treatment measures into
development projects, to minimize the discharge of pollutants in stormwater runoff and nonstormwater discharge, and to prevent increases in runoff flows. The MRP requires that Low Impact
Development (LID)52 methods shall be the primary mechanism for implementing such controls.
Any new development under the MRP Provision C.3 must include stormwater treatment best
management practices (BMPs) that are designed per the following hydraulic sizing criteria:
x

Volume Hydraulic Design Basis – Treatment systems whose primary mode of action depends
on volume capacity;

x

Flow Hydraulic Design Basis – Treatment systems whose primary mode of action depends on
flow capacity; or

x

Combination Flow and Volume Design Basis – Treatment systems that use a combination of
flow and volume capacity shall be sized to treat at least 80 percent of the total runoff over the life
of the project, using local rainfall data.

Effective December 1, 2011, projects must treat 100 percent of the required runoff (based on the
selected calculation described above) with LID treatment measures that include harvesting and reuse,
infiltration, evapotranspiration, or biotreatment (biotreatment may only be used if the other options
are infeasible; by May 1, 2011, the MRP permittees, working collaboratively or individually, shall
submit a report to the Water Board on the criteria and procedures that will be used to determine when
certain LID measures are infeasible). Prior to the December 1, 2011 deadline (by December 1, 2010),
the MRP permittees, working collaboratively or individually, shall submit for Water Board approval,
a proposed set of model biotreatment soil media specifications and soil infiltration testing methods.
In response to Provision C.3, the City has developed Stormwater Quality Guidelines for development
projects that create more than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface (5,000 square feet for special
land use categories). A project applicant is required to submit a Stormwater Management Plan to the
City with the building plans, to be reviewed and approved by Mountain View Fire Department, Fire
and Environmental Protection Division. The Stormwater Management Plan must be prepared under
the direction of a professional civil engineer and must contain the following components:
1. Common address, parcel number and legal description of the site;
2. Contact information for all persons having a legal interest in the property;
3. Vicinity map;
4. A brief narrative description of the project;
5. Geotechnical investigations including soil maps, borings, site-specific recommendations and
any additional information necessary for the proposed stormwater management design;

52

The goal of LID is to reduce runoff and mimic a site’s predevelopment hydrology by minimizing disturbed areas
and impervious cover and then infiltrating, storing, detaining, evapotranspiring (i.e., evaporating water from soil and plants),
and/or biotreating storm water runoff close to its source.
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6. Data for total site area, disturbed area, new and/or replaced impervious surface area and total
impervious surface area;
7. Topographic survey information showing existing and proposed contours, including all areas
necessary for the post-development hydraulic analyses of proposed stormwater management
facilities;
8. A list of all stormwater management facilities and practices to be employed at the site;
9. Numeric BMP sizing criteria computations according to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program “C.3 Stormwater Handbook - Guidance for Implementing
Stormwater Regulations for New and Redevelopment Projects”;
10. Structural and construction details for all components of the proposed drainage system or
systems and stormwater management facilities;
11. Landscaping plan showing disposition of existing vegetation and any vegetative site
stabilization and/or landscape-based stormwater management measures and also showing
building locations, parking areas and other general site plan elements;
12. A list of any regular on-site cleaning activities to be used as stormwater pollutant source
controls (e.g., pavement sweeping) and the schedules for these cleaning activities;
13. Cost estimates for all proposed on-site stormwater treatment facilities;
14. BMP operation and maintenance procedures, including maintenance tasks, inspection and
maintenance schedule, the parties responsible for BMP operation and maintenance, funding
mechanisms for ongoing operation and maintenance, access, and safety issues;
15. Certification by the owner/developer that all stormwater management construction will be
done according to this Stormwater Management Plan;
16. An as-built certification signature block to be executed by the responsible registered civil
engineer after project completion;
17. Any other information as may be required by the Fire Chief; and
18. A statement of qualifications for the engineer certifying the Stormwater Management Plan.
Section 35.32.23 of the City Municipal Code requires permanent stormwater pollution prevention
measures for redevelopment projects to reduce water quality impacts of stormwater runoff from the
site for the life of the project. The measures shall be designed to the satisfaction of the City in
accordance with the most recent versions of the Stormwater Quality Guidelines for Development
Projects and the municipal NPDES stormwater permit (the most recent version is the MRP). In
accordance with the MRP, project applicants submitting Stormwater Management Plans after
December 1, 2011 must design stormwater treatment controls to treat 100 percent of the required
runoff with LID measures, unless the “Special Project” exemption applies to the site or portions of the
site.53 This provision does not apply to development projects for which a planning application was
deemed complete on or before the effective date, as long and the project applicant is diligently
pursuing the project. If during the time period between the MRP effective date (December 1, 2009)
and December 1, 2011, the project applicant has not taken any action to obtain the necessary
53

Anderson, E., 2010. City of Mountain View Fire Department, Fire and Environmental Protection Division.
Personal communication with Baseline Environmental Consulting. September 13.
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approvals from the City, the project will be subject to the LID requirement. Projects that were deemed
complete after the permit effective date (December 1, 2009) and received discretionary approval
before December 1, 2011, are not required to comply with the 100 percent LID treatment measure
requirement.
Construction General Permit and Local Requirements for Construction. Pursuant to CWA
Section 402 and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, on September 2, 2009, the State
Board adopted an NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction
and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, as amended
in 2011 (Construction General Permit). To obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit,
the project applicant must provide via electronic submittal, a Notice of Intent, a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and other documents required by Attachment B of the Construction
General Permit. Activities subject to the Construction General Permit include clearing, grading, and
disturbances to the ground, such as grubbing or excavation. The permit also covers linear underground and overhead projects such as pipeline installations. Construction activities covered under the
Construction General Permit are regulated at a local level by the Water Board.
The Construction General Permit exercises a risk-based permitting approach, and mandates certain
requirements based on the risk level of the project (Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3). The risk level of the
project is based on the risk of sediment discharge and the receiving water risk. The sediment discharge risk depends on the project location and timing (i.e., wet season versus dry season activities).
The receiving water risk depends on whether the project would discharge to a sediment-sensitive
receiving water, defined by specific beneficial uses of the receiving water in the Basin Plan (e.g., fish
migration), a listing on the CWA 303(d) list due to sediment impairment, or having a Total Maximum
Daily Load in place to address excessive sedimentation. The risk level determination would be made
by the preparer of the SWPPP.
The performance standard in the Construction General Permit is that dischargers shall minimize or
prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater discharges through the
use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve Best Available Technology (BAT)
for treatment of toxic and non-conventional pollutants and Best Conventional Technology (BCT) for
treatment of conventional pollutants.54 The permit also imposes numeric action levels (Level 2 and
Level 3 projects) and numeric effluent limits (Level 3 projects) for pH and turbidity, as well as
minimum BMPs that must be implemented at all sites.
A SWPPP must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer that meets the certification requirements in the Construction General Permit. The purpose of the SWPPP is to (1) help identify the
sources of sediment and other pollutants that could affect the quality of stormwater discharges; and
(2) describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment and other
pollutants in stormwater as well as non-stormwater discharges resulting from construction activity.
Implementation of BMPs must be overseen by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner that meets the requirements outlined in the permit. For Level 2 and Level 3 projects, the discharger must also prepare a
54

As defined by the EPA, Best Available Technology (BAT) is a technology-based standard established by the CWA
as the most appropriate means available on a national basis for controlling the direct discharge of toxic and non-conventional
pollutants to navigable waters. The BAT effluent limitations guidelines, in general, represent the best existing performance of
treatment technologies that are economically achievable. Best Conventional Technology (BCT) is a technology-based
standard that applies to treatment of conventional pollutants, such as total suspended solids.
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Rain Event Action Plan as part of the SWPPP that must be designed to protect all exposed portions of
the construction site within 48 hours prior to any likely precipitation event.
The SWPPP must include a construction site monitoring program. The monitoring program includes,
depending on the project risk level, visual observations of site discharges, water quality monitoring of
site discharges (pH, turbidity, and non-visible pollutants, if applicable), and receiving water monitoring (pH, turbidity, suspended sediment concentration, and bioassessment).
In addition, Section 35.32.10 of the City of Mountain View Municipal Code requires all projects to be
conducted in a manner that prevents stormwater pollution. This ordinance requirement applies to
smaller projects that are not required to comply with the State’s Construction General Permit. All
construction projects extending into the rainy season (October 15 through April 15) shall also submit
and implement an erosion control plan acceptable to the City. The plan shall include the following
items where appropriate:
1. Silt fences around the site perimeter;
2. Gravel bags surrounding catch basins;
3. Filter fabric over catch basins;
4. Covering of exposed stockpiles;
5. Concrete washout areas;
6. Stabilized rock/gravel driveways at points of egress from the site; and
7. Vegetation, hydroseeding or other soil stabilization methods for high erosion areas.
Santa Clara Valley Water District. The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) is the
primary water resources agency for Santa Clara County. It acts not only as the county’s water
wholesaler, but also as its flood protection agency and is the steward for its streams and creeks,
underground aquifers, and SCVWD-built reservoirs. The SCVWD was created in 1929 by an act of
the California Legislature, and operates as a state of California Special District, with jurisdiction
throughout Santa Clara County. The SCVWD Board of Directors has adopted the Board Governance
Policies that delineate how the Board conducts its business and identifies the goals of the SCVWD.
This includes SCVWD Ends Policies E-2 (Healthy and Safe Environment), and E-3 (Enhanced
Quality of Life), which focus on protecting water supply, reducing the potential for flood damage,
stormwater management, watershed management, and potential watershed enhancement opportunities
and mitigation. The SCVWD has two ordinances that pertain to the protection of surface water and
groundwater resources, which are described below.
Water Resources Protection Ordinance 06-1. Ordinance 06-1 protects water resources managed by the
SCVWD by regulating modifications, entry, use or access to water district facilities and/or water district
easements. Ordinance 06-1 repealed Ordinance No. 83-2 when it became effective on February 28, 2007.
Primary components of the ordinance are as follows:
x

Acknowledges the formation of the Water Resources Protection Collaborative to share the
water and watershed resources protection goals of flood management, drinking water
quality and adequate quantity, surface and groundwater quality and quantity, and habitat
protection enhancement.
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x

Establishes the requirement to obtain an Encroachment Permit for modifications on
SCVWD Facilities and/or SCVWD Easements, and establishes a procedure for the
administration and issuance of such Encroachment Permits.

x

Incorporates by reference the SCVWD Water Resources Protection Manual. The Water
Resources Protection Manual is a set of requirements and supporting design guidelines
including minimum standards to protect water, watershed resources, and SCVWD facilities.

Well Ordinance 90-1. SCVWD Ordinance 90-1 requires permitting for any person digging, boring,
drilling, deepening, refurbishing, or destroying a water well, cathodic protection well, observation well,
monitoring well, exploratory boring (45 feet or deeper), or other deep excavation that intersects the
groundwater aquifers of the county.

Santa Clara Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative. The Water Resources
Protection Collaborative (Collaborative) was formed in 2002 to address land use issues near streams
in response to the SCVWD’s proposal to modify Ordinance No. 83-2. The Collaborative includes
representatives from the SCVWD, the county, each municipality within the county, the Water Board,
and representatives of property owners, the environmental community, and business/development
interests. The Collaborative’s mission is to review and assess the current state of water resources
protection measures in the county, and to propose appropriate management strategies and institutional
arrangements to implement these strategies. The Collaborative has developed Guidelines and Standards for Land Use near Streams, which are based on practices used by the SCVWD.55 Each city and
the county are required to evaluate how it wants to integrate the Guidelines and Standards into its
existing processes and what level of responsibility it wants to assume in permitting land use activities
in and near streams. The SCVWD maintains its permit authority for activities within its right-of-way.
City of Mountain View Municipal Code. The following are chapters of the municipal code
that are relevant to hydrology and water quality.
(a) Drainage and Flood Control. Chapter 8 (Buildings) Article IX of the Municipal Code
pertains to drainage and flood control. The Article identifies areas of flood hazard, requires
that a flood development permit shall be obtained before any construction or other development begins within any area of special flood hazard. This chapter also establishes permit
review procedures, designates and identifies the duties of the floodplain administrator (the
Public Works Director or designee), provides provisions for flood hazard reduction such as
standards of construction, and identifies variance procedures.
(b) Sewer Service. Chapter 35 (Water, Sewage, and Other Municipal Services), Article III of
the Municipal Code pertains to sewer service and sewage disposal. The Article prohibits
unlawful discharges to the storm drain system, including, but not limited to, spills, illicit
connections and illegal dumping incidents. Other provisions in the Article include:
x

Dischargers are to implement BMPs, such as not allowing interior floor drains to be
connected to the storm sewer system; storm drain stenciling; proper design of vehicle
and equipment fueling and maintenance facilities, loading locks, and outdoor storage
areas; and implementation of BMPs for high erosion areas.

55

Santa Clara Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative, 2006. Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near
Streams (revised). July.
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x

Sites subject to the General Construction Permit are to develop a SWPPP and projects
extending into the rainy season (October 15 through April 15) are to submit an Erosion
Control Plan to the City.

x

Permanent stormwater pollution prevention measures must be implemented for
development and redevelopment projects. Projects must comply with the NPDES
municipal stormwater discharge permit, and must submit a Stormwater Management
Plan to the City in accordance with the City of Mountain View Stormwater Quality
Guidelines for Development Projects.

South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project and South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study.
The City is located adjacent to a portion of the South Bay Salt Pond (SBSP) Restoration Project. The
SBSP Restoration Project is the largest tidal wetland restoration project on the West Coast, and is a
collaborative effort among federal, state and local agencies working with scientists and the public to
develop a programmatic plan for habitat restoration, flood management, and wildlife-oriented public
access.56 The property was purchased in 2003 by the State of California and the Federal government
from Cargill Salt. When complete, the restoration will convert 15,100 acres of industrial salt-harvesting ponds at the southern end of San Francisco Bay to a mix of tidal marsh, mudflat and other
wetland habitats. The restoration area consists of three pond complexes, and the 8,000-acre Alviso
Pond complex, which is owned and managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, consists of 25
ponds on the shores of the South Bay in Fremont, San Jose, Sunnyvale and Mountain View, in Santa
Clara and Alameda counties.57
The SBSP Restoration Project was planned in close coordination with a related but separate project,
the South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study (Shoreline Study). The Congressionally-authorized
Shoreline Study will identify and recommend for federal funding one or more projects for flood
damage reduction, ecosystem restoration and related purposes such as public access. Because they
have similar objectives and geographic scope and include restoration and flood management
components, the planning and management of these two projects will be closely integrated. The
Shoreline Study will be performed through several “Interim Feasibility Studies”, the first of which
will investigate flood protection for all Santa Clara County Baylands, from Palo Alto to Alviso, in
addition to the restoration of the former salt-harvesting ponds within the Alviso Pond complex and
adjacent properties such as areas around Moffett Federal Airfield.

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section provides an assessment of the potential adverse impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials within the City of Mountain View. It begins with the criteria of significance, which
establishes the threshold for determining whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this
section identifies potential impacts and evaluates how they relate to policies and actions of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP. Where potentially significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures
are recommended.

56
California Coastal Conservancy, 2009. South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project. Website:
www.southbayrestoration.org/Project_Description.html (accessed April 16).
57

EDAW; Philip Williams and Associates, Ltd.; H.T. Harvey and Associates; Brown and Caldwell; and Geomatrix,
2007. South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report Volume 1. December.
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a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and/or the GGRP would
have a significant hydrologic impact if it would:
(1)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

(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)

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, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on-or off-site;

(4)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff;

(5)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality;

(6)

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;

(7)

Place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect
flood flows;

(8)

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

(9)

Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

b.
Impacts Analysis. The following sections provide an evaluation and analysis for the potential
less-than-significant, significant and cumulative impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP for
each of the criteria of significance listed above.
(1) Violate Water Quality Standards. This discussion addresses the potential impacts of
the Draft General Plan and GGRP concerning the potential for violation of water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements.
Growth and new development under the Draft General Plan and GGRP would be subject to existing
water quality regulations and programs, as described in the Regulatory Framework section above.
These programs establish water quality standards and provide enforcement and specific new
development projects would be required to comply with these programs. In addition, implementation
of several policies and actions in the Draft General Plan would strengthen enforcement of surface
water and groundwater quality standards and waste discharge requirements:
ACTION INC 4.1.2: Groundwater quality and regulations. Closely monitor groundwater quality as well
as any changing rules and regulations regarding the City’s access to groundwater, revising plans as
necessary to reflect any relevant changes to the groundwater supply
ACTION INC 16.1.2: Water replenishment. Enable sufficient surface water replenishment and protect
surface water quality to enable groundwater percolation and provide habitat for wildlife.
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ACTION INC 16.1.3: Water quality. Support efforts by the Santa Clara Valley Water District to preserve
water, habitat, and riparian quality in the creeks within the City, including implementing the Santa Clara
Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams.
ACTION INC 16.1.4: Volunteer creek clean-up. Encourage volunteer creek clean-ups.
POLICY INC 6.3: Wastewater Treatment Partnership. Partner with the Palo Alto Regional WaterQuality
Control Plant (PARWQCP) to ensure high water quality treatment.
POLICY INC 6.4: Discharge regulations. Coordinate with partners and other local agencies to monitor
changing rules and regulations regarding wastewater discharge from the PARWQCP.
ACTION INC 6.4.1: Moffett Federal Airfield sewer discharge. Work with the PARWQCP and other
relevant agencies to create and implement a strategy for addressing Moffett Federal Airfield wastewater
discharge.
POLICY INC 8.1: Citywide storm water system. Maintain the storm water system in good condition.
ACTION INC 8.1.1: Storm Water Master Plan. Update and maintain the Storm Water Master Plan as
necessary.
ACTION INC 8.1.2: Upgrade undersized drainage pipes. Provide funding and infrastructure to remove
cross culverts.
ACTION INC 8.1.3: Low Impact Development (LID). Maximize opportunities to design and construct
LID storm water treatment controls at new development and redevelopment projects through efforts to
educate developers and project engineers and implementation of the development review process.
ACTION INC 8.1.4: Infrastructure upgrade. Develop appropriate procedures for upgrades to existing
infrastructure.
POLICY INC 8.2: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. Comply with
requirements in the Municipal Regional Storm water NPDES Permit (MRP).
ACTION INC 8.2.1: Trash capture. Thoroughly investigate and install full trash capture controls in the
most appropriate locations to maximize trash removal from the storm drain system and comply with the
MRP.
POLICY INC 8.3: Cost-effective strategies. Encourage storm water strategies that minimize additional City
administrative and maintenance costs.
ACTION INC 8.3.1: Best practices in City operations. Implement pollution prevention Best Management
Practices while conducting municipal operations, such as street sweeping, water utility operations, storm
drain maintenance, and sanitary sewer.
POLICY INC 8.4: Runoff pollution prevention. Reduce the amount of storm water runoff and storm water
pollution entering creeks, water channels, and the San Francisco Bay, through participation in the Santa Clara
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP).
ACTION INC 8.4.1: Inter-agency collaboration. Participate in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) and work collaboratively with other permitted agencies to
achieve compliance with multiple requirements, such as monitoring and public education, in a cost
effective manner.
ACTION INC 8.4.2: Storm water pollution sources. Conduct inspection programs to identify and
eliminate sources of storm water pollution.
ACTION INC 8.4.3: Pollutants of Concern. Implement programs to minimize potential discharges of
pollutants of concern, such as mercury, copper, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polybrominated
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diphenyl ether (PBDEs), legacy pesticides, selenium, or other pollutants of concern that may be identified
during the time of the General Plan.
ACTION INC 8.4.4: Outdoor water conservation. Minimize overwatering from irrigation systems and
encourage outdoor water conservation, which decreases the burden on the storm water system.
ACTION INC 8.4.5: Groundwater. Develop a policy or ordinance for groundwater management during
construction of subterranean structures, which require sumps to discharge to sewer.
ACTION INC 8.4.6: Contaminated groundwater. Develop a policy or ordinance for contaminated
groundwater management during construction of subterranean structures.
POLICY INC 8.5: Site-specific storm water treatment. For both new development and redevelopment
projects, require post-construction storm water treatment controls consistent with MPR requirements.
POLICY INC 8.6: Green streets. Seek opportunities to develop “green” streets and sustainable streetscapes
that minimize storm water runoff, using techniques such as on-street bio-swales, bio-retention, permeable
pavement or other innovative approaches.
ACTION INC 8.6.1: Emerging technologies. Evaluate and update development and design standards for
storm water treatment to reflect prevailing or emerging technologies.

Implementation of the Draft General Plan policies and actions, in conjunction with compliance with
existing regulatory programs would ensure that water quality impacts related to growth under the
Draft General Plan and GGRP would be less than significant and no additional mitigation measures
are required.
(2) Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Recharge. This section evaluates the potential
impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP to groundwater supplies and recharge.
The City uses groundwater resources to supplement water purchased from other water agencies.
Growth and new development under the Draft General Plan could result in added pressure on these
groundwater resources. Aquifer overdraft (or overpumping) has the potential to cause permanent
damage to an aquifer if the aquifer materials settle, reducing its future storage capacity. In addition,
new development can result in covering recharge areas with impervious surfaces, reducing aquifer
recharge. The Draft General Plan and GGRP includes several measures addressing groundwater
resources, including:
ACTION INC 4.1.2: Groundwater quality and regulations. Closely monitor groundwater quality as well
as any changing rules and regulations regarding the City’s access to groundwater, revising plans as
necessary to reflect any relevant changes to the groundwater supply.
ACTION INC 16.1.2: Water replenishment. Enable sufficient surface water replenishment and protect
surface water quality to enable groundwater percolation and provide habitat for wildlife.
ACTION INC 16.1.3: Water quality. Support efforts by the Santa Clara Valley Water District to preserve
water, habitat, and riparian quality in the creeks within the City, including implementing the Santa Clara
Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams.
ACTION INC 18.1.6: Shallow groundwater. Monitor shallow groundwater quality and ensure that it
meets or exceeds state and federal requirements.
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Measure W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies.
Action A: Implement conservation programs identified within the 2010 UWMP
Action B: Prioritize public buildings for water fixture upgrades and identify upgrades to be made.

Implementation of these Draft General Plan and GGRP actions would ensure that impacts related
adverse effect to groundwater resources under the Draft General Plan and GGRP would be less than
significant. Further discussion of groundwater contamination issues is included in Section IV.I,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and water supply issues are discussed further in Section IV.M,
Utilities and Infrastructure.
(3) Alter Existing Drainage Patterns. This section evaluates the potential impacts of the
Draft General Plan and GGRP related to stormwater quality and drainage patterns.
Development under the Draft General Plan has the potential to increase and alter impervious surfaces,
which could increase stormwater runoff volumes, potentially resulting in hydromodification impacts
(degradation of water quality in creeks related to higher erosive flows). Construction activities,
operation of new development, and associated changes in runoff patterns also have the potential to
introduce contaminants to stormwater.
In areas of active construction, soil erosion may result in discharges of sediment-laden stormwater
runoff into the City stormwater system, if not properly controlled, which could contribute to degradation of downstream water quality and impairment of beneficial uses. Sediment can also be a carrier
for other pollutants, such as heavy metals, nutrients, pathogens, oil and grease, fuels and other petroleum products. In addition to sediment, other pollutants associated with the various phases of construction, such as trash, paint, solvents, sanitary waste from portable restrooms, and concrete curing
compounds, can discharge into and impair receiving waters if released during construction.
Development under the Draft General Plan may result in new sources of various stormwater pollutants that may be deposited on impervious surfaces, such as sediment, metals, organic compounds
such as pesticides, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons and oil and grease, pathogens, nutrients, and
trash and debris. Such pollutants may also be present in non-stormwater discharges, such as runoff
from irrigation and residential car washing. If not properly controlled, the discharge of these pollutants into receiving waters could adversely affect water quality and beneficial uses.
Existing stormwater regulations regarding construction and post-construction stormwater requirements under the NPDES Order No. 2009-0009 DWG and NPDES Order No. R2-2009-0074,
respectively, described above, include extensive requirements for new development. Requirements
for implementation of a SWPPP address potential construction-phase stormwater impacts. Potential
impacts related to stormwater quality and increased runoff volumes during operation of new
developments are addressed by provisions of the MRP.
In addition, the following Draft General Plan policies and associated actions provide additional
measures to protect stormwater quality:
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POLICY INC 8.1: Citywide storm water system. Maintain the storm water system in good condition.
ACTION INC 8.1.1: Storm Water Master Plan. Update and maintain the Storm Water Master Plan as
necessary.
ACTION INC 8.1.2: Upgrade undersized drainage pipes. Provide funding and infrastructure to remove
cross culverts.
ACTION INC 8.1.3: Low Impact Development (LID). Maximize opportunities to design and construct
LID storm water treatment controls at new development and redevelopment projects through efforts to
educate developers and project engineers and implementation of the development review process.
ACTION INC 8.1.4: Infrastructure upgrade. Develop appropriate procedures for upgrades to existing
infrastructure.
POLICY INC 8.2: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. Comply with
requirements in the Municipal Regional Storm water NPDES Permit (MRP).
ACTION INC 8.2.1: Trash capture. Thoroughly investigate and install full trash capture controls in the
most appropriate locations to maximize trash removal from the storm drain system and comply with the
MRP.
POLICY INC 8.3: Cost-effective strategies. Encourage storm water strategies that minimize additional City
administrative and maintenance costs.
ACTION INC 8.3.1: Best practices in City operations. Implement pollution prevention Best
Management Practices while conducting municipal operations, such as street sweeping, water utility
operations, storm drain maintenance, and sanitary sewer.
POLICY INC 8.4: Runoff pollution prevention. Reduce the amount of storm water runoff and storm water
pollution entering creeks, water channels, and the San Francisco Bay, through participation in the Santa Clara
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP).
ACTION INC 8.4.1: Inter-agency collaboration. Participate in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) and work collaboratively with other permitted agencies to
achieve compliance with multiple requirements, such as monitoring and public education, in a cost
effective manner.
ACTION INC 8.4.2: Storm water pollution sources. Conduct inspection programs to identify and
eliminate sources of storm water pollution.
ACTION INC 8.4.3: Pollutants of Concern. Implement programs to minimize potential discharges of
pollutants of concern, such as mercury, copper, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polybrominated
diphenyl ether (PBDEs), legacy pesticides, selenium, or other pollutants of concern that may be
identified during the time of the General Plan.
ACTION INC 8.4.4: Outdoor water conservation. Minimize overwatering from irrigation systems and
encourage outdoor water conservation, which decreases the burden on the storm water system.
ACTION INC 8.4.5: Groundwater. Develop a policy or ordinance for groundwater management during
construction of subterranean structures, which require sumps to discharge to sewer.
ACTION INC 8.4.6: Contaminated groundwater. Develop a policy or ordinance for contaminated
groundwater management during construction of subterranean structures.
POLICY INC 8.5: Site-specific storm water treatment. For both new development and redevelopment
projects, require post-construction storm water treatment controls consistent with MPR requirements.
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POLICY INC 8.6: Green streets. Seek opportunities to develop “green” streets and sustainable streetscapes
that minimize storm water runoff, using techniques such as on-street bio-swales, bio-retention, permeable
pavement or other innovative approaches.
ACTION INC 8.6.1: Emerging technologies. Evaluate and update development and design standards for
storm water treatment to reflect prevailing or emerging technologies.
POLICY INC 8.7: Storm water quality. Improve the water quality of storm water and reduce flow quantities.
ACTION INC 8.7.1: Storm inlet stencils. Ensure that storm inlets are stenciled with a “No Dumping,
Flows to Bay” or similar text to educate the public about storm drain pollution.
POLICY INC 8.8: Storm water infrastructure funding. Develop permanent and ad hoc sources of funding to
implement storm water best practices in the City.
ACTION INC 8.8.1: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure defining the cost
of storm water system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new
impact and maintenance fees. Include in the consideration of a fee the practicality of reduced or
eliminated storm water fees for projects that reduce or eliminate their burden on the storm water system
through techniques such as on-site retention, treatment and reuse.

Implementation of these Draft General Plan policies and actions, in conjunction with compliance with
existing regulatory programs would ensure that impacts related to stormwater under the Draft General
Plan and GGRP would be less than significant. Please refer to Section IV.M, Utilities and Infrastructure, for additional discussion regarding the City’s stormwater collection system.
(4) Contribute Runoff Water or Polluted Runoff. This section evaluates the potential
impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP related to runoff that may exceed drainage system
capacity and additional sources of runoff pollution.
Development under the Draft General Plan and GGRP has the potential to increase and alter
impervious surfaces, which could increase stormwater runoff volumes, potentially resulting in
hydromodification impacts (degradation of water quality in creeks related to higher erosive flows).
Construction activities, operation of new development, and associated changes in runoff patterns also
have the potential to introduce contaminants to stormwater. Compliance with existing NPDES
permits for construction and post-construction as well as compliance with the following Draft General
Plan policies and actions would reduce this impact to less than significant.
POLICY INC 8.1: Citywide storm water system. Maintain the storm water system in good condition.
ACTION INC 8.1.1: Storm Water Master Plan. Update and maintain the Storm Water Master Plan as
necessary.
ACTION INC 8.1.2: Upgrade undersized drainage pipes. Provide funding and infrastructure to remove
cross culverts.
ACTION INC 8.1.3: Low Impact Development (LID). Maximize opportunities to design and construct
LID storm water treatment controls at new development and redevelopment projects through efforts to
educate developers and project engineers and implementation of the development review process.
ACTION INC 8.1.4: Infrastructure upgrade. Develop appropriate procedures for upgrades to existing
infrastructure.
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POLICY INC 8.7: Storm water quality. Improve the water quality of storm water and reduce flow quantities.
ACTION INC 8.7.1: Storm inlet stencils. Ensure that storm inlets are stenciled with a “No Dumping,
Flows to Bay” or similar text to educate the public about storm drain pollution.
POLICY INC 8.8: Storm water infrastructure funding. Develop permanent and ad hoc sources of funding to
implement storm water best practices in the City.
ACTION INC 8.8.1: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure defining the cost
of storm water system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new
impact and maintenance fees. Include in the consideration of a fee the practicality of reduced or
eliminated storm water fees for projects that reduce or eliminate their burden on the storm water system
through techniques such as on-site retention, treatment and reuse.

(5) Substantially Degrade Water Quality. This section evaluates potential impacts of the
Draft General Plan and GGRP on general water quality. Development under the Draft General Plan
and the GGRP could result in water quality degradation, as described in Section b.3, above. Compliance with NPDES permit requirements and the Draft General Plan policies and actions identified in
Section b.3, above, would reduce this impact to less than significant and no additional mitigation
measures are required.
(6) Place Housing Within a 100-Year Flood Hazard Area. This section evaluates potential
impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP relating to new housing developments within the 100year floodplain.
New development under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could place new construction in flood
zones, including within the 100-year flood hazard boundary. Existing federal and state programs
address potential flooding impacts. FEMA is responsible for mapping flood hazard zones. State law
AB 162, among other provisions, requires the annual review of flood hazard zones. In conjunction
with the following Draft General Plan policies and actions, this impact would be reduced to less than
significant:
POLICY INC 17.1: Flood prevention. Provide and maintain City infrastructure to reduce localized flooding
and protect community health and safety.
ACTION INC 17.1.1: Inter-agency coordination. Coordinate with the Santa Clara Valley Water
District on flood related issues.
ACTION INC 17.1.2: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure for the cost of
system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new impact and
maintenance fees
POLICY INC 17.2: Natural hydrology in watersheds. Promote an ecologically sensitive approach to flood
protection, encouraging natural hydrology and preserving habitat and ecology within watercourses.
POLICY INC 17.3: Floodway preservation. Preserve floodways as a natural flood-control mechanism.
POLICY INC 17.4: National Flood Insurance Program. Participate in the National Flood Insurance Program
administered by the Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA)

(7) Place Structures Within a 100-Year Flood Hazard Area. This section evaluates the
potential impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP relating to the possibility that future
development within the 100-year flood zone could impede or redirect flood flows.
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Build out of the Draft General Plan could result in new construction being placed in the 100-year
flood zone. Such construction could potentially impede or redirect flood flows (see Figure IV.H-2 for
flood zones). Existing federal and state programs address potential flooding impacts. FEMA is
responsible for mapping flood hazard zones and State law AB 162, among other provisions, requires
the annual review of flood hazard zones. These programs and requirements in conjunction with the
following Draft General Plan policies and actions, would reduce this impact to less than significant:
POLICY INC 17.1: Flood prevention. Provide and maintain City infrastructure to reduce localized flooding
and protect community health and safety.
ACTION INC 17.1.1: Inter-agency coordination. Coordinate with the Santa Clara Valley Water
District on flood related issues.
ACTION INC 17.1.2: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure for the cost of
system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new impact and
maintenance fees
POLICY INC 17.2: Natural hydrology in watersheds. Promote an ecologically sensitive approach to flood
protection, encouraging natural hydrology and preserving habitat and ecology within watercourses.
POLICY INC 17.3: Floodway preservation. Preserve floodways as a natural flood-control mechanism.
POLICY INC 17.4: National Flood Insurance Program. Participate in the National Flood Insurance Program
administered by the Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA)
POLICY LUD 18.1: Collaboration on sea-level rise impacts. Collaborate with regional, state and federal
agencies to address potential sea level rise impacts through vulnerability assessments and adaptation strategies.
ACTION LUD 18.1.1: Vulnerability Risk Assessment. Prepare a Vulnerability Risk Assessment that
identifies City facilities and infrastructure and areas with private properties that may be at risk.
ACTION LUD 18.1.2: Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Strategy Report. Prepare and update a Sea-Level
Rise Adaptation Strategy Report.
POLICY LUD 18.2: Flood retention areas: Support the development of flood retention areas to address
impacts from sea level rise.
ACTION 18.2.1: Transfer of Development Rights program. Develop a Transfer of Development
Rights program to allow properties to transfer their development rights and convert to wetland or
detention pond areas.

(8) Failure of Levee or Dam. This discussion addresses the potential for impacts related to
the failure of a levee or dam. There are no dams or reservoirs within the City, with the exception of
the irrigation ponds at the Shoreline Golf Links. The Stevens Creek Reservoir is located upstream
from the City on Stevens Creek. The City is not located within a dam failure inundation zone (see
Figure IV.H-4), although the Stevens Creek Reservoir inundation area is located just outside the City
limits; therefore, impacts related to the failure of a levee of dam would be less than significant.
(9) Seiche, Tsunami or Mudflow Exposure. This discussion addresses the potential for
impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.
As described in the setting section, seiches and tsunamis would not be expected to affect areas
developed as part of the Draft General Plan and GGRP, so impacts related to these phenomena would
be considered less than significant. Seiches have not exceeded four inches in water elevations during
the probable most significant earthquake (the 1906 earthquake), and tsunamis would only be expected
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to affect low-lying march areas and Bayward portions of sloughs. Please see Section IV.G, Geology,
Soils, Seismicity, for a discussion of potential impacts associated with mudflows (a type of landslide).
No policies or actions are needed to further reduce this potential impact.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. New development in the City
and Santa Clara Basin may alter local drainage and runoff characteristics; however, such changes
would be localized and would not have an impact on a regional scale. Increased cumulative urbanization would be expected to increase vehicle traffic and related releases of automobile-related pollutants, including petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, and sediment, that drain from roads into surface
waters and which could have a regional impact. As discussed in the Hydrology and Water Quality
section, new development is required to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to treat
stormwater runoff, prior to its discharge, to the maximum extent practicable. However, there could be
a significant cumulative impact related to the water quality of surface drainages based on the cumulative amount of growth within the Santa Clara Basin, including the growth that would occur by build
out of the Draft General Plan area. Ongoing compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) requirements by the City and other jurisdictions in Santa Clara Basin,
including participation in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program and
compliance with the San Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, is
considered adequate mitigation to mitigate this cumulative impact, including the project’s
contribution to this impact, to a less-than-significant level.
Build out of the Draft General Plan and development in the Santa Clara Valley (Santa Clara) groundwater basin would increase demand for water resources, particularly for groundwater resources (the
City supplements its water supply with groundwater resources). Due to the limited nature of water
resources in the Bay Area and California, the additional population envisioned by the Draft General
Plan, along with future growth in the region, and the effects of global climate change could cumulatively lead to future water shortages and depletion of existing groundwater supplies. The Draft
General Plan and GGRP includes the following measures addressing groundwater resources which
require monitoring of groundwater quality and supply and modification of plans to address concerns
with groundwater supplies.
ACTION INC 4.1.2: Groundwater quality and regulations. Closely monitor groundwater quality as well
as any changing rules and regulations regarding the City’s access to groundwater, revising plans as
necessary to reflect any relevant changes to the groundwater supply.
ACTION INC 16.1.2: Water replenishment. Enable sufficient surface water replenishment and protect
surface water quality to enable groundwater percolation and provide habitat for wildlife.
ACTION INC 16.1.3: Water quality. Support efforts by the Santa Clara Valley Water District to preserve
water, habitat, and riparian quality in the creeks within the City, including implementing the Santa Clara
Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams.
Measure W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies.
Action A: Implement conservation programs identified within the 2010 UWMP
Action B: Prioritize public buildings for water fixture upgrades and identify upgrades to be made.

These actions that requires implementation of conservation programs, monitoring, and adaptive
response is considered adequate to mitigate potential cumulative impacts related to groundwater
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overdraft. As such, the project’s contribution to this potentially significant impact would be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level.
New development under the Draft General Plan could place new construction in flood zones and
flooding hazards may be exacerbated due to increased rates of sea level rise anticipated due to global
climate change. New development in the floodplain under the Draft General Plan and GGRP, along
with past, present, and other future development along the Bay margin in the City, adjacent cities, and
adjacent unincorporated Santa Clara County lands could result in cumulative flooding impacts.
However, compliance with existing programs that limit development, including the City municipal
code, would limit development in the floodplain in the City. As such, the project’s contribution to this
potentially significant impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This chapter describes hazards and hazardous materials1 related to future development in the City of
Mountain View that could pose a significant threat to human health or the environment. The impacts
and mitigation measures section defines the criteria of significance and identifies potential impacts
and mitigation measures related to hazards and hazardous materials for future development in the
City of Mountain View.

1.

Setting

The setting section describes existing conditions in the City of Mountain View, including pertinent
federal, State, and local agency laws, regulations, and programs related to hazards and hazardous
materials. In other sections of this EIR, the regulatory section follows a description of the existing
conditions. However, because the regulatory framework provides a key description of what
constitutes hazardous materials, this section precedes a description of the existing conditions in this
Draft EIR.
a.
Regulatory Framework. Products as diverse as gasoline, paint, solvents, household cleaning
products, refrigerants, and radioactive substances are categorized as hazardous materials. The proper
management of hazardous materials is a common concern for all communities. Beginning in the
1970s, governments at the federal, State, and local levels became increasingly concerned about the
effects of hazardous materials on human health and the environment. Numerous laws and regulations
were developed to investigate and mitigate these effects. As a result, the storage, use, generation,
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials are highly regulated by federal, State, and local laws
and regulations. These agencies and information about the laws, regulations, and programs they
administer are summarized below.
(1) Federal Regulations. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead
agency responsible for enforcing federal laws and regulations governing hazardous materials that
affect public health or the environment. The major federal laws and regulations enforced by the EPA
include: the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA); the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA);
and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).
In 1976, RCRA was enacted to provide a general framework for the EPA to regulate hazardous waste
from the time it is generated until its ultimate disposal. In accordance with RCRA, facilities that
generate, treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste are required to ensure that the wastes are properly
managed from “cradle to grave.”
In 1976, TSCA was enacted to provide the EPA authority to regulate the production, importation, use,
and disposal of chemicals that pose a risk of adversely impacting public health and the environment,
such as polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), asbestos-containing materials (ACM), and lead-based
1
The California Health and Safety Code defines a hazardous material as “... any material that, because of its
quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human
health and safety, or to the environment. Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances,
hazardous waste, radioactive materials, and any material which a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis
for believing that it would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if released into the
workplace or the environment.” (Health and Safety Code, Section 25501).
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paint. TSCA also gives the EPA authority to regulate the cleanup of sites contaminated with specific
chemicals, such as PCBs.
In 1980, CERCLA, commonly known as the Superfund, was enacted to ensure that a source of funds
was available for the EPA to remediate uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous materials release sites
that pose a risk of adversely impacting public health and the environment. Prohibitions and requirements regarding closed or abandoned hazardous waste sites and liability standards for responsible
parties were also established by CERCLA. In 1986, SARA amended CERCLA to increase the
Superfund budget, modify contaminated site cleanup criteria and schedules, and revise settlement
procedures.
While the EPA regulates overall use and cleanup of hazardous materials, the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) is the federal administering agency responsible for hazardous materials transportation regulations. The DOT Office of Hazardous Materials Safety oversees a national safety
program to minimize the risks related to commercial transportation of hazardous materials. The
federal hazardous materials transportation law is the basic statute regulating hazardous materials
transportation in the United States.2 Federal hazardous materials transportation regulations are
contained in 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 171-180. In California, the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the implementing agency for DOT laws and regulations.
Worker health and safety is protected by federal and State laws and regulations. The Occupational
Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) is the federal agency responsible for enforcement and
implementation of federal laws and regulations pertaining to worker health and safety. Under OSHA
jurisdiction, the Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) regulations
require training and medical supervision for workers at hazardous waste sites.3 Additional regulations
have been developed for construction workers regarding exposure to lead and asbestos during construction activities.4 State regulations pertaining to worker health and safety are discussed below.
Other relevant federal laws include the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments Act (HSWA)
regarding hazardous waste management, the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), pertaining to the
tracking and screening of industrial chemicals, and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), which controls pesticide distribution, sale and use.
Applicable federal regulations and guidelines are contained primarily in CFR Titles 10, 29, 40, and
49.
(2) State Regulations. In California, the EPA has granted most enforcement authority over
federal hazardous materials regulations to the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA).
The mission of Cal/EPA is to restore, protect, and enhance the environment to ensure public health,
environmental quality, and economic vitality. Under the authority of Cal/EPA, the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Water Board) are responsible for overseeing the cleanup of contaminated soil and
groundwater sites in the City of Mountain View. RWQCB regulations applicable to hazardous
2

United States Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49, Section 5101 et seq.

3

United States Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Section 1910.120.

4

United States Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Sections 1926.62 and 1926.1101.
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materials are contained in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). Additional state
regulations applicable to hazardous materials are contained in CCR Title 22. CCR Title 26 is a
compilation of those sections or titles of the CCR that are applicable to hazardous materials.
The California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and Health
(DOSH), enforces State worker health and safety regulations related to construction activities.
Regulations include exposure limits, protective clothing, and training requirements to prevent
exposure to hazardous materials. DOSH also enforces occupational health and safety regulations
specific to lead and asbestos investigations and abatement, which equal or exceed their federal
counterparts.5
Transportation of hazardous materials and wastes is regulated by CCR Title 26. The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the primary regulatory authority for the interstate transport
of hazardous materials and establishes safe handling procedures for packaging, marking, labeling,
routing, etc. The California Highway Patrol and Caltrans enforce federal and State regulations and
respond to hazardous materials transportation emergencies. A “Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest”
is required by DTSC and must accompany most hazardous waste before transporting any waste off
site. The manifest travels with the hazardous waste from the point of generation, through transportation, to the final treatment, storage and disposal facility. If a discharge or spill of hazardous waste
occurs during transportation, the transporter is required to take appropriate immediate action to
protect human health and the environment (i.e., notify local authorities, dike the discharge area), and
shall be responsible for the discharge/cleanup, pursuant to Title 22 of the California Code of
Regulations, Sections 66263.30 and 66263.31.
Although there are numerous State policies dealing with hazardous waste materials, the most comprehensive is the Tanner Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 2948 adopted in 1986). The Tanner Act governs the
preparation of hazardous waste management plans and the siting of hazardous waste facilities in the
State. The act also mandates the adoption of a Hazardous Waste Management Plan by every county in
the State that must include provisions defining: (1) the planning process for waste management; (2)
the permit process for new and expanded facilities; and (3) the appeal process to the State available
for certain local decisions.
Section 17210 et seq. of the California Education Code and Sections 21151.2, 21151.4, and 21151.8
of the Public Resource Code require that prospective school sites be reviewed to determine that such
sites are not a current or former hazardous waste disposal site, a hazardous substance release site, or
the site of hazardous substance pipelines. These statutes also require consultation with local hazardous materials agencies and air quality districts to ensure that no sites within ¼ mile of a school that
handle or emit hazardous substances would potentially endanger future students or workers at the
prospective school site.
All school districts receiving State funds must prepare a Phase I environmental site assessment on
prospective school sites. The Phase I environmental site assessment would detail the historical uses of
the property and indicate any potential for contamination. DTSC must review this assessment and
make one of the following findings: 1) that no further action is required; or 2) that concerns about
contamination exist and the district must conduct a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA).
5

California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Sections 1529, 1532.1, and 5192.
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The PEA entails site sampling and the development of a detailed risk assessment of any contaminants
present on the proposed school property.
(3) Local Regulations. The routine management of hazardous materials in California is
administered under the Unified Program.6 The Cal/EPA has granted responsibilities to the Santa Clara
County Hazardous Materials Compliance Division (HMCD) for implementation and enforcement of
hazardous material regulations under the Unified Program as a Certified Unified Program Agency
(CUPA). The HMCD has jurisdiction in all areas of Santa Clara County except the cities of Santa
Clara, Gilroy, and Sunnyvale. The HMCD also enforces additional hazardous materials storage
requirements in accordance with the Santa Clara County Hazardous Materials Storage Ordinance and
Toxic Gas Ordinance.7 Through a formal agreement with the HMCD, the Mountain View Fire
Department (MVFD) implements several hazardous materials programs for the City of Mountain
View as a Participating Agency within the Unified Program. The MVFD also enforces storage,
handling, and dispensing requirements for hazardous materials and other regulated materials
according to the City of Mountain View Hazardous Materials Permit Code Ordinance and Toxic
Gases Ordinance.8
Under authority from the Regional Water Board, the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health implements the Local Oversight Program (LOP) to oversee the investigation and
remediation of leaking underground fuel tanks in Santa Clara County. Prior to July 2004, the Santa
Clara Valley Water District was the LOP in Santa Clara County.
(4) Hazardous Materials Programs. Most of the City of Mountain View’s hazardous
materials programs are administered and enforced under the Unified Program, described below. Other
hazardous materials programs administered in the City of Mountain View include household hazardous waste and medical waste programs. A summary of the hazardous materials programs in the City
of Mountain View are provided below.
Hazardous Materials Programs under the Unified Program. The Unified Program consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and
enforcement activities of the following hazardous materials programs: Hazardous Materials Business
Plan (HMBP) Program, California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program, Underground
Storage Tank (UST) Program, Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) Program, Hazardous Waste
Generator Program, and Hazardous Waste Tiered-Permitting Program. The hazardous materials
programs administered under the Unified Program are described below.
Hazardous Materials Business Plan Program. The MVFD requires any facility storing
aggregate quantities of any hazardous materials equal to or greater than 10 gallons of liquids, 50
pounds of solids, or 200 cubic feet of gases to report their chemical inventories to the MVFD by
preparing a HMBP. An HMBP must include measures for safe storage, transportation, use, and
handling of hazardous materials. The HMBP must also include a contingency plan that describes the
facility’s response procedures in the event of a hazardous materials release.

6

California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.11, Sections 25404-25404.8

7

Santa Clara County Ordinance Code, Division B11, Chapters XIII - XIV.

8

Mountain View City Code, Chapter 24.
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Approximately 500 facilities in the City of Mountain View operate under a Hazardous Materials
Permit and are required to file a HMBP with MVFD.9 This informs the community on chemical use,
storage, handling, and disposal practices. It is also intended to provide essential information to fire
fighters, health officials, planners, elected officials, workers, and their representatives so that they can
plan for and respond to potential exposures to hazardous materials.
California Accidental Release Prevention Program. Under The CalARP Program, the
HMCD requires facilities that handle more than a threshold quantity of a regulated hazardous
substance,10 such as federally listed extremely hazardous toxic and flammable substances and State
listed acutely hazardous materials, to prepare a risk management plan (RMP). An RMP must analyze
the potential for an accidental release and provide measures that can be implemented to reduce this
potential. Facilities that are required to prepare an RMP must obtain and keep current a CalARP
Program Facility Permit from the HMCD.
Underground Storage Tank Program. Due to fire hazards, flammable liquids, such as
gasoline, have historically been stored in USTs, which, over time, may leak, resulting in potential
risks for the general public and the environment. The UST Program implemented by the MVFD
requires that USTs be installed, monitored, operated, and maintained in a manner that protects public
health and the environment. Tanks must be constructed with primary and secondary levels of containment and be designed to protect public health and the environment for the lifetime of the installation.
The USTs must be monitored for leaks and built such that a leak from the primary container into the
secondary container will be detected. When a UST is proposed to be removed, a detailed permit
application must be submitted to MVFD. The MVFD oversees UST removal activities to identify
potential evidence of leakage. There are approximately 25 UST facilities operating under a Hazardous
Materials Permit in the City of Mountain View.11
Aboveground Storage Tank Program. The Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act (APSA)
requires facilities in California storing petroleum products in aboveground tanks greater than or equal
to 55 gallons and having an aggregate aboveground storage capacity greater than or equal to 1,320
gallons to prepare and implement a Spill Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control (SPCC) plan.12 An
SPCC plan must address prevention, preparation, and response measures to prevent oil discharges
into navigable water and adjoining shorelines. Facilities in Mountain View with aggregate aboveground storage capacity of 10 gallons or more of petroleum are required to operate under a Hazardous
Materials Permit and submit a tank facility statement annually to the MVFD. At least once every
three years, HMCD inspects storage tanks in Mountain View with a storage capacity of 10,000
gallons or more of petroleum to determine if the owner or operator is in compliance with the SPCC
plan requirements of the APSA.
Hazardous Waste Generator Program. Once a hazardous material has been used or processed, what remains may be considered a hazardous waste. Facilities in Mountain View that generate
any quantity of hazardous waste are required to obtain and keep current a Hazardous Waste Generator
9
Steck, Chris, 2009. City of Mountain View Fire Department, Environmental Protection and Hazardous Materials.
Personal communication with Baseline Environmental Consulting. February 17.
10

California Code of Regulations, Title 19, Section 2770.5, Tables 1-3.

11

Steck, Chris, op. cit.

12

United States Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 112.
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Permit from the HMCD. Facilities that generate more than 100 kilograms of hazardous waste per
month, or more than one kilogram of acutely hazardous waste, must be registered with U.S. EPA’s
RCRA program and are subject to extensive regulations regarding storage and disposal.
Hazardous Waste Tiered-Permitting Program. The Unified Program regulates a TieredPermitting Program for authorizing facilities that generate hazardous waste to treat eligible waste
streams onsite. The tiers include the following permits: Permit by Rule (PBR), Conditionally
Authorized (CA), and Conditionally Exempt (CE). PBR Tiered-Permitting facilities can treat any
volume of hazardous waste, including hazardous wastes with more than one hazard. CA TieredPermitting facilities are only authorized to treat less than 5,000 gallons or 45,000 pounds per month
of hazardous wastes with only one characteristic or hazard. CE Tiered-Permitting facilities are only
authorized to treat less than 55 gallons per month of hazardous waste.
Tiered-Permitting facilities in Mountain View must obtain and keep current a permit from the MVFD.
All Tiered-Permitting facilities must characterize waste streams prior to treatment and PBR TieredPermitting facilities must prepare a waste analysis plan. Instructions must be maintained onsite for
operating treatment equipment, evaluating the efficacy of treatment operations, implementing a
contingency plan in the event of a hazardous material release, and documenting daily inspections of
tanks and weekly inspections of containers. PBR Tiered-Permitting facilities are also required to
submit annual notification to the MVFD, including an annual waste minimization certification. There
are several Tiered-Permitting Facilities in the City of Mountain View.13
(5) Other Hazardous Materials Programs. Additional hazardous materials programs
implemented in the City of Mountain View are related to the disposal of household hazardous wastes
(HHW) and medical wastes and are discussed, below.
Household Hazards Wastes. Many Mountain View residents routinely store and dispose of
hazardous materials, such as paints and thinners, cleaning products, motor oil, batteries, electronics,
and other such items. Long-term storage of hazardous products in residences poses an unnecessary
risk of accidentally poisoning children and/or pets. When residents discard these kinds of hazardous
materials, they become HHW. Pouring HHW down the drain, into storm sewers, or on the ground and
placing HHW in the trash could potentially contaminate soil, groundwater, or surface water.
In California, it is illegal to dispose of HHW in the trash, down the drain, or by abandonment.14 The
Santa Clara HHW Program provides recycling and disposal options for HHW to residents and small
businesses of Mountain View. The goals of the Santa Clara HHW Program are to increase public
awareness of HHW issues and to eliminate or reduce the improper storage and disposal of HHW.
Drop-off services for HHW are available to Mountain View residents through the Santa Clara County
Household HHW Program or at the Smart Station and Recycling Center at 301 Carl Road in
Sunnyvale. Curbside pick-up services for HHW are also provided to Mountain View residents upon
request.

13

Steck, Chris, op. cit.

14

California Health and Safety Code, Section 25218-25218.13.
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Medical Wastes. Beginning in 1991, the Medical Waste Management Act (MWMA) established new definitions and requirements for management of medical waste.15 The MWMA defines
medical waste as biohazardous waste, sharps waste, infectious waste, or waste that is generated or
produced as a result of the diagnosis, treatment, or immunization of human beings or animals, in
medical research, or in the production or testing of biologicals. Medical waste generators may include
hospitals, nursing homes, veterinarians, laboratories, clinics, dentists, and physicians.
In accordance with the Santa Clara County Medical Waste Management Ordinance16 and the MWMA,
the HMCD registers, permits, and inspects facilities that generate medical waste in the City of
Mountain View. Medical waste generators are identified as either large quantity generators (200
pounds or more per month) or small quantity generators (less than 200 pounds per month). Both large
and small quantity generators of medical waste are required to register with the HMCD. Permits for
on-site treatment of medical waste must be obtained from the HMCD. Large quantity generators or
small quantity generators with on-site treatment are required to submit a Medical Waste Management
Plan to the HMCD. The Medical Waste Management Plan must include average monthly quantities of
medical waste generated, types of treatment used on-site, and identification of hazardous waste
haulers used. The HMCD also encourages preparation of an Emergency Action Plan for potential offsite releases of medical waste.
b.
Hazardous Materials in Soil, Groundwater, and Surface Water. The following describes
hazardous materials in Mountain View.
(1) Hazardous Materials Release Sites. Releases of hazardous materials may occur during
use, storage, transfer, and disposal activities and contaminate soil, groundwater, and surface water.
Known or suspected contaminated sites under DTSC or Regional Water Board oversight are identified by Cal/EPA pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. The provisions of Government Code
65962.5, which are commonly referred to as the Cortese List, require the DTSC, the Regional Water
Board, the California Department of Health Services, and the California Integrated Waste Management Board to submit information pertaining to sites associated with solid waste disposal, hazardous
waste disposal, and/or hazardous materials releases to the Secretary of Cal/EPA.
The majority of hazardous materials release sites in Mountain View are related to leaking petroleum
underground storage tanks (USTs). Although the leak prevention requirements of the UST Program
should reduce the number of releases in the future, many USTs installed in previous decades have
failed, causing petroleum contamination in soils and groundwater. These releases are often discovered
during tank removal or upgrade activities. The State Water Resources Board’s (State Board) GeoTracker database system, used by the State Board), regional water boards, and local agencies, tracks
and archives compliance data from authorized or unauthorized discharges of waste to land, or
unauthorized releases of hazardous substances from underground storage tanks. This system consists
of a relational database, on-line compliance reporting features, a geographical information system
(GIS) interface and other features that are utilized by the State Board, regional boards, local agencies,
regulated industry and the public to input, manage, or access compliance and regulatory tracking data.
GeoTracker was developed pursuant to a mandate by the California State Legislature (AB 592, SB
1189) to investigate the feasibility of establishing a statewide GIS for LUST sites (leaking under15

California Health and Safety Code, Sections 117600 – 118360.

16

Santa Clara County Ordinance Code, Chapter XII, Sections B11-260 to B11-268.
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ground fuel tank sites). In its pilot phase, GeoTracker assembled public drinking water well and
leaking underground storage tank (LUST) data from two study areas, Santa Clara and Santa Monica.
Now, GeoTracker includes data for non-UST (underground storage tank) cleanup cases in addition to
LUST cases. The database provides access to statewide environmental data and tracks regulatory data
for the following types of sites:
x

LUST cleanup sites;

x

Cleanup Program Sites (CPS; also known as Site Cleanups [SC] and formerly known as Spills,
Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups [SLIC] sites);

x

Military sites (consisting of: Military UST sites; Military Privatized sites; and Military Cleanup
sites [formerly known as DoD non-UST]);

x

Land Disposal sites (Landfills); and

x

Permitted UST facilities.

The State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker records identify approximately 127 leaking
UST sites in the City of Mountain View; five of those sites are currently under active regulatory
agency oversight for remediation and monitoring activities and the remaining sites have been
closed.17
Since the 1940s, chlorinated solvents have commonly been used as degreasing agents in industrial
operations.18 Hazardous materials release sites related to spills and leaks of chlorinated solvents from
historic industrial operations are also common in the City of Mountain View. The City of Mountain
View has identified approximately 25 sites with chlorinated solvent releases under active regulatory
agency oversight that are considered priority cleanup sites.19
Typically, the most significant hazardous materials release sites affecting public health and the environment are federal Superfund sites. EPA records identify eight Superfund sites within or adjacent to
the City of Mountain View20 (Table IV.I-1 and Figure IV.I-1). All eight Superfund sites are currently
listed as active, indicating that regulatory agency oversight is still occurring. Three of the Superfund
sites (Fairchild Semiconductor Corp., Raytheon Company, and Intel Corp.) and portions of the former
Naval Air Station (NAS) Moffett Federal Airfield Superfund site comprise the Middlefield-EllisWhisman (MEW) Study Area, located in the northeast portion of Mountain View. Former
manufacturing and industrial facilities in the MEW Study Area released a variety of chemicals into
the subsurface. Soil remediation has been completed at the former MEW facilities. Groundwater is
primarily impacted by chlorinated solvents such as trichloroethene.

17

State Water Resources Control Board, 2011. GeoTracker Database. Website: geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov (accessed

July 28).
18

Grindstaff, Megan, 1998. Bioremediation of Chlorinated Solvent Contaminated Groundwater; Prepared for U.S.
EPA Technology Innovation Office under a National Network of Environmental Management Studies Fellowship. August.
19
Woodhouse, Kevin, 2009. City of Mountain View, Assistant to the City Manager. Personnel communication with
BASELINE Environmental Consulting. March 4.
20

Environmental Protection Agency, 2011. Region 9, Cleanup Sites in California. Last Updated on April 4. Website:
www.epa.gov/region9/cleanup/california.html (accessed July 28).
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Four other Superfund sites are located in the general northwest portion of Mountain View (Teledyne
Semiconductor, Spectra-Physics, Inc., CTS Printex, Inc., and Jasco Chemical Corp.) as shown on
Figure IV.I-1. Releases of chlorinated solvents, heavy metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and volatile
organic compounds from these sites have impacted soil, groundwater, and/or surface water. Soil
remediation has been completed at all of these sites. Plumes of contaminated groundwater related to
the Teledyne Semiconductor and Spectra-Physics, Inc. sites have merged and the responsible parties
are cleaning up the sites together. Land use restrictions have been placed on the Teledyne Semiconductor, Spectra-Physics, Inc., and CTS Printex, Inc. sites permitting only the extraction of groundwater for site remediation. The EPA and Regional Water Board are overseeing monitoring and
remediation of Superfund sites in Mountain View.
Sites in the City of Mountain View with potential vapor intrusion issues from soil and/or groundwater
contamination are required to protect site occupants from the off-gassing of volatile organic compounds through site remediation, institutional controls, and engineering controls. Institutional and/or
engineering controls are commonly required until site remediation is complete. Engineering controls
may include vapor intrusion barriers and/or sub-slab venting systems to eliminate vapor intrusion into
structures.

Table IV.I-1: Locations of Superfund Sites
Figure IV.I-1
Site ID
1
2
3

Superfund Site

Address

Fairchild Semiconductor Corporation
Raytheon Company
Intel Corporation

464 Ellis Street, Mountain View, California
350 Ellis Street, Mountain View, California
365 E Middlefield Road, Mountain View, California
North of Highway 101 and east of N. Shoreline Boulevard,
Mountain View, California
1300 Terra Bella Ave, Mountain View, California
1250 W Middlefield Avenue, Mountain View, California
1905 Plymouth Avenue, Mountain View, California
1710 Villa Street, Mountain View, California

4

NASA Moffett Federal Airfield

5
6
7
8

Teledyne Semiconductor
Spectra-Physics, Incorporated
CTS Printex, Incorporated
Jasco Chemical Corporation

Note: The Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman (MEW) Study Area is a regional study area that includes the Fairchild
Semiconductor Corporation, Raytheon Company, and Intel Corporation Superfund sites. Superfund site locations
and the MEW Study Area are depicted on Figure IV.I-17-1.
Source: Baseline Environmental Consulting, 2011.

(2) Agricultural Pesticides. Agriculture has historically used a variety of hazardous
pesticides. Prior to 1950, inorganic pesticides were commonly used that contained elevated concentrations of heavy metals such as arsenic, mercury, copper, and lead. After 1950, chlorinated organic
pesticides, such as DDT and chlordane, were commonly used in California agriculture until about the
mid-1970s.21
Beginning in the 1960s, it was discovered that some classes of inorganic and chlorinated organic
pesticides were hazardous to human health and the environment. In 1972, an amendment to the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act provided the EPA authority to regulate the
manufacture, distribution, and import of pesticides. The EPA approves registered uses of a pesticide
21

California, State of, 2008. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural
Properties (Third Revision). April 30.
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based on an evaluation of its potential adverse effects to human health and the environment. The EPA
has granted the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) authority to enforce federal
laws pertaining to the proper and safe use of pesticides.22 The DPR can also designate pesticides as
“restricted material” based on potential adverse effects to public health, applicators, farm workers,
domestic animals, honeybees, the environment, wildlife, or crops other than those being treated.
Under DPR, the Santa Clara County Division of Agriculture issues permits for restricted pesticides
and enforces pesticide laws and regulations in the City of Mountain View.
The EPA and DPR have cancelled and restricted the registered uses of numerous inorganic and
chlorinated organic pesticides determined to be harmful to human health and/or the environment.
However, residues from inorganic and chlorinated organic pesticides used in the past in areas
formerly used for agricultural purposes within the current City of Mountain View boundaries, have
the potential to persist for many decades in shallow soils. Historic agricultural land uses were
primarily surrounding the downtown area, based on a 1948 aerial photograph. If pesticides were
present in elevated concentrations, these residues could pose a potential health risk to future
construction workers, residents, and other persons who may come in direct contact with the soils.
(3) Aerially-Deposited Lead. Lead alkyl compounds were first added to gasoline in the
1920s. Beginning in 1973, the EPA ordered a gradual phase out of lead from gasoline that significantly reduced the prevalence of leaded gasoline by the mid-1980s. Prior to the 1970s, the EPA
estimated that vehicles emitted approximately 75 percent of the lead consumed in leaded gasoline as
particulate matter in the exhaust.23 As a result, shallow soils within approximately 30 feet of the edge
of pavement in highway corridors have the potential to be contaminated with aerially-deposited lead
from historical car emissions prior to the phase out of significant lead concentrations in gasoline.24
Mountain View contains several heavily-trafficked roadways, including U.S. 101 and State Highways
85 and 237. Exposed surface soils on properties located adjacent to these highways and other heavily
trafficked roadways may contain elevated concentrations of lead, which is a state-recognized carcinogen (causes cancer) and reproductive toxicant (causes birth defects or other reproductive harm).25
Exposure of construction workers and other site occupants to lead in soils could result in adverse
health effects, depending on the duration and extent of exposure.
(4) Hazardous Building Materials. Hazardous building materials in structures proposed for
demolition pose a threat of a hazardous materials release if not handled properly. Hazardous materials
are commonly found in building materials that may be affected during demolition and renovation
activities. Building materials such as thermal system insulation, surfacing materials, and asphalt and
vinyl flooring materials installed in buildings prior to 1981 may contain asbestos.26 Prior to 1978, lead
compounds were commonly used in interior and exterior paints for residential structures; however,
lead compounds may be present in interior and exterior paints used for commercial and industrial
22

California Code of Regulations, Title 3.

23

California, State of, 2004. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Draft Lead Report. August.

24

California, State of, 2009. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Caltrans Statewide Variance for Reuse of
Lead-Contaminated Soils. Fact Sheet, April.
25

Cal/EPA, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2011. Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement
Act of 1986, Chemicals Known to the State to Cause Cancer or Reproductive Toxicity. May 20.
26

California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 5208.
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buildings, regardless of construction date.27 Lead and asbestos are state-recognized carcinogens.28.
Demolition or renovation of structures in the City of Mountain View that contain asbestos or lead
paint could release asbestos fibers and lead particles into the air, which then may be inhaled by
construction workers and the general public. In addition, other common items present in buildings,
such as electrical transformers, fluorescent lighting, electrical switches, heating/cooling equipment,
and thermostats could contain hazardous materials, which may pose a health risk if not handled and
disposed of properly.
Regulations pertaining to demolition and renovation of structures with asbestos-containing material
(ACM) are promulgated by the EPA, OSHA, DOSH, DTSC, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The BAAQMD, under authority of the California Air Resources Board, is
the lead agency overseeing hazardous air emissions in the City of Mountain View. All friable (crushable by hand) ACMs or nonfriable ACMs subject to damage must be abated prior to demolition in
accordance with applicable requirements. Friable ACMs must be disposed of as an asbestos waste at
an approved facility. Nonfriable ACMs may be disposed of as nonhazardous waste at landfills that
will accept such wastes. Workers conducting asbestos abatement must be trained in accordance with
DOSH and OSHA requirements. The BAAQMD must be notified at least ten working days prior to
commencement of renovation or demolition involving the removal of regulated ACM. In addition,
Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code prohibits local agencies from issuing demolition permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with asbestos notification requirements
pursuant to the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.29
Regulations pertaining to renovation or demolition of structures with lead-based paint are promulgated
by the EPA, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), DOSH, and DTSC.
Federal regulations require that lead-based paint equal to or greater than 1.0 milligram per square
centimeter or 0.5 percent by weight be removed prior to renovation or demolition if the paint is loose
and peeling.30 Loose and peeling paint must be disposed of as a State and/or federal hazardous waste if
the concentration of lead equals or exceeds applicable waste thresholds. State and federal construction
worker health and safety regulations require air monitoring and other protective measures during
demolition activities where lead-based paint is present. Special protective measures and notification to
DOSH are required for highly hazardous construction tasks related to lead, such as manual demolition,
abrasive blasting, welding, cutting, or torch burning of structures where lead-based paint is present.31
Fluorescent lighting tubes and ballasts, mercury thermometers, and several other common items
containing hazardous materials are regulated as “universal wastes” by the State of California.
Universal waste must be recycled to be managed under the simple, streamlined universal waste
handler standards for the State of California.32
27

California, State of, 2006. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Interim Guidance Evaluation of School Sites
with Potential Soil Contamination as a Result of Lead from Lead-Based Paint, Organochlorine Pesticides from
Termiticides, and Polychlorinated Biphenyls from Electrical Transformers. June 9 (Revised).
28

Cal/EPA, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2011, op. cit.

29

United States Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 61.

30

United States Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 745.227(h).

31

California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1532.1.

32

California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5.
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c.
Aviation Hazards. Development near airports and heliports can pose a potential hazard to
people and property on the ground, as well as create obstructions and other hazards to flight. The
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) provide criteria for evaluating the potential effects of obstructions on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace within approximately 1 mile of a heliport,
approximately 2 to 3 miles of airport runways, and approximately 9.5 miles from the end of high
traffic runways that have a precision instrument approach. According to the obstruction criteria
provided in FAR Part 77, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requires notification of any
proposed construction or alteration projects of:
x

More than 200 feet in height above ground level.

x

Greater height than an imaginary surface extending outward 100 feet and upward one foot for a
horizontal distance of 20,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest runway of a public-use or
military airport with at least one runway more than 3,200 feet in actual length.

x

Greater height than an imaginary surface extending outward 50 feet and upward one foot for a
horizontal distance of 10,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest runway of a public-use or
military airport with its longest runway no more than 3,200 feet in actual length.

x

Greater height than an imaginary surface extending outward 25 feet and upward one foot for a
horizontal distance of 5,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest landing and takeoff area of
a public-use heliport.

Other airspace protection concerns identified by the FAA include avoiding land uses in the airport
vicinity that would create hazards to flight such as electrical interference, lighting, glare, smoke, and
bird strikes. Under the California State Aeronautics Act, local governments have the authority to
protect airspace as defined by the criteria provided in FAR Part 77.
The Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) has adopted a Comprehensive Land
Use Plan (CLUP) for areas surrounding Santa Clara County public-use airports, which incorporates
the airspace protection criteria provided in FAR Part 77. The City of Mountain View is not located
within any protected airspace zones defined by the ALUC33 and has no heliports listed by the FAA.34
Moffett Federal Airfield is a federally owned airport located mostly in unincorporated Santa Clara
County adjacent to and northeast of the City of Mountain View. Moffett Federal Airfield has a 9,202foot long runway with a precision instrument approach. Moffett Federal Airfield was formerly
operated by the military from 1933 to 1994 and is currently operated by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA). Moffett Federal Airfield is not under ALUC jurisdiction; however, a
Draft CLUP has been prepared to provide the ALUC with a foundation to develop compatible land
use policies around Moffett Federal Airfield.35 NASA is required to adhere to the height restrictions

33
Santa Clara County Airport Land-Use Commission, 1992. Land Use Plan for Areas Surrounding Santa Clara
County Airports. September.
34

Federal Aviation Administration, 2009. Airport Data (5010) & Contact Information. Website:
www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/airports/airport_safety/airportdata_5010 (accessed February 15, 2009). Last revised
January 15.
35

Windus, Walter B., 2010. Administrative Draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Santa Clara County, Moffett
Federal Airfield. March 4.
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of FAR Part 77.36 The FAA requires notification of proposed construction or alteration projects that
exceed the FAR Part 77 criteria at least 30 days prior to beginning construction (FAA Form 7460-1).
Following notification of proposed construction or alteration, the FAA may conduct an aeronautical
study to determine if proposed structures and construction equipment would create an airspace
hazard. The FAA commonly requires proposed structures and construction equipment affecting
navigable airspace to be marked and/or lighted for increased visibility.37
d.
Emergency Response Plans. The MVFD Office of Emergency Services (OES) is responsible
for responding to disasters or other large-scale emergencies in the City of Mountain View. Overall
emergency response is governed by the OES Emergency Plan38 and coordinated with other local,
regional, State, and federal agencies. According to the Emergency Plan, the commuter train (VTA
Light Rail and Caltrain), U.S. 101, Central Expressway, and State Highways 85 and 237 could be
used as evacuation routes. The OES also conducts a Community Emergency Response Team (CERT)
training program for Mountain View residents to learn how to protect themselves and others in the
event of a disaster.
e.
Wildland Fire Hazards. In accordance with California Public Resource Code Section
4201-4204 and Government Code Section 51175-51189, the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has mapped areas of significant fire hazards based on fuels, terrain,
weather, and other relevant factors. These zones, referred to as Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ),
represent the risks associated with wildland fires. Fire Hazard Severity Zones mapped by CAL FIRE
for State and local responsibility areas are classified as either “Medium,” “High,” or “Very High”
based on fire hazards; however, the law only requires identification of Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zones in local responsibility areas. Wildland-Urban Interface Areas designated by local
agencies are also classified as Fire Hazard Severity Zones. No Fire Hazard Severity Zones for State
responsibility areas39 or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones for local responsibility areas40 have
been identified within or adjacent to the City of Mountain View.
The City of Mountain View adopted and amended the 2010 California Building Standard Codes in
January 2011, which includes the California Building Code (CBC) and the California Fire Code
(CFC). New buildings and development projects are required to comply with the materials and
construction methods for exterior wildfire exposures and vegetation management practices described
in Chapter 7A of the 2010 CBC and Chapter 47 in the CFC and/or any other ordinances adopted by
the City of Mountain View thereafter. The MVFD is responsible for enforcing these provisions.

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section provides an assessment of the potential adverse impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials within the City of Mountain View. It begins with the criteria of significance, which
36

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Ames Research Center, 2002. NASA AMES Development Plan,
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. July.
37
Federal Aviation Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 2007. Obstruction Marking and Lighting.
February, 1.
38

Mountain View, City of, 2005. Emergency Plan. August.

39

CAL FIRE, 2007. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in SRA, Adopted by CAL FIRE on November 7.

40

CAL FIRE, 2008. Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA, Recommended by CAL FIRE in October.
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establishes the threshold for determining whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this
section identifies potential impacts and evaluates how they relate to policies and actions of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP. Where potentially significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures
are recommended.
a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would have a
significant effect on the environment if it would:
(1)

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

(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 ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school;

(4)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment from existing hazardous
materials contamination by exposing future occupants or users of the site to
contamination in excess of applicable environmental screening levels;

(5)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment;

(6)

Be located within an adopted airport land use plan for a public-use airport, resulting in
a safety hazard for people residing and working in the project area;

(7)

Create hazards to navigable airspace for the Moffett Federal Airfield as defined in the
Federal Aviation Regulations, resulting in a safety hazard for people residing and
working in the project area;

(8)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan; or

(9)

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

b.
Impacts Analysis. The following section provides an evaluation and analysis for the potential
impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP for each of the criteria of significance listed above and
potential cumulative impacts.
(1) Transport, Use, Handling or Disposal of Hazardous Materials. New development or
redevelopment in the City of Mountain View would involve the routine management of hazardous
materials that could pose a significant threat to human health or the environment if not properly
managed or accidently released.
The storage, use, handling, generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials during site
construction and operation activities are addressed by federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and
programs, including RCRA, TSCA, DOT regulations in 49 CFR, and hazardous materials regulations
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in CCR Title 26 on the federal and state levels. On the local level, the Santa Clara County HMCD and
MVFD implement regulatory programs for sites that routinely manage hazardous materials to ensure
the safe storage, management, and disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with the Unified
Program and local ordinances (see discussion, above). Furthermore, the following specific policies
and actions of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would be applicable:
POLICY PSA 3.2: Protection from hazardous materials. Prevent injuries and environmental contamination
due to the uncontrolled release of hazardous materials through enforcement of fire and life safety codes and
prevention.
ACTION PSA 3.2.1: Incorporate latest technology and training. Keep abreast of new technology and
training to manage and control hazardous materials.
ACTION PSA 3.2.2: Enforce hazardous materials ordinances. Update and enforce local ordinances
regulating the storage, use, handling and clean-up of hazardous materials and contaminated sites.
POLICY PSA 3.3: Development review. Implement development review procedures that encourage effective
identification and remediation of contamination and protection of public and environmental health and safety.
ACTION PSA 3.3.1: Regulate new hazardous materials uses. Review, monitor and place appropriate
conditions on new development that propose hazardous material use.

Compliance with federal, state, and local requirements and the Draft General Plan and GGRP policies
and actions would reduce this potential impacts a level of less than significant and no further
mitigation would be required.
(2) Release of Hazardous Materials. Construction and post-construction activities could
include the use of hazardous materials such as motor fuels, oils, solvents, and lubricants. An
accidental release of hazardous materials during fueling, maintenance, or improper operation of
construction equipment could potentially occur and pose a risk to construction workers, the public,
and the environment. The State Water Resources Control Board requires preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) during construction activities to minimize
the potential for accidental releases of hazardous materials. The SWPPP requires implementation of
control measures for hazardous material storage and soil stockpiles, inspections, maintenance,
training of employees, and containment of releases to prevent runoff into existing stormwater collection systems or waterways. Post-construction, federal, state, and local statutes, regulations, and
ordinances also regulate the management of hazardous materials. Furthermore, the following Draft
General Plan and GGRP policies and actions would be applicable to this potential impact:
POLICY PSA 3.2: Protection from hazardous materials. Prevent injuries and environmental contamination
due to the uncontrolled release of hazardous materials through enforcement of fire and life safety codes and
prevention.
POLICY INC 18.1: Contamination prevention. Protect human and environmental health from environmental
contamination.
ACTION INC 18.1.1: Enforcing existing regulations. Enforce local codes and support State and
Federal regulations to prevent contamination of groundwater resources.

Although hazardous materials releases from accidents cannot feasibly be eliminated, implementation
of the Draft General Plan and GGRP policies and actions, as well as existing regulatory programs on
the federal, state, and local levels, would reduce potential impacts related to the reasonably
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foreseeable upset or accident conditions to a less-than-significant level, and no additional mitigation
is required.
(3) Existing and Proposed School Sites. In general, children are more susceptible to health
effects from exposure to hazardous materials, substances, and/or waste than adults. Prospective
school sites must be reviewed to determine that such sites are not contaminated by hazardous
materials or located within ¼ mile of land uses that manage substantial quantities of hazardous
materials. California Education Code Sections 21151.2, 21151.4, and 21151.8 specifically require
investigation of prospective school sites in accordance with DTSC guidance. In addition, the
following policy and action of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would apply to this potential
impact:
POLICY LUD 3.10: Zoning standards for sensitive uses. Allow sensitive uses such as child care in the North
Bayshore and East Whisman areas with measures ensuring their protection from surrounding hazardous
material users.
ACTION LUD 3.10.1: Amend Zoning Ordinance to protect sensitive uses. Establish standards to
protect sensitive uses from hazardous material users through Zoning Ordinance amendments.

This policy and action, in coordination with existing regulatory requirements, would reduce the
potential for school children to be exposed to hazardous or acutely hazardous materials to a less-thansignificant level, and no additional mitigation is required.
(4) Environmental Screening Levels. Hazardous material contamination from existing
hazardous material release sites or hazardous building materials in buildings that would be
demolished could affect human health and the environment. Direct contact, inhalation, or ingestion of
hazardous materials could potentially cause adverse health effects to construction workers and future
site users. The severity of health effects would depend on the contaminant(s), concentration, use of
personal protective equipment, institutional controls, and/or engineering controls, and duration of
exposure. The disturbance and release of hazardous materials during earthwork activities, if present,
could pose a hazard to construction workers, nearby receptors, and the environment. Future site users,
who come into contact with contaminated media, if present, could also experience adverse health
effects. The following Draft General Plan and GGRP policies and actions address this impact:
POLICY INC 18.1: Contamination prevention. Protect human and environmental health from environmental
contamination.
ACTION INC 18.1.3: Abandoned wells. Support the Santa Clara Valley Water District to locate and
seal abandoned wells in accordance with State standards to protect groundwater quality.
ACTION INC 18.1.4: Monitoring well permitting. Support the Santa Clara Valley Water District to
locate monitoring wells to protect groundwater quality.
ACTION INC 18.1.5: Abandoned sites. Monitor, prevent, and remediate contamination from abandoned
sites.
ACTION INC 18.1.6: Shallow groundwater. Monitor shallow groundwater quality and ensure it meets
or exceeds state and federal requirements.
POLICY INC 18.2: Contamination clean-up. Cooperate with local, state, and federal agencies that oversee
environmental contamination and clean-up activities.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4i-Hazards.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

401

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
I. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ACTION INC 18.2.1: Upgrades within contaminated areas. Develop and implement appropriate safety
procedures and standards for replacement or upgrades to City infrastructure within contaminated areas
identified by oversight agencies.
ACTION INC 18.2.2: Inter-agency coordination. Provide local information and other assistance to
state, regional, and federal agencies that oversee cleanup of groundwater contamination in Mountain
View.
ACTION INC 18.2.4: Vapor intrusion. Monitor and address soil quality and incidences of vapor
intrusion.
POLICY PSA 3.4: Oversight agencies. Work with local, state and federal oversight agencies to encourage
remediation of contamination and protection of public and environmental health and safety.
ACTION PSA 3.4.1: Monitor Moffett Federal Airfield remediation. Monitor environmental
remediation activities at Moffett Federal Airfield.

These policies and actions generally reduce potential impacts for existing contaminated sites, but do
not include an assessment of whether a development site could contain hazardous materials in areas
formerly occupied by agricultural or industrial uses or adjacent to highways. This is a significant
impact.
Impact HAZ-1: Development under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could contribute to an
increase in public and environmental exposure to hazardous materials contamination in
development areas. (S)
Hazardous materials from historical land uses including, but not limited to, agriculture, highways, or
industrial facilities could have contaminated soil, groundwater, and/or surface water. New development or redevelopment in areas with known or potential contamination can pose a threat to human
health and/or the environment if the materials are not properly identified and managed. The following
mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to known or potential hazardous materials contamination at new development and redevelopment sites to a less-than-significant level:
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Add Action PSA 4.2.6 to the Draft General Plan and GGRP as
follows:
ACTION PSA 4.2.76: Hazardous materials contamination. Adopt and periodically
update a set of standard mitigation measures and development conditions to reduce the
potential for contamination associated with hazardous materials related to areas adjacent
to highways or previously used for agriculture or industrial uses. (LTS)
(5) Hazardous Material Sites. Hazardous material contamination from hazardous material
release sites compiled in accordance with Government Code section 65962.5 can affect human health
and the environment. Direct contact, inhalation, or ingestion of hazardous materials could potentially
cause adverse health effects to construction workers and future site users. The severity of health
effects would depend on the contaminant(s), concentration, use of personal protective equipment,
institutional controls, and/or engineering controls, and duration of exposure. The disturbance and
release of hazardous materials during earthwork activities, if present, could pose a hazard to construction workers, nearby receptors, and the environment. Future site users, who come into contact
with contaminated media, if present, could also experience adverse health effects. The following
Draft General Plan and GGRP policies and actions address this potential impact:
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POLICY INC 18.1: Contamination prevention. Protect human and environmental health from environmental
contamination.
ACTION INC 18.1.3: Abandoned wells. Support the Santa Clara Valley Water District to locate and
seal abandoned wells in accordance with State standards to protect groundwater quality.
ACTION INC 18.1.4: Monitoring well permitting. Support the Santa Clara Valley Water District to
locate monitoring wells to protect groundwater quality.
ACTION INC 18.1.5: Abandoned sites. Monitor, prevent, and remediate contamination from abandoned
sites.
ACTION INC 18.1.6: Shallow groundwater. Monitor shallow groundwater quality and ensure it meets
or exceeds state and federal requirements.
POLICY INC 18.2: Contamination clean-up. Cooperate with local, state, and federal agencies that oversee
environmental contamination and clean-up activities.
ACTION INC 18.2.1: Upgrades within contaminated areas. Develop and implement appropriate safety
procedures and standards for replacement or upgrades to City infrastructure within contaminated areas
identified by oversight agencies.
ACTION INC 18.2.2: Inter-agency coordination. Provide local information and other assistance to
state, regional, and federal agencies that oversee cleanup of groundwater contamination in Mountain
View.
ACTION INC 18.2.4: Vapor intrusion. Monitor and address soil quality and incidences of vapor
intrusion.
POLICY PSA 3.4: Oversight agencies. Work with local, state and federal oversight agencies to encourage
remediation of contamination and protection of public and environmental health and safety.
ACTION PSA 3.4.1: Monitor Moffett Federal Airfield remediation. Monitor environmental
remediation activities at Moffett Federal Airfield.

These policies and actions generally reduce potential impacts for existing sites on the Government
Code section 65962.5 list, but do not include overview of existing contamination from federal
Superfund sites (with the exception of Moffett Federal Airfield). This is a significant impact.
Impact HAZ-2: Development under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could contribute to an
increase in public and environmental exposure to hazardous materials from federal Superfund
sites. (S)
Federal Superfund sites, until remediation has been completed, can pose a significant threat to human
health and the environment due to the extent, magnitude, and type of contamination typically associated with these sites. EPA records identify eight Superfund sites within or adjacent to the City of
Mountain View (Table IV.M-1). The following mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to
known hazardous materials contamination at federal Superfund sites to a less-than-significant level:
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Amend Action PSA 3.4.1 of the Draft General Plan and GGRP as
follows:
ACTION PSA 3.4.1: Monitor Moffett Field remediation of federal Superfund sites.
Monitor environmental remediation activities at Moffett Field federal Superfund sites
within or adjacent to the City of Mountain View and ensure development in areas
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contaminated by federal Superfund sites implement appropriate measures to protect
human health and the environment. (LTS)
(6) Public-Use Airports. The Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)
has adopted a Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for areas surrounding Santa Clara County
public-use airports, which incorporates the airspace protection criteria provided in FAR Part 77. The
City of Mountain View is not located within any protected airspace zones defined by the ALUC41 and
has no heliports listed by the FAA. Therefore, this is not an impact and no mitigation is required.
Regarding Moffett Federal Airfield, please refer to Section b.(7), below.
(7) Moffett Federal Airfield. Moffett Federal Airfield is the only airport that could
potentially be affected by development in the City of Mountain View. Any construction equipment or
new structures that exceed the height restrictions of FAR Part 77 or land use policies from Moffett
Federal Airfield’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan, if adopted by the ALUC, could affect navigable
airspace associated with the airport. Compliance with FAA notification requirements (including
preparation of an aeronautical study by FAA, specified in FAR Part 77, described above, for new
development or redevelopment that exceed the height limits) would minimize the potential for
development to create a significant hazard to navigable airspace. Furthermore, the following policy
and action require evaluation of compatible land uses with the safety policies of Santa Clara County’s
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. These would apply when the ALUC adopts Moffett Federal
Airfield’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan42:
POLICY LUD 2.5: Moffett Federal Airfield. Encourage compatible land uses within the Airport Influence
Area for Moffett Federal Airfield as part of Santa Clara County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP).
ACTION LUD 2.5.1: Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) Consistency. Evaluate land uses and
development within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for consistency with the safety, height, noise, and
related policies of the CLUP.

Compliance with existing FAA regulations, as well as applicable policies and actions from the Draft
General Plan and GGRP, reduces potential impacts on airport safety operations for Moffett Federal
Airfield to a less-than-significant level, and no additional mitigation is required.
(8) Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans. This section discusses the impacts from
the Draft General Plan and GGRP relating to effects on adopted emergency response and emergency
evacuation plans.
The Draft General Plan and GGRP contains a number of policies and actions requiring maintenance
of existing emergency response plans, development of a new emergency response plan for damaged
utilities, development of a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, emergency response training, and collaboration with local communities, large employers, and Moffett Federal Airfield to coordinate emergency
response and preparedness. Increased traffic as a result of new development in the City of Mountain
41

Santa Clara County Airport Land-Use Commission, 1992. Land Use Plan for Areas Surrounding Santa Clara
County Airports. September.
42

The Moffett Federal Airfield’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan is expected to be adopted in the first quarter of 2012
after completion of the CEQA process. (Email from Mark Connolly, Santa Clara County, to Patrick Sutton, Baseline, on 27
October 2011).
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View could impair emergency response and evacuation procedures. However, the following policies
and actions require the maintenance of efficient automobile infrastructure and effective
Transportation Demand Management programs for existing and new developments.
POLICY MOB 10.1: Efficient automobile infrastructure. Strive to maximize the efficiency of existing
automobile infrastructure and manage major streets to discourage cut-through traffic on neighborhood streets.
ACTION MOB 10.1.2: Roadway System Management. Use Transportation Systems Management
(TSM) principles when considering roadway system improvement projects to improve traffic flow, in
balance with the needs of other modes.
ACTION MOB 10.1.3: Roadway improvements. Include roadway operation improvement requirements
as part of the review process for new development and significant rehabilitation or expansion projects.
ACTION MOB 10.1.4: Surrounding jurisdictions. Collaborate with surrounding jurisdictions and
transit agencies such as VTA to implement intelligent transportation systems, and minimize the potential
negative impacts on Mountain View from projects in surrounding jurisdictions.
ACTION MOB 10.1.5: Transportation impact fee. Consider adopting a transportation impact fee to
mitigate transportation impacts of new development.
POLICY MOB 10.2: Reducing travel demand. Promote effective Transportation Demand Management
programs for existing and new development.
ACTION MOB 10.2.1: New development. Impose and regularly update Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) requirements for new development and significant expansion or rehabilitation
projects.
ACTION MOB 10.2.2: Existing development. Encourage Transportation Demand Management
implementation for existing development.
ACTION MOB 10.2.3: Local trip management. Facilitate the formation and foster the success of
Transportation Management Associations (TMAs), Business Improvement Districts, or other publicprivate partnerships to help manage vehicle trips at a local level.
ACTION MOB 10.2.4: Project design. Ensure project designs support achievement of TDM measures.
ACTION MOB 10.2.5: Funding and reporting. Develop requirements and funding mechanisms for
TDM performance reporting to the City.
ACTION MOB 10.2.6: Targeted improvements. Explore opportunities to apply traffic impact fees
toward bicycle, pedestrian, transit and roadway improvements in order to improve the overall
transportation system and optimize travel by all modes.

Implementation of these policies and actions as well as implementation of Mitigation Measure
TRANS-5 would also assist in reducing the potential interference with evacuation plans to a lessthan-significant impact. The TRANS-5 Mitigation Measure provides the following:
Mitigation Measure TRANS-5a: The City shall adopt the following new policy as part of the
Draft General Plan in order to maintain acceptable emergency response times:
POLICY MOB 10.4: Emergency response. Monitor emergency response times and
where necessary consider appropriate measures to maintain emergency response time
standards. Measures to ensure provision of adequate response times may include the
expanded use of emergency vehicle signal preemption, evacuation route modifications, or
the construction of new facilities (e.g., fire stations).
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The policies and actions of the Draft General Plan and GGRP and Mitigation Measure TRANS-5
would reduce potential impacts related to impairment or interference with emergency response plans
or emergency evacuation plans to a less-than-significant level, and no additional mitigation is
required.
(9) Wildland Fire Hazards. According to CAL FIRE, there are no Fire Hazard Severity
Zones for State responsibility areas or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones for local responsibility
areas within or adjacent to the City of Mountain View. Based on this mapping, impacts related to
wildland fire hazards on new development or redevelopment in the City of Mountain View would be
less than significant and no mitigation is required.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. Hazardous materials and other
public health and safety issues are generally site-specific and would not contribute to impacts
associated with other contaminated sites in Santa Clara County. For example, investigation and
possible subsequent remediation of a development or redevelopment site in the City of Mountain
View would not affect other investigation and remediation sites within Santa Clara County (or even
other sites in the City of Mountain View). Therefore, the City’s contribution to countywide impacts
related to hazards and hazardous materials with implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP
would not be cumulatively considerable.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section provides a general description of the biological resources in and around the City of
Mountain View. This section also evaluates potential impacts to biological resources that could result
from implementing the proposed Draft General Plan and GGRP and recommends mitigation
measures to avoid or minimize these potential impacts, if necessary.

1.

Setting

This section contains: (1) a description of the methods used by LSA to obtain the information contained in this section; (2) descriptions of the existing habitat types, wildlife habitat values, specialstatus species, and sensitive habitats within Mountain View and its Planning Area, which includes its
Sphere of Influence (SOI); (3) an overview of the existing federal and State regulations pertaining to
biological resources; and (4) a summary of policies, and actions in the Draft General Plan that are
applicable to biological resources.
a.
Methods. Prior to conducting fieldwork, LSA reviewed previous background reports prepared
for the 1992 General Plan (the most recent update prior to the current planning effort), particularly the
Wildlife Habitats section of the Environmental Management Chapter Background Report.1 Information from this report was used to gain familiarity with the habitat types present within the General
Plan area and identify areas of interest for future site visits. Additional sources of information on
vegetation and habitat types included the Inner Charleston Slough Vegetation Survey Report prepared
by Olofson Environmental in 2007,2 and the Biological Survey Report for Reaches 2–4 of the Stevens
Creek Corridor prepared by Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. in 1992.3 Concurrent with this review,
LSA prepared an aerial photograph map of the study area using imagery from United Stated Department of Agriculture and GIS layers (ArcMap 9.3) depicting City limit, SOI, and open space boundaries provided by the City. Given the large geographic scope of the Planning Area, its urban setting,
and the planning context of the General Plan update process, LSA determined that a broad level of
habitat analysis was appropriate for this program-level Draft EIR. As such, the habitat types identified
in this chapter have been customized for the Mountain View Planning Area and rely on general
habitat characteristics and land use patterns rather than plant species composition.
LSA collected information on special-status species known to occur or potentially occurring in the
Planning Area by searching the California Natural Diversity Database4 (CNDDB) and California
Native Plant Species (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants5 for records within the
Mountain View, Palo Alto, Milpitas, Mindego Hill, Cupertino, and San Jose West U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles. Additional sources of information included the South Bay
1

Mountain View, City of, 1990. Environmental Management Chapter Background Report: Open Space and
Conservation of Resources. City of Mountain View General Plan Update.
2
Olofson Environmental, Inc., 2007. Inner Charleston Slough Vegetation Survey Report: 2007. Prepared for the
City of Mountain View, California. October 4. revised October 23.
3

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., 1992. Biological Survey Report for Reaches 2–4 of the Stevens Creek Corridor.
Prepared for the City of Mountain View. May 19.
4
California Department of Fish and Game, 2011. California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), commercial
version dated April 30, 2011. Biogeographic Data Branch, California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento.
5

California Native Plant Society, 2011. Inventory of rare and endangered plants in California (online edition, v801a), Sacramento. Website: www.rareplants.cnps.org.
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Salt Pond Restoration Project Biology and Habitats Existing Conditions Report,6 the Breeding Bird
Atlas of Santa Clara County, California,7 and LSA biologists’ personal knowledge of species
occurrences in the Mountain View vicinity. For the purposes of this report, special-status species are
defined as follows:
x

Species that are listed, formally proposed, or designated as candidates for listing as threatened or
endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA);

x

Species that are listed, or designated as candidates for listing, as rare, threatened, or endangered
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA);

x

Plant species on Lists 1A, 1B and 2 in the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants;

x

Animal species designated as Species of Special Concern or Fully Protected by the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG);

x

Species that meet the definition of rare, threatened, or endangered under Section 15380 of the
CEQA Guidelines; and

x

Species considered to be a taxon of special concern by the relevant local agencies.

LSA wildlife biologist Matt Ricketts and botanist/arborist Tim Milliken conducted reconnaissancelevel surveys of the study area on January 20 and February 5, 2009. The purpose of these visits was to
confirm habitat conditions presented in the previous Environmental Resources Chapter Background
Report8 while assessing the potential for such habitats to support special-status plant and animal
species. Although it was not feasible to cover the entire Planning Area on foot, representative sites for
each habitat type (e.g., Vista Park for grassland, Crittenden Marsh for tidal marsh, Stevens Creek for
woodland) were identified prior to fieldwork and visited over the two survey days. Basic information
on dominant plant species and animal species were collected at each site. Due to the broad level of
habitat mapping for this study, most habitat type boundaries were easily identified on the abovementioned aerial photo map prior to fieldwork. However, in some cases it was necessary to visit
specific areas in the northern portion of the study area to more accurately map marsh boundaries (e.g.,
Permanente Creek/Mountain View Slough). No focused rare plant or special-status animal surveys
were conducted for this study, nor was a formal jurisdictional delineation of waters of the U.S.
conducted.
Vegetation mapping was performed manually in ArcView 9.3, based on aerial photography taken in
summer 2005 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Aerial Imagery Program.
Shapefiles showing the City limits, SOI boundary, and open space areas were provided by the City of
Mountain View.

6

H. T. Harvey & Associates, 2005. South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Biology and Existing Conditions
Report. Submitted to California State Coastal Conservancy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of
Fish and Game. Prepared in association with Philip Williams & Associates, Ltd., EDAW, and Brown and Caldwell.
7

Bousman, W. G, 2007. Breeding Bird Atlas of Santa Clara County, California. Santa Clara Valley Audubon
Society, Cupertino, California.
8

Mountain View, City of, 1990, op. cit.
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Plant taxonomy and nomenclature in this chapter follows Hickman.9 Common and scientific names
for special-status species or subspecies conform to the CNDDB.10 Common and scientific names for
fish, reptiles, amphibians, birds, and mammals conform to Nelson and others,11 Crother,12 the
American Ornithologists’ Union (AOU) Check-list of North American Birds,13 and Baker and
others,14 respectively.
b.
Existing Biological Resources. The following section provides a description of the geography
of the City of Mountain View, habitat types, wildlife habitat values, special-status species, and
sensitive habitat.
The City and its Planning Area comprise approximately 10,475 acres at the northwest end of the lowlying alluvial plain of the Santa Clara Valley, which is bounded to the north by San Francisco Bay, to
the west by the Santa Cruz Mountains, and to the east by the Diablo Range. The two primary
watersheds of the Santa Clara Valley are associated with the Guadalupe River and Los Gatos Creek,
which drain the Santa Cruz Mountains, and Coyote Creek, which drains the Diablo Range. Stevens
Creek and Permanente Creek, both of which originate in the Santa Cruz Mountains and flow north to
San Francisco Bay, are the primary watercourses within the Mountain View City limits, while Adobe
Creek runs parallel to a small portion of the western City boundary. Permanente Creek consists of a
cement-lined flood control channel for the majority of its length within City limits (except the
southern reach from the City boundary to Cuesta Drive, and the northern reach from the Highway 101
to Mountain View Slough), while Stevens Creek has more of a natural character with a gravel and
soil streambed and earthen banks. Stevens Creek becomes Whisman Slough as it approaches the Bay,
while Permanente Creek becomes Mountain View Slough. Charleston Slough, a portion of which is a
former salt pond (i.e., Inner Charleston Slough), connects to the Bay at the northwestern corner of the
City limits.
(1) Habitat Types. LSA identified nine habitat types within the 10,475-acre Planning Area:
developed, grassland, ruderal, woodland, tidal marsh or mudflat, freshwater/brackish marsh,
agriculture, open water, and creek. Figure IV.J-1 identifies the locations of these habitat types. Table
IV.J-1 summarizes the approximate acreage of each habitat type within the Planning Area, except for
creeks. These acreages were calculated from polygons that were manually digitized using geographic
information system (GIS) software (i.e., ArcView 9.3) and based on habitat boundaries that were
hand-drawn on aerial photographs by LSA Associates, Inc. The majority of the undeveloped areas
within City limits are located in or adjacent to Shoreline Regional Park in the northern portion of the
9

Hickman, J. C., editor, 1993. The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California. Third printing with corrections,
1996. University of California Press, Berkeley.
10

California Department of Fish and Game, 2009, op. cit.

11

Nelson, J. S., E. J. Crossman, H. Espinosa-Pérez, L. T. Findley, C. R. Gilbert, R. N. Lea, and J. D. Williams,
editors, 2004. A list of common and scientific names of fishes from the United States, Canada, and Mexico. Sixth edition.
American Fisheries Society Special Publication 20.
12

Crother, B. I., editor, 2008. Scientific and standard English names of amphibians and reptiles of North American
north of Mexico. Society for the Study of Amphibians and Reptiles (SSAR) Herpetological Circular 37.
13
American Ornithologists’ Union, 1998. Check-list of North American birds. Seventh edition. American
Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, D.C.
14

Baker, R. J., L. C. Bradley, R. D. Bradley, J. W. Dragoo, M. D. Engstrom, R. S. Hoffmann, C. A. Jones, F. Reid,
D. W. Rice, and C. Jones, 2003. Revised checklist of North American mammals north of Mexico, 2003.
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Planning Area. This area also supports the majority of grassland, tidal marsh/mudflat, and open water
habitats within the Planning Area. The majority of woodland habitat is located along the Stevens
Creek corridor, as shown in Figure IV.J-1.
The following sections describe the habitat types present in the Planning Area in more detail. These
descriptions are based on LSA’s reconnaissance surveys of the Planning Area, unless otherwise
noted.
Developed. Developed habitats of the Planning Area include residential neighborhoods;
commercial and industrial buildings; roads; schools; golf courses; and urban parks and associated
landscaping consisting of lawns, ornamental trees, and ornamental shrubs. Many commercial and
industrial buildings (e.g., Google campus) also have extensive manicured lawns and ornamental
landscaping.
Ornamental trees in the developed portions of the Planning Area are primarily non-native, but include
some native species. Common non-native trees and shrubs observed in developed habitats include the
following: silk tree (Albizia julibrissin), European white birch (Betula pendula), Atlas cedar (Cedrus
atlantica), deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara), camphor (Cinnamomum camphora), carob (Ceratonia
siliqua), Italian cypress (Cupressus sempervirens), hopseed bush (Dodonaea viscosa), blue gum
(Eucalyptus globulus), Modesto ash (Fraxinus velutina), jacaranda (Jacaranda mimosifolia), sweet
gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), tulip tree (Liriodendron tulipifera), southern magnolia (Magnolia
grandiflora), mayten (Maytenus boaria), paperbark mealaluca (Melaleuca quinquenervia), white
mulberry (Morus alba), oleander (Nerium oleander), red oak (Quercus rubra), cork oak (Quercus
suber), pine (Pinus spp.), London plane (Platanus x. acerifolia), evergreen pear (Pyrus kawakamii),
California pepper tree (Schinus molle), American elm (Ulmus americana), and Mexican fan palm
(Washingtonia robusta). Native but non-local trees in developed areas include Monterey pine (Pinus
radiata), tobira (Pittosporum tobira), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), and coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens). Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and valley oak (Q. lobata) are local native
species that were observed in developed areas of the Planning Area.
Most of the urban parks within the Planning Area are mapped as developed because they consist of
playgrounds, picnic areas, fields, and ornamental landscaping. Some exceptions to this include
undeveloped portions of Shoreline Regional Park (see description below under grassland, tidal
marsh/mudflat, and freshwater/brackish marsh).
Grassland. Most grasslands within the Planning Area occur at Shoreline Regional Park as
shown in Figure IV.J-1. This habitat type is dominated by non-native annual grasses and includes
native and non-native forbs. Native habitat restoration areas at Vista Slope and Shoreline Regional
Park are more likely to support native grasses, forbs, and trees.
Typical non-native plant species in grasslands include wild oats (Avena fatua), beet (Beta vulgaris),
ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus), yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), pampas grass
(Cortaderia sp.), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), sweet fennel
(Foeniculum vulgare), fireweed (Epilobium brachycarpum), stork’s bill (Erodium cicutarium),
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summer mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), hare barley (Hordeum leporinum), Italian ryegrass (Lolium
multiflorum), common mallow (Malva neglecta), bur-clover (Medicago polymorpha), prickly oxtongue (Picris echioides), smilo grass (Piptatherum miliaceum), cut-leaf plantain (Plantago
coronopus), curly dock (Rumex crispus), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), milk thistle (Silybum
marianum), clover (Trifolium sp.), and brome fescue (Vulpia sp.). These species are common, nonnative grasses and forbs that typically occur in non-native grasslands throughout the Bay Area and are
expected to occur throughout grassland habitats within the Planning Area.
Native grasses and forbs observed in this habitat include clarkia (Clarkia sp.), California golden
poppy (Eschscholzia californica), and purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra). Coyote brush
(Baccharis pilularis), a native shrub, occurs in scattered locations, particularly at Vista Slope. Native
tree and shrub species observed in restoration areas include manzanita (Arctostaphylos manzanita),
coast live oak, and valley oak.
Woodland. Woodland habitats within the Planning Area consist of three broadly defined
vegetation series:15 (1) coast live oak woodland, consisting of woodlands where coast live oak is the
sole or dominant tree in the canopy; (2) eucalyptus, a closed-canopy system dominated by blue gum
or other eucalyptus species; and (3) mixed riparian woodland, which is co-dominated by riparian
species such as arroyo willow, black cottonwood, and/or white alder. Woodland habitats primarily
occur along Stevens Creek and Permanente Creek, as shown in Figure IV.J-1.
Coast Live Oak Woodland. Coast live oak woodland occurs along the upland stream banks and
terraces of Stevens Creek and the western, unchannelized section of Permanente Creek. Coast live
oaks are not the only trees along these creeks, but in some areas they dominate the canopy layer.
Other tree species observed along Stevens Creek include a mix of native and non-native species such
as red ironbark eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sideroxylon), Lombardy poplar (Populus nigra), glossy privet
(Ligustrum lucidum), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), big
leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), California bay (Umbellularia californica), California buckeye
(Aesculus californica), California black walnut (Juglans californica), valley oak, and California
pepper tree. The understory along Stevens Creek includes a mix of native and non-native herbs and
shrubs including California rose (Rosa californica), coffeeberry (Rhamnus californica), blue
elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), California blackberry (Rubus
ursinus), English ivy (Hedera helix), and annual grasses. The western segment of Permanente Creek
that runs from western boundary of the Planning Area to Cuesta Avenue at Miramonte Avenue has a
canopy that is mostly coast live oak with the exception being near the Saint Francis High School
where Monterey pine shares canopy dominance. Other ornamental trees can be found along the banks
here as well and the understory consists of non-native herbs and grasses including Oregon manroot
(Marah fabaceus), bedstraw (Galium aparine), greater periwinkle (Vinca major), small-leaf spiderwort (Tradescantia fluminensis), ground cover juniper (Juniperus sp.), smilo grass, English ivy,
California buckeye, toyon, and California blackberry. Although not considered as coast live oak
woodland, large solitary coast live oaks can be found growing throughout the Planning Area in
residential and industrial parcels as well as within and around old agricultural areas such as the
Grant/Levin and Francia properties and the western part of Cuesta Park.

15

Sawyer, J. O., and T. Keeler-Wolf, 1995. A manual of California vegetation. California Native Plant Society,
Sacramento.
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Eucalyptus. Eucalyptus woodland ranges from monotypic blue gum stands with little or no
understory to scattered trees with a well-developed understory.16 The best example of this habitat type
occurs along the banks of Stevens Creek north of Sleeper Park where the woodland contains an
assemblage of blue gum, coast live oak, and Monterey pine. The upland creek banks adjacent to
Sleeper Park support an understory of native and non-native forbs including common geranium
(Pelargonium hortorum), elm-leaf blackberry (Rubus ulmifolius), Catalina cherry (Prunus lyonii),
dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), cotoneaster (Cotoneaster lacteus), cheeseweed (Malva parviflora),
toyon, Oregon manroot, bedstraw, and various annual grasses. Observations of vegetation within the
riparian channel in this section showed occurrences of alder and arroyo willow.
Mixed Riparian Woodland. Mixed riparian woodland is dominated by riparian tree species that
are adapted to wetland stream banks, floodplains and creek terraces that are seasonally flooded or
permanently saturated by freshwater. Mixed riparian woodland is abundant along Stevens Creek and
is also associated with freshwater marsh habitats, including the detention basin west of the Charleston
Pump Station, as well as freshwater ditches associated with the open space and golf course at
Shoreline Regional Park. Mixed riparian woodland along Stevens Creek generally supports a dense,
well-developed canopy of riparian trees that include both native and non-native trees. Native trees
observed along Stevens Creek include arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicanus), black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera subsp.
trichocarpa), valley oak, California buckeye, California black walnut, California wax myrtle,
Fremont cottonwood, and coast live oak. Non-native ornamental trees observed along Stevens Creek
include Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia), Chinese elm (Ulmus parvifolia), and Modesto ash. Understory vegetation is comprised of a mixture of annual and perennial species including giant reed
(Arundo donax), English ivy, German ivy, elm-leaf blackberry, and other herbaceous grasses and
forbs.
Tidal Marsh or Mudflat. Tidal marsh is a highly productive community consisting of salttolerant, hydrophytic plants that form moderate to dense cover. Plants are usually segregated vertically depending on their tolerance of inundation and saline soils. This habitat type is typically
associated with and occurs adjacent to intertidal mudflats that are devoid of vegetation; during an ebb
tide, the bottom is bare mud, cobble, or rock. Within the Planning Area, this habitat type occurs along
the tidal sloughs and marshlands of Stevens Creek/Whisman Slough, Stevens Creek Tidal Marsh,
Permanente Creek/Mountain View Slough, Mountain View Marsh, Charleston Slough, a small
portion of the Coast Casey Forebay, and marshes near the mouths of Mountain View and Whisman
Sloughs adjacent to the Bay (i.e., north of salt ponds A1 and A2W).
All tidal marsh habitats within the Planning Area are similar in vertical structure, starting at the low
elevation mudflat to the upland vegetation on adjacent levees. The lowest elevation vegetation strata
contains dense stands of pickleweed (Salicornia virginica) co-dominantin places with saltgrass
(Distichlis spicata) that is interspersed with large areas of open water (or mudflat at low tide).
Pickleweed and saltgrass are still dominant components on the elevated benches of the tidal marsh
where patches of alkali heath (Frankenia salina), gumplant (Grindelia stricta ssp. angustifolia), and
cordgrass (Spartina sp.) were observed. The upland vegetation on the surrounding levees is dominated by non-native grasses and ruderal herbs including dense thickets of black mustard (Brassica
nigra), tall wheatgrass (Elytrigia pontica), and smilo grass.
16

Mountain View, City of, 1990, op. cit.
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Crittenden Marsh, located north of the Bayview parcel and east of Stevens Creek, is an area of
degraded tidal salt marsh that has restricted tidal influence. This area has low growing plants that
consist of a mosaic of non-native grasses and native salt tolerant plants (halophytes) including alkali
heath and pickleweed. The western portion of this marsh is included in the Stevens Creek Nature
Study Area owned and managed by the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD).
Freshwater/Brackish Marsh. This habitat type supports emergent vegetation that is adapted to
permanently or seasonally flooded soils (wetlands), and is abundant in slow-moving backwater
channels of Stevens Creek, the detention basin west of the Charleston Pump Station, a small portion
of the Coast Casey Forebay, as well as freshwater ditches associated with the open space and golf
course at Shoreline Regional Park. The dominant vegetation in this habitat consists of dense monotypic stands of cattails (Typha sp.), or mixed stands of cattails and California bulrush (Schoenoplectus
californicus). Other native wetland plant species occurring with less frequency in this habitat include
willowherb (Epilobium ciliatum), red willow (Salix laevigata), California buckeye, saltgrass, and
arroyo willow. Non-native plant species observed in this habitat include silver wattle (Acacia
baileyana), pampas grass (Cortaderia sp.), olive (Oleo europea), Harding grass (Phalaris aquatica),
weeping willow (Salix babylonica), corkscrew willow (Salix matsudana), and blue gum.
Ruderal. Ruderal habitat is comprised of individuals or large patches of coyote brush within an
area that is otherwise comprised primarily of non-native plants adapted to colonizing and persisting in
disturbed areas. The species composition is usually comprised of weedy, herbaceous forbs, non-native
annual grasses, and ornamental plants, but some native species are also typically present. Ruderal
habitat is present on the levee banks and other disturbed areas in the vicinity of lower Stevens Creek,
Whisman Slough, Mountain View Slough, Charleston Slough, the Bayview Parcel, Permanente
Creek, and NASA Ames Research Center. The Bayview Parcel may have been used most recently for
dry land farming and consists mostly of non-native annual grasses and herbs. Small areas within the
Bayview Parcel may have seasonally wet patches of grassland. Ruderal habitat was also observed
occurring sporadically along the northern edges of Shoreline Regional Park. Sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides), broad-leaved peppergrass (Lepidium latifolium),
wild radish (Raphanus sativus), and others, occur in patches and interspersed with wild oats and soft
chess. Native species that occur in ruderal areas include coyote brush, toyon, and gumplant.
Agricultural Lands. Agricultural lands within the Planning Area are primarily used for the
cultivation of plants in croplands and orchards. Croplands are usually fields that are tilled each year
for the planting of annual crops that range in composition from livestock feed to novelty crops such as
Halloween pumpkins. Orchards are typically fruit or nut trees planted in regularly spaced rows. Agricultural lands are fairly rare within the Planning Area as most have been converted to development.
Three agricultural tracts within the Planning Area were identified: Francia, Grant/Levin, and the
western portion of Cuesta Park. The Francia site off Whisman Road contains both fallow cropland
and orchard trees. The Grant/Levin Parcel on Grant Road was observed with a cover crop of field
mustard (Brassica rapa) with large coast live oaks on the perimeter and a small remnant orchard of
black walnut. The western portion of Cuesta Park contains remnants of a plum orchard within a nonnative grassland field. Old native coast live oaks growing on the Cuesta site give an impression of a
native oak savanna that probably existed in the area prior to European settlement.
Open Water. Open water habitats within the Planning Area are of two types: freshwater and
saline. Freshwater habitats include the ponds at Shoreline Golf Links, which are primarily unvegetated. Although the edges of these open water features lack well-developed wetlands and aquatic
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vegetation, one patch of common rush (Juncus efusus) was observed on the bank of Shoreline Sailing
Lake which is supplied with water from Charleston Slough. Saline water habitats include the salt
ponds north of Shoreline Regional Park (i.e., Ponds A1, A2W, AB1, and A2E), tidal sloughs (i.e.,
Mountain View and Whisman Sloughs), and the open waters of San Francisco Bay. Near shore this
habitat is closely associated with tidal marsh and mudflat habitats. The open water habitat within the
salt ponds may become vegetated with tidal marsh plant species as tidal influence is restored.
Creek. Approximately 69,061 linear feet (approximately 13 miles) of creeks occur in the
Planning Area. These creeks are Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, the Permanente Diversion, and a
small portion of Hale Creek. Permanente Creek originates in the Santa Cruz Mountains and discharges into San Francisco Bay through Mountain View Slough. Hale Creek is the major tributary to
Permanente Creek. The majority of flows from the upper Permanente watershed are directed to
Stevens Creek through the Permanente Diversion.17 The whole of Hale Creek and the Permanente
Diversion within the Planning Area are lined concrete flood control channels. Permanente Creek is
also a lined concrete flood control channel for most of its length through the Planning Area. The
banks along the southern segment of Permanente Creek, from the southern Planning Area boundary to
Cuesta Drive, are formed by sack concrete with earthen top banks. The banks along the northern
segment of Permanente Creek, from Highway 101 to Mountain View Slough, have earthen banks.
Stevens Creek is the primary natural creek within City limits and supports well-developed coast live
oak and riparian woodland, which was previously described in the woodland section above. During
years of normal rainfall, Stevens Creek is a perennial creek; however, during drought years the creek
may have very low water levels or may even be dry. The portions of Stevens Creek observed during
the LSA site visits showed that most of the channel had earthen banks with gravel- and cobble-lined
channel bottoms.
(2) Wildlife Habitat Values. The following sections provide information on wildlife species
expected to occur in each habitat type. Not every species mentioned was observed during reconnaissance-level surveys, and several species not mentioned may nevertheless occur in the Planning Area.
As such, the following discussion should not be interpreted as an exhaustive list of every species that
may potentially occur, but rather a broad overview of wildlife communities within each habitat type.
Developed. Most wildlife species that use developed habitats are generalists that have adapted
to human-modified habitats, although what species are present vary depending on the types and
diversity of vegetation in an area. Industrial and commercial areas typically have less ornamental
plantings and open lawns than residential neighborhoods and urban parks, and thus support fewer
species. Species that use industrial and commercial areas are able to use ornamental landscaping as
foraging habitat and/or escape cover, and some are able to exploit building crevices, rooftops, and/or
ledges on buildings for nesting and/or roosting. Common urban bird species expected to use such
features include mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), rock pigeon (Columba livia), American crow
(Corvus brachyrhynchos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and house sparrow (Passer domesticus). Residential neighborhoods and urban parks contain
more trees, shrubs, and lawns than industrial and commercial areas, and thus support additional bird
species such as Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), northern
flicker (Colaptes auratus), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), black phoebe (Sayornis nigra),
17

Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2002. Permanente Creek Flood Protection, Project History and Background.
Website: www.valleywater.org/Water/Watersheds_streams_and_floods/Watershed_info_&_projects/Lower_Peninsula/
Permanente_Creek/Project_history.shtm (accessed February 12, 2009).
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western scrub-jay (Aphelocoma californica), American robin (Turdus migratorius), northern
mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), chestnut-backed chickadee (Poecile rufescens), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), brown creeper (Certhia americana), Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii), California
towhee (Pipilo crissalis), and American goldfinch (Carduelis tristas). Many of these species also
occur in undisturbed, more natural habitats (e.g., coniferous forest, coastal scrub) throughout the Bay
Area, but have successfully adapted to urban landscapes. During the winter, the resident bird
community is supplemented by species that breed farther north or at higher elevations, such as cedar
waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum), ruby-crowned kinglet (Regulus calendula), yellow-rumped warbler
(Dendroica coronata), Townsend’s warbler (Dendroica townsendi), and golden-crowned sparrow
(Zonotrichia atricapilla). Large heritage-sized oaks in several City parks may attract cavity-nesting
oak woodland birds such as Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), oak titmouse (Baeolophus
inornatus), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), and western bluebird (Sialia mexicana). All
of these species may occur in adjacent residential areas, as well, provided that large remnant oaks are
present. Large flocks of Canada geese (Branta canadensis) were observed feeding within Shoreline
Regional Park, and are expected to occur in any parks that have large, manicured lawns.
Several amphibians and reptile species can occur in developed habitats if suitable cover is present.
Ornamental shrubs, leaf litter, and well-watered lawns provide cover and foraging habitat for Sierran
treefrog (Pseudacris sierra) (formerly Pacific treefrog [P. regilla]), western toad (Bufo boreas),
arboreal salamander (Aneides lugubris), California slender salamander (Batrachoseps attenuatus),
southern alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinatus), and common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis).
Such species are more likely to occur in residential areas or parks rather then industrial or commercial
areas.
Mammal species expected to occur in developed habitats include Virginia opossum (Didelphis
virginiana), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae),
house mouse (Mus musculus), Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus), house rat (Rattus rattus), northern
raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and black-tailed deer (Odicoileus
hemionus). Coyotes (Canis latrans) may forage in the more open portions of developed areas (i.e.,
golf course) at Shoreline Regional Park, given their proximity to the Bay shoreline and extensive
tracts of open grassland and tidal marsh.
Grassland. The majority of grassland habitat within the Planning Area is located in undeveloped portions of Shoreline Regional Park. Grasslands provide foraging habitat for raptors such as
white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), barn owl (Tyto alba), and burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia), the latter of which is a California Species of Special Concern (see below) and is closely
associated with California ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi). Other bird species typically
associated with grasslands include killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), American pipit (Anthus rubescens), savannah
sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and red-winged
blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus). Large flocks of Canada geese feed within the undeveloped
grasslands within Shoreline Regional Park (e.g., Vista Slope), as well as adjacent landscaped areas
with manicured lawns. Common amphibian and reptile species expected to occur in grasslands
include western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer), common
kingsnake (Lampropeltis getula), gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus), Sierran treefrog, western
toad, common garter snake, and southern alligator lizard. Areas with accumulated thatch and
sufficient grass cover are likely to support small mammal species such as deer mouse (Peromyscus
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maniculatus), western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis), California vole (Microtus
californicus), and Botta’s pocket gopher. Other common mammal species expected to occur in
grasslands include desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus
californicus), northern raccoon, striped skunk, black-tailed deer, and coyote.
Woodland. Many of the same wildlife species that occur in developed habitats also use
woodland habitats since such areas within the Planning Area largely consist of narrow corridors (e.g.,
Stevens Creek riparian woodland and Permanente Creek oak woodland) within an otherwise
urbanized landscape. Nevertheless, the somewhat higher structural diversity of riparian woodland
along portions of Stevens Creek (e.g., between the Central Expressway and Middlefield Road)
provides habitat for understory species such as spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), fox sparrow
(Passerella iliaca), and hermit thrush (Catharus guttatus), the latter two of which winter but do not
breed in the Bay Area. This increased structural diversity also provides migratory stopover habitat for
species such as Pacific-slope flycatcher (Empidonax difficilis), warbling vireo (Vireo gilvus), blackthroated gray warbler (Dendroica nigrescens), hermit warbler (Dendroica occidentalis), yellow
warbler (Dendroica petechia), Wilson’s warbler (Wilsonia pusilla), black-headed grosbeak
(Pheucticus melanocephalus), and western tanager (Piranga ludoviciana). Some of these species may
forage in adjacent residential areas, as well. Larger cottonwoods and snags along Stevens Creek
provide nesting habitat for red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), Cooper’s hawk, and downy
woodpecker.
The increased leaf litter, moisture content, and, in some areas, understory vegetation, of woodland
habitats provides increased foraging opportunities and cover for amphibians and reptiles. Many of the
same species listed above are also likely to occur in woodlands, especially species that prefer leaf
litter and woody ground cover such as arboreal salamander and California slender salamander.
Most of the same mammal species that occur in developed habitats are expected to use woodland
habitats. The linear nature of most woodlands within the Planning Area facilitates movement and
dispersal for these species through the urban environment. Larger trees and snags along Stevens
Creek may occasionally support bat species such as big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), hoary bat
(Lasiurus cinereus) (winter and migration only), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), Brazilian free-tailed
bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), and Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis).
Tidal Marsh or Mudflat. Tidal marsh and mudflat habitats support a variety of wildlife
species specifically adapted to the salt-tolerant vegetation, microhabitats (e.g., channels and sloughs),
and tidal regimes that characterize such areas. Along with open water, this habitat type supports the
greatest diversity of wildlife within the Planning Area, as well as the majority of special-status
species known to occur in the region, including California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus),
California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), salt marsh common yellowthroat
(Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), Alameda song sparrow (Melospiza melodia pusillula), Bryant’s
savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis alaudinus), salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), and salt marsh wandering shrew (Sorex vagrans halicoetes) (see below). Tidal
marshes also provide foraging habitat for special-status raptors such as short-eared owl (Asio
flammeus), northern harrier, and white-tailed kite. Tidal mudflats support a diverse benthic macroinvertebrate community which in turn attracts large numbers of migrating and wintering shorebirds
such as willet (Tringa semipalmata), long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus), marbled godwit
(Limosa fedoa), dowitchers (Limnodromus spp.), and various sandpipers (Calidris spp.). These
species forage on mudflats as they are exposed by receding tides, often concentrating at the water’s
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edge where worms, crustaceans, and bivalves are closer to the mud’s surface. Vegetated portions of
tidal marshes are not heavily used by shorebirds, although willets tend to forage next to pools created
on the marsh plain during extremely high tides. Wading birds such as snowy egret (Egretta thula),
great egret (Ardea alba), and great blue heron (Ardea herodias) forage along the margins of tidal
channels and marsh edges. Dabbling (i.e., surface-feeding) ducks such as mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), gadwall (Anas strepera), green-winged teal (Anas crecca), American wigeon (Anas
americana), northern pintail (Anas acuta), northern shoveler (Anas clypeata), and cinnamon teal
(Anas cyanoptera) forage over inundated mudflats and tidal channels.
When inundated by high tides, tidal channels and mudflats provide important foraging habitat for a
variety of estuarine fish species, including bat ray (Myliobatis californica), leopard shark (Triakis
semifasciata), northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), topsmelt (Atherinopsis affinis), American shad
(Alosa sapidissima), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), staghorn sculpin (Leptocottus armatus),
yellowfin goby (Acanthogobius flavimanus), and shiner surfperch (Cymatogaster aggregata).18
Amphibian or reptile use of tidal marshes and mudflats is limited due to high salinity and risk of
drowning. Western fence lizards and southern alligator lizards have been observed on dikes and
outfall structures adjacent to marsh habitats,19 but are not expected to use portions of the marsh
subject to tidal influence.
Other mammal species known to use tidal marshes, in addition to the special-status species mentioned
above, include red fox (Vulpes vulpes regalis), common gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), brush
rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani), black-tailed jackrabbit, deer mouse, California vole, coyote, northern
raccoon, and striped skunk. Red fox is a non-native species introduced to California in the late 1800s,
and is a major predator of California clapper rails and several other federally listed bird species.20
Freshwater/Brackish Marsh. Freshwater and brackish marsh within the Planning Area
provides foraging and nesting habitat for many of the species mentioned above, as well as a few bird
species specifically adapted to the dense vegetation (i.e., cattails and tules) and wet soils that
characterize such habitats. Species that fit into this category include Virginia rail (Rallus limicola),
sora (Porzana carolina), Wilson’s snipe (Gallinago delicata), marsh wren (Cistothorus palustris),
song sparrow, and red-winged blackbird. The first three species are more likely to occur in larger
marsh patches such as those at the Coast Casey Forebay and the detention basin west of the
Charleston Pump Station. Linear drainage ditches supporting marsh vegetation within Shoreline
Regional Park provide foraging habitat for egrets and great blue herons, as well as mammalian
predators such as northern raccoon, striped skunk, and coyote. Wetter portions of freshwater marshes
that remain ponded throughout the spring provide breeding habitat for Sierran treefrog, western toad,
and common garter snake.

18

H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005, op. cit.

19

LSA biologist Eric Lichtwardt, personal observation.

20

Harding, E. K., 2000. Non-Native Predator: Red Fox. Pages 251–252 in Goals Project. Baylands Ecosystem
Species and Community Profiles: Life histories and environmental requirements of key plants, fish, and wildlife. Prepared
by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. P. R. Olofson, editor. San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, California.
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Ruderal. As described above, ruderal habitat primarily consists of levee banks and other
disturbed areas in the vicinity of lower Stevens Creek, Whisman Slough, Mountain View Slough,
Charleston Slough, the Bayview Parcel, Permanente Creek and NASA Ames Research Center that are
dominated by coyote brush and/or dense patches of ruderal forbs. The amphibian, reptile, and
mammal species composition of this habitat type is expected to closely resemble that of developed
and grassland habitats. Ruderal habitats do not support any distinctive bird species but those that do
occur tend to favor shrubs or other dense vegetation. Such species include western scrub-jay,
American robin, northern mockingbird, Bewick’s wren, California towhee, white-crowned sparrow,
and golden-crowned sparrow. If located near extensive grasslands or marsh, coyote brush shrubs
represent ideal nest sites for white-tailed kites.
Agricultural Lands. Similar to ruderal habitats, the wildlife species composition of agricultural habitats within the Planning Area (i.e., remnant orchards or fallow fields) closely resembles that
of nearby habitats, and does not contain any unique habitat specialists. Depending on the specific
habitat features present, agricultural habitats are likely to support species that occur in developed,
grassland, and woodland habitats. Species observed in agricultural habitats during the LSA reconnaissance surveys include mourning dove, Anna’s hummingbird, American crow, chestnut-backed
chickadee, bushtit, ruby-crowned kinglet, Bewick’s wren, American robin, yellow-rumped warbler,
and eastern gray squirrel.
Open Water. Open water habitats within the Planning Area include the freshwater ponds of the
Shoreline Regional Park golf course, Shoreline Sailing Lake, the salt ponds north of Shoreline
Regional Park, and the open waters of San Francisco Bay outboard of the salt ponds. Salt ponds, in
particular, are well-known for their habitat value for resident, migrating, and wintering waterbirds
(e.g., shorebirds, waterfowl, wading birds, grebes, cormorants, pelicans, terns, and gulls). In addition
to providing foraging and roosting habitat for wintering and migrating shorebirds and waterfowl, salt
ponds provide nesting habitat for American avocet (Recurvirostra americana), black-necked stilt
(Himantopus mexicanus), the federally threatened western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus), California gull (Larus californicus), western gull (Larus occidentalis), Caspian tern
(Hydropogne caspia), and Forster’s tern (Sterna forsteri). Diving ducks such as canvasback (Aythya
valisineria), greater scaup (Aythya marila), lesser scaup (Aythya affinis), bufflehead (Bucephala
albeola), and ruddy duck (Oxyura jamaicensis) winter in large numbers on both salt ponds and the
open waters of San Francisco Bay. Dabbling ducks also winter in large numbers on the salt ponds. At
least six species of waterfowl nest within South Bay salt ponds, albeit in small numbers: Canada
goose, mallard, gadwall, northern pintail, cinnamon teal, and ruddy duck. Salt ponds and associated
levees are important high-tide roosting areas for shorebird species that forage in nearby tidal
mudflats. Shoreline Sailing Lake does not support as many waterbird species as the nearby salt ponds
or open Bay waters, but is still used by species such as common goldeneye (Bucephala clangula),
double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), bufflehead, scaup, grebes, and various gull
species. The lake and surrounding lawns also support large flocks of American coot (Fulica
americana) and Canada goose. Other waterbird species expected to use open water habitats within the
Planning Area include pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus podiceps), horned grebe (Podiceps auritus),
eared grebe (Podiceps nigricollis), western/Clark’s grebe (Aechmophorus spp.), American white
pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos), California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus),
double-crested cormorant, great egret, snowy egret, and great blue heron.
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Fish species known to occur in the open waters of San Francisco Bay include Pacific herring (Clupea
pallasii), jacksmelt (Atherinopsis californiensis), California halibut (Paralichthys californicus),
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), coho salmon (O. kisutch), Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha),
topsmelt, striped bass, and northern anchovy, among others. Salt ponds with low salinities (i.e., less
than 100 ppt) support threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), longjaw mudsucker
(Gillichthys mirabilis), and topsmelt.21
Creeks. Permanente and Stevens Creeks support a variety of both native and introduced fish
species. Native fish species known to occur in the Permanente Creek and/or Stevens Creek watersheds include hitch (Lavinia exilicauda), California roach (Lavinia symmetricus), Sacramento
pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis), Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), rainbow
trout/steelhead, and threespine stickleback. Introduced species include common carp (Cyprinus
carpio), brown trout (Salmo trutta), rainwater killifish (Lucania parva), western mosquitofish
(Gambusia affinis), green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), and
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides).22
Many of the same amphibian species that occur in developed habitats, particularly Sierran treefrog
and western toad, likely use creeks for breeding, foraging, and dispersal. Common garter snakes are
good swimmers and also likely use creeks for such purposes. Although none have been recorded to
date, Stevens Creek also contains suitable habitat for western pond turtles (Actinemys marmorata).
Within the urban environment, wading birds such as great and snowy egrets and great blue heron are
most likely to be found along creeks. Creeks also provide ideal foraging habitat for tree swallows
(Tachycineta bicolor), cliff swallows (Petrochelidon pyrrhonata), and barn swallows (Hirundo
rustica), particularly in the more open downstream reaches. Numerous old cliff swallow nests were
seen under the concrete bridge over Stevens Creek to the east of Crittenden Lane during the February
5, 2009 LSA site visit. Similar nesting colonies may be present under other creek-spanning bridges
within the Planning Area. Other bird species occurring along creeks include belted kingfisher (Ceryle
alcyon) and black phoebe.
(3) Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitats. This section outlines special-status
species and sensitive habitats within the Planning Area.
Special-status Plants. Eighteen special-status vascular plant species that occur within a
10-mile radius of the Planning Area were evaluated for their potential to occur in the Planning Area.
These special-status plant species are listed in Table IV.J-1. Four of these species are historically or
currently known to occur in the Planning Area and one species potentially occurs in the Planning
Area based on the potential presence of suitable habitat.
The four special-status plants that are historically or currently known to occur within or reasonably
near the Planning Area are: alkali milk-vetch (Astragaus tener var. tener), Congdon’s tarplant
(Centromadia parryii ssp. congdonii), Point Reyes bird’s-beak (Cordylantus maritimus ssp.
palustris), and Hoover’s button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. hooveri). All four of these plant
21

H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005, op. cit.

22

Leidy, R. A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute Contribution No. 530. San Francisco Estuary Institute,
Oakland, California.
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species are California Rare Plant Rank 1B species that have been identified by the CNPS as rare,
threatened or endangered in California or elsewhere. There are no known CNDDB records of
federally or State-listed plants in the Planning Area.
Only one (Congdon’s tarplant) of the 18 special-status plants potentially occurs in the Planning Area
based on the likely presence of suitable habitat. This special-status plant may potentially occur in
ruderal habitats in the Planning Area. Congdon’s tarplant is endemic to grasslands in alkaline or
saline soils and tolerates the high degree of disturbance usually associated with levees and roadsides,
which are present in the northern portion of the Planning Area.
Some of the plants in Table IV.J-1 were considered unlikely to occur in the Planning Area because
they occur in habitats or soils not present in the Planning Area such as chaparral, vernal pools, and
serpentine soils which are endemic to Santa Clara County.
Special-status Animals. Based on a review of the CNDDB and other sources identified below,
LSA identified 40 special-status animal species known to occur or potentially occurring in the
vicinity of Mountain View, which are listed in Table IV.J-2. Nine of these species are not expected to
occur within the Planning Area due to a lack of suitable habitat. The following special-status species
may occasionally pass through or forage within the Planning Area, but are not known or expected to
breed in the Planning Area: pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha), chum salmon (O. keta), green
sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), redhead (Aythya americana), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), shorteared owl (Asio flammeus), tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus),
western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), and Chinook salmon. American white pelican and California
brown pelican are known to regularly forage over open water habitats within the Planning Area, but
do not breed in the San Francisco Bay area. The remaining special-status species are discussed in
further detail below.
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1B

1B

Atriplex depressa
Brittlescale

Atriplex joaquiniana
San Joaquin spearscale

Chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, playas, valley
and foothill grassland/alkaline; 1-835 meters; AprilOctober

Chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, playas, valley
and foothill grassland, vernal pools/alkaline, clay; 1320 meters; April-October

Playas, valley and foothill grassland (adobe clay), vernal
pools/alkaline; 1-60 meters; March-June

Habitat/Blooming Period
Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland/serpentinite;
50-300 meters; April-June
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1B

Astragalus tener var. tener
Alkali milk-vetch

23

Statusa
FE, SE,
1B

Species
Acanthomintha duttonii
San Mateo thorn-mint

423

Potential for Occurrence
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable habitat. Known from only two extant natural
occurrences and one introduced population; three
historical occurrences have been extirpated. Closest
CNDDB occurrence is an extirpated record that is
approximately eight miles from the Planning Area in the
vicinity Menlo Country Club.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable habitat. There are four historical occurrences of
this plant within 10 miles of the Planning Area, one of
which is possibly extant in Fremont approximately eight
miles east, and a possibly extirpated occurrence from
1905 that was made near an old cannery near Mayfield
Slough in Palo Alto.23
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area. Marginal habitat
may be found within the Planning Area, north of the city
limits in Crittenden Marsh, although this habitat appears
to be restored from a previously degraded state. Closest
CNDDB occurrence is a presumed extant record that is
approximately six miles from the Planning Area in the
Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge in Fremont. There
are no other CNDDB records within 10 miles of the
Planning Area.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area. Marginal habitat
may be found within the Planning Area, north of the city
limits in Crittenden Marsh, although this habitat appears
to be restored from a previously degraded state. Closest
CNDDB occurrence is a presumed extant record that is
approximately six miles from the Planning Area in created
vernal pools in the Don Edwards National Wildlife
Refuge in Fremont.

Table IV.J-1: Special-Status Plant Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity of Mountain View,
Santa Clara County, California
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Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, and coastal
prairie; often on serpentine; various soils reported though
usually clay; 3-410 meters; February-April

Alkaline depressions, vernal pools, roadside ditches and
other wet places near the coast; 3-45 meters; July

Marshes and swamps (coastal salt), usually in coastal
salt marsh with Salicornia, Distichlis, Jaumea and
Spartina; 0-10 meters; June- October

Habitat requirements unknown; 0-100 meters; JuneJuly

Chaparral (openings), cismontane woodland, valley and
foothill grassland often found in seasonal and perennial
drainages on serpentinite (seeps), 46-175 meters; MayOctober

Sandy terraces and bluffs or in loose sand in cismontane
woodland, coastal dunes, and coastal scrub; 3-300
meters; April-September

Habitat/Blooming Period
Grasslands in alkaline or saline soils, sometimes
described as heavy white clay; 1-230 meters; MayOctober (sometimes into November)

FINAL EIR

1B

Fritillaria liliacea
Fragrant fritillary

Ibid.

1B

Eryngium aristulatum var. hooveri
Hoover’s button-celery

24

1B

Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. palustris
Point Reyes bird’s-beak

FE, SE,
1B

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale
Fountain thistle

1A

FE, 1B

Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
Robust spineflower

Cirsium praeteriens
Lost thistle

Statusa
1B

Species
Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii
Congdon’s tarplant

Table IV.J-1 Continued
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Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable habitat. Most populations extirpated, and now
known from only six extended occurrences. There is one
other 1882 CNDDB record within a 10 miles of the
Planning Area. This record is approximately two miles
from the Planning Area in the San Jose vicinity and is
possibly extirpated.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable serpentine habitat. There are two CNDDB records
within 10 miles of the Planning Area. These records are
from areas that have higher elevations than those from
within the Planning Area.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
natural habitat. The one record from the CNDDB is from
an extinct population in Palo Alto last seen in 1901.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area. Marginal habitat
may be found within the salt marsh areas of the Planning
Area. There are three historical occurrences of this plant
within 10 miles of the Planning Area, all of which are
possibly extirpated.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable habitat. There are five historical occurrences of
this plant within 10 miles of the Planning Area, one of
which is possibly extant in Fremont approximately eight
miles east.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
natural habitat. The closest record from the CNDDB is
from a presumed extant population in “the hills about
Stanford University”, Palo Alto in 1901.

Potential for Occurrence
May occur in the Planning Area. Marginal habitat may be
found within the northern portion of the Planning Area
along disturbed levee roads and possibly elsewhere. There
are eight CNDDB occurrences within 10 miles of the
Planning Area, six of the populations are presumed extant
and two are presumed extinct. CNDDB Occurrence No.
53 is located near the southern end of Stevens Creek
Marsh.24
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1B

1A

Navarretia prostrata
Prostrate vernal pool navarretia

Plagiobothrys glaber
Hairless popcorn-flower

Marshes and swamps (coastal salt); 0-15; July-October

Coastal salt marshes, alkaline meadows, and seeps. 15180 meters; March-May

Coastal scrub, meadows and seeps, valley and foothill
grassland (alkaline), vernal pools/mesic; 15-700 meters;
April-July

Grassy openings in chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland (serpentine), cismontane woodland,
broadleafed upland forest, and North Coast coniferous
forest; 100-1200 meters; February-July

Chaparral, coastal scrub; some populations on
serpentine; 10-760 meters; May-September (sometimes
into October)

Vernal pools; 1-180 meters; April-June

Habitat/Blooming Period
Valley and foothill grassland and cismontane woodland
in vernal pools, swales, and moist depressions
(alkaline). Extirpated from most of its range; extremely
endangered. 0-470 meters. March-June
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FE = federally endangered
SE = State endangered
1A = California Rare Plant Rank 1A: Presumed extinct in California
1B = California Rare Plant Rank 2: Rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2011.

a

1B

Monolopia gracilens
Woodland woolythreads

FE, 1B

1B

Malacothamnus hallii
Hall’s bush mallow

Suaeda claifornica
California seablite

1B

Statusa
FE, 1B

Legenera limosa
Legenera

Species
Lasthenia conjugens
Contra Costa goldfields

Table IV.J-1 Continued
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Potential for Occurrence
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
natural habitat. There are two CNDDB occurrences within
10 miles of the Planning Area, both of the populations are
presumed extant and occur within vernal pools in
Fremont.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
natural habitat. The closest record from the CNDDB is
from a presumed extant population in ponds at Coal Mine
Ridge, Southern San Mateo County in 1906.
Unlikely occur in the Planning Area. Marginal habitat
may be found along the earthen banks of Stevens Creek
corridor near salt marsh areas. There are two historical
occurrences of this plant within 10 miles of the Planning
Area, one of which is possibly extant in in the area of
Alviso Slough approximately five miles east.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable habitat. The closest CNDDB occurrence is a 1956
record at Stevens Creek Reservoir. Species has not been
observed in the vicinity since 1971 (Jasper Ridge
Biological Preserve).
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
natural habitat. There are two CNDDB occurrences within
10 miles of the Planning Area, both of the populations are
presumed extant and occur within vernal pools in
Fremont.
Unlikely to occur in the Planning Area due to lack of
suitable natural habitat. The one record from the CNDDB
is from a possibly extinct population in Santa Clara last
seen in 1892.
Unlikely occur in the Planning Area. Marginal habitat
may be found within the salt marsh areas of the Planning
Area. There are two presumed extant occurrences of this
plant within 10 miles of the Planning Area, one in
Fremont, and one at the Palo Alto Yacht Harbor.
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CSC

FT

Chum salmon
Oncorhynchus keta

Steelhead (Central California Coast ESU)
Oncorhynchus mykiss

Ibid.

Ibid.

Leidy, 2007, op. cit.

ESU = Evolutionarily Significant Unit

Coastal streams from Russian River south to Aptos
Creek (Santa Cruz Co.), including streams tributary to
San Francisco and San Pablo Bays
Oceanic waters, bays, and estuaries; spawns in deep
pools in large, turbulent freshwater river mainstems;
known to forage in estuaries and bays from San
Francisco Bay to British Columbia

Spawn in the lowermost reaches of rivers and streams

Spawn primarily in lower reaches of coastal rivers and
streams

Coastal streams from Punta Gorda in northern California
down to and including the San Lorenzo River in central
California, as well as some tributaries to San Francisco
Bay
Clear, cool streams with pools and riffles, with coarse
gravel beds for spawning; Sacramento River and its
tributaries

Vernal pools, swales, and low depressions in open
grasslands
Shallow, serpentine soils that support larval host plants
(Plantago erecta)

Habitat

May occur in sloughs in northern portion of Planning
Area.

Not expected to occur. Species may have historically
occurred in nearby Guadalupe-Los Gatos watershed but
evidence is inconclusive. Species last recorded from San
Francisco Bay tributary during early-to-mid 1980s.26
Individuals from spawning runs at the Guadalupe River
and Coyote Creek may occasionally pass through open
Bay waters within Planning Area, although such
individuals may be of hatchery origin.27
Stray individuals occurring with Chinook and chum
salmon spawning runs in the Guadalupe River may
occasionally pass through open Bay waters within
Planning Area; such occurrences are likely rare.
May occasionally pass through open Bay waters within
Planning Area; has been observed in Guadalupe River
and Coyote Creek.28
Resident population known to occur in Stevens Creek.29

Not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat.

Not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat.

Potential for Occurrence within Planning Area
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Leidy, R. A., G. S. Becker, and B. N. Harvey, 2005. Historical distribution and current status of steelhead/rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in streams of the San
Francisco Estuary, California. Center for Ecosystem and Restoration, Oakland, California.

29

28

27

26

25

FT, CSC

CSC

Pink salmon
Oncorhynchus gorbuscha

Green sturgeon
Acipenser medirostris

CSC

FE, SE

FT

FE

Statusa

Chinook salmon (Central Valley falland late-fall-run ESU)
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Invertebrates
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp
Lepidurus packardii
Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha bayensis
Fish
Coho salmon (Central California Coast
ESU25)
Oncorhynchus kisutch

Species

Table IV.J-2: Special-Status Animal Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity of Mountain View,
Santa Clara County, California
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CFP

White-tailed kite
Elanus leucurus
Bald eagle
Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Open grasslands, meadows, or marshes; require densetopped trees or shrubs for nesting and perching
Ocean shorelines, lake margins, and rivers for both
nesting and wintering; nests in large trees with open
branches
Nests in wet meadows and marshes, forages over open
grasslands and agricultural fields
Rolling foothills and mountain areas. Nests in cliffwalled canyons or large trees in open areas

Coastal shorelines and bays; rarely found on fresh water

Forages over shallow inland waters and coastal marine
habitats, nests on isolated islands or peninsulas

Large, deep bodies of water; nests in freshwater
emergent wetlands

FINAL EIR

CFP

CSC
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Northern harrier
Circus cyaneus
Golden eagle
Aquila chrysaetos

CFP

California brown pelican
Pelecanus occidentalis californicus

SE

CSC

CSC

FE, SE

CSC

Ponds, streams with deep pools, drainages and
associated uplands for egg laying
Freshwater marshes, ponds, and slow-moving streams in
San Mateo County and extreme northern Santa Cruz
County; prefers dense cover and water depths of at least
1 foot

Grasslands and foothills that contain small mammal
burrows (for dry-season retreats) and seasonal ponds and
pools (for breeding during the rainy season)
Ponds, streams, drainages and associated uplands;
requires areas of deep, still, and/or slow-moving water
for breeding.

FT, ST

FT, CSC

Habitat

Statusa

American white pelican
Pelecanus erythrorhynchos

Birds
Redhead
Aythya americana

Western pond turtle
Actinemys marmorata
San Francisco garter snake
Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia

California red-legged frog
Rana draytonii

Species
Amphibians and Reptiles
California tiger salamander
Ambystoma californiense

Table IV.J-2 Continued
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Likely to winter in small numbers on open water habitats
along Bay shoreline, but not expected to breed within
Planning Area
Known to forage and roost at Charleston Slough and
within salt ponds from late summer through spring; does
not breed in San Francisco Bay.
Known to forage and roost along Charleston Slough and
salt ponds from late summer through spring; does not
breed in San Francisco Bay.
Likely to occur at Shoreline Regional Park, which
contains suitable nesting and foraging habitat
May occasionally occur at Shoreline Regional Park
during winter, but not expected to remain for long
periods or breed within Planning Area.
Known to occur at Charleston Slough and along margins
of salt ponds; observed during LSA site visit.
May occasionally occur at Shoreline Regional Park
during winter, but not expected to remain for long
periods or breed within Planning Area.

Known to occur in upper reaches of Permanente Creek,
but unlikely to occur in reach within Planning Area due
to disturbed condition. May occur in Stevens Creek,
although has not been recorded to date.
May occur in Stevens Creek where suitable basking sites
(sandy banks and rocks) are present.
Not expected to occur. Planning Area does not lie within
known range of this subspecies.

Not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat.

Potential for Occurrence within Planning Area
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FE, SE,
CFP

California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus

CSC

Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia
Long-eared owl
Asio otus
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Open grasslands and woodlands with scattered shrubs,
fence posts, utility lines, or other perches; nests in dense
shrubs and lower branches of trees

Open, dry grasslands that contain abundant ground
squirrel burrows
Conifer, oak, riparian, pinyon-juniper, and desert
woodlands adjacent to grasslands, meadows, or
shrublands
Open grasslands, meadows, and marshes with few trees;
requires dense ground vegetation for both roosting and
nesting

Abandoned levees and islands near salt ponds and tidal
marsh

Sandy beaches, alkali flats, hard-pan surfaces (salt
ponds)

Sandy beaches, salt ponds, and salt pond levees

Tidal salt marshes with sloughs and substantial cordgrass
(Spartina sp.) cover

Salt marshes bordering larger bays, also found in
brackish and freshwater marshes

Habitat
A variety of open habitats including coastlines,
mountains, marshes, bay shorelines, and urban areas.
Nest on cliffs, bridges, and tall buildings

FINAL EIR

CSC

Loggerhead shrike
Lanius ludovicianus

30

CSC

Short-eared owl
Asio flammeus

CSC

CSC

FE, SE,
CFP

Black skimmer
Rynchops niger

California least tern
Sternula antillarum browni

FT

FT, CFP

California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus

Western snowy plover (Pacific coast
population)
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

Statusa
SE, CFP

Species
American peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus
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May occasionally occur in tidal marsh habitats within
and adjacent to Shoreline Regional Park during winter;
has not been observed in Santa Clara County during
breeding season since 1981.30
Known to occur at Shoreline Regional Park, where
suitable foraging and nesting habitat are both present.

Potential for Occurrence within Planning Area
Likely to regularly forage over salt ponds and other Bay
shoreline habitats, but not expected to breed within
Planning Area. Known to nest on top of transmission
towers in vicinity of Shoreline Regional Park, and likely
to regularly forage over salt ponds and other Bay
shoreline habitats.
May occur in tidal marsh habitats within and adjacent to
Shoreline Regional Park, as well as along Charleston
Slough; known to occur at Palo Alto Baylands
approximately 1 mile northwest of Planning Area.
Known to occur at mouth of Charleston Slough and in
Mountain View Marsh; may also occur in Stevens Creek
Marsh.
Not known to breed within Planning Area, but suitable
roosting and foraging habitat present on salt pond levees
north of Shoreline Regional Park and Moffett Federal
Airfield.
Known to use Charleston Slough and salt ponds north of
Moffett Federal Airfield for post-breeding foraging and
dispersal.
Known to nest on several islands within salt ponds north
of Shoreline Regional Park and Moffett Federal Airfield,
also expected to forage over salt ponds.
Known to occur at Shoreline Regional Park and Moffett
Federal Airfield.
Not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat;
confirmed nesting in Santa Cruz Mountains in 1990s.
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A variety of open arid habitats (e.g., chaparral, open
woodland, deserts); primary roost sites include bridges,
old buildings, and in tree hollows and/or bark;
sometimes roost in caves and rock crevices
Forested canyons and riparian woodlands for roosting, a
variety of open habitats for foraging; typically roosts in
snags and trees with moderately dense canopies

Tidal salt marshes of San Francisco Bay and its
tributaries. Requires tall, dense pickleweed for cover

Tidal marshes with abundant driftwood and other debris
(for shelter and foraging)

Nests in dense vegetation near open water; forages in
grasslands and agricultural fields.

Tidal marshes and adjacent ruderal habitat, moist
grasslands in the coastal fog belt, and infrequently, drier
grasslands further inland; in South Bay, nests primarily
on levee tops overgrown with annual grasses and levee
banks dominated by pickleweed
Tidal salt marshes dominated by pickleweed; nests
primarily in pickleweed and marsh gumplant

Habitat
Salt, brackish, and freshwater marshes; and riparian
woodlands; nests on or near ground in low vegetation

FINAL EIR

CSC

Western red bat
Lasiurus blossevillii
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CSC

Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

FE, SE,
CFP

Salt marsh harvest mouse
Reithrodontomys raviventris

CSC

Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

CSC

CSC

Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula

Mammals
Salt marsh wandering shrew
Sorex vagrans halicoetes

CSC

Statusa
CSC

Bryant’s savannah sparrow
Passerculus sandwichensis alaudinus

Species
Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuosa
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May occasionally forage and/or roost along wooded
portions of Permanente and Stevens Creeks in winter,
but no known roost sites in Planning Area vicinity and
species’ rarity likely precludes occurrence.
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May occur in tidal marsh habitats within and adjacent to
Shoreline Regional Park, but no known occurrences to
date.
Known to occur in tidal marshes north of Moffett
Federal Airfield and in Stevens Creek Marsh; may occur
in other tidal marsh habitats in northern portion of
Planning Area.
May occasionally forage over open habitats within
Planning Area (e.g., grasslands, tidal marsh), but no
known active roost sites in vicinity.

Known to occur in marshes adjacent to Charleston
Slough and Permanente Creek/Mountain View Slough,
likely occurs in other tidal marsh habitats in northern
portion of Planning Area.
May forage in grasslands at Shoreline Regional Park
during nonbreeding season, but not expected to breed
within Planning Area due to lack of large stands of
freshwater marsh.

Potential for Occurrence within Planning Area
Known to occur in marshes adjacent to Charleston
Slough and within Coast Casey Forebay, likely occurs in
other brackish and freshwater marsh habitats along
Permanente and Stevens Creeks.
Known to breed in tidal marsh adjacent to Stevens Creek
mouth and marshes adjacent to Charleston Slough, also
likely occurs in marshes adjacent to Mountain View
Slough; and along salt pond levees.
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Habitat
Forest habitats of moderate canopy and moderate to
dense understory
Open habitats with friable soils

FINAL EIR

CSC

Statusa
CSC
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Status:
FE = federally endangered
FT = federally threatened
ST = State endangered
CSC = California Species of Special Concern
CFP = California Fully Protected Species
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2011.

a

Species
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat
Neotoma fuscipes annectens
American badger
Taxidea taxus
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Not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat.

Potential for Occurrence within Planning Area
Not expected to occur due to lack of suitable habitat.
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Steelhead – Central California Coast ESU (Federally Threatened). The steelhead is the anadromous form of rainbow trout, migrating from the ocean to freshwater streams to spawn. Juveniles
spend one to three years in their natal streams before going to sea as smolts. Most steelhead return to
freshwater streams after spending two to three years at sea. Important factors associated with preferred stream channel conditions include temperature, velocity, depth, gravel substrate, and water
quality. Shaded banks with overhanging riparian vegetation (termed “shaded riverine aquatic cover”
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) are also beneficial to salmonids, providing foraging habitat and
cover from predators. High water temperatures, low rates of stream flow, low levels of dissolved
oxygen, low sediment input, and stream obstructions can be detrimental to steelhead populations.
Stevens Creek is known to support a resident steelhead population that appears to produce smolts.31,32
In 1998 and 1999, electrofishing surveys conducted by the Santa Clara Valley Water District
(SCVWD) found steelhead throughout the entire reach from the Central Expressway to Fremont
Road.33 As of 2001, the SCVWD had identified five potential passage barriers on Stevens Creek rated
as “passable only under a small range of flow conditions,” including the gauging station between
Central Avenue and Highway 85 with its three associated drop structures; the Moffett fish ladder
downstream of the gauging station; fish ladders at Evelyn and Fremont Avenues; and a low-flow
vehicle crossing at Blackberry Farm.34 As with any anadromous fish species, the presence of steelhead within the urban reach of Stevens Creek is dependent on adequate stream flows, which are
dependent on the timing of water releases from Stevens Creek Reservoir in the Santa Cruz
Mountains. Steelhead are expected to occur in Whisman Slough and the tidal portion of Stevens
Creek, and may also occur within other tidal channels within the Planning Area, which provide
habitat for juveniles. Permanente Creek historically supported steelhead, but currently does not.35
California Red-legged Frog (Federally Threatened). The California red-legged frog has been
extirpated or nearly extirpated from 70 percent of its former range. Population declines of this species
have been attributed to a variety of factors, with habitat loss and predation by non-native aquatic
predators (e.g., bullfrogs, crayfish, other non-native fishes) typically implicated as the primary
threats. California red-legged frogs occur in and along freshwater marshes, streams, ponds, and other
semi-permanent water sources. Optimal habitat contains dense emergent or shoreline riparian vegetation closely associated with deep (i.e., greater than 2.3 feet), still, or slow-moving water.36 Cattails,
bulrushes, and arroyo willows provide the habitat structure that seems to be most suitable for Califor-

31

Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative, 2003. Watershed management plan, Volume One
unabridged, watershed characteristics report, Chapter 7: natural setting (amended December 2003). Cited in Leidy, R. A.,
G. S. Becker, and B. N. Harvey, 2005. Historical distribution and current status of steelhead/rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus
mykiss) in streams of the San Francisco Estuary, California. Center for Ecosystem Management and Restoration, Oakland,
California.
32
Smith, J., Letter to H. Fish, National Marine Fisheries Service. Re: Steelhead/rainbow trout in several Monterey
Bay and San Francisco Bay streams. June 9. San Jose State University Department of Biological Sciences. Cited in Leidy et
al, 2005, op. cit.
33

Leidy et al, 2005, op. cit.

34

Entrix, Inc, 2001. Stevens Creek drop structure modification upstream of Highway 85 project fisheries evaluation.
Unpublished report. May 31. Cited in Leidy et al, 2005, op. cit.
35

Leidy et al, 2005, op. cit.

36

Jennings and Hayes 1994, op. cit.
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nia red-legged frogs.37 Although the species can occur in intermittent streams and ponds, they are
unlikely to persist in streams in which all surface water disappears.38 Suitable breeding ponds and
pools usually have a minimum depth of 20 inches, but California red-legged frogs do sometimes
breed successfully in pools as shallow as 10 inches.39 Regardless of water depth, suitable breeding
habitat must contain water during the entire development period for eggs and tadpoles.
California red-legged frogs have been observed in the upper reaches of Permanente Creek near the
Permanente Road bridge, approximately 2.9 miles south of the Mountain View City limits,40 but are
not expected to occur in the channelized portion due to reduced water quality from urban wastewater
inputs, lack of suitable breeding pools, and lack of natural streamside vegetation. California redlegged frogs have not been recorded in Stevens Creek to date. Although habitat conditions are more
suitable than at Permanente Creek in terms of riparian vegetation, the presence of both aquatic (i.e.,
largemouth bass, green sunfish, western mosquitofish) and terrestrial (e.g., northern raccoon) predators reduces the likelihood that California red-legged frogs persist in Stevens Creek. Nevertheless,
since no protocol-level surveys for this species have been conducted in over a decade,41 it is difficult
to make definitive assertions regarding the presence or absence of this species in Stevens Creek.
Western Pond Turtle (California Species of Special Concern). Western pond turtles occur in a
wide variety of aquatic habitats, including ponds, lakes, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation
ditches that typically have a rocky or muddy bottom and contain stands of aquatic vegetation.42 The
presence or absence of pond turtles at a given aquatic site is largely dependent on the availability of
suitable basking sites and adjacent upland habitat for egg-laying (e.g., sandy banks or grassy open
fields) and over-wintering. Nests are typically dug in dry substrate with a high clay or silt fraction
since the female moistens the site where she will excavate the nest prior to egg-laying.43 Hatchlings
require shallow water habitat with relatively dense submergent or short emergent vegetation in which
to forage.44
Western pond turtles have been recorded in San Francisquito Creek in Palo Alto (approximately 4
miles west of Planning Area) and the Guadalupe River in San Jose (approximately 7 miles east and 12
miles southeast of Planning Area). Western pond turtle occurrences within the Planning Area are

37

Ibid.

38

Ibid.

39

Fellers, G. M., 2005. California red-legged frog. In M. Lannoo, editor. Amphibian Declines: The Conservation
Status of Unites States Species. University of California Press, Berkeley.
40

California Department of Fish and Game, 2009, op. cit.

41

Navroop Jassal, 2009. Biologist, Santa Clara Valley Water District. Personal communication with LSA
Associates, Inc. February 26.
42

Stebbins, R. C., 2003. A field guide to western amphibians and reptiles. Third edition. Houghton Mifflin
Company, Boston, Massachusetts.
43
Holland, D. C., 1991. Status and reproductive dynamics of a population of western pond turtles (Clemmys
marmorata) in Klickitat County, Washington, in 1991. Unpublished report prepared for the Washington Department of
Wildlife, Olympia. Cited in Jennings and Hayes 1994, op. cit.
44

D. Holland, personal communication, cited in Jennings and Hayes 1994, op. cit.
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limited to a single record along lower Stevens Creek near Moffett Federal Airfield from 1987,45
although this record is not included in the CNDDB. The urban reaches of Stevens Creek provide
marginal habitat for pond turtles, especially where suitable basking sites (sandy banks and/or rocks)
are present. However, surrounding residential development has likely resulted in the elimination of
suitable upland habitat for egg-laying, reducing the likelihood that the species is present in the
urbanized portion of Stevens Creek.
White-tailed Kite (California Fully Protected Species). Most white-tailed kites in California
occur west of the Sierra Nevada in lowlands and foothills, where they are often seen year-round.46
This species nests in densely foliaged trees and large shrubs located near suitable foraging habitat
(e.g., grasslands, marshes, agricultural fields). Preferred prey items include California voles and mice.
White-tailed kites are known to occur at Shoreline Regional Park47 as well as breed within the
Planning Area.48 The open grassland, urban park, and tidal marsh habitats provide ideal foraging
habitat for white-tailed kites, and the scattered ornamental trees and coyote brush shrubs (e.g., Vista
Slope) provide suitable nest sites. A white-tailed kite was seen foraging over the isolated levees
within Mountain View Marsh during both LSA site visits, and may nest in nearby ornamental trees.
Northern Harrier (California Species of Special Concern). Northern harriers are widespread in
California, although they have become uncommon in the southern part of the State.49 Their preferred
habitats are freshwater wetlands and salt marshes, although they are also commonly found over
grasslands and agricultural fields.50 Harriers breed from mid-March to September, building their nests
on the ground.
Suitable foraging and nesting habitat for northern harriers is present in the grassland and tidal marsh
habitats in the northern portion of the Planning Area. A pair of harriers successfully nested at
Mountain View Marsh in 2000,51 and nesting has also been confirmed near Stevens Creek.52 The
muted tidal marshes and ruderal fields north of Moffett Federal Airfield may also support nesting
harriers. A single harrier was also seen foraging along the southern edge of Salt PondA1 during the
January 20, 2009 LSA site visit. The linear nature of the marsh/upland transition zone along inner
Salt Pond levees likely increases foraging efficiency of northern harriers as they fly low searching for
prey.

45

H. T. Harvey & Associates, 1999. Santa Clara Water District, Western Pond Turtle Distribution and Status –
1999. Prepared for Santa Clara Valley Water District, San Jose, California. Cited in H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005, op.
cit.
46

Peeters, H., and P. Peeters, 2005. Raptors of California. University of California Press, Berkeley.

47

LSA observations, January 20 and February 5, 2009.

48

Bousman, 2007, op. cit.

49

Peeters and Peeters, 2005, op. cit.

50

Ibid.

51

Santa Clara County Breeding Bird Atlas Committee unpublished data, cited in H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005,

52

Bousman, 2007, op. cit.

op. cit.
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California Black Rail (Federally Threatened; California Fully Protected Species). Around the
San Francisco Bay Estuary, California black rails primarily inhabit tidal salt marsh dominated by
pickleweed, but also occupy brackish marshes dominated by bulrush. California black rails prefer
tidal marshes but apparently will use high marshlands during “wet” years.53 Black rails build nests in
tall grasses or marsh vegetation during the spring, with most nests constructed of pickleweed and
placed on or slightly above the ground.
In the South Bay, there are a number of records of this highly secretive species during the nonbreeding season and an old breeding record from Alviso, but no recent confirmed breeding records.54
However, two individuals were detected during a breeding season survey at the Palo Alto Baylands
on April 21, 2004.55 Most observations of this species in the Planning Area vicinity are of individuals
seeking high-tide refugia at the Palo Alto Baylands during high spring tides from November to
February, with some individuals occasionally observed in East Palo Alto marshes.56 California black
rails may occasionally venture into tidal marshes within and adjacent to Shoreline Regional Park and
north of Moffett Federal Airfield, but such occurrences are expected to be rare due to the high amount
of recreational trail use adjacent to such marshes.
California Clapper Rail (Federally and State Endangered; California Fully Protected Species).
This secretive species prefers tidal salt marshes dominated by pickleweed and cordgrass with adjacent
areas of high marsh cover dominated by pickleweed, gumplant, saltgrass, alkali heath, and/or fleshy
jaumea (Jaumea carnosa).57 Clapper rails also occupy tidal brackish marshes dominated by bulrush.
The California subspecies of clapper rail is now restricted to the tidal marshlands around the San
Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays. A Bay-wide survey in the early 1970s estimated a total
population of between 4,000 and 6,000 birds.58 The most recent population estimate for California
clapper rails was approximately 1,040 to 1,264 individuals in San Francisco Bay.59 Although habitat
loss is implicated in population declines, predation of rails by the introduced red fox is another major
threat.
One of the larger clapper rail breeding populations in the South Bay is present at the Faber/Laumeister tract within the Palo Alto Baylands, approximately 2 miles west-northwest of Charleston Slough.60
Other portions of the Palo Alto Baylands where clapper rails have been detected include Palo Alto
53
Trulio, L. A., and J. G. Evens, 2000. California Black Rail. Pages 341–345 in Goals Project. Baylands Ecosystem
Species and Community Profiles: Life histories and environmental requirements of key plants, fish, and wildlife. Prepared
by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. P. R. Olofson, editor. San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, California.
54

Ibid.

55

California Department of Fish and Game, 2009, op. cit.

56

H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005a, op. cit.

57

Albertson, J. D., and J. G. Evens, 2000. California Clapper Rail. Pages 332–340 in Goals Project. Baylands
Ecosystem Species and Community Profiles: Life histories and environmental requirements of key plants, fish, and wildlife.
Prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. P. R. Olofson, editor. San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, California.
58

Gill, Jr., R., 1979. Status and distribution of the California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus). California
Fish and Game 65:36–49.
59

Albertson and Evens, 2000, op. cit.

60

California Department of Fish and Game, 2009, op. cit.
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Harbor, Bixby Park, and Hooks Island.61 Within the Planning Area, clapper rails have been recorded
at the mouth of Charleston Slough and at Mountain View Marsh, where three adults were observed on
February 6, 2001.62 During the Santa Clara Breeding Bird Atlas survey period (1987–1993), clapper
rails were recorded in the brackish portions of both Mountain View Slough and Stevens Creek, as
much as 0.6–1.2 miles upstream from the Bay.63 Stevens Creek Tidal Marsh also provides suitable
breeding, foraging, and dispersal habitat for this species.
Western Snowy Plover (Pacific Coast Population; Federally Threatened). Western snowy
plovers (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) occur in a narrow coastal zone along the Pacific and Gulf
coasts of the United States and Mexico and in a disjunct area in the arid interior of the western U.S.
and Mexico.64 They nest on barren sandy beaches, levees and flats of salt ponds, dry lakebeds, and
river sand bars. They forage on mudflats, salt flats, and along shorelines. The federally threatened
Pacific coast population has declined due to human impacts on beaches, coastal dunes, and salt flats.
One of the largest breeding populations of snowy plovers on the Pacific coast occurs in the South
Bay, mainly east of Guadalupe Slough.65 Substantial breeding populations occur at the Ravenswood
salt pond complex north of the Dumbarton Bridge, and at Ponds A22 and A23 in the Alviso salt pond
complex.66 Although snowy plovers are not known to breed within the Planning Area, individuals
from nearby breeding populations may occasionally roost and forage along salt pond levees in the
northern portion of the Planning Area during the fall and winter. An observation of 35 snowy plovers
along San Francisquito Creek in January 200267 suggests that this species may occur in large
concentrations outside of its primary nesting areas during the non-breeding season.
California Least Tern (Federally and State Endangered; California Fully Protected Species).
During the breeding season, California least terns occur along the west coast of North America from
central California south to northwestern Mexico. This subspecies winters in coastal marine areas off
Mexico and Central America. Least terns nest in colonies on barren or sparsely vegetated areas,
including sand flats, low dunes, beaches, levees, river bars, sandy islands, and shell islands.68 They
forage for fish over shallow to deep waters.

61

Ibid.

62

Ibid.

63

Bousman, 2007, op. cit.

64

Page, G. W., J. S. Warriner, J. C. Warriner, and P. W. C. Paton, 1995. Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus).
In A. Poole and F. Gill, editors. The Birds of North America, No. 154. Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, and
American Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, D.C.
65

Page, G., C. Hickey, and L. Stenzel, 2000. Western Snowy Plover. Pages 281–284 in Goals Project. Baylands
Ecosystem Species and Community Profiles: Life histories and environmental requirements of key plants, fish, and wildlife.
Prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. P. R. Olofson, editor. San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, California.
66

H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005, op. cit.

67

Navroop Jassal, SCVWD biologist, cited in CDFG 2009, op. cit.

68

Thompson, B., J. Jackson, J. Burger, L. Hill, E. Kirsch, and J. Atwood, 1997. Least tern (Sterna antillarum). In A.
Poole and F. Gill, editors. The Birds of North America, No. 210. The Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, and
American Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, D.C.
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In San Francisco Bay the largest nesting colony of least terns is at the former Alameda Naval Air
Station. Although least terns are not known to nest in the South Bay, they use many South Bay salt
ponds as a post-breeding staging area from late June through late August, prior to their southward
migration. Both adult and juvenile least terns roost on salt pond levees and boardwalks, and forage
over the salt ponds as well as adjacent open waters of the Bay.69 In recent years, the primary postbreeding staging area in the South Bay has been the salt ponds north of Moffett Federal Airfield (i.e.,
Salt Ponds AB1, A2E, and AB2), with typical counts of 20 to 100 birds.70 The western portions of
Salt Ponds AB1 and A2E are within the Mountain City Planning Area. Other areas within the
Planning Area that may occasionally support foraging and/or roosting least terns include Salt Ponds
A1 and A2W, Charleston Slough, and the open Bay waters north of Salt Ponds A1 and A2W.
Black Skimmer (California Species of Special Concern). Black skimmers have only recently
colonized California as a breeding species, with the first confirmed nesting record at the Salton Sea in
1972.71 Since then it has dramatically expanded its breeding range up the coast to San Francisco Bay,
where it was first discovered nesting in 1994.72 Black skimmers require large areas of bare earth
sufficiently protected from terrestrial predators and other disturbances, with colonies most often
forming on small constructed islands or on isolated sections of eroded levees. They forage for small
fish over open water by cutting or “skimming” the water surface with their lower mandible.73
Within the Planning Area, black skimmers are known to nest at Salt Ponds A1 and A2W north of
Shoreline Regional Park, and Salt Pond AB2 north of Moffett Federal Airfield.74 A few individuals
are also regularly observed roosting on the small island in the middle of Inner Charleston Slough. The
open waters and salt pond levees in the northern portion of the Planning Area provide ideal breeding
and foraging habitat conditions for this species.
Burrowing Owl (California Species of Special Concern). Burrowing owls have undergone
substantial population declines throughout central and coastal California, primarily due to habitat
loss.75 This species occurs in open, well-drained grasslands with abundant small mammal burrows,
particularly those of California ground squirrels. Burrowing owls also prefer areas with short
vegetation so they can easily scan their surroundings and spot potential predators.76 In human69

H. T. Harvey & Associates 2005, op. cit.
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338.
72
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Molina, K. C, 2008. Black Skimmer. Pages 199–204 in Shuford, W. D., and T. Gardali, editors. California Bird
Species of Special Concern.: A ranked assessment of species, subspecies, and distinct populations of birds of immediate
conservation concern in California. Studies of Western Birds 1. Western Field Ornithologists, Camarillo, California, and
California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento.
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modified areas burrowing owls often use burrows under the edges of concrete, asphalt, rubble piles,
and riprap.77
The open grasslands and parklands between San Francisquito Creek in Palo Alto and the Guadalupe
River in San Jose support a resident population of approximately 50 burrowing owl pairs within a
larger regional population of 125–200 pairs.78, 79 Within the Planning Area, burrowing owls are
known to occur at Shoreline Regional Park and Moffett Federal Airfield. Potential nest sites at
Shoreline Regional Park are located on the golf course, in artificial mounds, in roadside embankments, and on large open lots. Suitable habitat at Moffett Federal Airfield is limited to the golf course,
fragmented field, roadside embankments, airfield edges, and landscaping.80 From 1998 to 2001, three
to 11 nests were located within Shoreline Regional Park, while five to eight nests were located in the
western portion of Moffett Federal Airfield within the Planning Area.81 From 1998 to 2004, nest
success rates for the South Bay population, which averaged 51 percent for urban sites and 45 percent
for parklands, were low compared to other burrowing owl populations in California.82 Although it is
unknown what specific landscape or local factors might be influencing burrowing owl nest success in
the South Bay, predation, prey availability and quality, and human disturbance are likely factors.83 An
additional factor suspected to adversely affect nesting success within Shoreline Regional Park is an
inadequate prey base due to the poor quality and nutrient content of the soil overlying the park’s
former landfill.84 The Shoreline Regional Park burrowing owl population is currently managed and
monitored under a management plan that was implemented by the City in 2001 to compensate for
potential impacts to owls from long-term maintenance of the landfill cap.85 In addition to known
occupied burrows in Shoreline Regional Park, this species could potentially occur in any areas that
contain suitable burrows (e.g., roadside embankments, vacant lots, salt pond levees) in the northern
portion of the Planning Area (i.e., north of Highway 101).
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Annual surveys of this population have been conducted since 1998, with the highest number of
breeding pairs occurring in 2000 (11-12 pairs) and only 3 pairs occurring from 2009 to 2011.86 Of
three burrowing owl colonies in Santa Clara County analyzed in a count-based population viability
analysis (PVA) conducted for the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities
Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP), the colony at Shoreline Regional Park showed the greatest
magnitude and variance of decline over an 11-year period (1999–2009) and a 92 percent probability
of reaching a quasi-extinction threshold (two adult owls) in 50 years.87
Loggerhead Shrike (California Species of Special Concern). Loggerhead shrikes occur in open
habitats with scattered shrubs, trees, posts, fences, utility lines, and other perches. Shrikes primarily
nest in the lower branches of dense shrubs and tall trees, although they have also been observed
nesting in buildings and debris piles. They feed primarily on large insects, small birds, and mammals.
The open grasslands and scattered trees and shrubs that characterize much of Shoreline Regional Park
provide ideal habitat conditions for loggerhead shrikes. Suitable habitat is also present in the ruderal
habitats adjacent to lower Stevens Creek, where nesting was confirmed during the Santa Clara County
Breeding Bird Atlas.88 Shrikes may also occasionally forage over tidal marshes and salt pond levees if
suitable perches are nearby.
Salt Marsh Common Yellowthroat (California Species of Special Concern). The common
yellowthroat is a widely distributed warbler in North America, occurring in wetlands, moist thickets,
and grasslands. The salt marsh subspecies is restricted to riparian habitat, brackish marsh, freshwater
marsh, tidal salt marsh, and adjacent grassland and ruderal vegetation along the margins of San
Francisco Bay. Despite the common name, most salt marsh common yellowthroats breed in brackish
or freshwater marshes. Although this subspecies has disappeared from many portions of its former
range due to development and flood control projects, it has actually increased in numbers in the South
Bay since the early 1980s, likely reflecting an increase in freshwater effluent to marsh habitats from
water treatment plants and increased urbanization.89
Within the Planning Area, suitable habitat for salt marsh common yellowthroats is present in the
brackish or freshwater marsh vegetation along lower Permanente and Stevens Creeks, Charleston
Slough, and within the Coast Casey Forebay. A reference to the “Mountain View Forebay” as a
confirmed freshwater marsh breeding locality within the Santa Clara County Breeding Bird Atlas90
presumably refers to the Coast Casey Forebay.
Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow (California Species of Special Concern). Bryant’s savannah
sparrow is a California endemic restricted to a narrow coastal strip between Humboldt Bay south to
the Morro Bay area, with its primary center of abundance appearing to be the San Francisco Bay
86
Higgins, P.C., 2012. Shoreline at Mountain View Status of the Burrowing Owl 2011 Annual Report. Prepared for
Scott Wilson, California Department of Fish and Game, Yountville, CA, February 8.
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88

Bousman, 2007, op. cit.

89

Ibid.

90

Ibid.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4j-Bio.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

438

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
J. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

area.91 This subspecies occupies low, tidally influenced habitats, adjacent ruderal areas, moist
grasslands within and just above the fog belt, and infrequently drier grasslands. Around San Francisco
Bay, Bryant’s savannah sparrows primarily occur in the transition zone between tidal marsh and
upland; such habitats are typically dominated by pickleweed or saltgrass.92 In the South Bay, this
subspecies primarily nests on levee tops overgrown with annual grasses or on pickleweed-dominated
levee banks.93
Within the Planning Area, savannah sparrows have been confirmed nesting near the mouth of
Whisman Slough, presumably in “pickleweed-dominated salt marsh and in the adjacent transition
zone.”94 Other locations within the Planning Area where this species may occur include Stevens
Creek Tidal Marsh, Mountain View Marsh, the fringing tidal marshes outboard of Salt Ponds A1 and
A2W, and the lower portions of salt pond levees dominated by pickleweed.
Alameda Song Sparrow (California Species of Special Concern). This subspecies of the widely
distributed song sparrow is restricted to the tidal marshes and adjacent uplands around the San
Francisco Bay. They occur primarily in tidal salt marshes, but may also nest or forage in other
shoreline habitats such as seasonal wetlands, intertidal mudflats, and adjacent uplands.95 Favored
nesting substrates include gumplant and cordgrass adjacent to tidal sloughs, although they also occur
in peppergrass in the drier, upper portions of salt marshes96 and in brackish marshes dominated by
bulrush.97
During LSA’s reconnaissance surveys, Alameda song sparrows were detected in the brackish marsh
within the Coast Casey Forebay, Mountain View Marsh, and in brackish marsh vegetation along
Stevens Creek/Whisman Slough. This subspecies is expected to occur within and adjacent to any tidal
or brackish marsh habitats in the northern portion of the Planning Area. Song sparrows heard singing
in the detention basin adjacent to the Charleston Pump Station likely belonged to the gouldii subspecies, which also occurs in the Planning Area. Joseph Grinnell’s observation of these two subspecies
breeding side by side near the mouth of San Franciscquito Creek, with gouldii restricting its activities
to willow clumps and pusillula to adjacent salt marsh, suggests limited interbreeding between the two
subspecies.98 Along most streams in the South Bay, including Permanente and Stevens Creeks, song
91
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sparrows seem to be evenly distributed from the upper reaches down to the tidally influenced
portions. Grinnell’s observations suggest that the two subspecies come into contact along these
streams at the interface between freshwater and brackish habitats. 99
Salt Marsh Wandering Shrew (California Species of Special Concern). Salt marsh wandering
shrew is endemic to the tidal salt marshes around San Francisco Bay and is a subspecies of the
vagrant shrew, which ranges from southern British Columbia south to northern California and east to
western Utah and Idaho.100 This subspecies occurs in areas supporting wet, medium-high salt marsh
dominated by pickleweed, with large amounts of cover (e.g., driftwood, wooden planks or blocks)
and an abundance of small invertebrates.101
Salt marsh wandering shrews were formerly recorded from tidal marshes in Alameda, Contra Costa,
San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties, but have rarely been captured in any of these
counties in recent decades. As of 1986, there were only four locations in the South Bay where this
species had been positively identified between 1980 and 1985: Bair Island, the mouth of Alameda
Creek, Dumbarton Point, and Mowry Slough. However, the lack of known occurrences likely reflects
the difficulty of observing and identifying the species rather than true absence; it likely occurs in
small numbers in suitable tidal marsh habitats throughout the South Bay.102 Although this species has
not been recorded in the Planning Area, suitable habitat is present at Mountain View Marsh and
Stevens Tidal Creek Marsh.
Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse (Federally and State Endangered; California Fully Protected
Species). Like the salt marsh wandering shrew, salt marsh harvest mouse are endemic to the tidal salt
marshes of the San Francisco Bay Estuary. This species primarily occurs in marshes dominated by
pickleweed, but also uses adjacent upland habitats during high tides. The presence of adequate
peripheral halophyte plant cover adjacent to the pickleweed-dominated marsh plain is an important
habitat component for this species, which depends on such cover for refuge from terrestrial predators
during extremely high tides. Marshes without such cover or that are too narrow to allow adequate
growth of such cover usually lack salt marsh harvest mice.103
Within the Planning Area, salt marsh harvest mice have been recorded at Stevens Creek Tidal
Marsh104 and at Crittenden Marsh north of Moffett Federal Airfield.105 H. T. Harvey & Associates
captured two salt marsh harvest mice at Stevens Creek Tidal Marsh over 400 trap nights (100 traps
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operated over four nights) between May 24th and 27th, 2005. As expected, salt marsh harvest mice
were captured in areas of dense pickleweed or jaumea.106 Other areas of suitable habitat within the
Planning Area include Mountain View Marsh and the marshes near the mouths of Charleston,
Mountain View, and Whisman Sloughs. Although no trapping surveys have been conducted in these
marshes, the known presence of salt marsh harvest mice at the above locations and at the Palo Alto
Baylands107 suggest that they may persist in these other areas, as well.
Sensitive Habitats. Special plant communities and jurisdictional waters are described below.
Special Plant Communities. The CDFG tracks the occurrences of “special” plant communities
that are either known or believed to be of high priority for inventory in the CNDDB. These plant
communities are listed in the CDFG publication List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities
Recognized by the California Natural Diversity Database.108 These communities are sometimes
addressed by lead or trustee agencies in CEQA documents, but generally are not afforded the same
protection as CNPS List 1B and 2 plant species. Many special plant communities support specialstatus plants and animals and are addressed under CEQA as habitat for those species.
The following special plant communities occur within a 10-mile radius of the Planning Area: northern
coastal salt marsh, valley oak woodland, and serpentine bunchgrass. The latter two are known to
occur in Santa Clara County and but are unlikely to occur in the Planning Area. Northern coastal salt
marsh is dominated by native halophytes and usually supports an abundance of native forbs and
potentially supports special-status plants. This community occurs in the northern portion of the
Planning Area (Figure IV.J-1).
Jurisdictional Waters. Although a formal jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and other
waters of the U.S. and State was not conducted for this study, several features can be assumed to fall
under U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the federal Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. (See discussion under Regulatory Context below.)
Features within the Planning Area that would likely be considered other waters of the U.S. by the
Corps include the open waters of San Francisco Bay; Salt Ponds A1, A2W, AB1, and A2E; Permanente Creek/Mountain View Slough; Stevens Creek/Whisman Slough; Charleston Slough; Shoreline
Lake; and the freshwater ponds within the Shoreline Regional Park golf course. Known wetlands of
the U.S. within the Planning Area include all tidal, brackish, and freshwater marshes in the northern
portion of the Planning Area, including the Coast Casey Forebay; the tidal marshes bordering the
mouths of Charleston, Mountain View, and Whisman Sloughs; Mountain View Marsh; Stevens Creek
Tidal Marsh; Crittenden Marsh; brackish marsh vegetation along Permanente and Stevens Creeks;
marsh vegetation along the lower slopes of Salt Ponds A1 and A2W; and the detention basin west of
the Charleston Pump Station. Although LSA was unable to access the Bayview parcel north of
Moffett Federal Airfield, a visual inspection from the Stevens Creek Trail revealed the presence of
106
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Mapping Program, California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento.
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depressions that likely support seasonal wetlands. Several remnant patches of alkali heath and
saltgrass within this parcel would also likely qualify as wetlands. Additional other waters and
wetlands may be present in other undeveloped portions of the Planning Area, but would require sitespecific evaluations to fully identify.
All creeks and ponds within the Planning Area are also expected to fall under CDFG jurisdiction
pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. Unlike Corps jurisdiction, however,
which is limited to the Ordinary High Water Mark, CDFG jurisdiction over these features extends to
the top of bank, or the outer dripline of riparian vegetation, whichever is greater.
c.
Regulatory Context. Biological resources within the General Plan area may be subject to
agency jurisdiction or regulations, as described below.
(1) Endangered Species Act. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction
over federally listed threatened and endangered plant and animal species. The federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of any fish or wildlife species
that is federally listed as threatened or endangered without prior approval pursuant to either Section 7
or Section 10 of the ESA. ESA defines “take” as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,
trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Federal regulation 50 CFR
17.3 defines the term “harass” as an intentional or negligent act that creates the likelihood of injuring
wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns such as
breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR §17.3). Furthermore, federal regulation 50 CFR 17.3
defines “harm” as an act that either kills or injures a listed species. By definition, “harm” includes
habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures a listed species by significantly
impairing essential behavior patterns such as breeding, spawning, rearing, migrating, feeding, or
sheltering (50 CFR 217.12).
Section 10(a) of the ESA establishes a process for obtaining an incidental take permit that authorizes
nonfederal entities to incidentally take federally listed wildlife or fish. Incidental take is defined by
ESA as take that is “incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful
activity.” Preparation of a habitat conservation plan, generally referred to as an HCP, is required for
all Section 10(a) permit applications. The USFWS and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries Service) have joint authority under the
ESA for administering the incidental take program. NOAA Fisheries Service has jurisdiction over
anadromous fish species and USFWS has jurisdiction over all other fish and wildlife species.
Section 7 of the ESA requires all federal agencies to ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or
carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species listed under the ESA, or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of its habitat. Federal agencies are also required to
minimize impacts to all listed species resulting from their actions, including issuance or permits or
funding. Section 7 requires consideration of the indirect effects of a project, effects on federally listed
plants, and effects on critical habitat (ESA requires that the USFWS identify critical habitat to the
maximum extent that it is prudent and determinable when a species is listed as threatened or endangered). This consultation results in a Biological Opinion prepared by the USFWS stating whether
implementation of the action will result in jeopardy to any listed species or will adversely modify
critical habitat and the measures necessary to avoid or minimize effects to listed species.
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Although federally listed animals are legally protected from harm no matter where they occur,
Section 9 of the ESA provides protection for endangered plants by prohibiting the malicious destruction on federal land and other “take” that violates State law. Protection for plants not living on federal
lands is provided by the California Endangered Species Act.
(2) Clean Water Act. The Corps is responsible under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act to
regulate the discharge of fill material into “waters of the U.S.” and their lateral limit are defined in 33
CFR Part 328.3(a) and include streams that are tributaries to navigable waters and their adjacent
wetlands. The lateral limits of jurisdiction for a non-tidal stream are measured at the line of the
Ordinary High Water Mark (33 CFR Part 328.3[e]) or the limit of adjacent wetlands (33 CFR Part
328.3[b]). Any permanent extension of the limits of an existing water of the U.S., whether natural or
man-made, results in a similar extension of Corps jurisdiction (33 CFR Part 328.5).
Waters of the U.S. fall into two broad categories: wetlands and other waters. Other waters include
waterbodies and watercourses generally lacking plant cover such as rivers, streams, lakes, springs,
ponds, coastal waters, and estuaries. Wetlands are aquatic habitats that support hydrophytic wetland
plants and include marshes, wet meadows, seeps, floodplains, basins, and other areas experiencing
extended seasonal soil saturation. Seasonally or intermittently inundated features, such as seasonal
ponds, ephemeral streams, and tidal marshes, are categorized as wetlands if they have hydric soils and
support wetland plant communities. Seasonally inundated waterbodies or watercourses that do not
exhibit wetland characteristics are classified as other waters of the U.S.
Waters and wetlands that cannot trace a continuous hydrologic connection to a navigable water of the
U.S. are not tributary to waters of the U.S. These are termed “isolated wetlands.” Isolated wetlands
are jurisdictional when their destruction or degradation can affect interstate or foreign commerce (33
CFR Part 328.3[a]). The Corps may or may not take jurisdiction over isolated wetlands depending on
the specific circumstances.
In general, a project proponent must obtain a Section 404 permit from the Corps before placing fill or
grading in wetlands or other waters of the U.S. Prior to issuing the permit, the Corps is required to
consult with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA if the project may affect federally listed species.
All Corps permits require water quality certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. In
the San Francisco Bay Area, this regulatory program is administered by the San Francisco Bay
RWQCB. Project proponents who propose to fill wetlands or other waters of the U.S. must apply for
Section 401 water quality certification from the RWQCB. The RWQCB has adopted a policy
requiring mitigation for any loss of wetland, streambed, or other jurisdictional area.
(3) Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (Title 16
United States Code, Section 703-712 as amended; 50 Code of Federal Regulations Section 21; and 50
Code of Federal Regulations Section 13) prohibits the taking, hunting, killing, selling, purchasing,
etc. of migratory birds, parts of migratory birds, or their eggs and nests. As used in the MBTA, the
term “take” is defined as “to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, kill, or attempt to pursue, hunt,
shoot, capture, collect, or kill, unless the context otherwise requires.” Most bird species native to
North America are covered by this act.
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(4) Birds of Conservation Concern. USFWS’ Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC)
(2008) was developed to fulfill the mandate of the 1988 amendment to the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act (Public Law 100-653 (102 Stat. 3825) to “identify species, subspecies, and
populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional conservation actions, are likely to
become candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973” and to stimulate
coordinated and proactive conservation actions among federal and state agencies and private entities
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, December 2008). The bird species included on the BCC lists include
“nongame birds, gamebirds without hunting seasons, and Endangered Species Act candidate,
proposed endangered or threatened, and recently delisted species”.
(5) California Endangered Species Act. The CDFG has jurisdiction over State-listed
endangered, threatened, and rare plant and animal species under the California Endangered Species
Act (CESA) (Fish & Game Code, Section 2050-2098). CESA is similar to the federal ESA both in
process and substance; it is intended to provide additional protection to threatened and endangered
species in California. Species may be listed as threatened or endangered under both acts (in which
case the provisions of both State and federal laws apply) or under only one act. A candidate species is
one that the Fish and Game Commission has formally noticed as being under review by CDFG for
addition to the State list. Candidate species are protected by the provisions of CESA.
The Habitat Conservation Planning Branch of the CDFG administers the State’s rare species program.
The CDFG maintains lists of designated Endangered, Threatened and Rare plant and animal species
as designated by the California Fish and Game Commission or under the California Native Plant
Protection Act (NPPA). Habitat degradation or modification is not expressly included in the
definition of “take” under the California Fish and Game Code; however, the CDFG has interpreted
“take” to include the “killing of a member of a species which is the proximate result of habitat
modification…”.
Section 2081(b) and (c) of the CESA allows CDFG to issue an incidental take permit for a state-listed
threatened and endangered species only if specific criteria are met. These criteria can be found in
Title 14 CCR, Sections 783.4(a) and (b)
(6) California Environmental Quality Act. The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) applies to “projects” proposed to be undertaken or requiring approval by State and local
government agencies. Projects are defined as having the potential to have physical impact on the
environment. Under Section 15380 of CEQA, a species not included on any formal list “shall
nevertheless be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown by a local agency to meet
the criteria” for listing. With sufficient documentation, a species could be shown to meet the
definition of rare or endangered under CEQA and be considered a “de facto” rare or endangered
species.
(7) California Fish and Game Code. The CDFG is also responsible for enforcing the
California Fish and Game Code, which contains several provisions potentially relevant to construction projects. For example, Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code governs the issuance of Lake
and Streambed Alteration Agreements by the CDFG. Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreements are
required whenever project activities substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially
change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated as such by the CDFG.
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The Fish and Game Code also lists animal species designated as Fully Protected or Protected, which
may not be taken or possessed at any time. The CDFG does not issue licenses or permits for take of
these species except for necessary scientific research, habitat restoration/species recovery actions, or
live capture and relocation pursuant to a permit for the protection of livestock. Fully Protected species
are listed in Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and amphibians), and 5515 (fish)
of the Fish and Game Code, while Protected amphibians and reptiles are listed in Chapter 5, Sections
41 and 42.
Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of the
nest or eggs of any bird. Subsection 3503.5 specifically prohibits the take, possession, or destruction
of any birds in the orders Falconiformes (hawks and eagles) or Strigiformes (owls) and their nests.
These provisions, along with the federal MBTA, essentially serve to protect nesting native birds.
Non-native species, including European starling, house sparrow, and rock pigeon, are not afforded
any protection under the MBTA or California Fish and Game Code.
(8) Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Under this Act (California Water Code
Sections 13000–14920), the RWQCB is authorized to regulate the discharge of waste that could affect
the quality of the State’s waters. The RWQCB asserts jurisdiction over isolated waters and wetlands,
as well as waters and wetlands that are regulated by the Corps. Therefore, even if a project does not
require a federal permit, it still requires review and approval by the RWQCB. When reviewing
applications, the RWQCB focuses on ensuring that projects do not adversely affect the “beneficial
uses” associated with waters of the State. In most cases, the RWQCB seeks to protect these beneficial
uses by requiring the integration of waste discharge requirements (WDRs) into projects that will
require discharge into waters of the State. For most construction projects, the RWQCB requires the
use of construction and post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs).
(9) McAteer-Petris Act. The McAteer-Petris Act and Suisun Marsh Preservation Act were
adopted to protect San Francisco Bay and Suisun Marsh as great natural resources for the benefit of
the public and to encourage development compatible with this protection. The San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) was established to carry out this Act. The two
primary goals of the BCDC are (1) to prevent the unnecessary filling of San Francisco Bay, and (2) to
increase public access to and along the Bay shoreline. BCDC approval is required for all projects
within 100 feet of the Bay shoreline, as well as projects that propose any filling or dredging within
Bay waters.
(10) Other Statutes, Codes, and Policies Affording Species Protection. The CDFG
maintains an administrative list of Species of Special Concern (SSC), defined as a “species, subspecies, or distinct population of an animal native to California that currently satisfies one or more of the
following (not necessarily mutually exclusive) criteria:
x

Is extirpated from the State, or, in the case of birds, in its primary seasonal or breeding role;

x

Is listed as federally, but not State-, threatened or endangered;

x

Meets the State definition of threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed;

x

Is experiencing, or formerly experienced, serious (noncyclical) population declines or range
retractions (not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it for State threatened or
endangered status;
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Has naturally small populations exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any factor(s) that, if
realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for State threatened or endangered status.”

The CDFG’s Nongame Wildlife Program is responsible for producing and updating SSC publications
for mammals,109 birds,110 and reptiles and amphibians.111 The Fisheries Branch is responsible for
updates to the Fish SSC document and list.112 Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines clearly indicates
that SSC should be included in an analysis of project impacts if they can be shown to meet the criteria
of sensitivity outline therein. In contrast to species listed under the federal ESA or CESA, however,
SSC have no formal legal status.
Special-status plants in California are assigned to one of five “California Rare Plant Ranks” by a
collaborative group of over 300 botanists in government, academia, non-governmental organizations,
and the private sector. This effort is jointly managed by the CDFG and the non-profit California
Native Plant Society (CNPS). The five California Rare Plant Ranks currently recognized by the
CNDDB include the following:
x

Rare Plant Rank 1A: Plants presumed extinct in California;

x

Rare Plant Rank 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere;

x

Rare Plant Rank 2: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common
elsewhere;

x

Rare Plant Rank 3: Plants about which more information is needed - a review list; and

x

Rare Plant Rank 4: Plants of limited distribution – a watch list.

Substantial impacts to plants ranked 1A, 1B, and 2 are typically considered significant based on
Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines depending on the policy of the lead agency. Plants ranked 3
and 4 may be evaluated by the lead agency on a case-by-case basis to determine significance
thresholds under CEQA.

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following section discusses potential impacts to the biological resources of Mountain View that
could result from implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The section begins with the
criteria of significance, establishing the thresholds to determine whether an impact is potentially
significant. The latter part of this section presents the impacts and recommends mitigation measures,
if required.
109

Williams, D. F., 1986. Mammalian species of special concern in California. California Department of Fish and
Game, Sacramento.
110

Shuford, W. D., and T. Gardali, editors, 2008. California Bird Species of Special Concern: A ranked assessment
of species, subspecies, and distinct populations of birds of immediate conservation concern in California. Studies of
Western Birds 1. Western Field Ornithologists, Camarillo, California, and California Department of Fish and Game,
Sacramento.
111

Jennings, M. R., and M. P. Hayes, 1994. Amphibian and reptile species of special concern in California. Final
report to California Department of Fish and Game, Inland Fisheries Division, Rancho Cordova.
112

Moyle, P. B., R. M. Yoshiyama, J. E. Williams, and E. D. Wikramanayake, 1995. Fish species of special concern
in California: Second edition. Final report to California Department of Fish and Game, Inland Fisheries Division, Rancho
Cordova. Contract No. 2128IF.
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a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and/or GGRP would have
a significant adverse impact on biological resources if it would:
(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;

(2)

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

(3)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means;

(4)

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;

(5)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance; or

(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.

b.
Impacts Analysis. The following section provides an evaluation and analysis for the potential
impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP for each of the criteria of significance listed above.
(1) Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species. Eighteen special-status plants and 40
special-status animals could potentially occur in the general vicinity of the Planning Area. Only one
special-status plant, Congdon’s tarplant, is considered as potentially occurring in the Planning Area
due to the presence of marginal ruderal habitat in the North Bayshore area. Seventeen special-status
animal species are known to occur or could potentially occur in the open water, salt pond, and tidal
marsh habitats in the northern portion of the Planning Area. Stevens Creek is known to support
steelhead, and also contains marginal habitat for western pond turtle and California red-legged frog.
Burrowing owl and loggerhead shrike are known to occur in the open grassland habitats of Shoreline
Regional Park and adjacent areas, and burrowing owls could also occur in ruderal habitats or vacant
lots with suitable ground squirrel burrows.
Policy INC 16.3 pertains to the general protection and enhancement of nesting, foraging, and other
habitat for special-status species and other wildlife. Policy INC 16.5 addresses the protection and
restoration of wetlands, creeks, tidal marshes, and open water habitats adjacent to San Francisco Bay.
Action INC 16.5.1 specifically addresses the maintenance of tidal marshes of Charleston Slough and
creeks within Shoreline Park as wildlife habitat. This policy and action will ensure the protection of
the numerous special-status animal species known to occur or potentially occurring in the tidal marsh
habitats of the Planning Area (e.g., California clapper rail, salt-marsh harvest mouse).
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Policy INC 16.1 and Action 16.1.3 protect the water quality and riparian habitat of creeks within the
City, which is important for steelhead, California red-legged frog, and western pond turtle. Policy
POS 3.1 (“Preservation of natural areas”) and Action POS 3.1.2 would also benefit special-status
species occurring in creeks by limiting recreational use to low-intensity activities (i.e., walking,
jogging, environmental education) and encouraging the planting of native species along the Stevens
Creek Trail. The policies and actions identified above follow:
POLICY INC 16.1: Natural areas. Work with regional agencies to protect and enhance natural areas.
ACTION INC 16.1.3: Water quality. Support efforts by the Santa Clara Valley Water District to
preserve water, habitat, and riparian quality in the creeks within the City, including implementing the
Santa Clara Valley Water Resources Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land Use
Near Streams.
POLICY INC 16.3: Habitat. Protect and enhance nesting, foraging and other habitat for special-status species
and other wildlife.
POLICY INC 16.5: Wetland habitat. Collaborate with and support regional efforts to restore and protect
wetlands, creeks, tidal marshes, and open water habitats adjacent to San Francisco Bay.
ACTION INC 16.5.1: Tidal marshes. Maintain Charleston Slough within Shoreline at Mountain View
and creeks as wildlife habitat.
POLICY POS 3.1: Preservation of natural areas. Preserve natural areas, creeks and the Shoreline at Mountain
View area primarily for low-intensity uses such as walking, jogging and environmental education and, in
special circumstances, more active, compatible uses if the overall natural values of the larger area are retained.
ACTION POS 3.1.2: Plant native species in natural areas. Plant native and/or drought-tolerant species
in natural areas such as the Stevens Creek Trail and Shoreline at Mountain View.

Although the above policies and actions provide a great degree of protection for special-status
species, they may not prevent all impacts.
Impact BIO-1: Implementation of the Draft General Plan may result in the destruction of
burrows occupied by burrowing owls. (S)
Draft General Plan Policy LUD 15.2, which encourages and supports residential development along
the North Shoreline Boulevard corridor, could result in impacts to burrowing owls as they have been
observed using vacant lots in the North Bayshore area. Goal INC-16 in the proposed Draft General
Plan contains policies and actions intended to protect special-status species and their habitats,
including burrowing owls. Specifically, Action INC 16.3.1 under Policy INC 16.3, which aims to
“evaluate and maintain burrowing owl habitat through the Burrowing Owl Preservation Management
Plan.” Additionally, the CDFG has prepared a staff report on burrowing owl mitigation, which is
included as Appendix F of the Response to Comments document. However, this plan only pertains to
owls within Shoreline Regional Park, and does not provide any protection for owls that may occur
outside park boundaries. Similarly, Policy LUD 16.1 addresses the protection and enhancement of
open space and habitat in the North Bayshore area, but does not provide any specific protection for
burrowing owls. The policies and actions above not previously identified follow:
POLICY LUD 15.2: Residential land use support. Encourage and support residential development along the
North Shoreline Boulevard corridor and other areas identified in the General Plan Land Use Map.
GOAL INC-16: A diverse area of complementary land uses and open space resources.
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ACTION INC 16.3.1: Burrowing owl. Evaluate and maintain burrowing owl habitat through the
Burrowing Owl Preservation Management Plan.

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that impacts to burrowing owls are
avoided during development:
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Add Action LUD 16.1.2 under Policy LUD 16.1 of the Draft
General Plan as follows:
ACTION 16.1.2: Burrowing owl avoidance/protection during development. Require
preconstruction surveys and protection measures for burrowing owls prior to any North
Bayshore development activities on parcels that a qualified biologist has determined
provide suitable underground retreats (e.g., ground squirrel burrows, debris piles, storm
drain inlets) that could be occupied by either breeding or wintering owls. Consultation
with the California Department of Fish and Game shall be required for any site on which
burrowing owls are found during the preconstruction survey.113 (LTS)
Impact BIO-2: Implementation of the Draft General Plan may result in impacts to Congdon’s
tarplant. (S)
As mentioned above, potential habitat for Congdon’s tarplant, a California Rare Plant Rank 1B
species, is present in ruderal portions of the North Bayshore area. Future development in this area
could impact undocumented occurrences of this species, if present. Policy LUD 16.1, identified
previously, addresses the protection and enhancement of open space and habitat in the North
Bayshore area, but does not provide any specific protection for special-status plants. Implementation
of the following mitigation measure would ensure that impacts to special-status plants are avoided
during development:
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Add Action LUD 16.1.3 under Policy LUD 16.1 of the Draft
General Plan as follows:
ACTION 16.1.3: Special-status plant surveys. Require preconstruction surveys for
Congdon’s tarplant and other special-status plant species prior to development of any
ruderal or grassland habitat in the North Bayshore area in accordance with CDFG
protocols.114 (LTS)
Combined with State and federal regulatory requirements, the policies and actions in the proposed
Draft General Plan would reduce impacts to special-status plants and animals to a less-thansignificant level.
(2) Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Communities. Riparian habitat within
the Planning Area is limited to the riparian woodland along Stevens Creek. Action INC 16.1.3 under
113

California Burrowing Owl Consortium. 1997. Burrowing owl survey protocol and mitigation guidelines. Pages
171–177 in J. L. Lincer and K. Steenhof, eds. The burrowing owl, its biology and management. Raptor Research Report No.
9.
114

California Department of Fish and Game, 2009. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status
Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities. November 24.
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Policy INC 16.1 (work with regional agencies to protect and enhance natural areas) involves supporting efforts by the Santa Clara Water District to “preserve water, habitat, and riparian quality in the
creeks in the City,” including Stevens Creek. Policy POS 3.1 involves the preservation of natural
areas, including creeks, primarily for low-intensity uses such as walking, jogging, and environmental
education and, in special circumstances, more active, compatible uses if the overall natural values of
the larger area are retained. Action POS 3.1.2 under this policy involves the planting of native and/or
drought-tolerant species in natural areas such as the Stevens Creek Trail. Policy LUD 10.2 and Action
LUD 10.2.1 would require following a process, such as environmental analysis under CEQA, to
ensure that environmental analysis of projects is undertaken prior to project approval. The policies
and actions above not previously identified follow. Implementation of these policies and actions will
ensure that the habitat value of the Stevens Creek riparian woodland is retained, and impacts from
development under the Draft General Plan would be less than significant.
POLICY LUD 10.2: Low impact development. Encourage development to minimize or avoid disturbing
natural resources and ecologically significant land features.
ACTION LUD 10.2.1: Urban ecology awareness. Establish a process to ensure potential impacts of
proposed projects to the natural ecosystem is made available prior to the approval of project concepts
involving open space or undeveloped land.
ACTION LUD 10.2.2: Bird safe design. Consider and require the inclusion of bird safe design measures
when evaluating new development in the North Bayshore Area, including project- and site-specific
measures such as:
–

Glass and façade treatments; and

–

Lighting design and operation.

The only other sensitive natural community within the Planning Area is northern coastal salt marsh.
This community is located at several areas in the northern portion of Shoreline Regional Park and
adjacent areas including Stevens Creek/Whisman Slough, Stevens Creek Tidal Marsh, Permanente
Creek/Mountain View Slough, Mountain View Marsh, Charleston Slough, a small portion of the
Coast Casey Forebay, and marshes near the mouths of Mountain View and Whisman Sloughs adjacent to the Bay (i.e., north of salt ponds A1 and A2W). None of these areas are proposed for development in the Draft General Plan, and Policy INC 16.5 specifically addresses the protection and restoration of wetlands, creeks, tidal marshes, and open water habitats adjacent to San Francisco Bay. Action
INC 16.5.1 specifically addresses the maintenance of tidal marshes of Charleston Slough and creeks
within Shoreline Park as wildlife habitat.
Trail construction and/or maintenance within or adjacent to riparian habitat (e.g., Stevens Creek Trail)
and northern coastal salt marsh (Shoreline Regional Park) could result in ground disturbance that
leaves areas of bare soil susceptible to colonization by non-native invasive plant species. Invasive
plants can have a variety of impacts on native plant communities, including alteration of ecosystem
processes; displacement of native species; support of non-native animals, fungi, or microbes; and
alteration of gene pools through hybridization with native species.115 If not controlled, invasive plants
could encroach into native riparian habitat and tidal marshes within the Planning Area, reducing their
habitat value for native plants and wildlife, including special-status species. Policy 16.4 and Action
115

Brossard, C.C., J.M. Randall, and M.C. Hoshovsky, eds., 2000. Invasive Plants of California’s Wildlands.
University of California Press, Berkeley.
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16.4.1 aim to contain the spread of invasive species into natural areas and to reduce their amounts
wherever feasible. The policies and actions above not previously identified above follow:
POLICY INC 16.4: Invasive species. Contain and reduce the amount of invasive species.
ACTION 16.4.1: Invasive species. Identify invasive species and their associated risks, contain these
species, and reduce their amounts wherever feasible.

Given the above policies and actions, the proposed Draft General Plan will have a less-thansignificant impact on riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities and no additional mitigation
measures are required.
(3) Federally Protected Wetlands. Wetlands provide valuable habitat for native plant and
animal species and contribute to the maintenance of water quality. Known wetlands within the
Planning Area include all tidal, brackish, and freshwater marshes in the northern portion of the
Planning Area, including the Coast Casey Forebay; the tidal marshes bordering the mouths of
Charleston, Mountain View, and Whisman Sloughs; Mountain View Marsh; Stevens Creek Tidal
Marsh; Crittenden Marsh; brackish marsh vegetation along Permanente and Stevens Creeks; marsh
vegetation along the lower slopes of Salt Ponds A1 and A2W; and the detention basin west of the
Charleston Pump Station. Numerous seasonal wetlands are likely present on the Bayview Parcel north
of Moffett Federal Airfield. Additional wetlands may also be present on other undeveloped portions
of the Planning Area. Policy INC 16.5 (collaborate with and support regional efforts to restore and
protect wetlands, creeks, tidal marshes, and open water habitats adjacent to San Francisco Bay)
emphasizes the protection of wetlands in the northern portion of the Planning Area.
The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) has a primary role in protecting wetlands and
watersheds in the Mountain View area. Action INC 16.1.3 will foster cooperation between the City
and SCVWD to achieve this goal through implementation of the Santa Clara Valley Water Resources
Protection Collaborative Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams.
Development of small parcels may impact small seasonal wetlands or drainage ditches potentially
subject to federal jurisdiction. However, implementation of Policy LUD 10.2 (encourage development to minimize or avoid disturbing natural resources and ecologically significant land features) will
ensure that impacts to such features, if present, will be minimized or avoided. In addition, any such
impacts would be subject to federal (Clean Water Act) and State (Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act) regulations and would need to be permitted if they were proposed to be filled or
impacted.
Implementation of these policies and actions, as well as State and federal regulatory requirements,
would reduce impacts to federally protected wetlands to a less-than-significant level and no additional
mitigation measures are required.
(4) Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites. Wildlife movement corridors are usually linearshaped habitat features (e.g., creeks) that enable organisms to move among patches of their habitat.
The primary movement corridors in the Planning Area are Permanente and Stevens Creek, which
provide a link between undeveloped open space adjacent to San Francisco Bay and undeveloped areas
in the hills south of City limits. These riparian corridors enable both aquatic and terrestrial species to
move between these undeveloped areas and may also provide cover, food, and water for wide-ranging
species moving through otherwise unsuitable developed habitats. For example, deer and small
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mammals may use riparian corridors to move between different parts of the City. Disruption of these
corridors by removal of vegetation or placement of permanent structures or active recreational
facilities within corridors would constitute significant impacts to wildlife movement or nursery sites.
Protection of wildlife movement corridors is essential to ensure that preserved habitat areas (e.g.,
Shoreline Regional Park) maintain their ecological value and are viable preserves over time. Policy
INC 16.1 (work with regional agencies to protect and enhance natural areas) and Action INC 16.1.1
of the proposed Draft General Plan promote the identification and protection of wildlife habitat
corridors through the City. Policy POS 3.1 involves the preservation of natural areas, including
creeks, primarily for low-intensity uses such as walking, jogging, and environmental education and,
in special circumstances, more active, compatible uses if the overall natural values of the larger area
are retained. By limiting the type of recreation that can occur along creeks, this policy will ensure that
the wildlife habitat value of riparian corridors in the City are maintained. The action identified above
and not previously listed follows:
ACTION INC 16.1.1: Habitat corridors. Identify and preserve wildlife habitat corridors through the
City.

The above policies and actions address the protection of wildlife corridors, but there are no specific
policies that address wildlife nursery sites.
Impact BIO-3: Implementation of the Draft General Plan may result in the destruction of
wildlife nursery sites such as active bird nests and/or bat roosts. (S)
Policy LUD 10.2 emphasizes the minimization or avoidance of disturbing natural resources and
ecologically significant land features, but does not specifically address potential impacts to wildlife
nursery sites. Future development in the Planning Area could impact active bird nests protected by
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code if vegetation removal is conducted
during the nesting season (approximately March through August). Although it is unlikely that there
are any significant bat maternity roosts in the City, there is a slight potential for abandoned structures
on parcels that may be developed in the future to support such roosts. Impacts to active bird nests and
bat maternity roosts would be considered a significant impact.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that impacts to wildlife nursery
sites are avoided during development:
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Revise Action LUD 10.2.1 and add Action LUD 10.2.2 under
Policy LUD 10.2 of the Draft General Plan as follows:
o

Action LUD 10.2.12: Protection of wildlife nursery sites. Require preconstruction
surveys for nesting birds and/or roosting bats prior to any development that involves the
removal of vegetation and/or demolition/restoration of abandoned structures (e.g., houses,
barns, sheds, bridges). (LTS)

Implementation of the above policies and actions, including the proposed new action under Policy
LUD 10.2, would reduce potential impacts on wildlife corridors and nursery sites to a less-thansignificant level.
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(5) Local Policies and Ordinances. Heritage trees protected under the City’s Heritage Tree
Ordinance (i.e., Chapter 32, Article II of the City’s municipal code) are present throughout the
Planning Area. In addition to this ordinance, Policy POS 12.1 of the proposed Draft General Plan
specifically addresses the protection of heritage trees as an ecological and biological resource.
Actions under this policy include Action POS 12.1.1 (maintain a comprehensive inventory of street
trees and trees in public spaces in order to determine where to allocate resources to maintain or
replace tree), Action POS 12.1.2 (publicize and enforce the Heritage Tree Ordinance) and Action
POS 12.1.3 (identify a funding source to assist lower income property owners with maintaining
heritage trees on their property). The policy and actions above not previously identified follow:
POLICY POS 12.1: Heritage trees. Protect trees as an ecological and biological resource.
ACTION POS 12.1.1: Maintain tree inventory. Maintain a comprehensive inventory of street trees and
trees in public spaces in order to determine where to allocate resources to maintain or replace trees.
ACTION POS 12.1.2: Publicize tree ordinance. Publicize and enforce the Heritage Tree Ordinance.
ACTION POS 12.1.3: Identify funding source. Identify a funding source to assist lower income
property owners with maintaining heritage trees on their property.

The City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance and implementation of the above policy and actions will reduce
potential impacts to Heritage trees to a less-than-significant level and no additional mitigation
measures are required.
(6) Approved Conservation Plans. No portions of the Planning Area are subject to
approved local, regional, or State conservation plans. The proposed Draft General Plan will have no
impact on approved conservation plans and no additional mitigation measures are required.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The Planning Area contains
several regionally important biological resources. The tidal marsh, tidal mudflat, and salt pond
habitats in the northern portion of the Planning Area are part of the larger South Bay ecosystem that
supports numerous special-status wildlife species as well as large numbers of migrating and wintering
waterbirds (e.g., shorebirds and waterfowl). The burrowing owl population at Shoreline Regional
Park is one of the few locations in the South Bay where this species has persisted while disappearing
from other areas due to development. The proposed Draft General Plan is not expected to contribute
to cumulative impacts to these biological resources since they are located in protected areas in and
adjacent to Shoreline Regional Park where no future development will occur under the Draft General
Plan. The remainder of the Planning Area is already surrounded by development and sensitive
biological resources in these areas are limited. As such, implementation of the Draft General Plan will
not impact biological resources in surrounding areas.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section describes existing cultural resources conditions in the City’s General Plan Sphere of
Influence (SOI), identifies potentially significant impacts on cultural resources that may result from
Draft General Plan approval, and recommends program-level mitigation measures to reduce the
severity of significant impacts.
Cultural resources are sites, buildings, structures, objects, and districts that may have traditional or
cultural value for their historical significance. Cultural resources include a broad range of resources,
examples of which include archaeological sites, historic roadways and railroad tracks, and buildings
of architectural significance. Generally, for a cultural resource to be considered a historical resource
for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (CCR Section 15064.5(a)), it
generally must be 50 years or older1and (1) listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the
California Register of Historical Resources by the State Historical Resources Commission; (2) listed
in a local register of historical resources, as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k) or identified as
significant in a survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or (3) formally recognized by a lead agency as constituting a historical resource.
Under CEQA, paleontological resources are a subset of cultural resources and include fossil plants
and animals, and evidence of past life such as trace fossils and tracks. Ancient marine sediments may
contain invertebrate fossils representing snails, clam and oyster shells, sponges, and protozoa; and
vertebrate fossils such as fish, whale, and sea lion bones. Terrestrial sediments may contain fossils
that represent such vertebrate land mammals as mammoth, camel, saber tooth cat, horse, and bison.

1.

Setting

This section (1) describes the methods used to establish the baseline conditions for cultural resources
in the SOI; (2) provides a brief historical overview of the Mountain View area; (3) includes the State
and local legislative regulatory context for cultural resources; and (4) describes the cultural resources
identified in the SOI and their significance under CEQA.
a.
Methods. This cultural resources analysis included archival records searches and a literature
review. This work was done to establish the baseline conditions for cultural resources in the SOI.
(1) Records Searches. Records searches were conducted to identify cultural resources
within the SOI. Records searches were conducted(1) on January 21 and February 20, 2009, at the
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System,
Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park;(2) on February 17, 2009, at the California Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC), Sacramento; and (3) on March 9, 2009, at the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP), Berkeley. The NWIC, an affiliate of the State of California
Office of Historic Preservation, is the official state repository of cultural resources records and reports
for Santa Clara County. The NAHC maintains the Sacred Lands File, which includes the locations of
sites with cultural significance to Native American groups. The UCMP’s database includes informa1

California Office of Historic Preservation, 2006.California Register and National Register: A Comparison (for
purposes of determining eligibility for the California Register).Technical Assistance Series No. 6.California Department of
Parks and Recreation, Sacramento.
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tion on locations where fossils have been identified, the taxa of fossils found at a particular location,
and the geological formations associated with a fossil locality.
As part of the records search, LSA also reviewed the following State of California and City
inventories:
x

California Inventory of Historic Resources;2

x

Five Views: An Ethnic Historic Sites Survey for California;3

x

Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File for Santa Clara County.4 The directory
includes the listings of the National Register of Historic Places, National Historic Landmarks, the
California Register of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California
Points of Historical Interest; and

x

Mountain View Register of Historic Resources.5

(2) Literature Review. LSA reviewed archaeological, ethnographic, historical, and environmental literature to obtain information about the City’s baseline conditions and cultural and paleontological settings. The City’s Municipal Code was reviewed to identify policies and guidelines
pertinent to cultural resources. LSA reviewed previous background reports prepared for the 1992
General Plan Update, particularly the Historical, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources section of
the Environmental Management Chapter Background Report6 and the Cultural Resources Assessment
for 1990 General Plan Update, City of Mountain View, Santa Clara County, California.7 Recent citywide historical architectural survey reports by Carey & Co. Inc.8,9 were also reviewed.
LSA also reviewed paleontological and geological maps and literature pertaining to the SOI to
prepare the paleontological setting section.
b.
Cultural Resources Overview. This section briefly describes the existing conditions for
cultural resources in the SOI as determined by the records searches and literature review described
above. Portions of this section have been adapted from Basin Research Associates, Inc. (1990) and
Carey & Co. Inc. (2008).
2

California Department of Parks and Recreation, 1976. California Inventory of Historic Resources. Sacramento.

3

California Department of Parks and Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation, 1988. Five Views: An Ethnic
Historic Site Survey for California. Sacramento.
4

California Department of Parks and Recreation, 2008. Office of Historic Preservation, Directory of Properties in the
Historic Property Data File. Sacramento. November 10.
5

Mountain View, City of, 2008. December 29.

6

Mountain View, City of, 1990. Environmental Management Chapter Background Report: Open Space and
Conservation of Resources. City of Mountain View General Plan Update. November.
7

Garaventa, Donna M., et. al., 1990. Basin Research Associates, Inc., San Leandro, California.

8

Carey & Co. Inc., 2003. Downtown Mountain View Precise Plan Areas A-J Historic Resources Survey, Mountain
View, California. Carey & Co. Inc., San Francisco, California.
9
Carey & Co. Inc., 2008. Citywide Historic Properties Survey (Volumes 1 and 2), Mountain View, California, Carey
& Co. Inc., San Francisco, California.
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(1) Prehistory and Ethnography. The Paleo-Archaic-Emergent cultural sequence
developed by Fredrickson10,11 is commonly used to interpret the prehistoric occupation of Central
California. The sequence consists of three broad periods: the Paleoindian Period (10,000-6000 B.C.);
the three-staged Archaic Period, consisting of the Lower Archaic (6000-3000 B.C.), Middle Archaic
(3000-500 B.C.), and Upper Archaic (500 B.C.-A.D. 1000); and the Emergent Period (A.D. 10001800).
The Paleoindian Period began with the first entry of people into California. These people probably
subsisted mainly on big game, minimally processed plant foods, and had few or no trade networks.
During the Lower Archaic, milling stones for plant processing are abundant and hunting is less
important than obtaining plant foods. Artifacts are predominantly of local materials, suggesting that
few if any extensive trade networks were established at this time. During the Middle Archaic, the
subsistence base begins to expand and diversify with a developing acorn economy, as evidenced by
the mortar and pestle, and the growing importance of hunting. Status and wealth distinctions are
evidenced in the Upper Archaic archaeological record, and regional trade networks are well established at this time for the exchange of goods and ideas, such as obsidian and Kuksu ceremonial
practices involving spirit impersonations. Increasing social complexity continued during the Lower
Emergent. Territorial boundaries were well established by this time with regularized inter-group
exchanges involving more and varied goods, people, and ideas. Bow and arrow technology was also
introduced. By the Upper Emergent, a monetary system based on the clamshell disk bead had been
established. Native population reached its zenith during this time, as evidenced by high site densities
and large village sites in the archaeological record.
Mountain View is situated within territory once occupied by Costanoan (also commonly referred to as
Ohlone) language groups. Eight Ohlone languages were spoken in the area from the southern edge of
the Carquinez Strait to portions of the Big Sur and Salinas rivers south of Monterey Bay, to approximately 50 miles inland from the coast.12Mountain View lies on the approximate ethnolinguistic
boundary between the Tamyen and Ramaytush languages.
Ohlone territories were comprised of one or more land-holding groups that anthropologists refer to as
“tribelets.” The tribelet, a nearly universal characteristic throughout native California, consists of a
principle village occupied year round, and a series of smaller hamlets and resource gathering and
processing locations occupied intermittently or seasonally. Populations of tribelets ranged between 50
and 500 persons and were largely determined by the carrying capacity of a tribelet’s territory. The
closest known tribelet settlements to Mountain View were the puyšon (Arroyo de San Francisco), San
Jose Cupertino, and Santa Clara,13 although Kroeber14 includes only Polsol-mi in the Mountain View
10

Fredrickson, David A., 1974. Cultural Diversity in Early Central California: A View from the North Coast Ranges.
Journal of California Anthropology 1(1):41-53.
11
Fredrickson, David A., 1994. Archaeological Taxonomy in Central California Reconsidered. In Toward a New
Taxonomic Framework for Central California Archaeology, pp. 91-103. Contributions of the University of California
Archaeological Research Facility, Number 52, edited by Richard E. Hughes, Berkeley.
12
Shipley, William F., 1978. Native Languages of California. In California, edited by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 8090.Handbook of the North American Indians, vol. 8, William C. Sturtevant, general editor. Smithsonian Institution,
Washington, D.C.
13
Levy, Richard, 1978:485. Costanoan. In California, edited by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 485-495.Handbook of North
American Indians, Volume 8, William C. Sturtevant, general editor. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.
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area. Alternatively, Milliken15 suggests that the Puichon tribelet held territory in what are now the
cities of Mountain View, Menlo Park, and Palo Alto.
Historical accounts and archaeological data suggest that several tribelets may have had temporary
camps within the vicinity of the SOI throughout the prehistoric period until Euro-American contact.
For example, George Vancouver, an English sea captain, noted in 1792 that some villages of unconverted Ohlone still existed near Mission Santa Clara and other sources suggest that Rancherias
coexisted with the pueblo and mission as late as 1807. At the time of Spanish contact, the Mountain
View area was situated on the edge of a salt marsh. This ecologically rich area would have provided
abundant and readily accessible resources for the aboriginal population, favoring this area as a place
for locating habitation and resource processing sites.
The traditional Ohlone lifeway had been severely disrupted by 1810 due to introduced diseases, a
declining birth rate, and the impact of the mission system. The Ohlone were transformed from hunters
and gatherers into agricultural laborers who lived at the missions and worked with former neighboring groups such as the Esselen, Yokuts, and Miwok.16 The Indians from Mission Santa Clara were
apparently involved in the hide and tallow trade that coursed up and down the Guadalupe River
between 1820 and 1850. Later, because of the secularization of the missions by Mexico in 1834, most
of the aboriginal population gradually moved to ranchos to work as manual laborers.17
(2) History. Spanish explorers in the late 1760s and 1770s were the first Europeans to
traverse the Santa Clara Valley. In 1777, Mission Santa Clara and Pueblo San Jose de Guadalupe
were established and became the first Spanish settlements in the Valley. During the Mexican Period
(1822-1846), vast tracts of land were granted to individuals, including former mission lands which
had reverted to public domain.
Mountain View is situated within the Rancho Pastoria de las Borregas and on “open” ungranted
lands. Old Mountain View, which was situated along El Camino Real, between about East Calderon
Avenue, past the Mountain View-Alviso Road to Yuba Drive, began as a stage stop. Old Mountain
View deteriorated as a commercial center upon the arrival of the San Francisco-San Jose Railroad.
Spanish-Mexican period dwellings or features within the City include adobe dwellings, such as the
first Estrada adobe dwelling (ca. 1840) and the Estrada-Castro adobe (ca. 1850). El Camino Real
(State Route 82), part of a Spanish-Mexican period road, passes through Mountain View in a
generally east-west direction. Rancho Posolmi, a Mexican land grant, is located along the northeastern boundary of the City. This ranch was granted to the Native Americans who occupied the land as
early as 1834 through 1864.

14

Kroeber, Alfred L., 1925:465. Handbook of the Indians of California.Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 78.
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C. Reprinted 1976 by Dover Publications, New York.
15
Milliken, Randall, 1995:252. A Time of Little Choice: The Disintegration of Tribal Culture in the San Francisco
Bay Area 1769-1810. Ballena Press, Menlo Park, California.
16

Levy, Richard, 1978:486. In California, edited by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 485-495.Handbook of North American
Indians, Volume 8, William C. Sturtevant, general editor.Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.
17

Ibid.
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The agricultural land use of Mountain View and the surrounding area established during the SpanishMexican period was reinforced in the American period and persisted until the post-World War II
urban development. The population of the Santa Clara Valley expanded as a result of the Gold Rush
(1848), the construction of the railroad to San Francisco (1864), and the completion of the transcontinental railroad (1869). As a result of experiments in horticulture and other crops during this same
period, the Valley became a major center for horticulture and fruit production. In turn, this created a
wider economic boom which attracted new residents to the Santa Clara Valley.
Throughout the 19th and mid-20th century, Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale were small
dense settlements amid acres of agricultural lands, and fruit production and processing thrived until
World War II. In the 1940s, this agrarian land use pattern was replaced by dense urban housing,
commercial centers, and the electronics industry as part of the “Silicon Valley.” Although several
subdivision tracts were laid out in the early 1940s, the majority of residential development did not
occur until after World War II. The post-World War II population and development pressures in the
vicinity of Mountain View resulted in annexation battles for productive agricultural land that could be
converted to urban development. During the 1940s and 1950s, Mountain View also attracted such
military and high technology facilities, such as Moffett Federal Airfield, the NASA Ames Research
Center, and the Lockheed Missile and Space Company. Since 1960, urban residential construction
and business/industrial development associated with Silicon Valley has replaced the remaining
agricultural open space.
Mountain View’s housing stock mirrors the evolution of architectural styles throughout the San
Francisco Bay Area. Consistent with the city’s slower development prior to World War II, there are
relatively fewer structures that date prior to the mid-twentieth century. The majority of the housing
stock exhibits the styles popular during and after the war. Mountain View’s postwar housing is
predominantly concentrated in discrete subdivisions, but it is also interspersed in blocks that have
houses dating from various decades and exhibiting a wide range of styles. The following discussion
identifies general architectural trends by decade and the prevalence of those styles in Mountain View.
Specific examples of architectural styles can be found in Table IV.K-1.
Pre-1900. Very few Victorian-era houses survive in Mountain View. Most were probably built
as farm houses during the late nineteenth century when the area was overwhelmingly agricultural.
The houses of this era that do survive are primarily found singly and at a distance from one another,
reflecting the rural aspect of the area at that time and the organization of a single farm house located
on large tracts of farmland. Many of the remaining houses of such age are well known as having
belonged to prominent pioneer families, such as the Rengstorffs. They range in style from Queen
Anne Victorian, to Gothic Revival, to Italianate. They also exhibit a broad range in size, from large
houses like those named above, to more modest Victorian cottages or small Folk Victorian houses.
Regardless of size, however, Victorian era architecture typically demonstrated ornate and abundant
detailing. These Victorian era styles often continued over the turn of the century and continued to be
used during the early years of the 1900s.
1900-1930. Beginning in the 1900s, and particularly popular during the 1910s and early 1920s,
Bungalow style homes began to be constructed, especially in the older residential neighborhoods
adjacent to downtown Mountain View. Initially, bungalows often had a very plain and utilitarian style
and were known as Simple Bungalows. Later, commonly when the owners were more prosperous,
bungalows often had architectural features that referenced the Craftsman style that was so popular in
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the 1910s and 1920s. This is commonly referred to as the Bungalow style, denoting both the architectural style and the modest size of the house. All bungalows typically take the form of one or one-anda-half-story structures with informal floor plans and prominent porches on the façades. They are often
constructed of wood, or at least use natural, inexpensive, and readily obtainable materials. Following
the contemporary trend toward simplicity, bungalows were less visually complex and cheaper to build
than the preceding Victorian styles. Bungalows remained popular for several decades, often reflecting
the stylistic motifs of their time.
Though the bungalow style remained popular through the 1920s, revival styles marked another trend
of the decade. These styles looked back to the architectural traditions of the past and those of
European influence. The revival styles in Mountain View most commonly took the form of Colonial
Revival, Mission or Spanish Colonial Revival, and Tudor Revival or English Cottage style. In most
cases these houses are made of wood frame construction, but use cladding and veneering techniques
that make them appear to be of brick, stone, or adobe construction, reflecting aesthetics while using
modern and affordable construction methods.
Commercial buildings of the era took substantial, block-like forms. They often had flat roofs with
stepped parapets or followed the conventions of traditional Western False Front buildings. Unlike
residential structures, poured concrete construction was typical, while masonry and stucco were still
commonly used as exterior cladding.
The Great Depression caused building construction throughout the country to slow for much of the
1930s. Those buildings that were constructed were often small and simple in form and style, often
continuing the bungalow trend in residential architecture and anticipating the more modern, clean line
styles of the war years. Many buildings constructed during the 1930s are what can be termed Minimal
Traditional style, with traditional forms and proportions, but decoration and detailing kept to a
minimum.
1940. World War II created a building materials shortage and kept construction to a minimum.
Many small, inexpensive houses were built in the 1940s following the guidelines of the Federal
Housing Authority, whose goal was to encourage affordable houses with modern features. These
small houses are often referred to as World War II-Era Cottages and Transitional Ranches. The latter
occurred mostly in the late 1940s, when the war-era cottage began to evolve into the elongated plan
characteristic of the 1950s ranch house. Houses of the 1940s occasionally reflected revival styles,
particularly those with strong California influence, such as Spanish Colonial Revival style.
1950-1960. The vast majority of houses in Mountain View date from the post-war years, when
a building boom occurred. The most prevalent post-war style in the area is the ranch house, a onestory building with a long, low form. The typical ranch house’s geometry and decorative elements
have a horizontal emphasis. Rustic details are also common. Scalloped eave brackets and trim,
shutters with decorative cut outs, board and batten siding and other quaint decorative elements give
the most elaborate ranch houses a “country” motif.
Joseph Eichler, a developer known for his Modernist architecture housing developments, was active
during the post-war years, constructing over 11,000 homes in planned communities in California,
including the Eichler/Trophy Drive area, and parts of the Monta Loma area in Mountain View. Many
of these homes still have some of their original character-defining features, such as glass walls, post-
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and-beam construction, and open floor plans, which are reminiscent of Frank Lloyd Wright’s
buildings through their integration of indoor and outdoor spaces. Mountain View’s Eichler developments are similar to other Eichler neighborhoods built throughout California between 1949 and 1974.
Two Eichler tracts (constructed in 1950 and 1954-55) in Palo Alto are now listed on the National
Register of Historic Places, suggesting the potential historic significance of Mountain View’s Eichler
houses.
Post-1960. Much of Mountain View’s modern architecture is associated with regional commercial and technological developments. Strip malls and indoor malls cropped up on Mountain View’s
landscape. Many of these commercial developments included rectilinear buildings with flat roofs and
wide overhangs that accentuated the dominant horizontal plane. Large parking lots associated with
these commercial centers signaled the end of the pedestrian city organized around the downtown
center. Mayfield Mall, constructed in 1966, touted itself as “America’s first venture into a fully
carpeted, air-conditioned shopping center,” and was the first indoor mall in northern California.18
Other shopping centers, like the Emporium Department Store (1970) and the Old Mill Specialty
Center (1975), contributed to suburban growth trends. Many of Mountain View’s early malls have
been demolished and replaced by “big box” stores and offices.
Although the hi-tech industry in Santa Clara Valley dates from the late-1930s with the founding of
Hewlett Packard in Palo Alto, Mountain View became associated with the industry with the founding
of Shockley Transistor Company at a single-story rectilinear building at 391 San Antonio Road. As
the hi-tech sector grew in the Valley, industrial parks were developed to house research, development,
and personnel. The Stanford Industrial Park, which had opened in the previous decade, served as a
model for the Mountain View Industrial Park. By the 1980s, fifty industrial parks fashioned after the
Stanford model had been developed. The North Bayshore area of Mountain View includes several
examples of hi-tech developments, including those associated with Google.
(3) Paleontology. Fossiliferous deposits exist in the general area. The geological formations
that underlie the entire SOI area are described in stratigraphic sequence from youngest (top) to oldest
(bottom). The types of resources they are likely to contain, are described below.
Quaternary Deposits. The SOI lies on alluvial plains at the southern end of the San Francisco
Bay, which consists primarily of Quaternary Period (1,800,000 years B.P. to present) deposits. These
Quaternary alluvial deposits were laid down by the Adobe, Permanente, and Stevens creeks exiting
the Santa Cruz Mountains south of Mountain View, and estuarine deposits created by these creeks
and the San Francisco Bay. Older Pleistocene deposits typically occur as terraces incised by Holocene
fluvial drainages. Locally, Late Pleistocene alluvium (126,000 to 10,000 years B.P.) contains invertebrate and extinct vertebrate fossils, many of which are representative of the Rancholabrean land
mammal age.19 Fossils in alluvium of this age include bison, mammoth, ground sloths, saber-toothed
cats, dire wolves, horses, cave bears, rodents, birds, reptiles, and amphibians.20,21,22,23,24
18

Carey & Co. Inc., 2008:26.

19

Bell, C.J., et. al., 2004. The Blancan, Irvingtonian, and Rancholabrean Mammal Ages. In Late Cretaceous and
Cenozoic Mammals of North America, edited by M.O. Woodburne, pp. 232-314.ColumbiaUniversity Press, New York.
20

Ibid.

21

Helley, E.J, K.R. La Joie, W.E. Spangle, and M.L. Blair, 1979.
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Franciscan Complex. Underlying the SOI at great depth is the Franciscan Complex, a group of
high pressure and low temperature metamorphic rocks formed from the Middle and Upper Jurassic
(175,000,000 to 144,000,000 years B.P.) to the Lower Cretaceous (144,000,000 to 100,000,000 years
B.P.). The Franciscan Complex is composed of volcanic and metavolcanic rocks, metamorphosed and
unmetamorphosed sandstone, shale, conglomerate, chert, greenstone, and metagraywacke, and is the
basement rock of the region. Marine fossils, including Icthysaurus, Belemnoidea, Buchia, and
Inoceramus, occur in the unmetamorphosed rocks of the Franciscan Complex.25
c.
Regulatory and Legislative Context. The following describes CEQA and Mountain View
regulatory and policy requirements for cultural resources.
(1)

Federal Regulations. Federal regulations are described below.

National Register of Historic Places. Federal regulations for cultural resources are primarily
governed by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, which applies to
actions taken by federal agencies. The goal of the Section 106 review process is to offer a measure of
protection to sites that are determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The criteria for determining NRHP eligibility are found in Title 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 60. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and affords the federal Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The Council’s
implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” are found in Title 36 CFR Part 800.
The National Register of Historic Places is the official list of the Nation's historic places worthy of
preservation. Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, it is part of a national
program to coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect the
country’s historic and archeological resources. The National Register is administered by the National
Park Service under the Secretary of the Interior. Properties listed in the National Register include
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American history, architecture,
archeology, engineering, and culture. The National Register includes:
x

All historic areas in the National Park System;

x

National Historic Landmarks that have been designated by the Secretary of the Interior for their
significance to all Americans; and

22

Hertlein, Leo G., 1951. Invertebrate Fossils and Fossil Localities. In Geologic Guidebook of the San Francisco
Bay Counties: History, Landscape, Geology, Fossils, Minerals, Industry, and Routes to Travel, prepared by Olaf P. Jenkins,
pp. 187-192. Bulletin 154.State of California Division of Mines, San Francisco.
23

Savage, D., 1951. Late Cenozoic Vertebrates of the San Francisco Bay Region. Bulletin of the Department of
Geological Sciences 28(10):215-314.
24
Stirton, R.A., 1951. Prehistoric Land Animals of the San Francisco Bay Region. In Geologic Guidebook of the
San Francisco Bay Counties: History, Landscape, Geology, Fossils, Minerals, Industry, and Routes to Travel, prepared by
Olaf P. Jenkins, pp. 177-186. Bulletin 154.State of California Division of Mines, San Francisco.
25
Berkeley Natural History Museum, 2009. Berkeley Natural History Museum, Museum of Paleontology searchable
database. Website: http://bnhm.berkeley.edu/query/index.php, accessed February 18.
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Properties significant to the nation, state, or community which have been nominated by state
historic preservation offices, federal agencies, and tribal preservation offices, and have been
approved by the National Park Service. (National Park Service website).

To be considered eligible, a property must meet the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, found
in Title 36 CFR Part 60.4. This involves examining the property’s age, integrity, and significance as
follows:
x

Age and Integrity. Is the property old enough to be considered historic (generally at least 50 years
old) and does it still look much the way it did in the past?

x

Significance. Is the property associated with events, activities, or developments that were
important in the past? With the lives of people who were important in the past? With significant
architectural history, landscape history, or engineering achievements? Does it have the potential
to yield information through archeological investigation about our past?

Archaeological site evaluation assesses the potential of each site to meet one or more of the criteria
for NRHP eligibility based on visual surface and subsurface evidence (if available) at each site’s
location, information gathered during the literature and records searches, and the researcher’s
knowledge of and familiarity with the historic or prehistoric context associated with each site.
The American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Title 42 U.S. Code Section 1996, protects Native
American religious practices, ethnic heritage sites, and land uses.
National Historic Landmarks. National Historic Landmarks are nationally significant historic
places designated by the Secretary of the Interior because they possess exceptional value or quality in
illustrating or interpreting the heritage of the United States. Today, fewer than 2,500 historic places
bear this national distinction. National Historic Landmarks are places where nationally significant
historical events occurred, that are associated with prominent Americans that represent those pivotal
ideas that shaped the nation, that teach Americans about their ancient past, or that are premier
examples of design or construction. While many historic places are important locally or at a state
level, a lesser number have meaning for all Americans. National Historic Landmarks are places that
“possess exceptional value or quality in illustrating and interpreting the heritage of the United States”
(National Park Service website.)
(2)

State Regulations. State regulations are described below.

California Register of Historical Resources (California Register).The California Register is
a guide to cultural resources that must be considered when a government agency undertakes a
discretionary action subject to CEQA. The California Register helps government agencies identify,
evaluate, and protect California’s historical resources, and indicates which properties are to be
protected from substantial adverse change (Pub. Resources Code, Section §5024.1(a)). The California
Register is administered through the State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPPO) that is part of the
California State Parks system.
A cultural resource is evaluated under four California Register criteria to determine its historical
significance. A resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level in accordance with
one or more of the following criteria set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines at Section 15064.5(a)(3):
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1) It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of
California’s history and cultural heritage;
2) It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values; or
4) It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, the California Register requires that
sufficient time must have passed to allow a “scholarly perspective on the events or individuals
associated with the resource.” Fifty years is used as a general estimate of the time needed to
understand the historical importance of a resource according to SHPO publications. The California
Register also requires a resource to possess integrity, which is defined as “the authenticity of a
historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during
the resource’s period of significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.” Archaeological resources can
sometimes qualify as “historical resources” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(c)(1)). In
addition, Public Resources Code Section 5024 requires consultation with SHPO when a project may
impact historical resources located on State-owned land.
Two other programs are administered by the state: California Historical Landmarks and California
“Points of Interest.” California Historical Landmarks are buildings, sites, features, or events that are
of statewide significance and have anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural,
economic, scientific or technical, religious, experimental, or other historical value. California Points
of Interest are buildings, sites, features, or events that are of local (city or county) significance and
have anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific or technical,
religious, experimental, or other historical value.
CEQA Requirements. CEQA defines a “historical resource” as a resource that is: 1) listed in,
or determined eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register); 2) listed in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 5020.1(k); 3) identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements
of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or 4) determined to be a historical resource by a project’s lead agency
(Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)). A historical
resource consists of:
“Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural
annals of California…. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be
‘historically significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3).
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a significant effect on the environment. Significant impacts under
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CEQA require that specific, feasible mitigation measures be developed to alleviate adverse environmental conditions.
CEQA requires a lead agency to determine if an archaeological cultural resource meets the definition
of a historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or neither (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(c)). Prior to considering potential impacts, the lead agency must determine whether an archaeological cultural resource meets the definition of a historical resource in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(c)(1). If the archaeological cultural resource meets the definition of a historical resource,
then it is treated like any other type of historical resource in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. If the archaeological cultural resource does not meet the definition of a historical
resource, then the lead agency determines if it meets the definition of a unique archaeological resource as defined at CEQA Section 21083.2(g). In practice, however, most archaeological sites that
meet the definition of a unique archaeological resource will also meet the definition of a historical
resource.26 Should the archaeological cultural resource meet the definition of a unique archaeological
resource, then it must be treated in accordance with CEQA Section 21083.2. If the archaeological
cultural resource does not meet the definition of a historical resource or an archaeological resource,
then effects to the resource are not considered significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(4)).
Treatment options under Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 include activities that preserve such
resources in place in an undisturbed state. Other acceptable methods of mitigation include excavation
and curation or study in place without excavation and curation (if the study finds that the artifacts
would not meet one or more of the criteria for defining a “unique archaeological resource”).
Advice on procedures to identify cultural resources, evaluate their importance, and estimate potential
effects is given in several agency publications such as the series produced by the Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research (OPR). The technical advice series produced by OPR strongly recommends
that Native American concerns and the concerns of other interested persons and corporate entities,
including but not limited to, museums, historical commissions, associations and societies, be solicited
as part of the process of cultural resources inventory.
Government Code Sections 65352.3 and 65352.4. Prior to the adoption or amendment of a
general plan proposed on or after March 1, 2005, Government Code Sections 65352.3 and 65352.4
require a city or county to consult with local Native American tribes that are on the contact list
maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission. The purpose is to preserve or mitigate
impacts to places, features, and objects described in Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9 and
5097.993 (Native American sanctified cemetery, place of worship, religious or ceremonial site, or
sacred shrine located on public property) that are located within a city or county's jurisdiction.
Health and Safety Code: Human Remains. The California Health and Safety Code (HSC)
Section 7050.5 states that in the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any
location other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the
site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the
26
Bass, Ronald E., Albert I. Herson, and Kenneth M. Bogdan, 1999:105. CEQA Deskbook: A Step-by-Step Guide on
how to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. Solano Press Books, Point Arena, California.
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county in which the remains are discovered has determined whether or not the remains are subject to
the coroner’s authority. If the human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify
the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification. The Native
American Heritage Commission will identify a Native American Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to
inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and associated
grave goods.
Public Resources Code: Cultural and Paleontological Resources. California Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.5 provides for the protection of cultural and paleontological
resources. This PRC section prohibits the removal, destruction, injury, or defacement of archaeological and paleontological features on any lands under the jurisdiction of State or local authorities.
(3)

Local Regulations. Local regulations are described below.

Mountain View City Code. The City’s Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 36 of the City Code)
includes a process for recognizing, preserving, and protecting historical resources at Section A36.78,
Designation and Preservation of Historic Resources. Section A36.78 establishes the Mountain View
Register of Historic Resources (Mountain View Register) as the City’s official list of historically
significant buildings, structures, sites, or other improvements that are considered during the permitdevelopment review process. The Mountain View Register has similar criteria for listing as the
California Register and consists of historic resources that meet one or more of the following criterion:
1) Is strongly identified with a person who, or an organization which, significantly contributed
to the culture, history or development of the City of Mountain View;
2) Is the site of a significant historic event in the City’s past;
3) Embodies distinctive characteristics significant to the City in terms of a type, period,
region, or method of construction or representative of the work of a master or possession of
high artistic value; or
4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to the City’s prehistory or
history.
Under A36.78.080 of the Zoning Ordinance, persons are prohibited from making significant alterations, redeveloping, or relocating a property listed in the Mountain View Register without first
obtaining a Historic Preservation Permit (HP permit) from the City’s zoning administrator. A HP
Permit is granted if the City finds that (1) the proposed significant alteration will not result in a
substantial adverse change in the significance of the historic resource, and (2) the proposed significant
alteration maintains and enhances the appearance of the community. The provisions of section
A36.78.080 also apply to properties that are eligible for listing in the National and California registers
with the added requirements of City Council approval for an HP Permit and compliance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties27 for alterations done to
National Register and California Register properties.
27

Weeks, Kay D., and Anne E. Grimmer, 1995.The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring& Reconstructing Historic Buildings. National
Park Service, Washington, D.C.
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d.
Identified Cultural Resources. A total of 56 cultural resources are identified within the SOI,
and are listed in Table IV.K-1 located at the end of this chapter. Table IV.K-1 consists of recorded
archaeological resources and historic resources listed in the Mountain View Register and/or National
Register of Historic Places.
Significant cultural resources within Mountain View’s sphere of influence fall into four categories:
1) prehistoric archaeological resources; 2) residences; 3) commercial buildings; and 4) government
facilities. Prehistoric resources tend to cluster near water sources such as creeks, springs, and near the
historical extent of the bayshore. Mountain View’s historic residences and commercial buildings are
concentrated in central Mountain View, in an area roughly bounded by El Camino Real on the south,
Central Expressway on the north, South Rengstorff Avenue on the west, and State Route 85 on the
east. Some historic buildings are located outside of this area, however. Historic government facilities
within the SOI consist of buildings associated with the NASA Ames Research Center and the U.S.
Naval Air Station, the latter of which is a National Register listed historic district comprised of 43
properties.
(1) Archaeological Sites. Ten recorded archaeological resources are recorded within the
SOI. Additional prehistoric archaeological resources may be located within the SOI, and projectspecific reviews would need to be done to assess potential impacts to archaeological sites. Areas that
are near natural water sources, e.g., riparian corridors and near tidal marshland, should be considered
of high sensitivity for prehistoric archaeological deposits and associated human remains. In the Santa
Clara Valley, prehistoric archaeological deposits can be associated with buried Holocene landforms,28
and the absence of surface materials or soils indicative of an archaeological deposit does not preclude
the possibility of significant subsurface archaeological deposits.
These sites include midden deposits (i.e., soils indicative of human occupation); human remains; and
lithic and shell scatters representing detritus as a result of subsistence and resource processing.
Recorded archaeological sites in the SOI are briefly described below.29
x

CA-SCL-1. CA-SCL-1 consists of a Native American “shellmound.” Several archaeological
excavations, dating from the nineteenth century, have identified a rich assemblage that includes
bone awls, needles, a barbed fishspear, antler wedges and flakers, notched deer scapula fleshers,
numerous bone whistles; flaked stone, including obsidian and chert projectile points; ground
stone; shell pendants and ornaments; and shell and faunal remains. Over 100 human burials have
also been recovered from the site. A radiocarbon date from shell ornaments associated with a
cremation indicate the site dates from at least 1460 B.C.30

x

CA-SCL-16. This site was originally reported by University of California, Berkeley archaeologist Nels Nelson, who recorded numerous Native American “shellmounds” around San Francisco
28

Rosenthal, Jeffrey, et. al., 2003.A Geoarchaeological Study and Sensitivity Model for the Southern Santa Clara,
Hollister, and San Juan Valleys, Santa Clara and San Benito Counties, California. Far Western Anthropological Research
Group, Davis, California.
29 Locations of archaeological sites are not disclosed to the public due to their confidential nature and in pursuance
of Public Resources Code sections 6254.10 and 6254(r), and California Code of Regulations Section 15120(d).
30
Elsasser, Albert, 1986:24. Review of the Prehistory of the Santa Clara Valley Region, California. Coyote Press
Archives of California Prehistory 7, Part I. Coyote Press, Salinas, California.
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Bay. Archaeologist Llewellyn Loud recorded CA-SCL-16 for the University of California
Archaeological Survey in 1912, describing the resource as an “occupation site.” The site’s
specific features or artifacts were not recorded on the Archaeological Site Survey Record.31
x

CA-SCL-21. Loud32 described this deposit as a four-foot high occupation site with midden and
human burials. The site’s artifacts were not recorded on the Archaeological Site Survey Record.

x

CA-SCL-22. Loud33 described this deposit as an occupation site. No artifacts or burials were
recovered; only “some lava rock” has been reported.

x

CA-SCL-24. Loud34 described this site as an occupation mound with midden. The site’s features
and artifacts were not recorded on the Archaeological Site Survey Record.

x

CA-SCL-413. Cartier and Jewell35 identified this site and noted a flexed burial of a 20-30 year
old female associated with midden 40 centimeters below surface. Chert, shell, burnt bone
fragments, a ground stone fragment, and fire-cracked rocks were also reported.

x

CA-SCL-439. Desgrandchamp and Sutton36 described this site as a disturbed deposit with dark
friable soil intermixed with a low density of shell. The degree of site disturbance as a result of fill,
road construction suggest extreme disturbance, or alternatively, the shell is the result of imported
fill.

x

CA-SCL-717. Bocek37 described this site as a dozen patches of shell midden with burned
Franciscan chert flakes and fire-cracked rock.

x

P-43-001473. Hylkema38 described this site as a surface scatter of prehistoric dietary shell and
sparse chipping debris. Archaeological materials observed at the site consist of horn snail; oyster;
clam; abalone shell; obsidian chert, and basalt flakes; and fire-cracked rock.

x

P-43-001825. Garlinghouse and Hylkema39 described this site as a “mixed deposit of prehistoric
and historic materials.” The prehistoric component consists of at least one human burial identified

31
Loud, Llewellyn, 1912a. University of California Archaeological Site Survey Record for CA-SCL-16. On file,
Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
32

Loud, Llewellyn, 1912b. University of California Archaeological Site Survey Record for CA-SCL-21. On file,
Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
33

Loud, Llewellyn, 1912c. University of California Archaeological Site Survey Record for CA-SCL-22. On file,
Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
34
Loud, Llewellyn, 1912d. University of California Archaeological Site Survey Record for CA-SCL-24. On file,
Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
35

Cartier, Robert, and Jewell, 1979. Archaeological site record for CA-SCL-413. On file, Northwest Information
Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
36
Desgrandchamp, C.S., and C.I. Sutton, 1978. Archaeological Site Inventory record for CA-SCL-439. On file,
Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
37

Bocek, Barbara R., 1991. Archaeological site record for CA-SCL-717. On file, Northwest Information Center,
Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
38

Hylkema, Mark, 2000. Department of Parks and Recreation 523 record for P-43-001473. On file, Northwest
Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
39
Garlinghouse, and Mark Hylkema, 2006. Department of Parks and Recreation 523 record for P-43-001825. On
file, Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California.
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35 to 39 inches below surface; and midden containing shellfish debris (e.g., oyster, horn snail,
clam shell, and Bay mussel); mammal and bird bone; charcoal; fire-affected rock; and Franciscan
chert and obsidian flakes. The historic component includes square nails, brick, bottle glass, metal,
and slag.
In addition, the records search at the NWIC indicated three unverified archaeological sites within the
SOI:
x

C-162. This site was reported to the NWIC on May 28, 1987. Stanford University archaeologist
Barbara Bocek,40 however, found no archaeological materials when she visited its location in
1991. No other information about this site is available.

x

C-262. This site, referred to as the “Swimming Pool Site” was reported to the NWIC on
September 18, 1987. No other information about this site is available.

x

C-1512. This site is described as “a charmstone located behind the automotive machine-shop near
the intersection of Tyrella Avenue and Fairchild Street with concentrations of shell in a midden
matrix not far to the south.”41 No other information about this site is available.

Although only one historic archaeological deposit, P-43-001825, has been identified within the SOI,
additional deposits likely exist. Central Mountain View encompasses “Old Mountain View” which
developed along a stage line circa 1849 near the intersection of where State Route 237 and W. El
Camino Real is today, and “New Mountain View,” which developed along the San Francisco and San
Jose Railroad in the 1860s.42 Although Mountain View has witnessed extensive commercial and
residential development, such development does not preclude the possibility of intact historic
archaeological deposits. The possibility of such deposits, however, must be evaluated on a projectspecific basis.
(2) Historic Built Environment. On August 17, 2004, the City Council adopted an Initial
Register of Historic Resources, which was intended to be a preliminary list of those locally significant
historic properties in Mountain View. The City has never conducted a comprehensive professional
survey to create an “inventory” of historic properties. Rather, for the Initial Register of Historic
Resources the City used a list that was compiled from various older informal lists. At the August 17,
2004 meeting, the Council directed staff to return to them with the cost, time and alternatives for
professional preparation of an inventory of historic properties.
On October 12, 2004, the City Council adopted a Historic Preservation Ordinance establishing
preservation standards and incentives for properties on Mountain View’s Initial Register of Historic
Resources. The ordinance gave owners of properties on the Initial Register six months (to April 12,
2005) to remove their properties from the Initial Register. The Ordinance also established a process
and provided opportunities for owners to add their properties to the Register. Of the 91 private
properties on the Initial Register, 57 properties were taken off, leaving 34 on the Register (37 percent
40

C-162 site record, on file at the Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University.

41

C-1512 site record, on file at the Northwest Information Center, Sonoma State University.

42

Thompson & West, 1876. Historical Atlas of Santa Clara County, California. Thompson & West, San Francisco,
California.
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of the Initial Register). Since then, eight properties have been added to the Register by property
owners per the process outlined in the Historic Ordinance. Presently, a total of 42 properties are on
the Register, due to voluntary additions of owners’ initiation.
In 2006, the City Council authorized Carey & Company, Inc. to prepare a Citywide Historic
Properties Survey to identify properties that are potentially eligible for the NRHP or California
Register with no local Mountain View Register component. The draft was completed in 2008 and
identifies 45 properties as having potential State or National significance. The City is currently
reviewing this draft Citywide Historic Properties Survey and public outreach, and review by the City
Council will be done in the near future. Potential revisions to City’s Historic Ordinance and Mountain
View Register of Historic Resources may result after review and acceptance of the draft Citywide
Historic Properties Survey.
Based on a review of the Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File and the City of
Mountain View Register of Historic Resources, there are a total of 85 built environment resources in
the SOI that are listed in the Mountain View Register of Historic Resources and/or the National
Register of Historic Places(Table IV.K-1).43 The historic built environment resources noted in Table
IV.K-1 do not represent an exhaustive list of built environment resources within the SOI, and other
such resources that meet the criteria for listing in the Mountain View Register, California Register, or
National Register are likely within the SOI. Identification of such resources, however, must be done
on a project-specific basis.
(3) Paleontological Resources. There are no recorded fossil localities within the SOI. Two
vertebrate fossil localities are within two miles of the SOI, both in Late Pleistocene alluvial deposits
similar to those underlying the SOI.44 No information is available for the types of fossils identified at
one of the localities. The second locality, located approximately two miles west of the SOI, is a Late
Pleistocene Rancholabrean (300,000 to 10,000 years B.P.) Mammuthus (mammoth) fossil.45

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following section describes potentially significant project impacts to cultural resources. Mitigation recommendations are made to avoid, minimize, or mitigate such impacts where possible.
a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and/or GGRP would have
a significant impact on cultural resources if it would result in:
(1)

A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource that is either
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the California
Register of Historical Resources, a local register of historic resources, or any cultural
resource that is not listed in, or not eligible for listing in, a federal, state, or local
historical register but is otherwise determined by the City to be historically significant. A
resource that the City may deem historically significant—but is otherwise not eligible for

43

This total includes the 41 historic resources listed on the Mountain View Register of Historic Resources, the
Unitary Plan Wind Tunnel, and the 43 properties that comprise the U.S. Naval Air Station Historic District.
44

Wagner, D.L., E.J. Bortugno, and R.D. McJunkin, 1990.

45

BerkeleyNaturalHistoryMuseum, 2009.
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listing in a historical register—would likely lack the integrity or historical significance
required for formal listing but is nonetheless viewed by the community as an important
element of the City’s character and history.
(2)

A substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource;

(3)

Disturbance or destruction of a unique paleontological resource or site or a unique
geologic feature; or

(4)

Disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

b.
Impacts Analysis. The following sections provide an evaluation and analysis for the potential
less-than-significant, significant and cumulative impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP for
each of the criteria of significance listed above.
(1) Historical Resources. The SOI includes numerous buildings that may have historical
value, including those that are not formally registered in the Mountain View Register, California
Register, or National Register. Implementation of the Draft General Plan will allow for new land
uses, development, and redevelopment, particularly in those “change areas” identified in the Draft
General Plan. These actions have the potential to directly (i.e., demolition) or indirectly (i.e., adverse
effects to historical setting from adjacent construction) impact historical buildings and structures that
qualify as historical resources under CEQA. The Draft General Plan, however, contains policies and
actions that will mitigate such adverse impacts, including Actions LUD 11.1.1, LUD 11.1.3, and
LUD 11.3.1. Maintaining and updating the Mountain View Register (Action LUD 11.1.1), for
instance, will (1) facilitate official designation of historical resources within the City and (2) ensure
that listed resources—pursuant to Zoning Ordinance A36.78.080—are subject to the City’s review
process. This review process requires a HP Permit for projects that involve significant alterations,
redevelopment, or relocation of a listed property. A review of projects potentially affecting locally
listed, or otherwise significant, resources will identify impacts to historical resources early in the
planning process (Action LUD 11.3.1) and ensure that appropriate conditions of approval, such as
adherence to the U.S. Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Action
LUD 11.1.3), are implemented. The policies and actions identified above are listed below. With
implementation of these policies and actions, therefore, the Draft General Plan would have less-thansignificant impacts on built environment historical resources and no additional mitigation measures
are required.
ACTION LUD 11.1.1: Register of Historic Resources. Maintain and update the Mountain View
Register of Historic Resources.
ACTION LUD 11.1.3: Historic resource changes. Utilize the development review process to ensure
that changes to historic resources are consistent with the U.S. Secretary of Interior Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties.
ACTION LUD 11.3.1: Early historic evaluation. Identify and evaluate historic and cultural resources
early in the development review process.

Under CEQA, archaeological sites can also qualify as historical resources (CCR Section 15064.5(c)).
For purposes of this discussion, however, the impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP to
archaeological sites are discussed below under the threshold of significance for archaeological
resources.
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(2) Archaeological Resources. Implementation of the Draft General Plan has the potential to
significantly impact unique archaeological deposits. As discussed previously, the SOI includes
several recorded prehistoric archaeological deposits, and there is a potential for significant historicperiod archaeological deposits, particularly in the central Mountain View where “Old Mountain
View” and “New Mountain View” were developed c. 1849 and c. 1860, respectively. New development and redevelopment projects would occur under the Draft General Plan, which have the potential
to destroy prehistoric and historical archaeological deposits, including previously unidentified
subsurface deposits.
The Draft General Plan contains no policies that address potential impacts to archaeological deposits,
nor does the City’s Code include provisions to preserve, or mitigate impacts to, these deposits.
Adoption of the Draft General Plan, therefore, has the potential to have a significant impact on
archaeological deposits that qualify as historical resources or archaeological resources as a result of
new ground-disturbing developments and redevelopments that may occur. Implementation of
mitigation measure CULT-1 would reduce this potential impact to historical and archaeological
resources to a less-than-significant level.
Impact CULT-1: Ground-disturbing activities associated with new development and redevelopment allowed under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could adversely affect archaeological
deposits that qualify as historical resources or archaeological resources under CEQA. (S)
Mitigation Measure CULT-1: The following new policy and actions shall be included in the
Land Use and Design element of the General Plan:
POLICY LUD 11.5: Protect important archaeological and paleontological sites.
Utilize the development review process to identify and protect archaeological and
paleontological deposits.
ACTION LUD 11.5.1: Review Historic Property Directory List. Prior to
approval of development permits for projects that include ground-disturbing
activities, City staff shall review the most recent and updated Northwest
Information Center list: Historic Property Directory for the County of Santa Clara,
to determine if known archaeological and paleontological sites underlie the
proposed project. If it is determined that known cultural resources are within ¼
mile of the project site, the City shall require the project applicant to conduct a
records search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State
University to confirm whether there are any recorded cultural resources within or
adjacent to the project site. Based on that research, the City shall determine
whether field study by a qualified cultural resources consultant is recommended.
ACTION LUD 11.5.2: Pre-construction cultural resource surveys. Should City
staff determine that field study for cultural resources is required, the project
applicant shall have a cultural resource professional meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards in history and/or archaeology conduct a pre-construction
survey to identify significant cultural resources – including archaeological sites,
paleontological resources, and human remains – in the project site and provide
project-specific recommendations, as needed. Coordination with local Native
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American communities should be done when significant cultural resources and
remain remains are identified as part of pre-approval site analysis.
ACTION LUD 11.5.3: Archaelogical and paleontological standard conditions.
Adopt and periodically update a set of standard mitigation measures and development conditions to address the discovery and identification of archaeological and
paleontological deposits. (LTS)
With the inclusion of this new policy and actions, this impact would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level on a program-level basis. Please note that cultural resource impacts generally must
be determined on a project-specific basis.
(3) Paleontological Resources. Implementation of the Draft General Plan has the potential
to significantly impact unique paleontological resources (fossils). Although no paleontological
resources have been identified in the SOI, the presence of geological formations known to contain
fossils indicates some paleontological sensitivity.
The Draft General Plan contains no policies that address potential impacts to paleontological
resources, nor does the City’s Code include provisions to preserve, or mitigate impacts to, these
deposits. Adoption of the Draft General Plan, therefore, has the potential to have a significant impact
on paleontological deposits as a result of new ground-disturbing developments and redevelopments
that may occur.
Impact CULT-2: Ground-disturbing activities associated with new development and redevelopment allowed under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could adversely affect significant
paleontological deposits under CEQA. (S)
Mitigation Measure CULT-2: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-1 to determine the
potential for paleontological deposits within a project site and to ensure project-specific
mitigations for such resources are incorporated as conditions of project approval. (LTS)
(4) Human Remains. Implementation of the Draft General Plan has the potential to significantly impact human remains interred outside formal cemeteries. Typically, such human remains are
associated with prehistoric archaeological habitation sites, (e.g., shell middens). As discussed previously, the SOI includes several recorded prehistoric archaeological deposits, including those that
contain Native American human remains. New development and redevelopment projects would occur
under the Draft General Plan, which have the potential to destroy prehistoric archaeological deposits,
including associated human remains. With implementation of the following mitigation measure
CULT-3, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Impact CULT-3: Ground-disturbing activities associated with new development and redevelopment allowed under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could adversely affect human remains
interred outside of formal cemeteries. (S)
Mitigation Measure CULT-3: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-1 to identify significant
archaeological resources, including those that contain human remains. In addition, the
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following new policy and action shall be included in the Land Use and Design element of the
General Plan:
POLICY LUD 11.6: Protect Human Remains. Utilize the development review process
to identify and protect human remains and follow the appropriate procedures outlined
under Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section
5097.98.
ACTION LUD 11.6.1: Human Remains. Should human remains be found on a
project site, no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains shall be disturbed until the
Santa Clara County Coroner is contacted and determines that no investigation of
the cause of death is required. If an investigation is required, and the coroner
determines the remains to be Native American then: (1) the coroner would contact
the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours; (2) the Native American
Heritage Commission would 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. (LTS)
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The proposed project, in
conjunction with other development in the City, has the potential to cumulatively impact cultural
resources. For built-environment historical resources, proposed developments in the change areas
could adversely affect such resources due to their demolition or more intensive land uses and
incompatible site designs that could impact the historical integrity of nearby historical buildings.
Development within the City also has the potential to adversely affect archaeological resources,
paleontological resources, and human remains through their destruction or disturbance. Before
mitigation, therefore, developments within the change areas, as well as other local recent and current
developments, have the potential to cause adverse cumulative impacts to cultural resources due to
their destruction or loss of historical integrity.
However, it should be noted that each development proposal received by the City will undergo
environmental review, as outlined in the actions and policies of the Draft General Plan and the
mitigation measures proposed above. Neither the proposed project nor other development projects are
expected to cumulatively result in significant impacts to cultural resources, provided that appropriate
predevelopment environmental review occurs (i.e., Mitigation Measure CULT-1) and appropriate
mitigation measures, including but not limited to preservation in place, capping, data recovery, or
compliance with the U.S. Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, are
implemented as a condition of development. Therefore, implementation of project-specific mitigation
measures and appropriate Draft General Plan policies and actions encouraging environmental review
and mitigation reduce any potential cumulative impacts related to cultural resources to a less-thansignificant level.
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OHP NRS
Resource Type
Age
Codeb
Comments
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site with human remains
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site with human remains
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site with human remains
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Shell deposit
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Midden site
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-Lithic and shell scatter
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric/
-Midden with human remains; historical artifact scatter
Historic
Archaeological Site
?
-Site reported to NWIC—No description available
Archaeological Site
?
-Site reported to NWIC—No description available
Archaeological Site
Prehistoric
-“Charmstone” and midden
MOUNTAIN VIEW REGISTER OF HISTORIC RESOURCES
Residence
1930
-Folk Victorian
Residence
1904
-“James Shower House”
Residence
1910
-“Willie Garliepp House”; Craftsman Bungalow
Residence
1900
-Listed in Mountain View Register; no description available
Residence
c. 1900
-Queen Anne style
Residence
1920
-Commercial Building
1874
-“Weilheimer Store”
Commercial Building
1906
-“Rogers Building”; modernistic style commercial block
Commercial Building
1903
-“Ames Building”
Commercial Building
c. 1905
-“Farmers and Merchants Bank”; Romanesque Revival style
Commercial Building
1926
-“Mountain View Theater”
Commercial Building
1908
-“Scarpa’s Meat Market”
Residence
1915
-Residence
1930
-Mission/Spanish Revival style
Residence
1925
-“Levin Huff House”; Spanish Eclectic style residence
Residence
1890
-Residence
1915
-Craftsman Bungalow
Residence
1906
-Transitional Pyramid style
Residence
1912
-“James Cochran House”; Craftsman Bungalow
Residence
c. 1920
-Dutch Colonial Revival
Residence
1924
-Bungalow with Mission/Classical Revival-style elements
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C-162
C-262
C-1512
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1181 Bonita Avenue
206 Bush Street
725 Calderon Avenue
1560 California Street
1610 California Street
1690 California Street
124 Castro Street
142-156 Castro Street
169-175 Castro Street
201 Castro Street
228 Castro Street
298 Castro Street
251 Chiquita Avenue
595 Church Street
2715 Diericx Drive
394 Franklin Street
403 Hope Street
425 Hope Street
1390 Latham Street
1655 Lloyd Way
484 Loreto Street

CA-SCL-1
CA-SCL-16
CA-SCL-21
CA-SCL-22
CA-SCL-24
CA-SCL-413
CA-SCL-439
CA-SCL-717
P-43-001473
P-43-001825

Address

Recorded Cultural Resources Within the Planning Area
Resource
Identification
Numbera

Table IV.K-1:
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Resource
Identification
Numbera

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4k-Cultural.doc (9/5/2012)

Address

FINAL EIR

476

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
K. CULTURAL RESOURCES

OHP NRS
Resource Type
Age
Codeb
Comments
MOUNTAIN VIEW REGISTER OF HISTORIC RESOURCES Continued
336 Mariposa Avenue
-Residence
1900
-“CampHouse”
496 Mariposa Avenue
-Residence
1920
-Craftsman style
1855 Miramonte Avenue
-Convalescent
1927
-English Country Cottage style
157 Moffett Boulevard
P-43-000708
Residence
1934
1S
Mountain View Adobe
3070 N. Shoreline Boulevard
-Residence
1867
1S
“Henry A. Rengstorff House”
360 Oak Street
-Residence
1924
-Craftsman Bungalow
296 Palo Alto Avenue
-Residence
1915
-Craftsman Bungalow
390 Palo Alto Avenue
-Residence
1930
-English Country Cottage & Mission Revival style
562 Pettis Avenue
-Residence
1920
-472 S. Shoreline Boulevard
-Residence
1910
-1531 Tyler Park Way
-Residence
1925
-322 View Street
-Residence
1910
-“McPheeter’s House”
327 View Street
-Residence
1925
-515 Villa Street
-Residence
1890
-Tank House
902 Villa Street
P-43-001271
Residence
c. 1888
-“Pearson House”; Greek Revival, Craftsman style
1043 Villa Street
-Residence
c. 1904
-Queen Anne style
1643 Villa Street
-Residence
1915
-Craftsman Bungalow
1645 Villa Street
-Residence
1915
-Craftsman Bungalow
1655 Villa Street
-Residence
1915
-Craftsman Bungalow
1074-76 Wright Avenue
-Residence
1875
-Italianate style
680 Yosemite Avenue
-Residence
1928
-Tudor Revival style
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES PROPERTIES NOT LISTED IN MOUNTAIN VIEW REGISTER
Bushnell Road
-Military Facility
c. 1930-1946
1S
US Naval Air Station Historic District;
consists of 43 historic properties
Warner Road
4035-0001-0000
Research Facility
1955
1S
Unitary Plan Wind Tunnel, NASA Ames Research Center
a
As assigned by the California Office of Historic Preservation.
b
California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) National Register Status (NRS) Code:
1S Individual property listed in National Register by the Keeper. Listed in the California Register;
6YDetermined ineligible for National Register by consensus through Section 106 process – Not evaluated for California Register or Local listing;
7J Received by OHP for evaluation or action but not yet evaluated;
7R Identified in Reconnaissance Level Survey – not evaluated

Table IV.K-1Continued
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PUBLIC SERVICES

This section evaluates the effects of the Draft General Plan and GGRP on public services, including
fire, police, and school services, and parks and recreational facilities. The setting section describes the
existing conditions for each service provider and also includes a description of applicable regulatory
and/or policy documents. Figure IV.L-1 shows the location of the City’s public facilities. The setting
section is based on information provided in the Draft General Plan, Current Conditions Report, and
related policy documents, and by consultation with public service providers.
The impacts and mitigation measures section discusses potential impacts to public services that could
result from implementation of the Draft General Plan. This section focuses on the Draft General Plan
because upon review it was determined that GGRP measures and action items would not directly
result in potential impacts for this topic. The section begins with the significance criteria, which
establish the thresholds used to determine whether an impact is significant. The latter part of the section evaluates the Draft General Plan and identifies mitigation measures, as necessary.
The analysis of potential environmental impacts on public services that could result from implementation of the Draft General Plan is primarily based on the need for new facilities and whether construction of these facilities could generate physical impacts.

1.
Setting. This section describes existing conditions related to Mountain View’s fire and
emergency medical services; police services; public schools; community facilities; and parks and
recreational facilities.
a.
Fire and Emergency Medical Services. This section describes fire protection, building
inspection and emergency medical services in the City of Mountain View. It includes a brief discussion of City of Mountain View Fire Department (MVFD) staffing levels, facilities, programs,
response times, reported emergencies, and goals. Information from this section is based primarily on
communication with MVFD staff.
(1) Existing Staff and Facilities. The MVFD provides fire protection and emergency
medical services in Mountain View. The MVFD also participates in an automatic aid program with
the cities of Palo Alto, Los Altos, and Sunnyvale, in addition to State-wide and mutual aid programs.1
As of July 2011, Rural/Metro, a contracted ambulance service provider, will provide ambulance
services within the City of Mountain View and Santa Clara County.
The MVFD has an established response time goal of 6 minutes (from dispatch) for “Medical Code
Three” calls (i.e., those requiring expedited transport). During the 2010 to 2011 fiscal year (July 1,
2010 to June 30, 2011), the MVFD achieved this goal 100 percent of the time.2
During the 2010 to 2011 fiscal year, the MVFD had 87 full-time staff, and 1.5 permanent part-time
staff, including 21 paramedics. MVFD staff are organized into three divisions: Administration,

1
McKenzie, Duncan, 2010. Senior Administrative Analyst. City of Mountain View Fire Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. November 17.
2

McKenzie, Duncan, 2011. Senior Administrative Analyst City of Mountain View Fire Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. August 2.
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Suppression, and Fire and Environmental Protection.3 The Administration Division contains 3.5 fulltime positions. The Suppression Division contains 69.5 Operations positions (firefighters and paramedics4), one Training/Safety position, and 1.5 Office of Emergency Services/Public Information
positions. The Fire and Environmental Protection Division contains 12 positions, including staff for
the Environmental Safety and Fire and Building Safety sub-divisions. The five MVFD fire stations
are staffed daily by a total of 21 personnel, a MVFD standard. The MVFD does not currently have
plans to change staffing levels.5
The Administration Division is located at 1000 Villa Street, and the Fire and Environmental Protection Division is located in City Hall at 500 Castro Street. The MVFD operates five fire stations:
Station 1, located at 251 South Shoreline Boulevard; Station 2, located at 160 Cuesta Drive; Station 3,
located at 301 North Rengstorff Avenue; Station 4, located at 229 North Whisman Road; and Station
5, located at 2195 North Shoreline Boulevard. These locations are shown in Figure IV.L-1.
Each fire station contains an engine company, which includes one captain, one engineer, and one
firefighter/paramedic. Station 1 also contains a rescue unit (consisting of two firefighters), and a
ladder truck (operated by the engine company). Station 5 contains a Hazardous Materials Unit, which
is cross-staffed with the engine company. The MVFD plans to construct a new station at the location
of Station 5 to replace the existing modular, temporary structure. In addition, an Emergency Medical
Services (EMS) coordinator station is located at the Administration Division.
(2) Service Calls and Department Goals. The MVFD sets new fire suppression goals each
fiscal year and includes them in its annual budget. The MVFD’s fire suppression goals for the 2010 to
2011 fiscal year were: (1) arrival by a first responder fire engine at a structure fire scene within 6
minutes of dispatch 100 percent of the time; (2) arrival of a second responder fire engine at a fire
scene within 8 minutes of dispatch 100 percent of the time; and (3) arrival at the scene of Medical
Code 3 emergency calls within 6 minutes of dispatch at least 90 percent of the time. For structure
fires requiring a first responder fire engine, the MVFD arrived at the fire scene in 6 minutes or less
100 percent of the time.6
During the 2010 to 2011 fiscal year, the MVFD responded to a total of 5,033 emergency calls,
including 3,431 rescue and EMS incident calls, 333 service calls, 578 good intent calls,7 391 false
alarm calls, 122 emergency fire calls, 159 hazardous condition (no fire) calls, six special incident
calls, and 13 calls of other types.8
With the City’s Building Division, the Fire Protection unit of the MVFD reviews all new development plans, including building design and access or emergency vehicles, to ensure they meet fire and
3

Mountain View, City of, 2010. Fire Department Annual Report Fiscal Year 2009-2010.

4

The 21 authorized paramedics within the Operations Division include engineers and firefighters who also mitigate
hazardous materials incidents and provide life-saving rescue services.
5

McKenzie, Duncan, 2009. Senior Administrative Analyst. Incident Report Requests, City of Mountain View Fire
MVFD. Personal communication with LSA Associates, Inc. February 6.
6

McKenzie, Duncan, 2011, op. cit.

7

A good intent call is when a call is cancelled while the firefighters/fire engine are en route, or when no emergency
is present upon arrival.
8

McKenzie, Duncan, 2011, op. cit.
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safety codes.9 The MVFD also inspects existing and industrial and commercial business for
compliance with fire codes, with special attention given to day care center, elderly care facilities, and
other places of assembly, such as restaurants, churches, and clubs.
The Environmental Safety division of the MVFD, is responsible for the Hazardous Materials,
Industrial Pretreatment, and Urban Runoff Program (see descriptions for programs below), which
handles inspections of commercial and industrial facilities that use or store hazardous materials, and
discharge process wastewater. The Environmental Safety division established a goal of conducting
1,500 building inspections during the 2010 to 2011 fiscal year, and a total of 2,000 inspections were
completed.10 In the 2010 to 2011 fiscal year, the MVFD also established a goal of checking 100
percent of building plans within 5 days of submittal to the Fire and Environmental Protection
Division. It met this goal and proposes the same goal for the next fiscal year.
(3) Fire Prevention Programs. The Fire and Environmental Protection Division oversees
fire prevention programs within the City of Mountain View. The division aims to protect the City’s
health, safety, and welfare through a comprehensive program emphasizing fire prevention, fire investigation, public education/outreach, environmental compliance, and housing inspection.11 Each of
these program components is described in further detail below:
x

Fire Cause/Arson Investigation. Deputy Fire Marshals investigate fire scenes for clues to determine a fire’s cause and origin. MVFD investigators participate in a County-wide task force to
assist other agencies when additional staffing is needed.

x

Fire Code Inspection. All industrial and commercial businesses are inspected annually for
compliance with the California Fire Code. Special attention is given to facilities with potentially
high-risk occupancies, including day care centers, convalescent and elderly care facilities, and
places of assembly such as restaurants, churches and clubs. For facilities with occupancies that
are not high-risk, and that are not facilities with permitted hazardous materials, the frequency of
inspections is approximately every 3 years.12 In addition, the MVFD complies with State law by
inspecting all rental properties (common areas) on an annual basis. The focus of each inspection
is on fire safety, adequate water supply and access, and ensuring that suppression systems, such
as fire alarm and sprinkler systems, are functioning properly.

x

Community Emergency Response Team and Public Education. Community Emergency
Response Team (CERT) training is free for Mountain View residents and provides instruction
and assistance in preparing for potential disasters. As of 2010, a total of 122 people were trained
as part of this program. The MVFD also implemented a new City-wide alert notification system
(AlertSCC). MVFD’s public education goal is to increase the level of fire prevention and life
safety through a curriculum-based, proactive Public Education Program.

x

Multi-Family Housing Program. Two-thirds of the City’s housing stock consists of rental units.
The Multi-Family Housing Program was established to maintain the quality and safety of this
9

Wentker, Jaymae, 2011. Fire Marshall. Mountain View Fire Department. Personal communication with LSA
Associates, Inc. August 31.
10

McKenzie, Duncan, 2011, op. cit.

11

McKenzie, Duncan, 2009, op. cit.

12

Wentker, Jaymae, 2011. Fire Marshall. Mountain View Fire Department. Personal communication with LSA
Associates, Inc. October 19.
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housing stock through an inspection program. Basic building, plumbing, mechanical, and
electrical issues are inspected in individual dwelling units to ensure a minimum standard of
habitability and safety is being maintained in rental units.
x

Hazardous Materials Program. Over 250 facilities that store hazardous materials are inspected
during a given year. These facilities use or store materials ranging from paints and thinners to
exotic chemicals used in the manufacture of high-tech equipment. The MVFD also acts as a
Participating Agency to the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health.

x

Industrial Pretreatment Program. Domestic and process wastewater discharged to the sanitary
sewer are deposited at the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant for treatment and
subsequent discharge into San Francisco Bay (south of the Dumbarton Bridge). Many industrial
and commercial facilities such as plating shops, photo processors, and machine shops discharge
process wastewaters containing oils, greases, and various heavy metals such as lead, copper, zinc,
and chrome. A wastewater pretreatment program was established to control the amount and type
of process wastewater that are treated by the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant.

x

Urban Runoff Program. The purpose of this program is to influence and change behaviors that
adversely affect stormwater runoff. This program includes inspecting construction sites, plan
review of new construction, education and outreach, a pesticide minimization program, and
various other programs designed to reduce the amount and type of contaminants being discharged
into creeks and the San Francisco Bay.

(4) Emergency Medical Services. In addition to the City’s contracted ambulance service
provider, Rural/Metro, the City has an Office of Emergency Services (OES). The (OES) is responsible for helping city employees, residents, businesses and schools prepare for, respond to and recover
from emergencies and disasters, both natural and man-made. Some duties of the OES include:
preparing the City by maintaining the City’s Emergency Plan and Emergency Operations Center
(EOC), and designing and conducting drills and exercises; training all city staff on the Standardized
Emergency Management System (SEMS) and personal preparedness, as well as recruiting and
training members of the city Emergency Response Team (ERT) and planning and coordinating
response for emergencies with other local jurisdictions and Regional, State and Federal Agencies is
also facilitated by OES.13 The City’s Emergency Plan establishes a basis for the organization of a
coordinated emergency response. The key objective of the Emergency Plan is to incorporate and
coordinate all facilities and personnel of the City into a unified organization that is able to flexibly
respond to emergencies and coordinate with other jurisdictions, as needed.14
b.
Police Services. This section describes police services in the City of Mountain View. It
includes a brief discussion of City of Mountain View Police Department (MVPD) staffing levels,
facilities and programs, response times, and the types of emergencies reported in Mountain View.
Information from this section is primarily based on communication with MVPD staff.
(1) Existing Staff and Facilities. The MVPD provides police services in Mountain View.
The MVPD headquarters is located at 1000 Villa Street.
13

Mountain View, City of, 2011. Mountain View Fire Department. Programs and Services, Disaster Preparedness.
Website: www.ci.mtnview.ca.us/city_hall/fire/programs_n_services/disaster_preparedness.asp. (accessed August 30).
14

Mountain View, City of, 2005. City of Mountain View Emergency Plan.
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The MVPD also participates in a variety of mutual assistance agreements with neighboring police
departments, Santa Clara County law enforcement, and State law enforcement organizations. As local
resources become constrained, more attention is currently focused on sharing public safety functions
such as dispatch services, centralizing records management functions, and sharing equipments. Due to
recent budget cuts, the MVPD’s authorized staff of 97 sworn and 51.5 non-sworn personnel in 2009
has decreased to 95 sworn and 49.5 non-sworn personnel.15 The MVPD conducts an active volunteer
program (non-officers), which consists of approximately 30 non-sworn volunteers.16
The MVPD once relied on U.S. Census data to calculate the need for sworn officers, but (after
population growth in the City rendered the Census data out-of-date), now relies primarily on the
number of received emergency calls.
(2) Beat Patrol. The MVPD operates out of one police station, located at 1000 Villa Street,
and does not have current plans to expand its facilities beyond this station. The MVPD has a fleet of
over 40 marked and unmarked police vehicles, not including the following vehicles: a mobile
command post, a Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) operations van, an armored car, motorcycles,
bicycles, and traffic radar trailers.17 As of August 2011, the City is currently conducting a spatial
needs study for the police station to address deficiencies related to spatial and seismic conditions.18
The MVPD organizes the City into reporting districts and beats, the former of which are used
primarily for the purpose of statistical analysis. The City contains four beats, which are designed to
receive approximately the same number of calls, but are not uniform in size.19 At any time, one to
three officers patrol each beat, with up to three additional “roving” officers who patrol the entire city.
Officers assigned to beats are expected to stay within the boundaries of the assigned beat during their
entire shift unless service calls require their assistance in a different beat.20 In addition, there is always
one sergeant and usually one lieutenant on patrol in some part of the City, although lieutenants do not
work after midnight. The Friday and weekend late night/early morning shifts include two officers per
beat, not including roving officers; each shift includes two sergeants. The MVPD also assigns
Community Service Officers to certain patrols.21
(3) Response Times and Shared Service Agreements. The MVPD has a goal to respond to
Priority E and Priority 1 calls in less than 4 minutes at least 55.5 percent of the time.22 Priority E and
Priority 1 calls are considered the highest priority calls and signal emergency dispatch from the
15
Wylie, Elizabeth, 2011. Community Relations Manager. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. August 5.
16

Wylie, Elizabeth, 2010. Community Relations Manager. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. November 19.
17

Ibid.

18

Bosel, Max, 2011. Captain, Field Operations Division. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. August 10.
19

Wylie, Elizabeth, 2010. Community Relations Manager. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. November 19.
20

Wylie, Elizabeth, 2010. Community Relations Manager. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc., September 23.
21

Ibid.

22

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.
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MVPD. Priority E calls are of higher importance
because they are often associated with violent
crime incidents.23 During the period of July
2010 to June 2011, the average response times
for Priority E and Priority 1 calls in the City
were 3.02 and 4.20 minutes, respectively. The
average in-transit response times in the City
were 2.56 and 3.60 minutes for Priority E and
Priority 1 calls, respectively.24
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Table IV.L-1: Part 1 Crimes Within Mountain
View in 2008 and 2009
Classification
Criminal Homicide
Forcible Rape
Robbery
Assault
Burglary
Larceny
Motor Vehicle Theft
Arson
Total

2008
6
7
55
491
233
1,431
143
7
2,373

2009
0
14
47
119
253
1,554
165
3
2,155

Percent
Change
-100%
100%
-14.5%
-76%
9%
9%
15%
-57%
-9%

(4) Crime Statistics and Issues. For
statistical purposes, the MVPD categorizes
Source: Mountain View Police Department, 2009 and Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 2010.
crimes in the City into “Part I” or “Part II”
crimes. Part I crimes include: homicide, rape,
robbery, assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. Part II crimes include all
other crime categories. As shown in Table IV.L-1, there were 2,155 Part I crimes within the MVPD’s
jurisdiction in 2009 and 2,373 Part I crimes in 2008. Part I crimes were down 9 percent from 2008.
Between 2008 and 2009 the most notable increases in crime were forcible rape, while the most
significant decreases in crime were criminal homicide and assault.25
The majority of crimes in the City are property crimes. Although certain beats and reporting districts
are busier than others, the MVPD attributes these differences to population density. For example,
Beat 2, located west of downtown between the Central Expressway and El Camino Real, produces
more calls for police service than the other beats. The MVPD attributes the higher activity in Beat 2
to the presence of high-density apartment complexes, resulting in a larger population than other beats,
as well as the higher number of strip malls in this area that experience shoplifting, burglary, and occasionally robbery. In addition, traffic issues and accidents have also been reported in this area.26 Other
beats containing predominantly single-family residences with fewer commercial uses experience
lower crime rates.
(5) Public Safety Programs. The MVPD oversees a variety of public safety programs (e.g.,
crime prevention training) within the City of Mountain View. For example, the MVPD oversees 104
Neighborhood and Business Watch groups. The Youth Services Unit recently received new grant
funding and is focusing its efforts on Functional Family Therapy, a family-based prevention and
intervention program. The Youth Services Unit also runs Dreams and Futures, a summer camp for at-risk
children. The Community Action and Information Unit manages the MVPD’s social media program.

23

Ibid.

24

Wylie, Elizabeth, 2011. Community Relations Manager. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc., September 12.
25

Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigations, 2010. Crime in the United States, Table 8: Offenses
Known to Law Enforcement by State, By City, 2009. Website: www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_08_ca.html (accessed
November 19).
26

Wylie, Elizabeth, 2010. Community Relations Manager. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. September 9.
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c.
Schools. This section describes school services in Mountain View between 2009 and 2010.
Information in this section is based primarily on the Current Conditions Report, which uses data from the
State of California Department of Education, Santa Clara County, the Mountain View-Whisman School
District, the Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District, the Los Altos School District, and the
City of the Mountain View website, and interviews with City staff and service providers.
Financial and administrative support for education services is largely provided by the school districts
that manage schools attended by City of Mountain View residents. The City does not have jurisdiction over school programs or facilities. School districts receive the bulk of their funding from the
California State Department of Education, and they have the authority to administer programs and
develop school site properties without City oversight. The City of Mountain View has a history of
developing cooperative agreements with local school districts to provide parks, recreation, and open
space facilities to community members.
A description of the facilities, services, and planned improvements of each of the three public school
districts that operates schools attended by City of Mountain View residents is provided below.
For the purposes of this discussion, district-level enrollment data are used for the Mountain ViewWhisman and Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School Districts, because all of the schools in
these districts serve Mountain View residents. Due to the fact that only one school site in the Los
Altos School District (Springer Elementary) is located in Mountain View, Springer School site data
are used in place of district-level data. Schools that serve Mountain View residents in the City of Los
Altos include: Almond Elementary, Covington Elementary, Egan Junior High, and Los Altos High
Schools.
(1) Mountain View-Whisman School District. The Mountain View-Whisman School
District was created in 2001 when the Mountain View School District and the Whisman School
District combined to form a single district. The Mountain View-Whisman School District only serves
Mountain View residents. During the 2010 to 2011 academic year, the Mountain View-Whisman
School District comprised seven elementary schools and two middle schools (see Table IV.L-2 and
Figure IV.L-1).27

Table IV.L-2:

Public Schools Serving Mountain View Students, 2010-2011

Mountain View-Whisman
School District
Benjamin Bubb Elementary
Edith Landels Elementary
Frank L. Huff Elementary
Mariano Castro Elementary
Monta Loma Elementary
Stevenson Elementary
Theuerkauf Elementary
Crittenden Middle
Graham Middle

Mountain View-Los Altos
Union High School District
Los Altos High
Mountain View High
Alta Vista High
Mountain View Adult School

Los Altos School District
Springer Elementary
Almond Elementary
Covington Elementary
Egan Junior High

Source: City of Mountain View, 2011.

27

Mountain View Whisman School District, 2011. School Info. Website: www.mvwsd.org/ (accessed August 5).
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Since the 1992 General Plan Update, student enrollment has declined nearly 9 percent in the
Mountain View-Whisman School District, prompting school closures and a shift in school catchment
area boundaries. At the same time, State class size reduction mandates necessitated the construction
of new classrooms for grades Kindergarten (K) to 3. The challenge for the Mountain View-Whisman
School District was to expand and upgrade facilities to meet State guidelines while also facing a
decline in student enrollment. Between 2001 and 2006, the District’s overall enrollment declined
slightly, but enrollment increased by 3.7 percent from 2006 to 2008.28 To accommodate enrollment
increases due to residential growth and the implementation of federal and state class size reduction
(CSR) programs, the District has added portable classrooms to various schools.29
During the 2010 to 2011 academic year, the District’s enrollment was 4,825 students.30 During the
2009 to 2010 school year, the Mountain View-Whisman School District employed 230 teachers and
maintained a 20.4:1 pupil-teacher ratio.31,32 The District’s average class size during the 2008-2009
school year was 24.3, slightly lower than the County average of 25.1.33
The Mountain View-Whisman School District, like other school districts, has an established student
generation rate that is used to ascertain the increased enrollment likely to be generated by new
development within the District’s boundaries. As shown in Table IV.L-3, the Mountain ViewWhisman School District uses a student generation rate of 0.159 elementary and middle school
students per detached single-family residential unit and 0.03 elementary and middle school students
per attached single-family and multi-family residential unit.34 Currently, the District charges project
developers a school impact fee of $1.98 per square foot of residential development and $0.31 per
square foot of commercial and industrial development.35
Since 2007, student enrollment has increased and school officials are considering options to expand
school facilities and services. The District opened a new 8,500 square-foot, grades K-5 elementary
school on the Stevenson Campus, adjacent to the District offices and Stevenson Park.

28

Jack Schreder & Associates, 2009. Facility Master Plan/Demographic Analysis for Mountain View Whisman
School District. August 9.
29

Ibid.

30

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Enrollment by Grade for 2010-11.
Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ (accessed August 5).
31
California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Selected District Level Data for 200910. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ (accessed August 5). Data on the number of teachers and pupil-teacher ratios for the
2010-11 school year are not yet available.
32

The pupil-teacher ratio is the student enrollment in a school divided by the full-time equivalent (FTE) numbers of

teachers.
33

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2010. Mountain View-Whisman School
District Report. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ (accessed November 18). Data on the average class size for the 2009-10
school year are not yet available.
34

Jack Schreder & Associates, 2009, op. cit.

35

Goldman, Craig, 2011. Superintendent. Mountain View Whisman School District. Personal communication with
LSA Associates Inc. February 28.
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Student Generation Rates

District
Mountain View-Whisman School Districta
Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School
Districtb
Los Altos School Districtc
a

b
c

Grade
Level
K-8
9-12

Single-Family
Housing Unit
Generation Rate
0.159
0.115

Multi-Family
Housing Unit
Generation Rate
0.030
0.046

K-8

0.600

0.300

Student generation rates derived from Facility Master Plan/Demographic Analysis for Mountain View Whisman School
District, 2009.
Student generation rates provided by Joe White, Mountain View Los Altos Unified High School District, 2010.
Student generation rates provided by Randy Kenyon, Los Altos School District, 2011.

Source: LSA Associates, Inc, 2011.

(2) Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District (MVLA UHSD). The MVLA
UHSD provides high school services to the communities of Mountain View, Los Altos, and Los Altos
Hills. Approximately 60 percent of the MVLA UHSD population consists of Mountain View
residents, about 32 percent are Los Altos residents, 5.5 percent are Los Altos Hills residents, and 2.9
percent are from outside of those three cities.36 The MVLA UHSD operates three high schools and
one adult school. The three high schools include Los Altos High School, Mountain View High
School, and Alta Vista High School.
The District’s enrollment during the 2010 to 2011 school year was 3,642.37 The estimated projected
enrollment for the 2011 to 2012 school year for the entire district is 3,746 (an increase of approximately 3 percent from the previous year).38 The 2010 to 2011 total enrollment and capacity numbers
for each school are illustrated in Table IV-L-4 below.
During the 2009 to 2010 academic year, the MVLA UHSD employed 182 teachers and maintained a
20.2:1 pupil-teacher ratio.39 The District’s average class size during the 2008 to 2009 school year was
23.9, just below the County average of 25.1.40 As shown in Table IV.L-3, above, MVLA UHSD uses
a student generation rate of 0.115 students per single-family detached residential unit and 0.046 per
apartment/attached residential unit. Currently, the MVLA UHSD charges a school impact fee of
$0.99 per square foot of residential development and $0.16 per square foot of commercial and
industrial development.41

36

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

37

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Enrollment by Grade for 20102011.Website: http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ (accessed August 5).
38

White, Joe, 2010. Associate Superintendent-Business Services. Mountain View Los Altos Unified High School
District. Personal communication with LSA Associates, Inc. November 23.
39
California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Selected District Level Data for 200910. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest (accessed August 5). Data on the number of teachers and pupil-teacher ratios for the
2010-11 school year are not yet available.
40
California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2010. Mountain View-Los Altos Unified
High School District Report. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ (accessed November 18). Data on the average class size for
the 2009-10 school year are not yet available.
41

White, Joe, 2010, op. cit.
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Table IV.L-4: School Location, Capacity and Enrollment, 2010-2011
2010-2011
Enrollment
(Students)

Capacity
(Students)

Excess
Capacityb
(Students)

School/District
Location
Mountain View-Whisman School District a
525 Hans Avenue
Benjamin Bubb Elementary
594
524
-70
Mountain View
115 West Dana Street
Edith Landels Elementary
557
497
-60
Mountain View
253 Martens Avenue
Frank L. Huff Elementary
574
477
-97
Mountain View
505 Escuela Avenue
Mariano Castro Elementary
539
662
123
Mountain View
460 Thompson Avenue
Monta Loma Elementary
504
484
-20
Mountain View
1625 San Luis Avenue
Theuerkauf Elementary
468
457
-11
Mountain View
750-B San Pierre Way
Stevenson School
278
240
-38
Mountain View
1701 Rock Street
Crittenden Middle
584
874
290
Mountain View
1175 Castro Street
Graham Middle
699
615
-84
Mountain View
c
Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District
201 Almond Avenue
Los Altos High
1,660
1,873
213
Los Altos
3535 Truman Avenue
Mountain View High
1,816
1,784
-32
Mountain View
1325 Bryant Avenue
Alta Vista High
154
150
-4
Mountain View
Los Altos School District
1120 Rose Avenue
516
500
-16
Springer Elementaryd
Mountain View
550 Almond Avenue
Almond School
531
540
9
Los Altos
205 Covington Road
Covington School
455
460
5
Los Altos
100 West Portola Avenue
Egan Junior High (Grades 7-8)
537
560
23
Los Altos
a
Capacities for schools in the Mountain View-Whisman School District were provided in a range, which included
optimum capacities and maximum capacities. The capacities listed in this table are optimum capacities.
b
Negative numbers indicate that student enrollment is over capacity.
c
Does not include Mountain View Adult School enrollment.
d
Springer Elementary is the only school in the Los Altos School District located in Mountain View.
Source: Mountain View-Whisman School District, Mountain View-Los Altos Union High School District, Los Altos
School District, California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2010-2011.

The MVLA UHSD completed an extensive modernization program in 2003 to accommodate growth.
The District also has plans to build new classrooms at the Mountain View and Los Altos High School
campuses and convert non-instructional rooms into classrooms. Work is anticipated to be finished by
December 2013.42 In order to accommodate growing enrollment and improve educational facilities,
42

White, Joe, 2010. Associate Superintendent-Business Services, Mountain View Los Altos Unified High School
District. Personal communication with LSA Associates, Inc. September 15.
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Mountain View residents passed Measure A, a general obligation bond of $41.3 million in June 2010.
Measure A allows for the construction of new classrooms, science labs, energy efficiency upgrades,
fire and earthquake safety upgrades, a new swimming pool, and solar canopies.43 Measure A projects
recently completed include the 1.26 megawatt solar photovoltaic system on canopies at the Mountain
View and Los Altos High School campuses, which became fully operational in June 2011, and new
fire and safety systems, which were installed in the summer of 2011. The new Mountain View pool is
expected to be completed and operational in February 2012. 44
The Mountain View-Los Altos Adult School (Adult School) provides services in its main building
located at 222 Moffett Boulevard, serves nearly 8,000 students annually, and offers courses at various
locations in the two cities.45 The main Adult School building, constructed in 1993, is a 24,500 square
foot facility that includes administrative offices, classrooms, and a child care center on-site.46
During the 1990s the City of Mountain View asked the Adult School to take over administration of
the City’s adult recreation programs. Although the school does not receive any State or other public
funding to support these programs, programs are provided on a fee basis and the Adult School pays
rental fees for the use of City facilities (e.g., the community center). The Adult School and the City
have joined to provide older adult recreational programs at the Mountain View Senior Center. The
Adult School charges a nominal fee for services and then supplements expenses with State education
and recreation funds.
(3) Los Altos School District (LASD). LASD operates nine schools serving the communities of Los Altos, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Los Altos Hills and unincorporated areas. There are
seven elementary (K to 6th Grade) and two intermediate schools (grades 7 to 8). LASD also provides
facilities to the Bullis Charter School (BCS), which operates independently from LASD. During the
2009 to 2010 school year, LASD employed 214 teachers and maintained a 20:1 pupil-teacher ratio.47
District-wide enrollment during the 2010 to 2011 school year was 4,393.48 Projected enrollment for
the 2011 to 2012 school year is 4,509 students, of which 76 percent comprises elementary school
students and 24 percent comprises junior high school students.49
The only LASD school located in Mountain View is Springer Elementary. Total enrollment at
Springer Elementary during the 2010 to 2011 school year was 516 students in grades K-5. During the
2009 to 2010 academic year, Springer School employed 20.6 teachers and maintained a 25.3:1 pupil-

43
Mountain View-Los Altos Unified High School District, 2010. MVLA Measure A Bond Information. Website:
www.mvla.net/bondinfo/Pages/default.aspx (accessed November 18).
44

Mountain View-Los Altos Unified High School District, 2011. Bond Measure A Updates, 7-15-2011 and 9-192011. Website: www.mvla.net/bondinfo/Pages/default.aspx (accessed October 9).
45

Mountain View-Los Altos Adult School, 2010. Website: www.mvlaae.net/about.html (accessed November 17).

46

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

47

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Selected District Level Data for 200910. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest (accessed August 5). Data on the number of teachers and pupil-teacher ratios for the
2010-11 school year are not yet available.
48

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Enrollment by Grade for 2010-11.
Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest (accessed August 5).
49

Ibid.
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teacher ratio.50 The school’s average class size during the 2008 to 2009 school year was 23, below the
County average of 25.1.51 As shown in Table IV.L-3, according to LASD, the school district uses a
student generation rate of 0.6 elementary and middle school students per-single-family detached
residential unit and 0.3 students per multi-family residential unit.52 Currently, like the Mountain
View-Whisman School District, LASD charges project developers a school impact fee of $1.9853 per
square foot of residential development and $0.31 per square foot of commercial and industrial
development.54
In 2003, Springer School completed a $9.5 million facility modernization project. Also, as a result of
school boundary changes in 2008, Mountain View students previously assigned to Almond School
were moved to Springer Elementary. Currently, only Mountain View students who reside in the San
Antonio neighborhood area attend Almond School.55
(4) Private Schools. There are seven private schools located in Mountain View, including
bilingual, parochial and independent schools. Since private schools are not considered public facilities,
they will not be discussed further in this EIR.
(5) Institutions of Higher Education. There are no college or university higher educational
institutions located in the City of Mountain View. However, a recent partnership between Foothill-De
Anza Community College District and UC Santa Cruz is supporting the development of an education
and research facility at the NASA Ames Research Center. Carnegie Mellon University’s Silicon
Valley campus at Moffett Federal Airfield in Mountain View also has a branch at the NASA Ames
Research Center.
There are a number of accredited colleges and universities in the Silicon Valley that provide educational opportunities to Mountain View residents. Mountain View is in the Foothill-DeAnza Community College district, which has two 2-year public community colleges. DeAnza College’s campus is
located in Cupertino, and the college offers courses at 15 off-campus locations in Cupertino, Sunnyvale, San Jose, Mountain View and Los Gatos. Foothill College’s main campus is located in Los
Altos Hills and its primary satellite campus, Middlefield Campus, is located in Palo Alto. The closest
public university is San Jose State University, which is part of the California State University system.
It offers 134 bachelors and masters degrees in 110 academic concentrations. Its main campus is
located in San Jose and it has a student body of over 31,000.

50

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2011. Selected District Level Data for 200910. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest (accessed August 5). Data on the number of teachers and pupil-teacher ratios for the
2010-11 school year are not yet available.
51

California Department of Education Educational Demographics Unit, 2010. Los Altos Elementary School District
Report. Website: dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest (accessed November 18). Data on the average class size for the 2009-10 school
year are not yet available.
52

Kenyon, Randy, 2011. Chief Business Official, Los Altos School District. Personal communication with LSA
Associates. January 4.
53

Kenyon, Randy, 2010. Chief Business Official, Los Altos School District. Personal communication with LSA
Associates. September 23.
54

Kenton, Randy, 2011, op. cit.

55

Ibid.
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(6) Regulatory Framework. This section describes applicable State regulations that pertain
to public schools.
State. Local school districts are empowered under State law to impose school impact fees,
which are collected by local governments at the time of building permit issuance. In 1998, the
California State Legislature enacted Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), which made significant amendments to
existing State law governing school fees. SB 50 prohibited State or local agencies from imposing
school impact mitigation fees, dedications, or other requirements in excess of those provided in the
statute. Government Code Section 65995(e) provides that where payment has been made to a school
district in accordance with the school fee program, that payment is considered full mitigation for
school impacts. The legislation also prohibits local agencies from denying or conditioning any project
(including a general plan) based on the inadequacy of school facilities.
d.
Community Facilities. This section describes library and child care facilities and services in
Mountain View. Information in this section is based primarily on the Current Conditions Report, City of
Mountain View website and correspondence with service providers.
(1) Library Services The Mountain View Public Library, located at 585 Franklin Street in
Downtown, is the City’s only library. The library provides reference and reader assistance, library
programming, internet access, and print and media materials..
Use of the Library continues to increase and is especially noticeable during economic recessions.
During the fiscal year of 2009-2010, the Library lent approximately 1.7 million items and had
845,577 visitors and a program attendance of 46,293.56 The Library is open seven days, 56 hours per
week and offers internet computers and access to both Ethernet and wireless networks. Programs are
offered year round for all ages from infants through seniors. Of particular note are the children's
programs with their strong learning component, parenting programs, and programs in other
languages. Computer classes and topical presentations are offered for adults, while young adults have
their own dedicated space, programs and collections. Community wide Library sponsored activities
include the Reading Day and Mountain View Reads Together (one book) programs. The Library
participates in Link+, a consortium of public and academic libraries throughout California, which
makes over 9,000,000 titles easily available to Library users free of charge.57
(2) Childcare. In 2008, the Santa Clara County Center for Educational Planning58 estimated
that there were 70 child care centers in Mountain View, including 44 family child care homes
(FCCHs) and 26 licensed center-based child care centers (LCCCs).59 Childcare center capacity is
measured in availabilities and varies widely according to the type and size of each establishment.
56

Mountain View, City of, 2011. Mountain View Public Library. Annual Report for FY09-10. Website:
www.mountainview.gov/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=7380 (accessed August 23).
57

Mountain View, City of, 2009, op. cit.

58

Center for Educational Planning, Santa Clara County Office of Education, 2008. Santa Clara County Early Care
and Education Needs Assessment. Website: www.plan4preschool.org/documents/LPC%202008%20ECENA
%20FINAL.pdf (accessed November 18).
59

Family Child Care Homes (FCCHs) are located in a provider’s home and care for a maximum of 14 children at a
time. Licensed Center-based Child Care Centers (LCCCs) are childcare facilities located at non-residential locations that
typically care for larger numbers of children at a time.
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Smaller FCCHs may have fewer than five slots, while larger LCCCs have 50 or more. The in-home
nature of FCCHs increases the likelihood that an establishment may close or change capacity on short
notice without reporting changes to the County. This makes keeping an accurate account of the City’s
total childcare supply difficult. There appears to be a shortage of affordably-priced and subsidized
slots available to the City’s lower-income families.60 At the time of this report, there were 30 families
on the County’s Centralized Eligibility List (CEL), which is the most reliable source of information
about families seeking subsidized childcare services.61
In 2008, the Santa Clara County Center for Educational Planning estimated that a Mountain View
household with one infant and one pre-school aged child in a licensed center-based child care center
would spend approximately 31 percent of its median household income on childcare, a sizeable
proportion of household monthly income. This represents a particularly large financial burden on the
City’s lower-income families, many of whom require subsidies to cover child care expenses. County
data indicate that in 2008 approximately 4 percent of Mountain View children (480 children) required
subsidized child care.62
In September 2008, the City of Mountain View Child Care Center opened with a mission to serve
families living and working in Mountain View. Located on a City-owned parcel at 266 Escuela
Avenue, next to the Mountain View Senior Center, the Child Care Center is a City-owned property
operated by Children’s Creative Learning Centers (CCLC), a for-profit child care company. CCLC
leases the building from the City and allocates $50,000 to provide subsidies to low-income Mountain
View children. The City also requires CCLC to accept third party payments for qualified children.
The Child Care Center’s current total capacity is 96 children between the ages of 6 weeks and 5
years.63 As of July 2011, 8 percent of the Child Center slots were occupied by children receiving
subsidies, with the remainder of the slots available at market rate. The Child Center is currently holds
four slots for immediate enrollment for subsidized families wishing to enroll, on an ongoing basis.
e.
Parks and Recreation. This section describes parks, recreation facilities, and open space in the
City of Mountain View. It includes a brief discussion of existing and proposed facilities, and
standards for park land dedication.
(1) Existing Facilities. The City of Mountain View has nearly 1,000 acres of parks and open
space land, divided among 17 mini-parks, 13 school district-owned neighborhood parks,64 five Cityowned neighborhood parks, two community parks, and one regional park.65 The City currently is in
the process of constructing two new mini-parks – Mariposa Park and Del Medio Park. Park dedication for Mariposa Park and Del Medio Park is scheduled for early 2012, respectively.66 The Shoreline
60

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

61

Ibid.

62

Center for Educational Planning, Santa Clara County Office of Education, 2008.

63

Routon, Cheryl, 2011. Director City of Mountain View. Children’s Creative Learning Centers. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. October 20.
64

The City of Mountain View has established joint use agreements with the school districts for use of the parkland.

65

Mountain View, City of, 2009, op. cit.

66

Mountain View, City of, 2011. Public Works Department, Future Del Medio and Mariposa Parks. Website:
www.ci.mtnview.ca.us/city_hall/public_works/future_del_medio_and_mariposa_parks.asp (accessed August 23).
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Regional Park and the Stevens Creek Trail comprise
approximately 80 percent of all the parks and open
space acreage in Mountain View. Table IV.L-5
presents the City’s parks by type, service area, and
size. Table IV.L-6 provides an overview of
Mountain View’s parks by type and acreage. Types
of parks within Mountain View are briefly
described below and are shown in Figure IV.L-2:
x

x

Mini-Parks are small, specialized parks
primarily located within residential neighborhoods and are intended to serve residents living
within a ½-mile. Mini-parks include amenities
and design features meant to provide services to
specific groups, such as seniors or young
children.

Table IV.L-5: Types of City of Mountain View
Parks by Service Area and Size
Type of Park
Mini-Park
Neighborhood
Park
Community Park
and/or
Recreational
Facility
Regional Park

Service Area
0.5 mile

Size
 3 acres

1 mile

3-15 acres

City

15-50 acres

Region

50+ acres

Source: City of Mountain View Current Conditions Report,
2009.

Neighborhood Parks offer higher-intensity
recreation to community members and
frequently include areas of active use, such as
play areas and athletic fields. These parks are
intended to be easily accessible to residents
living within 1 mile and are often centrally
located within neighborhoods. Due to the City’s
constrained land supply to accommodate
additional recreation and athletic uses for a
growing population, Mountain View maintains a
joint-use agreement with the Mountain ViewWhisman School District, which allows public
use of district-owned open spaces during nonschool hours. Approximately two-thirds of the
City’s neighborhood parks acreage is owned by
the Mountain View-Whisman School District
and is not under the City’s jurisdiction.

Table IV.L-6: City of Mountain View Parks
by Type, Number and Acreage, 2010
Park Types
Mini-Parks
Neighborhood ParksCity-Owned
Neighborhood ParksSchool-District
Owned
Community Parks
Regional Parks and
Open Space
(including Stevens
Creek Trail)
Total
a

Open
Space
Acres
12.0

Percent
of Total
Acreage
1.2

5

47.8

4.9

13
2

84.8
50.1

8.7
5.1

1
38

777.5
972.2

80.0
100.0

Number
of Parks
17a

As of 2011, two of the 17 mini-parks have not yet been
completed. Park dedication for these two parks is
scheduled for early 2012.

Source: City of Mountain View, 2011.

x

Community Parks are larger spaces that provide various amenities, which range from natural
areas, designed for walking, sitting and picnicking, to those suited to intense recreational use,
such as tennis, aquatic, and skateboarding facilities. Community parks also serve as gathering
areas for residents and are often the sites of large City events.

x

Recreational and Community Facilities include two athletic complexes: Mountain View Sports
Pavilion located at the Graham Middle School site, and the Whisman Sports Center, located at
Crittenden Middle School, as well as 15 ball field diamonds, 14 soccer/football fields of varying
sizes, and 32 tennis courts. The City also owns and operates two outdoor aquatic facilities: the
Eagle Pool and the Rengstorff Pool. In addition, Mountain View has an extensive and growing
multi-use pedestrian and bicycle trail network, which includes the Stevens Creek, Hetch Hetchy,
Permanente Creek, Whisman Light Rail, and Bay trails. The City also has a public golf facility –
the Shoreline Golf Links – which is located within Shoreline Regional Park.
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x

Community Gardens. In addition, the City has two community gardens that are open to
Mountain View residents and current City employees for an annual rental fee. The first garden,
Senior Center Community Garden, is located on Escuela Avenue near the Senior Center and is
open to seniors ages 55 years and older. The second garden, Willowgate Community Garden, is a
one-acre parcel at the end of Andsbury Avenue. Mountain View residents also have access to
additional parks and recreation services in the adjacent cities of Los Altos, Sunnyvale, and Palo
Alto

x

Regional Parks, Open Spaces, and Regional Trails. Mountain View defines a regional park as
an area of natural or ornamental quality that is 50 or more acres in size. Outdoor recreational
amenities can include picnicking, hiking, biking and boating. Regional park facilities are intended
for use by the entire City, as well as the surrounding region. Encompassing 753 acres, Shoreline
Regional Park is the largest and only regional park located in Mountain View. It includes open
space with diverse natural habitats that support a wildlife preserve, the public golf course, the
historic Rengstorff House, Michael’s Restaurant, Boathouse and café and a variety of other
resources.67
The Stevens Creek Trail is over halfway constructed, and upon completion will provide a northsouth open space connection across the City and a key recreational amenity to the entire region.
Currently, it extends from Shoreline Regional Park to Sleeper Avenue. The extension from the
Sleeper Avenue neighborhood access point over SR 85 to the intersection of Dale Avenue and
Heatherstone Way is under construction and is scheduled for completion in early 2012. The trail
runs through a variety of natural habitats, and provides both recreational and educational
amenities. The Hetch Hetchy Trail currently runs east to west along a section of the Hetch Hetchy
right-of-way and connects Stevens Creek Trail on the west to Whisman Road on the east. Other
trails include the Permanente Creek Trail, the Whisman Light Rail Trail and the Bay Trail.68 The
regional San Francisco Bay Trail also runs along the Bay Shoreline of Mountain View and is
described below.

x

Private Parks and Other Public Open Space. Mountain View has a number of private open
spaces located throughout the City. Typically these green spaces are included within residential
developments for use by residents and guests. Recreational facilities can include water features,
swimming pools, lawn areas, dog walking areas and playgrounds. Although City park acreage
and facilities totals do not include these areas, these resources provide important open space
benefits to many City residents.69

(2) Regulatory Framework. This section describes applicable State regional plans, and
local policies and regulations that pertain to parks and recreation.
State and Regional Regulations. Relevant State and regional plans and policies are described
below.

67

Mountain View, City of, 2009, op. cit.

68

Ibid.

69

Ibid.
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The Quimby Act. Section 66477 of the Government Code (the Quimby Act) authorizes jurisdictions to establish ordinances requiring developers of residential subdivisions to dedicate parkland
or pay in-lieu fees for park and recreation purposes. This provision of the State Subdivision Map Act
enables cities and counties to require the dedication of land and/or payment of in-lieu fees for parks
and recreation purposes as a condition of approval of a tentative map or parcel map subdivision. AB
1600 amended the Quimby Act in 1982 to hold local governments more accountable for imposing
park development fees. The AB 1600 amendment requires agencies to clearly show a reasonable
relationship between the public need for the recreation facility or park land and the type of development project upon which the fee is imposed. Cities and counties are required to show a strong direct
relationship, or nexus, between the park fee exactions and the proposed project. Local ordinances
must include definite standards for determining the proportion of the subdivision to be dedicated and
the amount of the fee to be paid by the developer. AB 2936 was adopted as an amendment to the
Quimby Act in 2002, and allows counties and cities to spend up to 10 percent of their Quimby Act
fees to prepare master plans for park and recreation facilities every three years.
San Francisco Bay Trail Plan. Adopted by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
in 1989, the San Francisco Bay Trail is a regional initiative to create a public, multi-use trail that
connects the communities surrounding the San Francisco Bay. The San Francisco Bay Trail Plan
proposes development of a regional hiking and bicycling trail around the perimeter of San Francisco
and San Pablo Bays. The Bay Trail Plan was prepared by ABAG pursuant to Senate Bill 100 (passed
in 1987), which mandated that the Bay Trail provide connections to existing park and recreation
facilities; create links to existing and proposed transportation facilities; and be planned in such a way
as to avoid adverse effects on environmentally sensitive areas. The Bay Trail Plan also contains
policies to guide selections of the trail route and implementation of the trail system. Policies fall into
five categories: trail alignment, trail design, environmental protection, transportation access, and
implementation. The Bay Trail policies and design guidelines are intended to complement the
adopted regulations and guidelines of local managing agencies. When complete, the Bay Trail will be
a continuous 500-mile recreational corridor that will link all nine Bay Area counties and 47 cities.70
Policies pertaining to parks and recreation found in the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan are listed below.
x

Trail Alignment Policy 1: Ensure a feasible, continuous trail around the Bay.

x

Trail Alignment Policy 2: Minimize impacts on and conflicts with sensitive environments.

x

Trail Alignment Policy 3: Locate trail where feasible, close to the shoreline.

x

Trail Alignment Policy 6: In selecting a route for the trail, incorporate local agency alignments where
shoreline trail routes have been approved. Incorporate San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission public access trails where they have been required.

x

Trail Alignment Policy 7: Where feasible and consistent with other policies of this plan, new trails may be
routes along existing levees.

x

Trail Alignment Policy 9: In selecting a trail alignment, use existing stream, creek, slough and river
crossings where they are available. This may require bridge widenings in some locations, In selecting trail
alignments, new stream, creek and slough crossing should be discouraged. Where necessary because
acceptable alternatives do not exist, bridging may be considered.

70

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2011. San Francisco Bay Trail, Plans and Publications. Website:
www.baytrail.org (accessed October 21).
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x

Trail Alignment Policy 10: In order to minimize the use of existing staging areas along the shoreline and to
reduce the needs for additional staging areas, the choice of trail alignment should take full advantage of
available transit, including rail service (e.g., Caltrain, BART), ferries and bus service.

x

Trail Alignment Policy 11: Connections to other local and regional trail and bikeway systems should be
actively sought in order to provide alternatives to automobile access to the Bay Trail. In particular,
opportunities should be explored for trail connections to the Bay Area Ridge Trail, which is envisioned to
circle the Bay along the region’s ridgelines.

x

Trail Design Policy 12: Provide access wherever feasible to the greatest range of trail users on each
segment.

x

Trail Design Policy 15: Highlight the interpretive potential of certain trail segments, including
opportunities for interpretation, education, rest and view enjoyment.

x

Trail Design Policy 16: Incorporate necessary support facilities, using existing parks, parking lots, and
other staging areas wherever possible.

x

Environmental Protection Policy 23: The Committee is aware of the ecological value of wetlands; in many
cases, they provide habitat for a variety of endangered species. In the San Francisco Bay Area, these areas
serve as a vital link in the Pacific flyway for feeding, breeding, nesting and cover for migratory birds. To
avoid impacts in wetlands habitats, the Bay Trail should not require fill in wetlands, and should be designed
so that use of the trail avoids adverse impacts on wetland habitats.

x

Environmental Protection Policy 25: The Bay Trail should not be defined as a continuous asphalt loop at
the Bay’s edge, but as a system of interconnecting trails, the nature of which will vary according to the
locale and the nature of the terrain and resources in the vicinity of each particular trail segment.

x

Environmental Protection Policy 27: The path should be designed to accommodate different modes of
travel (such as bicycling and hiking) and differing intensities of use, possibly requiring different trail
alignments for each mode of travel, in order to avoid overly intensive use of sensitive areas.

x

Implementation Policy 45: Local agencies should be sensitive to the natural environment not only in project
planning to implement segments of the Bay Trail, but also in maintaining and managing the trail once built.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District. The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
(District) works to form a continuous greenbelt of permanently preserved open space by linking its
lands with other public parklands. The District also participates in cooperative efforts such as the Bay
Trail, Ridge Trail, and Skyline-to-the-Sea Trail, which are regional trail systems in the Bay Area that
include District lands. The District has permanently preserved nearly 60,000 acres of mountains,
foothill, and bayland open space, creating 26 open space preserves (24 of which are open to the
public). The District covers an area of 550 square miles and includes 17 cities (Atherton, Cupertino,
East Palo Alto, Half Moon Bay, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Menlo Park, Monte Sereno,
Mountain View, Palo Alto, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San Carlos, Saratoga, Sunnyvale, and
Woodside). The District prepared a Regional Open Space Study in 1998, as a tool for planning
connections between District trails and the regional trail system. Open Space plans and policies are
put into action through the District’s Capital Improvement Program and ongoing stewardship.
Local Regulations. Local regulations are described below.
Park land Dedication Ordinance. The City of Mountain View’s Park Land Dedication
Ordinance, adopted in 1971, requires payment of an in-lieu fee or park land dedication, pursuant to
the Quimby Act. The Park Land Dedication Ordinance includes the following components:
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x

Park Land Dedication or In Lieu Fee Requirements. The ordinance requires developers of
either single lot residential development projects or subdivisions to dedicate new park land or pay
an in-lieu fee to be used for the purpose of providing nearby park land or recreational facilities.
An in-lieu fee can be substituted for park land dedication under the following circumstances: (1)
the development or subdivision site is not identified as a location for future park land in the
General Plan, a Precise Plan, or in the Park and Open Space Plan; (2) City staff determines that
park land dedication is infeasible or undesirable; or (3) the proposed development or subdivision
includes fewer than 50 residential units. A combination of park land dedication and payment of
in-lieu fees is acceptable for certain developments or subdivisions in excess of 50 residential
units.

x

Park Land Standard and Types. As noted earlier, the ordinance states that the City should
provide 3 acres of park land for each 1,000 residents. In addition, the ordinance establishes park
service areas and sizes, as summarized in Table IV.L-5.

x

Calculation of Park Land Requirement. The ordinance provides formulas for calculating the
required acreage of park land to be dedicated for different residential densities, as shown in Table
IV.L-7. The ordinance provides definitions for variables in the equations used to calculate the
land required for dedication, which are shown in Table IV.L-8.

Table IV.L-7: Density Formula for Park Acreage Requirement
Dwelling Density/Type
Low
Medium-Low
Medium
Medium-High and High
Mobile Homes

Dwelling Units
Per Acre
1-6
7-12
13-25
26+
7-14

Acreage Requirement
Per Dwelling Unit
Within Subdivision
0.0081
0.0069
0.0060
0.0060
0.0045

Source: Mountain View Municipal Code, Section 41.6, 1997.

The following formula is used to calculate the land required for dedication, per the variables shown in
Table IV.L-8:
AxB=L
The following formula is used to calculate the required in-lieu fee, per the variables defined in Table
IV.L-8:
AxBxC=F

Table IV.L-8:
Variable
A
B
C
F
L

Park Land Dedication Variables and Formulas
Definition
The park land dedication acreage required per dwelling unit within the proposed residential
development for park and recreational facilities, as shown in Table IV.L-7.
The number of new dwelling units in the proposed residential development.
The fair market value per acre of land in the proposed residential development.
The in-lieu fee required.
The land required for dedication.

Source: Mountain View City Code, 2009.
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Credit for Private Open Space and Exclusions. In some cases where private open space is
proposed as part of a development or subdivision, a maximum of 50 percent of the value of the
private open space can be dedicated in place of the normal in-lieu fees. The ordinance also
provides examples of residential development or subdivisions that are exempt from park land
dedication or payment of in-lieu fees, such as Single Room Occupancy (SRO) living unit
facilities.

Park Standard. The City of Mountain View established a standard of 3 acres of park space per
1,000 residents in the Park Land Dedication Ordinance71 to measure how well the City provides
residents with access to park and recreational facilities. As discussed in Section IV.B, Population,
Housing, and Employment, with the City’s 2011 residential population of 74,066,72 it is estimated
that the City currently meets this standard, providing 13.5 acres of park land per 1,000 residents.
However, without Shoreline Regional Park and the Stevens Creek Trail, the City does not meet the
established standard, and provides only 2.6 acres of park land per 1,000 persons.
Parks and Open Space Plan. The 2008 City of Mountain View Parks and Open Space Plan73
presents a long-range vision for parks and open space in the City, and assesses projected growth, land
constraints, and other issues relating to parks and open space planning. The Parks and Open Space
Plan identifies current and projected needs in ten planning areas, and makes specific recommendations to address deficiencies, maximize potential open space, and increase accessibility for the
community. The Parks and Open Space Plan also identifies locations where improved pedestrian and
bicycle crossings are needed to ensure safe access. The Parks and Open Space Plan’s near-term
priorities include a community park between the Central Expressway and Highway 101, and additional neighborhood and mini parks in the San Antonio, Sylvan-Dale, Rengstorff, Stierlin, Thompson,
and Whisman areas. The 2008 City of Mountain View Recreation Plan74 serves as a companion
document to the Parks and Open Space Plan and provides a comprehensive overview and assessment
of recreation programs, services and facilities, as well as long-term recommendations to improve
recreational offerings.
Policies pertaining to public services found in the City of Mountain View Parks and Open Space Plan
are listed below.
Increase Open Space
x

City-wide Priority 1: Acquire open space for a community park north of Central Expressway and south of
Highway 101.

x

City-wide Priority 2: Acquire open space throughout the City for neighborhood parks and mini-parks,
especially in neighborhoods deemed most deficient in open space.

x

City-wide Priority 3: Work with owners of open space not currently available for acquisition to enable
shared uses of these resources (by means of joint use, easements, or other cooperative mechanisms).

71

Mountain View, City of, 1997. Municipal Code, Chapter 41, Park Land Dedication Or Fees In Lieu Thereof.

72

California, State of, 2011. Department of Finance, E-5 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State,
2010-2011, with 2010 Benchmark. May.
73

Mountain View, City of, 2008. Parks and Open Space Plan, op. cit.

74

Mountain View, City of, 2008. Recreation Plan. July 8.
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City-wide Priority 4: Acquire a portion or all of Mountain View’s agricultural lands, if they become
available, in an effort to preserve the City’s agricultural heritage.

Improve Existing Open Space
x

City-wide Priority 1: Develop open space as parks for community use, especially in neighborhoods deemed
deficient in open space. Encourage maximum community input in all stages of development.

x

City-wide Priority 2: Enhance the City’s Urban Forest. Evaluate current street tree vacancies and set up a
program for replanting. Update City street tree planting list. All public spaces should function as visual
open space (e.g., through landscaping of parking lots, vacant lots, street medians, etc.).

x

City-wide Priority 3: Improve and renovate existing parks.

Preserve Existing Open Space
x

City-wide Priority 1: Work with school district, utility companies, private owners, governmental agencies,
etc., to ensure that no current open space is lost. To accomplish this, the City should:
o

Strengthen existing and future city/school joint use agreements to provide additional methods to
ensure preservation of school open space areas.

o

Continue to maintain all joint use agreements with the school district for use of open space at
public, middle and elementary schools.

o

Develop new joint use agreements where they currently do not exist.

o

Strengthen and formalize current partnerships to provide safe custodianship of land in Mountain
View that is owned by other agencies, such as San Francisco Water District (Hetch-Hetchy), Santa
Clara County Water District, Santa Clara County, and P.G.&E.

x

City-wide Priority 2: Preserve the City’s Urban Forest in order to retain neighborhood character and ensure
the greening of the increasingly urbanized environment.

x

City-wide Priority 3: Support efforts by other agencies, private organizations and/or nonprofits to preserve
a portion or all of Mountain View’s agricultural lands as permanent open space, if they become available.

x

City-wide Priority 4: Work with other agencies to preserve all bay-front land.

Provide Access to Open Space
x

City-wide Priority 1: Work cooperatively within the City and with other governmental agencies to ensure
that access to open space resources is enhanced (e.g., traffic safety, attractiveness to users, etc.).

x

City-wide Priority 2: Work cooperatively within the City to build mini-trails to facilitate access to trails
from neighborhoods, especially from neighborhoods that are under-served in open space.
o

Trail System Priority 1: Identify locations where new or improved access to trails and bicycle
routes would improve safe, continuous non-auto routes throughout the City. Implementation of
such improvements should be given priority in those planning areas that are under-served by park
and open space resources.

Develop Trail Systems
x

City-wide Priority 1: Continue developing a city-wide network of pedestrian and bicycle pathways to
connect neighborhoods to each other and to open space resources.

x

City-wide Priority 2: Work with other cities and governmental agencies to develop regional trails
connecting Mountain View with other regional trails and open spaces.
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section provides an assessment of the potential impacts related to View’s fire and emergency
medical services; police services; public schools; community facilities; and parks and recreational
facilities associated with implementation of the Draft General Plan. As previously described, first the
criteria of significance are identified; the effects of projected development under the Draft General
Plan are then evaluated, and where potentially significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures
are recommended.
a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan would have a significant
effect on public services if it would:
(1)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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 following public services:
o

Fire protection;

o

Police protection;

o

Schools;

o

Community Facilities; and

o

Parks

(2)

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;

(3)

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which would have an adverse physical effect on the environment; or

(4)

Create a shortage of park facilities for new residents in which the City standard of 3
acres per 1,000 persons would be violated.

b.
Impacts Analysis. The following discussion describes impacts on public services associated
with implementation of the Draft General Plan.
(1) Result In Substantial Adverse Physical Impacts. As discussed in Section IV.B, Population, Housing, and Employment, implementation of the Draft General Plan would increase the
population of the City to a total of 88,570 residents, a net increase of approximately 14,710 residents
from the City’s 2009 population of 73,860.
Fire Protection. These additional residents would increase demand for fire protection and
emergency medical services. In addition, development projected under the Draft General Plan would
result in additional commercial and industrial development, which would increase the need for law
enforcement and fire protection services. As discussed in Section IV.B, Population, Housing, and
Employment, development under the Draft General Plan is projected to increase the number of jobs in
the City to a total of 82,230 jobs, a net increase of approximately 21,760 from the number of jobs that
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existed in 2009 (60,460). Employees associated with these jobs, who would spend at least a portion of
each work day in the City, would also increase demand for fire protection services. The MVFD does
not maintain a staffing ratio goal based directly on population or employment (staffing levels are
instead identified based on service demand and other factors). It is anticipated that the population and
employment growth resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan would increase the
demand for fire protection services.
Impacts to emergency response times would be reduced through implementation of Draft General
Plan Policies PSA 1.1, PSA 3.1, and action items PSA 3.1.1., PSA 3.1.2, and INC 2.2. Draft General
Plan Policy PSA 1.1 and action item PSA 1.1.1 would ensure the maintenance of adequate fire
protection staffing, performance levels, and facilities to serve the needs of communities and for the
MVFD to work with neighboring cities to evaluate possible efficiencies for sharing services. Adequate fire staffing levels and sharing services with other jurisdictions would assist in decreasing
emergency response times. Draft General Plan Policy PSA 3.1 and action items PSA 3.1.1 and PSA
3.1.2 aim to minimize property damage, injuries, and loss of life due to fire through the use of fire
suppression best practices and equipping fire fighters with state-of-the-art equipment and training to
respond quickly and effectively to medical emergencies. Draft General Plan Policy INC 2.2 would
ensure long-term reliability on the part of service providers and suppliers, especially in the case of an
emergency or natural disaster. Therefore, development associated with the Draft General Plan would
have a less-than-significant impact on emergency medical services in Mountain View. The policies
and action items identified above follow:
Public Safety
Police and Fire Services Combined
POLICY PSA 1.1: Adequate staffing. Maintain adequate police and fire staffing, performance levels and
facilities to serve the needs of the community.
Fire
POLICY PSA 3.1: Minimize losses. Minimize property damage, injuries, and loss of life due to fire.
ACTION PSA 3.1.1: Use fire suppression best practices. Evaluate and update best practices, plans and
policies for preventing and suppressing fires.
ACTION PSA 3.1.2: Provide excellent equipment. Equip fire fighters with state-of-the-art equipment
and training to respond quickly and effectively to medical emergencies.
Infrastructure and Conservation
POLICY INC 2.2: Emergency service providers. Ensure long-term reliability from service providers and
suppliers, especially in the case of an emergency or natural disaster.

Draft General Plan Policy PSA 1.1, which aims to meet or exceed accepted service standards for fire
services, would ensure that the City maintains adequate fire fighter staffing to serve the needs of the
community. Adequate staffing levels and capital improvements to the MVFD would accommodate
increased demand for fire protection services. Therefore, development associated with the Draft
General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on fire protection services in Mountain View.
The MVFD does not foresee the need to construct a new fire station or add to its current daily
staffing, and as a result, growth associated with the implementation of the Draft General Plan would
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not have a significant physical effect associated with the provision of new or altered facilities for fire
services.75 Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Police Protection. As discussed in Section IV.B, Population, Housing, and Employment,
implementation of the Draft General Plan would increase the population of the City to a total of
88,570 residents, a net increase of approximately 14,710 residents from the City’s 2009 population of
73,860. These additional residents would increase demand for law enforcement services. In addition,
development associated with the Draft General Plan would result in additional commercial and
industrial development, which would also increase the need for law enforcement services. As
discussed in Section IV.B, Population, Housing, and Employment, development under the Draft
General Plan is projected to increase the number of jobs in the City to a total of 82,230 jobs, a net
increase of approximately 21,760 from the number of jobs that existed in 2009 (60,460). Employees
associated with these jobs, who would spend at least a portion of each work day in the City, would
also increase demand for police services. The MVPD does not maintain a staffing ratio goal based
directly on population or employment (staffing levels are instead identified based on service demand
and other factors). It is anticipated that the population and employment growth resulting from
implementation of the Draft General Plan would increase the demand for police services.
The average MVPD in-transit response times to Priority E and Priority One calls are approximately
30 seconds less than the MVPD’s targeted average total response times (from when the dispatcher
answers the phone to when the officer arrives on scene). Population and employment growth
associated with the Draft General Plan would increase the number of calls to the MVPD requesting
emergency assistance. This increase in the number of calls, combined with increased traffic congestion likely to result from population and employment growth in the City, could increase emergency
response times. As a result, the MVPD may be less effective at meeting its response time goal of 6
minutes or less.
However, impacts to emergency response times would be reduced through implementation of Draft
General Plan policies PSA 1.1, PSA 2.1, PSA 2.2, PSA 2.3, PSA 2.5, and actions PSA 1.1.1, PSA
2.2.1, and INC 2.2. Draft General Plan Policy PSA 1.1 and action PSA1.1.1 would ensure the maintenance of adequate police staffing, performance levels and facilities to serve the needs of communities
and would require the MVPD to work with neighboring cities to evaluate possible efficiencies for
sharing services. Maintaining adequate police staffing levels and sharing services with other jurisdictions would assist in decreasing emergency response times. Policies PSA 2.1, PSA 2.2, and PSA 2.3,
and action PSA 2.2.1 would promote community policing services and prompt notification of
criminal activity to residents, and training of MVPD members to improve police service delivery and
effectiveness. Similar to sharing services, regional partnerships to reduce crime and respond to
emergencies in a more timely and efficient manner is supported by Policy PSA 2.5. General Plan
Policy INC 2.2 would ensure the long-term reliability of service providers and suppliers, especially in
the case of an emergency or natural disaster. Therefore, development associated with the Draft
General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on police services in Mountain View.
Draft General Plan Policy PSA 1.1, which aims to meet or exceed accepted service standards for
police services, would ensure that the City maintains adequate police staffing to serve the needs of the
75

McKenzie, Duncan, 2011. Senior Administrative Analyst City of Mountain View Fire Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. August 11.
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community. Adequate staffing levels and capital improvements to the MVPD would accommodate
increased demand for police services. Therefore, development associated with the Draft General Plan
would have a less-than-significant impact on police services in Mountain View. The policies and
actions not previously identified above follow:
Land Use and Design
POLICY LUD 6.2: Equitable location of amenities. Pursue equitable distribution of community amenities,
public facilities and services within walking distance of residential neighborhoods.
POLICY LUD 10.1: Sustainable design and materials. Encourage high-quality and sustainable design and
materials.
POLICY LUD 10.2: Low impact development. Encourage development to minimize or avoid disturbing
natural resources and ecologically significant land features.
POLICY LUD 10.3: Flexible building design. Encourage flexible building design to enable future re-use of
buildings.
POLICY LUD 10.4: Building retrofitting. Encourage retrofits of existing buildings, where cost effective, to
meet community sustainability goals.
Public Safety
Police and Fire Services Combined
ACTION PSA 1.1.1: Share services. Work with neighboring cities to evaluate possible efficiency and
cost savings from sharing services.
Police
POLICY PSA 2.1: Community policing. Provide superior community-oriented police services.
POLICY PSA 2.2: Sense of Safety. Ensure a sense of safety throughout the community.
ACTION PSA 2.2.1: Prompt notification. Notify residents and others in a timely manner of criminal
activity that may potentially affect them.
POLICY PSA 2.3: Service and effectiveness. Explore ways to improve service delivery and police
effectiveness.
POLICY PSA 2.5: Regional partnerships. Participate in regional partnerships to reduce crime and respond to
emergencies.

As previously described, implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in population growth
and additional commercial and industrial development, resulting in an increased demand for law
enforcement services. As described, the MVPD does not use population projections to identify police
staffing and facility needs. In addition to population, the MVPD uses multiple factors to assess its
staffing level, including: crime statistics, traffic, service calls, and officer availability. For the purpose
of this analysis, if population projections were used to identify staffing ratios, staffing levels would
increase from 95 sworn officers under baseline conditions to 115 sworn officers under Draft General
Plan full implementation conditions. Under this analysis, the MVPD currently maintains a ratio of
approximately 1.3 officers per 1,000 residents. Draft General Plan-related population growth would
require the addition of 20 sworn officers, resulting in the need for additional vehicles, parking spaces,
equipment, and facilities. Those new facilities may have significant environmental impacts.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4l-PublicServices.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

505

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
L. PUBLIC SERVICES

Impact PS-1: New growth and development associated with implementation of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP would generate a demand for police protection services beyond the
existing police department capacity and may result in the need for additional staff and facilities.
(S)
Mitigation Measure PS-1: Amend the Draft General Plan to include the following new policy
and action:
POLICY PSA 2.6: Police service levels and facilities. Ensure Mountain View Police
Department service levels and facilities meet demands from new growth and
development.
ACTION 2.6.1: Police service levels and facilities. Periodically review Police
Department service levels and facility needs based on the most recent City studies
and recommendations. (LTS)
The MVPD is currently preparing the City of Mountain View Police/Fire Administration Building
Space Needs Study, a spatial needs study for the police station to address deficiencies related to
spatial and seismic conditions. As of September 2011, this study is being reviewed by the City of
Mountain View Public Works Department.76 Once the study is completed, the MVPD would submit
applications for new or altered facilities to the City. These facilities would likely be built on already
developed areas or infill sites, and would be required to undergo independent environmental review.
Draft General Plan Policy LUD 6.2 supports the equitable distribution of community amenities,
public facilities and services near residential neighborhoods. Policies LUD 10.1 through LUD 10.4
support sustainable design and development to minimize or avoid disturbing natural resources, thus
reducing impacts on the physical environment of the City. Therefore, development of new MVPD
facilities identified in the City of Mountain View Police/Fire Administration Building Space Needs
Study would not be expected to result in new environmental impacts beyond those identified in this
EIR.
Schools. The construction of new housing in the City as a result of Draft General Plan implementation (8,970 total dwelling units) could generate approximately 1,514 students, based on student
generation rates shown in Table IV.L-9. This shows the projected distribution of new students in each
school district. Student generation rates used by each school district to predict the number of students
that would be generated by new residential development are different for single-family and multifamily dwelling units. Multi-family dwelling units generally have a lower student generation rate than
single-family units. Table IV.L-9 also shows the number of additional classrooms that would be
needed to serve the additional students generated in each school district.77

76
Bosel, Max, 2011. Captain, Field Operations Division. City of Mountain View Police Department. Personal
communication with LSA Associates, Inc. September 1.
77

The number of additional classrooms that would be required due to residential growth is based on an assumed
capacity of 25 students per classroom.
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Table IV.L-9: Student Generation Yield and School Facility By School District

District
Mountain ViewWhismand
Mountain ViewLos Altos Union
High Schoole
Los Altos School
Districtf
a
b
c

Additional
Dwelling Units at
Full
Implementation
of Draft General
Plana
SF: 920
MF: 5,692
SF: 957
MF: 8,011
SF:
37
MF: 2,319

Student Generation
Rate Used by School
District
SF: 0.159
MF: 0.030
SF: 0.115
MF: 0.046
SF: 0.600
MF: 0.300
Citywide Total:

Additional Students
Generated at Full
Implementation of
Draft General Plan b

Additional Classrooms
Required
(Students/25) c

317

13

479

19

718

29

1,514

67

SF = single-family residential units and MF = multi-family residential units.
Sub-total is derived by adding the students generated by SF development to the students generated by MF development.
Assumes a classroom generation rate of 25 students per classroom.

d

Student generation rates derived from Facility Master Plan/Demographic Analysis for Mountain View Whisman School
District, 2009.
e
Student generation rates provided by Joe White, Mountain View Los Altos Unified High School District, 2010.
f
Student generation rates provided by Randy Kenyon, Los Altos School District, 2011.
Source: City of Mountain View Planning Division; Mountain View-Whisman School District, Mountain View-Los Altos
Union High School District, Los Altos School District, California Department of Education Educational
Demographics Unit, 2010-2011; and LSA Associates, Inc., 2011.

As shown in Table IV.L-4, the Mountain View-Whisman School District is currently over-capacity at
Benjamin Bubb, Edith Landels, Frank L. Huff, Monta Loma, Theuerkauf, and Stevenson elementary
schools, and at Graham Middle School. Based on the student generation rates shown in Table IV.L-9,
the addition of 8,970 dwelling units in the City would generate approximately 317 new elementary
and middle school students within the Mountain View-Whisman District. The additional 317 students
would exceed the current District-wide capacity of 4,830 students, and as a result, would require the
construction of new facilities to serve the increased student population. An estimated 13 additional
classrooms would be needed, as shown in Table IV.L-9. In order to fund the development and
construction of new school facilities, the Mountain View-Whisman School District would impose a
school impact fee of $1.98 per square foot of residential development and $0.31 per square foot of
commercial and industrial development.
As shown in Table IV.L-4, the MVLA UHSD is currently under capacity by 177 students; however
Mountain View and Alta Vista high schools are currently over capacity by 32 and four students,
respectively. Based on the student generation rates shown in Table IV.L-9, the addition of 8,970
dwelling units citywide would generate approximately 479 new high school students within the
District. The additional 479 students would exceed the current District-wide capacity of 3,807
students, and as a result, would require the construction of new facilities to serve the increased
student population. An estimated 19 additional classrooms would be needed, as shown in Table IV.L9. In order to fund the development and construction of new school facilities, the MVLA UHSD
would impose a school impact fee of $0.99 per square foot of residential development and $0.16 per
square foot of commercial and industrial development.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4l-PublicServices.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

507

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
L. PUBLIC SERVICES

As shown in Table IV.L-4, the LASD is currently under capacity by 21 students in the LASD schools
that serve Mountain View residents; however Springer Elementary school is currently over capacity
by 16 students. Based on the student generation rates shown in Table IV.L-9, the addition of 8,970
dwelling units citywide would generate approximately 718 new elementary and middle school
students throughout LASD. The additional 718 students would exceed the current capacity of 2,060
students served by the District, and as a result, would require the construction of new facilities to
serve the increased student population. An estimated 29 additional classrooms would be needed, as
shown in Table IV.L-9. In order to fund the development and construction of new school facilities,
the LASD would impose a school impact fee of $1.98 per square foot of residential development and
$0.31 per square foot of commercial and industrial development.
As discussed above, new school facilities would be needed to accommodate anticipated increases in
student enrollment resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan. These school facilities
would be funded in part by new development in Mountain View that would occur as part of Draft
General Plan implementation. New projects in Mountain View are subject to statutory fees established by the State. These fees are used for the construction of new school facilities, which would be
built to accommodate increased student enrollment resulting from development in Mountain View.
The implementation of Policy POS 5.2 of the Draft General Plan would ensure that the City coordinates with the school districts regarding new school development and expansion to accommodate
future population growth. As discussed above, the payment by developers of statutory fees would
provide funding for planned school projects. Once funded, the school districts are responsible for
identifying the location of new school facilities and undertaking acquisition, design, and construction
of the facilities. Policy LUD 10.4 would encourage retrofits of existing buildings, where cost
effective. The retrofit of existing buildings, such as existing school facilities would have minimized
impacts on the existing physical environment than it would have if new structures were to be
developed. The Draft General Plan policies identified above follow:
Parks, Open Space, and Community Facilities
POLICY POS 5.2: New schools. Coordinate with the school district for new school development and
expansion to accommodate future population growth while preserving and protecting public parks and
playgrounds.
Land Use and Design
POLICY LUD 10.4: Building retrofitting. Encourage retrofits of existing buildings, where cost effective, to
meet community sustainability goals.

While development under the Draft General Plan would increase enrollment within the school
districts that are already near or over capacity, potentially significant impacts that may result from
increased enrollment would be mitigated through the implementation of applicable Draft General
Plan Policy POS 5.2, which supports coordination with school districts for new school development
and expansion to accommodate future growth, and through the required payment of school impact
fees. The school districts are responsible for implementing the specific methods of mitigating school
impacts under the Government Code. The school impact fees and the school districts’ methods of
implementing measures specified by Government Code 65996 would offset increased student
enrollment. Payment of school facility mitigation fees has been deemed by the State legislature (per
Government Code Section 65995(h)) to constitute full and complete mitigation of impacts of a
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development project on the provision of adequate school facilities, even though, as a practical matter,
additional funding, usually from statewide or local bond measures, are needed to create new school
capacity. It is unclear as to where future school facilities would be sited. Given the limited growth
opportunities and the built-out nature of the City, new school sites would likely be developed on
existing school sites or within an urbanized area, and specific school facility developments would be
subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis.
Development associated with the implementation of the Draft General Plan would be subject to fund
necessary school service and facility improvements to accommodate anticipated school enrollment
growth within the school district areas. Therefore, through the payment of associated development
fees, compliance with applicable State and local regulations, implementation of the Draft General
Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on school facilities. In addition Draft General Plan
Policy POS 5.2, implementation of the following mitigation measure would assist in reducing impacts
associated with the need for addition school facilities to serve new students associated with
implementation growth under the Draft General Plan.
Impact PS-2: Growth at full implementation of the Draft General Plan would exceed the
capacity of public school facilities and may result in the need for additional facilities to
maintain acceptable service ratios. (S)
Mitigation Measure PS-2: Amend the Draft General Plan to include the following new
policies:
POLICY POS 5.6: Ensure that schools serving new development are constructed
concurrent with the needs of the community, to the extent allowed by State law.
POLICY POS 5.7: Collaborate with local school districts on their facility needs and
identification of appropriate locations for school sites. (LTS)
Community Facilities. Population and employment growth associated with the Draft General
Plan would increase demand for community facilities such as libraries and child care facilities. Policy
POS 7.5 would require the provision of library services and Policy POS 8.1 would encourage new
child care facilities and operators to locate in the City. Policies POS 9.2 and POS 9.3 would require
that new facilities be designed with flexibility to accommodate changing community needs over time,
and would require adequate maintenance and upgrades for all City facilities. The implementation of
these policies would ensure anticipated population growth that would occur as a result of Draft
General Plan implementation would have access to community facilities. No specific community
facilities are being proposed under the Draft General Plan. However, the Draft General Plan includes
a new land use designation (Neighborhood and community parks, schools, and city facilities)
encompassing 325 acres (see Table IV.A-2 in the Land Use and Planning Policy section) for
neighborhood and community parks, schools, and city facilities. Therefore, implementation of the
Draft General Plan would likely result in the development of new community facilities within lands
designated as neighborhood and community parks, schools, and City facilities. Similar to new park
facilities, new community facilities would be located within urbanized areas due to the built-out
nature of the City. Because of location constraints, development of new community facilities is not
likely to have significant environmental effects beyond those already identified in this EIR. In
addition, the City would evaluate proposals for new facilities independently as they are proposed and
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conduct any additional necessary environmental analysis necessary. The policies identified above
follow:
Parks, Open Space, and Community Facilities
POLICY POS 7.5: Library services. Provide quality library services and resources that address community
needs and goals.
Community Facilities
POLICY POS 8.1: Child care. Facilitate and encourage new child care facilities and operators in the City.
POLICY POS 9.2: Changing needs. Design new facilities with the flexibility to accommodate changing
community needs over time.
POLICY POS 9.3: Maintenance. Provide adequate maintenance and upgrades for all City facilities.

Parks. Population and housing growth resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan
would increase demand for parks, open space , and recreational facilities in and around Mountain
View. As previously described, the City’s existing park land standard is 3 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. Development under the Draft General Plan would result in a total population of 88,570
residents in Mountain View, which would require approximately 266 acres of park land to be
provided throughout the City under the City’s existing park land standard.78
According to the Parks and Open Space Plan,79 in order to increase the amount of open space and
address key recreational needs in the neighborhoods, it is a priority for the City to acquire open space
throughout the City for a community park, in addition to neighborhood and mini-parks, in neighborhoods most deficient in open space. As previously described, the City seeks to acquire open space
throughout the City for mini and neighborhood parks, particularly in neighborhoods determined to
have an inadequate amount of park space. In addition, the City seeks to work with land-owning public
agencies and utility companies to preserve bayfront lands and other open spaces. Mountain View is
also expanding its trail network and completing the extension of the Stevens Creek Trail from Sleeper
Avenue to Mountain View High School.80 The following projects are currently proposed, planned, or
underway as improvements or expansions to the City’s park infrastructure: 81
x

The final segment of the Stevens Creek Trail, from Dale Avenue and Heatherstone Way to
Mountain View High School – this segment would extend through existing public open space and
would not change the acreage of City parkland;

x

Shoreline Athletic Fields in the North Bayshore Area – these fields would be within the existing
Shoreline at Mountain View Regional Park and would not change the acreage of City parkland;

78

The projected required acreage of park land was calculated by dividing 88,570 by 1,000, and then multiplying the
quotient by 3.
79

Mountain View, City of, 2008. Parks and Open Space Plan. June 24.

80

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

81

Anderson, Eric, 2011. City of Mountain View Planning Division. Personal communication with LSA Associates,
Inc. June 3.
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x

A mini-park at McKelvey Park, as part of the Permanente Creek Flood Protection Project,
proposed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) – this facility would be within the
existing McKelvey Neighborhood Park and would not change the acreage of City parkland; and

x

Two mini-parks (Whitney and Mayfield Mini-Parks), proposed as part of the Mayfield
development, totaling approximately 3.6 acres of new parkland.

In addition to the projects identified above, the Parks and Open Space Plan contains the following
prioritized recommendations to increase open space:
x

A new neighborhood park, likely associated with a future South Whisman housing development
(approximately 3 acres);

x

One new community park located at a to-be-determined location north of the Central Expressway
and south of Highway 101 (approximately 20 acres); and

x

Four new mini-parks at to-be-determined locations to address neighborhoods with limited access
to open space (approximately 4 to 5 acres total).

According to the City staff’s projections categorized above, the total acreage of new parkland
proposed to be developed under the Draft General Plan in 2030 would be approximately 31 acres.
If 31 acres of new parkland were developed, the City’s total acreage of parkland would increase to
1,003 acres.
With a citywide projection of 88,570 residents in 2030, the new total parkland acreage (1,003 acres)
would result in approximately 11.3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents; exceeding the City’s
standard of 3 acres of park space per 1,000 residents. However, without the Shoreline Regional Park
and the Stevens Creek Trail, the new parkland ratio would be 2.55 acres per 1,000 residents. Draft
General Plan and Park and Open Space Plan policies ensure Mountain View residents a well-balanced
range of park and recreational facilities. Draft General Plan Policy POS 1.1 supports the expansion of
park and open space resources to meet current City standards for open space acreage and population
in each neighborhood, and Action POS 1.1.2, implements the park land dedication ordinance of the
City’s subdivision ordinance to provide land or fees for parks. In addition, Action POS 1.1.3 seeks to
increase park land through means other than land acquisition, such as easements, leases, cooperative
agreements and grants from other agencies and organizations. Draft General Plan Policy POS 1.2
requires new development to provide park and recreation spaces and Policy LUD 16.6 encourages
future development to include open space amenities, plazas, and park areas that are accessible. In
addition, Policies POS 1.2 and POS 7.1 require new development to provide recreation facilities, and
support the development of facilities that meet the diverse needs in the community for users. Policy
LUD 22.5 promotes the use of the Hetch-Hetchy right-of-way to provide open space opportunities.
Future open areas are also planned in the Draft General Plan’s change areas, per Policies LUD 16.1
and LUD 23.3, which would ensure the protection and enhancement of existing open space in the
North Bayshore area and encourage new open spaces in the San Antonio Center. The policies and
action items identified above follow:
Parks, Open Space, and Community Facilities
POLICY POS 1.1: Additional park land. Expand park and open space resources to meet current City
standards for open space acreage and population in each neighborhood.
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ACTION POS 1.1.2: Implement park land dedication ordinance. Use the park land dedication
provisions of the City’s subdivision ordinance to provide land or fees for parks. The requirements are a
condition of residential project approval.
ACTION POS 1.1.3: Use creative approaches to increase park land. Use creative and innovative
means, such as easements, leases, cooperative agreements and grants from other agencies and
organizations, to increase park and open space resources.
POLICY POS 1.2: Recreation facilities in new residential developments. Require new development to
provide park and recreation facilities.
POLICY POS 7.1: Diverse needs. Ensure that programs and services meet the diverse needs in the community
for users such as seniors, youth, non-English speaking groups, and special needs groups.
Land Use and Design
POLICY LUD 16.1: Protected open space. Protect and enhance existing open space and habitat in the North
Bayshore area.
POLICY LUD 16.6: Open space amenities. Encourage development to include open space amenities, plazas,
and park areas that are accessible to the surrounding transit, bicycle, and pedestrian network.
POLICY LUD 22.5: Hetch-Hetchy right of way. Promote the use of the Hetch-Hetchy right of way to
improve mobility throughout the area and to provide open space opportunities.
POLICY LUD 23.3: Gathering spaces. Encourage new plazas, open space, and other community gathering
spaces in the San Antonio Center.

The implementation of these policies, in addition to the development of planned park, recreational,
and open space areas, would ensure that sufficient park space would be available to accommodate
anticipated population growth that would occur as a result of Draft General Plan implementation.
No parks and recreational facilities would be removed as a result of Draft General Plan implementation.
Population and housing growth resulting from implementation of the Draft General Plan would
increase demand for parks, open space, and recreational facilities in and around Mountain View. The
construction of new or physically altered parks, recreational facilities and open space would not cause
significant environmental impacts. Because of limited growth opportunities and the built-out nature of
Mountain View, development of such facilities is not likely to have significant physical effects to the
environment. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Increased Usage Such That Substantial Physical Deterioration Would Occur. As
previously described, the population of Mountain View is projected to increase by 14,710 residents to
88,570 residents under the Draft General Plan. The majority of growth is expected to occur in the
change areas. Existing neighborhood and regional parks would not be subject to substantial physical
deterioration from the population increase estimated with implementation of the Draft General Plan
because existing parkland and open space to serve existing and new residents and workers are
dispersed throughout the City (including the Draft General Plan change areas) over different types of
parks, and are not concentrated in one particular area. The Draft General Plan Public and Open Space
policies discussed in the above subsection addresses the maintenance of the City’s park and recreational facilities and accommodating additional demand through the support the expansion of park and
open space resources. The construction and enhancement of park, recreational facilities, and open
space, and implementation of the associated policies in the Draft General Plan, in addition to the
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implementation of the Quimby Act and associated policies in the City’s Parks and Open Space Plan,
would ensure the increased demand and use resulting from an increase in citywide population would
not significantly accelerate the deterioration of existing park, recreational, and open space facilities.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Include or Require Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities, Implementation
of the Draft General Plan would include the construction and expansion of recreational facilities such
as the extension of the Stevens Creek Trail and the proposed Shoreline Athletic Fields. As previously
described, because of limited growth opportunities and the built-out nature of Mountain View,
development of such recreational facilities are not likely to have significant physical effects to the
environment. However, the City will evaluate proposals for new facilities as they are proposed to
determine and prepare appropriate environmental analysis.
Policies POS 2.1 and POS 2.5 prioritize park acquisition in the planning areas identified in the City’s
Park and Open Space Plan and seek to preserve surplus school sites for park and open space. Policies
POS 3.1 and POS 6.1 ensure the preservation of natural areas and the development of the City’s trail
network. Policies POS 5.1 and POS 5.2 encourage cooperative arrangements with school districts that
allow the public to use District-owned open space and recreation facilities, while preserving and
protecting public parks and playgrounds. Implementation of the Quimby Act and associated policies
in the Draft General Plan would result in a less-than-significant impact associated with recreation
facilities and parks. The policies identified above follow:
Parks, Open Space, and Community Facilities
POLICY POS 2.1: Distribution of Parks. Give priority for park acquisition to the planning areas identified in
the Parks and Open Space Plan for park acquisition.
POLICY POS 2.5: Schools. If a school site is declared surplus by the school district, pursue strategies for
preserving its park and open space areas.
POLICY POS 3.1: Preservation of natural areas. Preserve natural areas, creeks and the Shoreline at
Mountain View area primarily for low-intensity uses such as walking, jogging and environmental education
and, in special circumstances, more active, compatible uses if the overall natural values of the larger area are
retained.
POLICY POS 5.1: Cooperation with school district. Continue and establish new cooperative arrangements
with the school district to use open space and facilities at schools for public parks, playgrounds and recreation
programs.
POLICY POS 5.2: New schools. Coordinate with the school district for new school development and
expansion to accommodate future population growth while preserving and protecting public parks and
playgrounds.
POLICY POS 6.1: Citywide network of pathways. Develop a city-wide network of pedestrian and bicycle
pathways to connect neighborhoods, open space resources and major destinations within the City.

Create a Shortage of Park Facilities. As previously described, Mountain View uses a 3 acres
per 1,000 residents standard as a threshold to measure how well its citizens are provided with access
to park land. The implementation of the Draft General Plan is projected to result in approximately
11.3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, exceeding the City’s standard of 3 acres of park space per
1,000 residents. Any impacts on park land and open space resulting from the increased population
would be addressed through payment of fees and/or dedication of land in connection with residential
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developments. These fees and land dedication would ensure that existing park land and open space
would not experience substantial physical deterioration due to residential population increases
associated with growth under the Draft General Plan. The City has sufficient park land and as a result,
physical deterioration of existing parks would not likely occur from the projected population increase.
As previously described, according to City staff, the total acreage of new parkland likely to be developed by 2030 would be approximately 31 acres. Additionally, the Draft General Plan also supports
supplementing the City’s existing trail system (Action items POS 6.1.1 and Action POS 6.1.3
supports the completion of the Stevens Creek and Permanente Trails). Action item POS 1.1.3 and
Policy POS 5.1 supports the use of creative and innovative means, such as cooperative agreements
with school districts to increase the City’s park and open space resources. New park facilities would
likely be limited to the amount and size described above, and in its spatial extent. The policies and
actions identified above and not previously listed follow:
Parks, Open Space, and Community Facilities
ACTION POS 6.1.1: Complete Stevens Creek Trail within the City. Complete the Stevens Creek trail
by extending it to the southern City limits.
ACTION POS 6.1.3: Complete Permanente Trail. Complete the Permanente Creek Trail by extending
it to Crittenden School/Park.

As previously described, because of limited growth opportunities and the built-out nature of Mountain View, development of such park and trail facilities are not likely to have significant environmental effects. However, the City will evaluate proposals for new facilities as they are proposed to
determine and prepare appropriate environmental analysis, and therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan. Cumulative impacts associated with police
and fire protection services that would occur under the Draft General Plan would occur entirely
within the MVPD and MVFD service areas. Expected increases in demand for police and fire services
would thus be spatially limited and would not make a considerable contribution to increased demand
for these public services in the region. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-1, cumulative impacts to police and fire services are expected to be less than significant. Additionally, the City
will consider the environmental effects of new facilities at a project level when they are proposed
over time.
For school services, the geographic setting for cumulative impacts includes the Mountain ViewWhisman School District, MVLA UHSD, and LASD service areas, which include the cities of
Mountain View and Los Altos. As expected residential and non-residential growth occurs within the
three school service areas, increased demand would be placed on the school districts’ services and
facilities. The Mountain View-Whisman School District has a facilities master plan that dictates how
educational facilities would adapt to meet the needs of a growing student population, and both the
MVLA UHSD and LASD have extensive modernization programs to address similar needs. The
cumulative demand within all three school districts is expected to increase as a result of implementation of the Draft General Plan and continued development in Los Altos. According to ABAG, the
population of Los Altos is expected to increase by approximately 750 households between 2010 and
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2030, which would increase the area’s K-12 student population by approximately 536 students.82,83
Combined with the anticipated growth under the Draft General Plan, approximately 3,992 additional
students84 would be enrolled in the LASD’s and MVLA UHSD’s facilities.
With current K-12 enrollment at LASD and MVLA UHSD schools nearing or exceeding capacity,
implementation of the Draft General Plan in conjunction with the potential growth in student population in Los Altos would result in a potentially significant cumulative impact on schools. However,
any development carried out under the Draft General Plan and the City of Los Altos that may affect
service levels within the LASD and MVLA UHSD would be required to contribute school facility
fees in conformance with State law and District requirements. School impact fees are deemed by
statute to constitute full mitigation to reduce the impact of development projects on school facilities.
However, similar to the project-level impact discussed above, future development that may affect
service levels within the LASD and MVLA UHSD would be required to contribute school facility
fees in conformance with State law and District requirements. As previously described, payment of
associated development fees are determined by statute to constitute full mitigation to satisfy the
impact of development on school facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts of development on school
district facilities would be less than significant. Additionally, the school districts will conduct their
own environmental analysis to address proposals for new facilities and will address project-level
adverse environmental impacts on a case by case basis at that time.
Impacts associated with community facilities, such as library services, that would occur under the
Draft General Plan would be limited to the City of Mountain View. Population growth associated
with the Draft General Plan would not increase demand for library services in the region such that
new facilities would be required and this impact would be less than significant.
Population and employment growth associated with the Draft General Plan would contribute to the
cumulative demand for and use of regional recreational facilities. However, as described above,
implementation of Draft General Plan policies related to parkland and recreational facilities would
ensure that there would be sufficient regional recreation land (e.g., Shoreline Regional Park) and
regional trail facilities (e.g., San Francisco Bay Trail and Stevens Creek Trail) provided such that
cumulative impacts associated with use of regional recreation and open space facilities would be less
than significant.

82

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009. Building Momentum: San Francisco Bay Area Population,
Household, and Job Forecasts.
83
For this analysis, the student generation rates for single-family residences for the LASD (0.6) and MVLA UHSD
(0.115) were used.
84

This document uses the student generation rates for the Mountain View-Whisman School District and LASD, on
the same population increase of 14,710 Mountain View residents. As a result, students may be double-counted.
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M. UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
This section evaluates the effects of implementation of the Draft General Plan and the GGRP on
water, wastewater, and storm drainage facilities; solid waste and disposal; electricity; gas; and
telecommunications. Potential impacts on these services are identified, and mitigation measures are
recommended, as appropriate. The information provided in this section is based on the 2010 Urban
Water Management Plan1, Water Master Plan2, Sewer Master Plan3, the Final General Plan Update
Utility Impact Study, prepared by Infrastructure Engineering Corporation4, and the Storm Drainage
and Stormwater Documentation Memorandum5 prepared by Nolte Vertical Five. The 2010 Urban
Water Management Plan offers a long-term outlook on the City’s available water supply, and
compares it to current, historical and project water demand. The Final General Plan Update Utility
Impact Study offers a short-term, operational- and capacity-based analysis of the City’s water and
wastewater distribution system, and how these systems would be affected by implementation of the
Draft General Plan. The Storm Drainage and Stormwater Documentation Memorandum provides a
qualitative analysis of the City’s storm drainage system in light of land use changes proposed as part
of the Draft General Plan. Final General Plan Update Utility Impact Study and Storm Drainage and
Stormwater Documentation Memorandum can be found in Appendix E of this EIR.

1.

Setting

This section describes Mountain View’s existing infrastructure, including the water supply and distribution system; the wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal system; the stormwater collection
system; and other utilities, including solid waste, energy, and telecommunications.
a.
Water. The following discussion provides background information on the City’s water supply,
water treatment facilities, and water distribution system. It should be noted that the 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan and the Final General Plan Update Utility Impact Study incorporate anticipated
growth associated with the Draft General Plan. The Water Master Plan was based on the 2005 Urban
Water Management Plan, and therefore projections included in the Water Master Plan do not incorporate development anticipated as part of the Draft General Plan.
(1) Water Supply. The City of Mountain View provides water service to the majority of its
residents, businesses, and institutions, except those in the California Service Water Company (Cal
Water) service areas. The City’s wholesale water supply comes from the San Francisco Public Utility
Commission (SFPUC) and the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD). These sources are
supplemented by water pumped from seven active groundwater wells owned and operated by the City
of Mountain View. Additionally, beginning in 2009, Mountain View began receiving non-potable
recycled water from the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (RWQCP) to supplement
irrigation supply. In 2010, water supplies used by the City of Mountain View (both potable and non1

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

2

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010a. Water Master Plan. August.

3

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010b. City of Mountain View Sewer Master Plan. August.

4

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011. Final General Plan Update Utility Impact Study. October 20.

5

Crawford, Renee, 2011. Nolte Vertical Five. Storm Drainage and Storm Water Documentation Memorandum.
September 9.
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potable) comprised 84 percent SFPUC water, 9 percent SCVWD treated water, 4 percent groundwater, and 3 percent recycled water.6 Mountain View’s water production over the past 5 years is
summarized in Table IV.M-1 and the City’s estimated maximum available water supply is
summarized in Table IV.M-2.

Table IV.M-1: Mountain View Historical Water Supply Production
Year
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
5-year average
a

SFPUC
9,479
10,696
11,505
11,935
11,138
11,852
10,950

Supply Source (acre-feet per year)
SCVWD
Treated
Groundwater a
Recycled Water
1,007
476
389
1,190
436
134
1,330
569
0
1,258
551
0
1,351
362
0
1,168
336
0
1,227
479
NA

Total
11,348
12,456
13,404
13,744
12,851
13,356
12,656

Most groundwater produced is pumped directly into the potable water distribution system or non-potable irrigation ponds;
however, a portion is used for general operation and maintenance of the groundwater wells.

Source: City of Mountain View, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.

Table IV.M-2: Mountain View Estimated Available Water Supply a

a

Supply Source
SFPUC

Estimated Maximum
Available Supply
(acre-feet per year)
15,078

SCVWD
Groundwater
Recycled Water

1,325
1,550
3,361

Basis of Water Supply
Mountain View’s individual water supply guarantee from SFPUC
Supply Assurance
5-year projections
Historical maximum groundwater production
RWQCP capacity ownership

Estimates are based on existing contracts with its wholesale suppliers, the RWQCP, and
historical groundwater production data.

Source: City of Mountain View, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.

Mountain View’s SFPUC water comes from the City and County of San Francisco’s Regional Water
System (Regional System), which sources its water from the Sierra Nevada and local watersheds.
Water is delivered through the Hetch Hetchy aqueducts, but also includes treated water produced by
the SFPUC from its local watersheds and facilities in Alameda and San Mateo Counties. Approximately 85 percent of the Regional System supply comes from the Tuolumne River through the Hetch
Hetchy Reservoir. The remaining 15 percent comes from local watersheds through the San Antonio,
Calaveras, Crystal Springs, Pilarcitos and San Andreas Reservoirs.7 In 1984, the City of Mountain
View’s supply guarantee from the SFPUC was established at 13.46 million gallons per day (mgd), or

6

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

7

Ibid.
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approximately 15,078 acre feet per year (afy), and the agreement was reconfirmed in July 2009.8
Although the supply agreement expires in 2034, the supply guarantee continues in perpetuity.
The SCVWD water system consists of local reservoirs, treatment facilities, a treated water distribution
system, a raw water distribution system, three groundwater sub-basins, and various groundwater
recharge facilities. The SCVWD imports water through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta from the
Sierra Nevada mountain range; manages, captures, and stores local surface water in its reservoirs; and
recharges local groundwater basins. Local and imported surface water is treated at SCVWD facilities
and distributed to water retail suppliers or used for groundwater recharge.9 The State Water Project
(SWP) and the Federal Central Valley Project (CVP) deliver imported water to the SCVWD. Water
for both of these projects originates from Northern California watersheds and is conveyed through the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The SCVWD water supply is delivered to the City through the
SCVWD’s West and Mountain View pipelines. The City’s use of SCVWD water is governed by a 70year water supply contract entered into in 1984. Under this agreement, Mountain View submits
proposed delivery schedules to the SCVWD estimating the volume of treated water needed from the
SCVWD in 3-year periods. The SCVWD manages all of its water supplies in an effort to meet the
requested treated water deliveries, while balancing other demands on the system.10 The SCVWD
provides the City with up to an average of 1,325 afy of water on an annual basis and up to 2.46 mgd
per day. The SCVWD may limit deliveries to 2.13 mgd if maximum daily demand cannot be
provided.11 As part of its most recent 5-year capital improvements program, the SCVWD anticipates
completion of 57 water supply projects, including water treatment upgrades, a recycled water advance
treatment facility, and upgrades to the Pacheco pumping plant. The SCVWD also is currently in the
process of developing a Water Master Plan (scheduled to be adopted in 2012) to evaluate potential
supply options that may be used to meet future demand through 2035.12
The City of Mountain View owns and operates seven water supply wells that extract groundwater
from the Santa Clara Groundwater Basin’s Santa Clara Subbasin. The Subbasin is managed by the
SCVWD. The groundwater wells supplement imported water supplies. The City also owns one
inactive irrigation well at Shoreline Regional Park for supplemental irrigation purposes. When
previously in operation, water from the irrigation well did not enter the potable water system but
instead was used for landscape irrigation. Since 2009, the non-potable irrigation supply has been
replaced with recycled water from the RWQCP.13
With the City of Palo Alto, Mountain View completed construction of a 4.5-mile recycled water
distribution (“purple pipe”) system in 2009. The system serves as a drought-proof alternative water
8

As part of the SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Plan (WSIP), the SFPUC adopted an Interim Limitation to cap
sales from the Regional System to an average annual of 265 mgd through 2018. In December 2010, the SFPUC established
each agency’s interim allocation through 2018, based on a combination of the projected fiscal year 2017-18 purchase
projections and individual guarantees. The allocations are effective through December 31, 2018 and do not affect the supply
assurances or the individual guarantees. Mountain View’s interim allocation is 11.43 mgd.
9

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

10

Ibid.

11

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011, op. cit.

12

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

13

Ibid.
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supply to meet the North Bayshore Area’s irrigation needs and reduce the use of potable water. The
City’s near-term recycled water use is projected to be 1 million gallons of recycled water per day.14
(2) Water Demand. Approximately 57 percent of all water used in the City is for residential
uses, 23 percent is for direct irrigation, 16 percent is for commercial and institutional uses, and 4
percent is for industrial use.15 As shown in Table IV.M-3, water use was low in 2010. This low level
of water use (and decline in use from previous years) is a result of several factors, including the
economic downturn, weather patterns, and the success of conservation programs.16

Table IV.M-3: Mountain View Historical Water Use by Customer Sector
Customer Sector
Residential
Commercial/Institutional
Industrial
Landscape Irrigationa
Other (Construction)
Total
a

2005
6,699
1,858
554
2,706
6
11,823

2006
6,742
1,867
564
2,648
5
11,827

Annual Water Use (acre-feet per year)
2007
2008
2009
6,969
6,904
6,377
1,957
1,981
1,832
579
562
508
2,984
3,099
2,947
7
4
6
12,496
12,550
11,670

2010
6,117
1,702
449
2,540
5
10,813

Landscape irrigation water in 2010 consisted of a combination of potable water, blended water, and recycled water.

Source: City of Mountain View, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan

According to the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, the City is expected to be able to meet
projected water demand through 2035 during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year scenarios.
Citywide water demand would be met through a combination of potable supply sources, recycled
water, water conservation, and water shortage contingency measures. Table IV.M-4 shows a
comparison of projected water supply and water demand. Note that the volumes shown in Table
IV.M-4 reflect the anticipated use for each of the City’s water supply sources, and not necessarily the
maximum available water. Please refer to Table IV.M-2 for the estimated maximum supply
availability.

Table IV.M-4: City of Mountain View Water Supply and Demand Comparisona
Category
Normal Year
SFPUC
SCVWD Treated
Groundwater
Potable Supply
Potable Demand
Difference
(% demand)
Recycled Supply
Recycled Demand

2015

Projected in 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (afy)b
2020
2025
2030

2035

11,036
1,325
252
12,613
12,613
0%

11,097
1,325
254
12,675
12,675
0%

11,581
1,325
263
13,169
13,169
0%

12,105
1,325
274
13,704
13,704
0%

12,645
1,325
285
14,255
14,255
0%

1,026
1,026

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

14

Mountain View, City of, 2010. Public Works Department. Personal communication with LSA Associates Inc.
October 20.
15

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

16

Ibid.
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Table IV.M-4 Continued
Category
2015
Single Dry Yearc
SFPUC
10,938
SCVWD Treated
1,060
Groundwater
252
Potable Supply
12,251
Potable Demand
12,613
Difference
-3%
(% demand)
Recycled Supply
1,026
Recycled Demand
1,026
Multiple Dry Yearsd (Years 1 and 2)
SFPUC
11,036
SCVWD Treated
1,060
Groundwater
252
Potable Supply
12,348
Potable Demand
12,613
Difference
-2%
(% demand)
Recycled Supply
1,026
Recycled Demand
1,026
Multiple Dry Years (Years 3 and 4)
SFPUC
10,938
SCVWD Treated
1,060
Groundwater
252
Potable Supply
12,251
Potable Demand
12,613
Difference
-3%
(% demand)
Recycled Supply
1,026
Recycled Demand
1,026
Multiple Dry Years (Years 5)
SFPUC
9,498
SCVWD Treated
1,060
Groundwater
252
Potable Supply
10,810
Potable Demand
12,613
Difference
-14%
(% demand)
Recycled Supply
1,026
Recycled Demand
1,026

Projected in 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (afy)b
2020
2025
2030

2035

10,938
1,060
254
12,252
12,675
-3%

10,938
1,060
263
12,262
13,169
-7%

10,938
1,060
274
12,272
13,704
-10%

10,938
1,060
285
12,283
14,255
-14%

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

11,097
1,060
254
12,410
12,675
-2%

11,581
1,060
263
12,904
13,169
-2%

12,105
1,060
274
13,439
13,704
-2%

12,645
1,060
285
13,990
14,255
-2%

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

10,938
1,060
254
12,252
12,675
-3%

10,938
1,060
263
12,262
13,169
-7%

10,938
1,060
274
12,272
13,704
-10%

10,938
1,060
285
12,283
14,255
-14%

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

9,498
1,060
254
10,811
12,675
-15%

9,498
1,060
263
10,821
13,169
-18%

9,498
1,060
274
10,832
13,704
-21%

9,498
1,060
285
10,843
14,255
-24%

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

1,610
1,610

a

This analysis is based on information provided by Mountain View’s wholesale suppliers, anticipated groundwater
production, and anticipated recycled water use. For conservative planning purposes, the demands presented above include
water savings expected from plumbing code updates but do not incorporate additional conservation savings. In the dry
year analyses, each wholesale supplier reviewed the hydrologic record and evaluated the ability of the system to deliver
water if it were to experience a repeat of the driest single year on record and the driest multiple dry year period on record.
b
afy = acre-feet per year
c
Single dry year is the driest single year on record. Mountain View’s analysis is based on the single dry year of 1978.
d
Multiple dry years comprises the driest multiple year period on record. Mountain View’s analysis is based on the multiple
dry years of 1987 to 1991.
Source: City of Mountain View, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.
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In order to meet the projected water demand, the City expects to use its water supplies in the
approximate volumes shown in Table IV.M-5; however actual use of each supply may increase or
decrease depending on realized water demand in future years.17 During single dry years, Mountain
View anticipates a difference between potable supply and demand ranging from 3 percent in 2015 to
14 percent in 2035. During the fifth year of the multiple dry year scenario, the City anticipates a
difference between potable supply and demand ranging from 14 percent in 2015 to 24 percent in
2035.
According to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, any occurring shortfalls would be met
through the implementation of temporary reduction measures in accordance with the City’s Water
Shortage Contingency Plan. The Water Shortage Contingency Plan was developed to serve as a
flexible framework of planned response measures to mitigate water supply shortages of up to at least
50 percent. During the first 2 years of a multiple dry year period, Mountain View anticipates a potable
water supply shortfall of 2 percent. Projected shortfalls are expected to increase during the later years
of a drought, with a maximum shortfall of 24 percent in 2035 (in the fifth year of a multiple dry year
period). These shortfalls would also be met through the implementation of temporary demand
reduction measures in accordance with the City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan.

Table IV.M-5: City of Mountain View Projected Water Supply Normal Year Production
Water Supply Source
SFPUCb
SCVWD Treated Water
Groundwater
Potable Supply
Recycled Supply
Total Water Supply
a
b

2015
11,036
1,325
252
12,613
1,026
13,639

Projected in 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (afy)a
2020
2025
2030
2035
11,097
11,581
12,105
12,645
1,325
1,325
1,325
1,325
254
263
274
285
12,675
13,169
13,704
14,255
1,610
1,610
1,610
1,610
14,285
14,799
15,314
15,865

afy = acre feet per year
The City of Mountain View has a SFPUC supply guarantee of approximately 15,077 afy and an interim allocation of
approximately 12,801 afy through December 31, 2018.

Source: City of Mountain View, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.

Built in the early- to mid-1900s, many parts of the SFPUC’s regional water system are nearing the
end of their working life, and crucial portions of the system cross or are located in close proximity to
three major earthquake faults. In 2002, the $4.6 billion Water System Improvement Program (WSIP)
was launched to repair, replace, and seismically upgrade the system’s deteriorating pipelines, tunnels,
reservoirs, pump stations, storage tanks, and dams. The program is funded by a bond measure that
was approved by San Francisco voters in November 2002 and includes more than 80 projects
throughout the service area – from San Francisco to the Central Valley – to be completed by midyear
2016.18 The SCVWD initiated the Water Utility Infrastructure Reliability Project (IRP) in 2003 to
assess the reliability of its water supply infrastructure. The IRP measured the performance of critical

17

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

18

SFPUC, 2011. Website: www.sfwater.org.
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SCVWD facilities in emergency events and identified and implemented a mitigation portfolio to
minimize system risks.19
In the event of a loss of water supply from the SFPUC and/or SCVWD, the City would be dependent
on its in-City, short-term emergency supply, inter-agency connections, and stored water to meet
supply requirements. The City has constructed inter-agency connections for emergency transfers with
the cities of Palo Alto and Sunnyvale (intended only for emergencies and not for long-term water
transfers).20 Such a disruption to the water supply is not expected, but could occur during emergency
situations. As noted above, both the SFPUC and SCVWD are actively working to improve system
reliability through the WSIP and IRP.
Additionally, the City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan includes planned response measures to
mitigate water supply shortages of up to 50 percent, and also includes a countywide model of water
shortage response efforts. This model includes the response efforts of multiple individual agencies.
The City has also prepared a water utility subchapter of the City’s Emergency Response Plan. This
plan is a confidential document prepared in accordance with the Federal Bioterrorism Act and
Department of Homeland Security guidelines. In an emergency situation, the City would have the
ability to provide a minimum amount of water to customers for life safety and sanitary purposes.21
The future reliability of the water supplies in regard to climate change was also considered and
analyzed by the SFPUC and SCVWD through written studies and water supply modeling. Based on
its preliminary climate change analysis, the SFPUC stated that potential impacts of climate change are
not expected to affect the water supply or overall operation of the Regional System through 2030.22
According to the SCVWD, Delta imports would be reduced by 3 percent on average under the climate
change scenarios that were evaluated. The SCVWD’s Quality and Environmental Management
System program incorporates adaptation strategies into its operations and capital projects to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and adapt to changing local and regional weather and precipitation patterns
that may affect the water supply system. 23
(3) Water Facilities. The City of Mountain View owns, operates, and maintains a potable
water distribution system that provides water throughout the City. As previously mentioned, Cal
Water serves several small areas within the City24. As shown in Figure IV.M-1, the City’s municipal
water system services three pressure zones. The system also consists of three wholesale water
turnouts, four reservoirs, three pumping stations, seven active groundwater supply wells, and

19

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

20

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010a, op. cit.

21

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011, op. cit.

22

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

23

Ibid.

24

The California Water Service Company (Cal Water) provides water service to parts of Mountain View. CalWater’s
service area for Mountain View is within the Los Altos District. The Los Altos District, serves customers in Los Altos and
parts of Los Altos Hills, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale. Treated water is purchased from the SCVWD, and
imported from SCVWD reservoirs and the San Joaquin-Sacramento River Delta. The Los Altos District water system
includes 295 miles of pipeline, 65 booster pumps, and 46 storage tanks.
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underground pipes of varying composition, ages, and sizes.25 Storage in the water system is provided
by the reservoirs distributed throughout the City’s three pressure zones. Because the City’s topography slopes primarily downward from the hills to the Bay, the City’s water distribution system
requires the pressure zones to provide customers at varying elevations with water at a reasonable
pressure. Pressure zones are isolated by pressure. Zones 1 and 2 receive SFPUC water and are
supplemented by local groundwater, and Zone 3 receives treated water from the SCVWD.26
Following the completion of the City’s 1990 Water System Study, the City adopted a capital improvement program (CIP) that focused on capital expenditures to improve the backbone infrastructure of the
water distribution system based on hydraulic sufficiency. The City focused on high priority, major
infrastructure improvements while continuing to maintain the existing water system and replace aging
infrastructure.
Results from the City’s Water Master Plan show that the City distribution system generally performs
well and meets the design criteria during maximum day and peak hour conditions.27 However, during
maximum day plus fire flow conditions, the existing system does not meet the design criteria at about
1.5 percent of the “junctions”28 in its testing model and as a result, a prioritized list of proposed water
pipeline improvements has been created. A total of 24,844 linear feet of pipeline replacements are
proposed. According to the Water Master Plan, proposed water pipeline improvements were based
upon the distribution system’s ability to meet both maximum day demand with fire flow, and peak
hour demand operational scenarios, while satisfying the established design criteria. The majority of the
recommended system improvements are due to existing fire flow deficiencies. A prioritized list of
these projects is included in the Water Master Plan so that the City may complete projects as funding
is available. These staged Master Plan improvements allow for prioritized implementation as funds
become available.29
(4) Regulatory Context. The following discussion summarizes regulations that apply to
water supply and water quality in Mountain View. Staff from the SFPUC, SCVWD and City
regularly collect and test water samples from reservoirs, wells, and designated sampling points to
ensure that the water supplied to Mountain View meets applicable drinking water standards. This
monitoring and testing program evaluates water turbidity and odors, in addition to microorganisms,
organic and inorganic compounds, and other potential pollutants.
Federal. Drinking water is regulated by federal and State laws. The federal government sets
minimum standards for water quality, including for drinking water and bodies of water. The Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1974 and subsequent amendments gave the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) the authority to establish standards for contaminants in drinking water
supplies. The National Primary Drinking Water Standards establish the maximum contaminant levels

25

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

26

Ibid.

27

Ibid.

28

A junction is a place at which two or more pipelines converge or diverge.

29

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010a, op. cit.
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(MCLs) allowed in public distribution systems. The National Secondary Drinking Water Standards
establish the MCLs that apply to potable water supplies at the point of delivery to the customer. The
EPA administers the SDWA at the federal level and establishes MCLs for bacteriological, inorganic,
organic and radiological contaminants.30
State. The California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) administers and enforces
the drinking water program and has adopted its own SDWA, which incorporates the federal SDWA
requirements, including some requirements specific only to California (California Health and Safety
Code, Section 116350 and related sections).
x

The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has initiated
evaluation of several chemicals for which new MCLs have been promulgated by the EPA, which
triggers a requirement that OEHHA prepare a Public Health Goal (PHG) designed to define the
level of pollutant at which no adverse health effect is expected to occur. PHG levels are concentrations of chemicals in drinking water that are not anticipated to produce adverse health effects
following long-term exposures. These goals are advisory but must be used as the health basis to
update the State’s primary drinking water standards (MCLs) by the California Department of
Public Health (DPH).31

Pursuant to State Water Code requirements, water suppliers providing water for municipal purposes
to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet (approximately 980 million
gallons) of water annually must prepare and adopt an urban water management plan (UWMP) and
update it every 5 years. The State Water Code requires water agencies to evaluate and describe their
water resource supplies and projected needs over a 20-year planning horizon, and to address a number
of related subjects including water conservation, water service reliability, water recycling, opportunities for water transfers, and contingency plans for drought events. The City of Mountain View
adopted its 2010 Urban Water Management Plan in June 2011, as discussed above.
Although the City of Mountain View believes that Senate Bill (SB) 61032 was not intended to change
the approach that was in effect during the lifetime of SB 901 (1995), the City prepared the General
Plan Update Water Utility Impact Study which, in conjunction with the City’s 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan, is intended to provide similar information required for a formal “water supply
assessment” under Water Code Section 10910 et. seq. The findings and conclusion of the General
Plan Update Water Utility Impact Study and the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan regarding
water demand and availability associated with development under the Draft General Plan are summarized in the Impacts Analysis subsection below. The General Plan Update Water Utility Impact Study
can be found in Appendix E1, and the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan can be found at the City’s
Public Works Department (and on this website: www.mountainview.gov/UWMP).
In February 2008, Governor Schwarzeneger introduced a comprehensive plan for improving the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. A key component of the plan is intended to achieve a 20 percent
reduction in per capita water use statewide by the year 2020. In November 2009, SB 7, the Water
Conservation Act of 2009, was enacted, which directs urban water suppliers to calculate their baseline
30
31

32

U.S. Code Title 42, and Code of Federal Regulations Title 40.
Health and Safety Code, Section 116365(b)(1)
In 2001, Senate Bill (SB) 610 amended California law regarding review of water availability for large projects.
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per capita water use and to establish a 2020 water use target that will result in a 20 percent reduction
compared to the baseline use. Water agencies had until July 2011 to fulfill the mandate to calculate
their baselines and reduction targets. These baselines and targets are included in the City’s 2010
Urban Water Management Plan.
Local. The City of Mountain View promotes the sustainable use of its water resources
through outreach and education programs, financial incentive programs, and by implementing water
conservation measures at City properties. Many of the City’s water conservation measures are
implemented in partnership with the SCVWD and the Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation
Agency (BAWSCA), and in coordination with the California Urban Water Conservation Council
(CUWCC). The City is committed to implementing the Foundational and Programmatic Best
Management Practices (BMPs) identified by the CUWCC. Some of the BMPs include incorporating
water waste prohibitions into the City Code, monitoring water losses, public information and outreach
programs, and plumbing and rebate and retrofit programs for residential and business customers.33
To comply with State law, Mountain View recently adopted the Water Conservation in Landscaping
Regulations and the Mountain View Green Building Code (MVGBC), promoting water-use efficiency. The Landscaping Regulations, adopted in July 2010, generally apply to new and rehabilitated
landscapes of 1,000 square feet or greater, and are intended to reduce water waste in landscaping by
promoting the use of region-appropriate plants that require minimal supplemental irrigation and by
establishing standards for irrigation efficiency.34 The MVGBC, approved by the City Council in
March 2011, sets standards for improved energy efficiency, water conservation, indoor environmental
quality, and waste reduction.35 The MVGBC is effective as of August 2011.
b.
Wastewater. The following discussion provides background information on the City’s wastewater collection and treatment system, and includes information from the Final General Plan Update
Utility Impact Study,36 the Sewer Master Plan,37 Sewer System Management Plan,38 and the Current
Conditions Report.39
Wastewater Collection. The City of Mountain View’s sanitary sewer system is a gravity
system, which discharges to the Palo Alto RWQCP. The Palo Alto RWQCP is an advanced treatment
facility that uses screening, gravity separation, biological treatment with microorganisms, dual media
filtration, and disinfection to remove unwanted organic materials and toxins from wastewater. The
Palo Alto RWQCP serves the communities of Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Mountain View, and Palo
Alto, and the area served by the East Palo Alto Sanitary District. As shown in Table IV.M-6, all
communities have a proportion of capacity rights to the facility.

33

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.

34

Ibid.

35

Ibid.

36

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011. Final General Plan Update Impact Study. October 20.

37

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010b. City of Mountain View Sewer Master Plan. August.

38

Mountain View, City of, 2008. Sanitary Sewer Management Plan. August.

39

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.
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Mountain View’s collection system carries flow from the south of the City to the north. The City’s
collection system flows into three primary conveyance trunk lines: the West Trunk, the Central
Trunk, and the East Trunk. These trunk lines flow to the Shoreline Sewage Wastewater Lift Station,
where sewage is pumped from the low point into a gravity line that carries it to the Palo Alto RWQCP
for treatment. This gravity line is located in the northern end of San Antonio Road near Casey
Avenue.40 Due to the configuration of the City of Mountain View and City of Los Altos collection
systems, portions of each city’s collection system flow into the other city’s collection system, through
which the flow is conveyed to the RWQCP.41

Table IV.M-6: Annual Average Treatment Capacity (MGD)
Partner Agency
Palo Alto
Mountain View
Los Altos
East Palo Alto
Stanford
Los Altos Hills
Total:

Annual Average
Treatment Capacity (mgd)
15.3
15.1
3.8
3.06
2.11
0.63
40.0

Source: City of Palo Alto, 2011. Website: www.cityofpaloalto.org.

The City’s sewer collection system serves approximately 74,000 people in the City of Mountain View
and is made up of over 157 miles of pipes.42 The City operates the Shoreline Sewage Wastewater Lift
Station, which was constructed in 1959 and underwent improvements in 1969 and 1997. The City
also owns and maintains the Pastel Sewer Lift Station, which serves approximately 10 residential
units in a small area of the City whose topography isolates them from the rest of the collection
system.43 Table IV.M-7 shows the existing and projected average dry weather flow, peak dry weather
flow, and peak wet weather flow at the Shoreline Sewage Wastewater Lift Station based on a
hydraulic model in the Sewer System Master Plan.44

Table IV.M-7: City of Mountain View Wastewater Flow Projections at Shoreline Sewage
Wastewater Lift Station, 2010-2030
Average Dry Weather Flow (mgd)
Peak Dry Weather Flow (mgd)
Peak Wet Weather Flow (mgd)

Existing
8.58
12.10
15.65

2010
9.18
12.94
16.49

2020
10.19
14.37
17.92

2030
10.47
14.76
18.31

Source: Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010. City of Mountain View Sewer Master Plan.

40

Ibid.

41

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010b, op. cit.

42

Ibid.

43

Ibid.

44

Dry weather flow is flow in a sanitary sewer during periods of dry weather in which the sanitary sewer is under
minimum influence of inflow and infiltration. Wet weather flow is dry weather flow combined with stormwater introduced
into a combined sewer system, and dry weather flow combined with infiltration/inflow in a separate sewer.
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In the City’s 2010 Sewer System Master Plan, base wastewater flow, outside sewer flow45, groundwater pumping, and base infiltration were all considered to calculate the total average dry weather sewer
flow. As shown in Table IV.M-8, the total amount of base wastewater flow in the City is 7.01 mgd,
and the total amount for the basin (or entire sewer system) is 8.58 mgd. Table IV.M-9 shows the
existing and projected total sanitary sewer average dry weather flow through the year 2030.

Table IV.M-8: City of Mountain View Total Average Dry Weather Flow

Total
Percentage
a
b

c

Base
Wastewater
Flow
7.01
82%

Average Dry Weather Flow (mgd)
Groundwater
Base
Outside
Pumping
Infiltration
Flow c
Flowb
Flow
0.17
0.25
1.15
2%
3%
13%

Basin Total
8.58
100%

mgd = million gallon per day
Sewer flows enter Mountain View’s sewer collection system from the City of Los Altos and
Moffett Federal Airfield.
Groundwater pumping flow consists of groundwater that is being treated and pumped into the
sanitary sewer system.

Source: Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010. City of Mountain View Sewer Master Plan.

Table IV.M-9: City of Mountain View Average Dry Weather Flow Projections, 2010-2030
Base Wastewater Flow (mgd)a
Outside Flowb (mgd)
Groundwater Pumping Flow (mgd)
Base Infiltration Flow (mgd)
Total Flow to Pump Station (mgd)
Base Wastewater Flow to Los Altos(mgd)
a
b

Existing
7.01
0.17
0.25
1.15
8.58
0.57

2010
7.60
0.18
0.25
1.15
9.18
0.61

2020
8.60
0.19
0.25
1.15
10.19
0.64

2030
8.87
0.20
0.25
1.15
10.47
0.66

mgd = million gallon per day
Sewer flows enter Mountain View’s sewer collection system from the City of Los Altos and Moffett Federal Airfield.

Source: Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010. City of Mountain View Sewer Master Plan.

The Sewer System Master Plan indicates that the City’s sewer collection system generally performs
well and meets the established design criteria during peak wet weather flow conditions, as required.46
However, the City’s Draft General Plan Update Utility Impact Study found that with projected growth
by 2030, 375 sewer mains would have inadequate capacity under the ultimate peak wet weather flow
conditions. Of those 375 mains, 138 were mains that had been previously identified under the Sewer
Master Plan’s capital improvement project.
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal. As described above, the City of Mountain View is a
partner in the Palo Alto RWQCP, which treats all of the City’s wastewater. The Palo Alto RWQCP
provides primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment of all wastewater to allow the treated water to be
discharged into the San Francisco Bay. The treated water meets all standards established by the
45

Outside sewer flows include sewer flows that enter Mountain View’s collection system from the City of Los Altos
and Moffett Federal Airfield.
46

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2010b, op. cit.
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California Department of Public Health for use as recycled water and is continuously monitored by
local, State, and federal regulatory agencies to ensure it meets these standards.47 The Palo Alto
RWQCP has an average dry weather flow design capacity of approximately 40 mgd with full tertiary
treatment, and a peak wet weather flow capacity of 80 mgd with full secondary treatment. Current
average flows for the Palo Alto RWQCP’s service area are approximately 22 mgd. The capacity share
of Mountain View is 14.1 mgd for average dry weather flow and 15.1 mgd for average annual flow.
The City’s average annual flow represents approximately 38 percent of the Palo Alto RWQCP’s
capacity.
The Palo Alto RWQCP anticipates needing capital replacement on an ongoing basis to meet
regulatory requirements, to replace aging infrastructure, and undertake efficiency upgrades. Capital
upgrades are budgeted and approved by partner agencies, including the City of Mountain View.48
According to the City of Palo Alto’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, the Palo Alto RWQCP’s
capacity is sufficient for current dry and wet weather loads and for future load projections, and there
are no plans for expansion of the plant.49 The City of Palo Alto is currently preparing a Long Range
Facilities Plan for the Palo Alto RWQCP to address aging equipment, new regulatory requirements,
and sustainability strategies that would require rehabilitation, replacement, and new processes for the
plant. The plan would map out these changes and focus on biosolids treatment and disposal, waste-toenergy technologies, energy use, major pipeline repairs, recycled water treatment, carbon footprint
impacts, and the best alternatives for rehabilitation, replacement or improvement. The Long Range
Facilities Plan is scheduled for completion in mid-2012.50
(1) Regulatory Context. The following discussion summarizes regulations that apply to
wastewater in Mountain View.
Federal and State. The EPA is the lead federal agency responsible for managing water quality.
The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 regulates the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United
States from any point source. The California State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and
the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) have the authority in California to
protect and enhance water quality, including administration of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit program for discharges, stormwater and construction site runoff.
The discharge of treated wastewater is included in the NPDES program. Wastewater systems are
closely regulated for health and environmental concerns. The RWQCB regulates operations and
discharges from sewage systems through the NPDES permit.
Adopted on October 14, 2009, the permit provides a uniform standard for wastewater and stormwater
discharges for the counties and agencies surrounding the San Francisco Bay. Mountain View is under
47
Palo Alto, City of, 2011. Public Works Department, Recycled Water Information. Website:
www.cityofpaloalto.org/depts/pwd/news/details.asp?NewsID=333&TargetID=65 (accessed March 2).
48

Allen, James, 2010. Plant Manager, Regional Water Quality Control Plant, Palo Alto Public Works Department.
Personal communications with LSA Associates, Inc. October 7.
49

Palo Alto, City of, 2011. 2011 Urban Water Management Plan. June.

50

Palo Alto, City of, 2011. Environment in Palo Alto: Wastewater Long Range Facilities Planning. Website:
www.cityofpaloalto.org/environment/news/details.asp?NewsID=1471&TargetID=61#PA Wastewater Plant Information
(accessed November 1).
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the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. State and federal laws, statutes, and regulations
mandate City compliance with the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP).
Local. Relevant regulations and plans include the City’s Municipal Code and the Sanitary
Sewer Management Plan.
Section 35.31 Municipal Code. Section 35.31 of Mountain View’s Municipal Code contains
allowable and unlawful discharges into the City’s wastewater and stormwater systems. This section
also addresses the City’s need to preserve the public health, safety, and welfare of the public through
inspection.
Sanitary Sewer Management Plan. The City has prepared a Sanitary Sewer Management
Plan (SSMP)51 that includes policies, procedures, and activities for the planning, management,
operation, and maintenance of the City’s sanitary sewer system. The SSMP is intended to meet the
requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB and the State Board. Goals of the City’s SSMP are
to properly manage, operate, and maintain the wastewater collection system; maintain design
construction standards and specifications for the installation of new wastewater systems; verify that
the wastewater collection system has adequate capacity to convey sewage during peak flows; respond
to sanitary sewer overflows quickly and mitigate the impact of the overflow; maintain a fats, oil, and
grease program to limit fats, oils, grease, and other debris that may cause blockages in the sewage
collection system; and meet all applicable regulatory notification and reporting requirements.52
c.
Stormwater. The following discussion provides background information on the City’s
stormwater infrastructure system. Water quality also is discussed in this document in Section IV.H,
Hydrology and Water Quality.
(1) Stormwater Collection and Drainages. The City’s storm drain system comprises an
underground gravity piping network, cross culverts, drywells, a detention pond, and five pump
stations. Runoff is collected through inlets into small diameter pipes, which convey the flows to 24inch diameter and larger main pipes. Generally, the system drainage flows from south to north toward
the San Francisco Bay. Over 80 percent of the storm drain system discharges to Stevens and Permanente creeks, while the remaining drainage discharges to the Permanente Diversion Channel, Adobe
Creek, and various sloughs that drain to the Bay.53 The City of Los Altos contributes flows that are
conveyed in the City of Mountain View’s storm drain system. Los Altos has many streets without
inlets and these streets drain to the piped systems in Mountain View.54
In the Central Neighborhoods Area, where storm drain mains are absent in the streets, cross culverts
are used to convey runoff to the nearest inlets. The Shoreline detention basin is located east of North
Shoreline Boulevard between Charleston Road and Stierlin Court. The main function of the pond is to
regulate large peak flows from a 360-acre commercial zone in the North Bayshore Area (north of
51

Mountain View, City of, 2008. Sanitary Sewer Management Plan. August.

52

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

53

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

54

Ibid.
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Highway 101) to enable the use of smaller pumps to discharge the large peak flows into Stevens
Creek. In this area, storm drain mains are below the water level in the creeks and Bay, and pump
stations are used to convey the runoff to Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, or the Palo Alto Baylands
Slough. The Coast-Casey retention basin is located along the Bay, north of Highway 101, and at the
end of San Antonio Road. The Coast-Casey retention basin regulates peak stormwater flows from an
area bounded by Rengstorff Avenue to the east, Central Expressway to the south, and San Antonio
Road to the west. Stormwater that drains to the Coast-Casey retention basin is pumped directly to the
Palo Alto Baylands Slough and does not flow through local creeks.
In areas south of Highway 101, the underground piping network systems collect surface runoff via
inlets and discharge the runoff to Stevens Creek, Permanente Diversion Channel, Permanente Creek,
and Adobe Creek. In this region of the City, five dry wells on three streets, annexed from the County
and in Cooper Park, are still in use and receive runoff via overland flow and allow the runoff to
infiltrate into the ground.
The SCVWD has jurisdiction over Stevens Creek, Permanente Diversion Channel, Permanente Creek,
and Adobe Creek, which flow through the City. SCVWD has modified its method of flood protection
over the years from straightening creeks and lining them with concrete to a more natural approach
involving the use of natural materials and vegetation to stabilize creek beds, where possible.55 The
City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan56 shows that the storm drain system is performing adequately, but
there are some minor deficiencies, primarily associated with localized flooding. The Storm Drainage
Master Plan identifies capital improvements that are needed to correct deficiencies found in the
system, with a 10-year implementation schedule. Identified projects are prioritized as Tier 1 through
Tier 3 (with Tier 3 not having a designated implementation schedule). For example, in older neighborhoods, the cross culverts and dry wells do not comply with current storm drain standard practices. The
equipment (pumps and motors) in two of the five pump stations is nearing the end of its lifecycle
(based on a 25-year replacement schedule). The Mountain View Pump Station Evaluation report
summarizes the replacement schedule and costs for the five pump stations.57 With these deficiencies
corrected, under current land use conditions, the city’s stormwater drainage system should be able to
accommodate the projected growth, build out, and development of vacant parcels.58
(2) Stormwater Pollution Control. The City of Mountain View minimizes pollutant discharges and protects surface waters in local creeks and San Francisco Bay through implementation of
its Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program. The stormwater pollution control actions are required
in the San Francisco Bay Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit issued by the San Francisco
Bay RWQCB. The stormwater pollution prevention actions encompass municipal operation such as
street sweeping, storm drain maintenance, water utility operations, commercial and industrial inspections, construction site inspections, illicit discharge detection and elimination, pesticide toxicity
controls, and public outreach and education. Additional actions, such as water quality monitoring and
controlling pollutants of concern such as copper, mercury, and PCBs, are conducted through regional
55

Ibid.

56

Mountain View, City of, 2005. Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan, Prepared by Nolte Associates.

57

Schaaf & Wheeler, 2008. Storm Drain Pump Station Evaluation, City of Mountain View, CA. July 10.

58

Mountain View, City of, 2005, Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan, op. cit.
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collaborations. Water quality is discussed in more detail in Section IV.H, Hydrology and Water
Quality.
(3) Regulatory Context. The following discussion summarizes regulations that apply to
stormwater in Mountain View.
Federal. As described in the regulatory context for wastewater, the EPA is the lead federal
agency responsible for managing water quality. The CWA of 1972 regulates the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States from any point source. The State Board and the nine RWQCBs
have the authority in California to protect and enhance water quality, including administration of the
NPDES permit program for discharges, stormwater, and construction site runoff. The discharge of
stormwater is included in the NPDES program. Stormwater systems are closely regulated for health
and environmental concerns. The RWQCB regulates operations and discharges from stormwater
systems through the NPDES permit. Adopted on October 14, 2009, the permit provides a uniform
standard for wastewater and stormwater discharges for the counties and agencies surrounding the San
Francisco Bay. Mountain View is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB with
respect to post-construction run-off, through the stormwater MRP issued to the City as a participant in
the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP). City compliance
with the MRP is mandated by State and federal laws, statutes, and regulations. Please refer to the
Regulatory Framework subsection of Section IV.H, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a detailed
discussion of stormwater quality regulations.
State. The Subdivision Map Act of 1970 granted local jurisdictions the power to impose
drainage improvements, fees, or assessments. Specifically, local jurisdictions may require the
provision of drainage facilities, proper grading and erosion control, dedication of land for drainage
easements, or payment of fees needed for construction of drainage improvements. The types of
applicable standards for the improvements may be specified in the local ordinance.
Local. Pursuant to the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (see
Regulatory Framework subsection of Section IV.H, Hydrology and Water Quality), municipal
stormwater discharges in Mountain View are regulated under the MRP.
Additional water quality control measures were approved in October 2001 (revised in July 2005),
when the RWQCB adopted an amendment to the MRP for Santa Clara County.59 This amendment,
commonly referred to as “C3” requires all new and redevelopment projects that result in the addition
or replacement of impervious surfaces totaling 10,000 square feet or more to: 1) include stormwater
treatment measures; 2) ensure that the treatment measures be designed to treat an optimal volume or
flow of stormwater runoff from the project site; and 3) ensure that stormwater treatment measures are
properly installed, operated, and maintained. On October 14, 2009, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB
adopted a new MRP for the San Francisco Bay Region,60 including the City of Mountain View.
Within the RWQCB’s newly adopted permit are hydromodification management requirements for
new development and redevelopment projects.
59

RWQCB Order No. 01- 024 (NPDES Permit No. Case 029718).

60

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Municipal Regional Stormwater
NPDES Permit, Order R2-2009-0074. (NPDES Permit No. CAS612008)
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Effective December 1, 2011, the MRP specifies the use of Low Impact Development (LID) design
strategies on project sites. LID incorporates a combination of source control,61 site design62 and
design and the exclusive use of feasible Low Impact Development (LID) Stormwater Treatment
measures on-site or at a joint stormwater treatment facility. Treatment measures include rainwater
harvesting, infiltration, evapotranspiration, and biotreatment. Please refer to the Regulatory Framework subsection of Section IV.H, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a detailed discussion on the
City’s Stormwater Quality Guidelines for development projects associated with the provisions of
“C3”.
d.
Solid Waste. The following discussion provides background information on solid waste
disposal in the City of Mountain View.
(1) Nonhazardous Solid Waste. Recology Mountain View, formally known as Foothill
Disposal (a division of Norcal Waste Systems, Incorporated); provides solid waste and recycling
services to the City of Mountain View. Services include curbside garbage, recycling, and yard
trimmings curbside pickup for homes, businesses, and schools. Recology Mountain View transports
all collected materials to the Sunnyvale Materials Recovery and Transfer (SMaRT) Station at 301
Carl Road in Sunnyvale. The SMaRT Station is a materials recovery and refuse transfer facility that
the City shares with Sunnyvale and Palo Alto. The SMaRT Station processes Mountain View’s
residential and commercial garbage, yard trimmings, electronic waste (e.g., light bulbs, batteries,
scrap metal) and recyclables, and also accepts these items if they are deposited at the facility by local
residents or businesses. The SMaRT Station recently started accepting limited volumes of cooking oil
at its drop-off center for recycling. Household hazardous waste is disposed at the Santa Clara County
Household Hazardous Waste Facility.63 Recyclables such as cans, bottles, and paper can also be taken
to the Mountain View Recycling Center located at 935 Terra Bella Avenue. The Recycling Center is
operated by Recology Mountain View and is a certified redemption center that is regulated by the
State Department of Conservation.64
Non-recyclable waste from the SMaRT Station is transported to the Kirby Canyon Landfill,65 located
at 910 Coyote Creek Golf Drive in San Jose. Kirby Canyon Landfill has a total estimated permitted
capacity of 36.4 million cubic yards, a remaining estimated capacity of approximately 57.3 million
cubic yards, and an anticipated closing date of December 31, 2022. The landfill receives a maximum
disposal of 2,600 tons of garbage per day.66
61

Source control measures are structural controls or operational practices designed to prevent or limit pollution
generation from a source so that pollutants do not contact stormwater.
62

Site design measures include site planning approaches to prevent or reduce adverse impacts of stormwater
pollutants and increases in peak runoff rate, volume, and duration.
63
Mountain View, City of, 2010. Garbage and Recycling Programs and SMaRT Station. Website:
www.mountainview.gov/city_hall/public_works/garbage_and_recycling/smart_station.asp (accessed September 13).
64

Mountain View, City of, 2010. Buy Back and Drop-off Centers. Website: www.mountainview.gov/city_hall/
public_works/garbage_and_recycling/buy_back_and_drop_off_centers.asp (accessed November 23).
65
Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.
66

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2011. Active Landfill Profile for Kirby Canyon
Recycling and Disposal Facility. Website: www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=
43&FACID=43-AN-0008 (accessed August 25).
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The City of Mountain View has one of the highest solid waste diversion rates in the country. In2006,
Mountain View diverted 72 percent of its solid waste from landfills (see Figure IV.M-2). Approximately 33 percent of City waste is generated by households, while 66 percent is from businesses. The
City’s diversion rate increased rapidly over the past 10 years due to an aggressive recycling and reuse
program, in addition to participation in the SMaRT Station.67 In compliance with State law, the City
now measures its diversion efforts through comparison of a per capita disposal rate to an annual target
rate of 7.8 pounds per person per day. Mountain View’s per capita disposal rate in 2010 was 3.8
pounds per person per day. The Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission of Santa Clara County
provides leadership for Countywide planning and works to assist Countywide cooperative programs
to reduce, reuse, and recycle materials that would be disposed of in landfills. The Commission also
has State-mandated responsibilities, which include the review and oversight of the Countywide
Integrated Waste Management Plan and Siting Element, Local Source Reduction and Recycling
Elements, Household Hazardous Waste Elements, and Nondisposal Facility Elements.68
Figure IV.M-2: City of Mountain View Waste Diversion Rates
City Of Mountain View Waste Diversion Rates
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Source: CalRecycle, 2010.

(2) Hazardous Solid Waste. Mountain View residents and small businesses are able to drop
off hazardous waste materials as part of the County of Santa Clara Household Hazardous Waste
Program. The program does not provide specific facility addresses until residents schedule an appointment due to problems with illegal dumping. The rotating schedule, weekday business drop-offs,
facility maintenance, limited staff and budget restrictions limit the program to allow drop-offs only on
Saturdays and sometimes on Fridays at facilities in the cities of San Jose, Sunnyvale, and San Martin.
The facilities accept various types of waste in approved packaging or containers. Some of the waste
includes: vehicle and household batteries (alkaline, rechargeable, and acid), household cleaners,
degreasers, solvents, photo chemicals, automobile fluids, chemistry sets, cosmetics, oil, paint,

67

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Current Conditions Report. August.

68

Santa Clara County, 2009. Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission of Santa Clara County. Website:
www.sccgov.org/portal/site/iwm (accessed September 14).
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fertilizers, pesticides, fluorescent tubes, home generated pharmaceuticals, and sharps.69 See also
Section IV.I, Hazards and Hazardous Materials in this EIR.
(3) Regulatory Context. The following discussion summarizes regulations that apply to
solid waste generation and disposal in Mountain View.
State. In 1989, the California Legislature enacted the California Integrated Waste Management
Act (AB 939), which requires the diversion of waste materials from landfills in order to preserve
landfill capacity and natural resources. Cities and counties in California were required to divert 25
percent of solid waste by 1995, and 50 percent of solid waste by the year 2000. AB 939 further
requires every city and county to prepare two documents demonstrating how the mandated rates of
diversion will be achieved. The Source Reduction and Recycling Element must describe the chief
source of the jurisdiction’s waste, the existing diversion programs, and current rates of waste diversion and new or expanded diversion programs. The Household Hazardous Waste Element must
describe each jurisdiction’s responsibility in ensuring that household hazardous wastes are not mixed
with non-hazardous solid wastes and subsequently deposited at a landfill. Mountain View’s Source
Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) was approved in April 1995 and its Household Hazardous
Waste Element was approved in June 1996 by the California Integrated Waste Management Board.
The SRRE Biennial Review was accepted on June 1998. In 2006, the California Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), formally known as the California Integrated Waste
Management Board, certified that the City had diverted 72 percent of its solid waste and had met the
requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management Act.70
Local. The City of Mountain View’s Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion Ordinance
establishes a program for the recycling and salvage of construction and demolition debris. The ordinance requires at least 50 percent of the debris from construction and demolition projects to be
diverted from landfills. Fines are imposed when a project fails to meet the 50 percent diversion rate.71
e.
Energy and Telecommunications. The following discussion provides background information
on energy and telecommunications.
(1) Electricity and Natural Gas. The Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) provides
electricity and natural gas service to Mountain View. PG&E charges connection and user fees for all
new development, in addition to sliding rates for electrical and natural gas service based on use.
Gas supplies in northern California come primarily from gas fields in the Sacramento Valley.72
However, PG&E, produces much of its energy from renewable sources and has plans in place to
69
Santa Clara County, 2009. Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Compliance Division,
Household Hazardous Waste. Website: www.hhw.org (accessed September 14).
70

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2010. Jurisdiction Profile for City of Mountain
View. Website: www.ciwmb.ca.gov/profiles/ (accessed September 14).
71

Mountain View, City of, 2010. Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance. Website: www.mountainview.gov/
city_hall/public_works/garbage_and_recycling/construction_n_demolition_debris_ordinance.asp (accessed November 23).
72
California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2011. 2010 California Gas Report. Website: www.pge.com/pipeline/library/
regulatory/downloads/cgr10.pdf (accessed January 4).
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increase reliance on renewable energy sources. Of the energy provided to PG&E customers in 2010,
approximately 16 percent came from renewable resources. In 2010, 24 percent of energy provided to
PG&E customers came from nuclear generation; 17 percent came from large hydroelectric facilities;
and 16 percent came from renewable resources such as wind, geothermal, biomass, and small hydroelectric sources. In addition, PG&E has plans to increase the use of renewable power. For instance,
PG&E purchases power from customers that install small-scale renewable generators (e.g., wind
turbines or photovoltaic cells) up to 1.5 megawatts in size.73
Because many agencies in California have adopted policies seeking increased use of renewable
resources (and have established minimum standards for the provision of energy generated by renewable resources), it is expected that PG&E will continue to meet future demand for energy via a
increasing reliance on renewable resources, including small-scale sources such as photovoltaic panels
and wind turbines, in addition to larger-scale facilities, such as wind farms.
The PG&E gas transmission pipeline system serves approximately 4.2 million gas customers in
northern and central California. As shown in Figure IV.M-3, in the City of Mountain View, gas
transmission pipelines run through North and South El Monte Avenue in the western portion of the
City and near North Whisman Road and Grant Road in the eastern portion of the City. Gas transmission lines also exist near segments of U.S. Highway 101 and East Middlefield Road, through the
Shoreline Park, and the northern portion of the Moffett Federal Airfield.74 The PG&E electric system
is designed to deliver safe and reliable energy to customers throughout Northern and Central California. PG&E produces or buys its energy from a mix of conventional and renewable generating sources,
which travel through PG&E’s electric transmission and distribution systems.75
The system is operated under an inspection and monitoring program. The system operates in real time
on a 24-hour basis, and includes leak inspections, surveys, and patrols of the pipelines. A new
program, the Pipeline 2020 program, aims to modernize critical pipeline infrastructure, expand the
use of automatic or remotely operated shut-off valves, catalyze development of next-generation
inspection technologies, develop industry-leading best practices, and enhance public safety partnerships with local communities, public officials, and first responders.
Regulatory requirements for efficient use of electricity and gas are contained in Title 24, Part 6, of the
California Code of Regulations, entitled “Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.” These regulations specify the State’s minimum energy efficiency standards and
apply to new construction of both residential and nonresidential buildings. The standards regulate
energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating and lighting. Compliance with these
standards is verified and enforced through the local building permit process. See also Section IV.E,
Global Climate Change, in this EIR, which discusses energy use and conservation.

73

Pacific Gas & Electric Company, 2011. Clean Energy Solutions. Website: www.pge.com/mybusiness/
environment/pge/cleanenergy/index.shtml (accessed February 17).
74

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 2011. Gas Transmission Pipelines. Website: www.pge.com/myhome/
edusafety/systemworks/gas/transmissionpipelines/ (accessed January 3).
75
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 2011. Electric System. Website: www.pge.com/mybusiness/edusafety/
systemworks/electric/ (accessed September 19).
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(2) Telecommunications. AT&T provides telephone services within Mountain View. AT&T
also provides or hosts a variety of other telecommunication services, including Digital Subscriber
Line (DSL), Internet Service Provider (ISP), web hosting, virtual private networking, U-verse, Multiprotocol Label Switching (MPLS), and wireless/cellular paging services.
The California Public Utilities Commission requires that AT&T anticipate and serve new growth. To
meet this requirement, AT&T continually upgrades its facilities and infrastructure, adding new facilities and technology to remain in conformance with California Public Utilities Commission tariffs and
regulations and to serve customer demand in the City. AT&T also works with the City to ensure that
construction of new facilities does not interfere with any new or newly paved streets.
(3) Regulatory Context. The following discussion summarizes regulations that apply to
energy and telecommunications in Mountain View.
Federal. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulates the transmission and
sale of electricity in interstate commerce (including interstate gas pipelines that serve California),
licensing of hydroelectric projects, and oversight of related environmental matters. As part of the
license application process, environmental analysis pursuant to the National Environment Policy Act
(NEPA) must be conducted. FERC acts under the legal authority of the Federal Power Act of 1935,
the Public Utility Regulatory Policies, and the Energy Act of 1992, in addition to several other federal
acts. The Energy Act of 1992 addresses energy efficiency, energy conservation and energy management, natural gas imports and exports, and alternative fuels (including as used in motor vehicles). It
amended parts of the Federal Power Act of 1935.
State. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned telecommunication, electric, natural gas, water, railroad, rail transit, and passenger transportation companies.
General Order 121-d gives the CPUC permitting authority over construction of new and expanded
power plants, electric transmission lines, and substations. Pursuant to CEQA, an environmental
analysis must be conducted before issuance of construction permits by CPUC. CPUC Decision 95-08038 contains the rules for the planning and construction of new transmission facilities, distribution
facilities, and substations. The CPUC also regulates local natural gas distribution facilities and
services, as well as interstate pipelines.
The California Energy Commission (CEC) is the State’s primary energy policy and planning agency.
The CEC was created by the Legislature in 1974 and is responsible for the following: forecasting
future energy needs and keeping historical energy data; licensing thermal power plants 50 megawatts
or larger; promoting energy efficiency by setting the State’s appliance and building efficiency
standards; supporting public interest energy research that advances energy science and technology;
supporting renewable energy by providing market support to existing, new, and emerging renewable
technologies; developing and implementing the State Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle
Technology Program to reduce the State's petroleum dependency and help attain the State climate
change policies; administering more than $300 million in American Reinvestment and Recovery Act
funding through State programs; and planning for and directing the State response to energy
emergencies.76
76

California Energy Commission, 2011. Website: www.energy.ca.gov/commission/index.html (accessed October

31).
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Title 20 (Public Utilities and Energy) and Title 24 (California Building Standards) of the California
Code of Regulations contain the regulation related to power plant siting, certification, and the energy
efficiency standards related to residential and non-residential buildings. Title 24 standards require that
all new residential and non residential development complies with several energy conservation standards through the implementation of various energy conservation measures, including ceiling, wall,
and concrete slab insulation; vapor barriers; weather stripping on doors and windows; closeable doors
on fireplaces; insulated hearing and cooling ducts; water heater insulation blankets; and certified
energy efficient appliances. The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and
possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. Please refer to the
regulatory framework subsection of Section IV.E, Global Climate Change, for a detailed discussion
of Assembly Bill 32, and other energy-related State regulations.
Local. The Mountain View Green Building Code (MVGBC) amends the State-mandated
California Green Building Code (CalGreen) to include local green building standards and requirements for private development. The MVGBC applies green building requirements to new construction, residential additions, and commercial/industrial tenant improvements, and includes energy
efficiency standards that exceed the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
The City of Mountain View City Council created the Council Environmental Sustainability
Committee (CESC) in September 2008 to analyze and prioritize the sustainability-related recommendations made by the City’s Environmental Sustainability Task Force. The CESC’s 2008-2011 Environmental Sustainability Action Plan (ESAP) includes a policy framework that defines the City’s
sustainability goals, proposals for major projects and initiatives, describes how sustainability elements
would be integrated into the General Plan update process, identifies required steps for developing
community-wide greenhouse gas reduction goals consistent with State requirements, and identifies
specific actions to be implemented for fiscal years 2008-2011, and beyond.77

2.

Impacts and Mitigations Measure

This section discusses potential impacts to utilities and infrastructure that could result from implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The section begins with the significance criteria,
which establish the thresholds used to determine whether an impact is significant. The latter part of
this section evaluates the Draft General Plan and GGRP, and identifies mitigation measures, as
necessary.
a.
Criteria of Significance. Implementation of the Draft General Plan and/or the GGRP would
have a significant effect on utilities and infrastructure if it would:
(1)

Require new or expanded entitlements for water supplies;

(2)

Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental
effects;

77
Mountain View, City of, 2011. Environmental Sustainability Program. Website: www.ci.mtnview.ca.us/services/
learn_about_our_city/environmental_sustainability_program.asp (accessed November 3).
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(3)

Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects;

(4)

Generate a demand for wastewater treatment that exceeds the capacity of the
wastewater treatment provider, when considered in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments;

(5)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments;

(6)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control
Board;

(7)

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects;

(8)

Generate a demand for solid waste disposal that can not be accommodated by the
landfill serving the project area;

(9)

Be inconsistent with federal, State, or local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste.

(10) Result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy by residential,
commercial, industrial, or public uses; or
(11) Require the construction of additional electricity, gas, or telecommunications infrastructure facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects
b.
Impacts Analysis. The following discussion describes impacts on utilities and infrastructure
associated with implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP.
(1) New or Expanded Entitlements for Water Supplies. Development and employment
and population increases that would occur with implementation of the Draft General Plan would not
create demand for water that would exceed the existing water supply. As previously described, under
the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (which incorporates the development projections in
the Draft General Plan), the City’s water system is expected to be able to meet projected water
demand during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year scenarios through the year 2035. Water
demand would be met through a combination of existing potable supply sources, recycled water,
water conservation, and water shortage measures. According to the 2010 Urban Water Management
Plan, the SFPUC expects to be able to meet the collective demand on the Regional System during
normal years through 2035 and during dry years, the SFPUC anticipates that it will be able to meet
between 80 and 100 percent of the Regional System’s demands.78 According to modeling performed
by the SCVWD, the SCVWD will be able to meet the demand for treated water generated by the
member agencies during normal years through 2030, and will be able to meet 99 percent of the
78

Mountain View, City of, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 14.
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normal year demands through 2035. During dry years, the SCVWD seeks to limit water supply
reduction for its agencies within the County to a maximum of 20 percent.79 The City’s 2010 Urban
Water Management Plan assumes a worst-case scenario of 20 percent reduction in treated water
deliveries during dry years; however it is likely that reductions would be significantly less than 20
percent. Because of the City’s diverse water supply portfolio (which includes SFPUC, SCVWD,
groundwater, and recycled water sources, and a robust conservation program), new expanded
entitlements for water supplies are not anticipated. Therefore, implementation of the Draft General
Plan and GGRP would not require new or expanded entitlements for water supplies from the SFPUC
and SCVWD.
According to the Water Master Plan, if the City were to experience a short-term loss of water supply
from the SFPUC and/or the SCVWD, there would be a shortage in supply during peak hours. However, the City would accommodate maximum daily demands by employing methods of conservation
during these conditions per the Urban Water Management Plan and the City’s Water Shortage
Contingency Plan. Under the Draft General Plan, short-term loss of water supply from the SFPUC
and/or the SCVWD would also require the City to reduce demand and/or supplement the water supply
with groundwater supplies.80
According to the City’s Final Draft General Plan Update Utility Impact Study, the City’s existing
potable and non-potable water supplies are expected to be sufficient to meet projected water demand
associated with Draft General Plan growth.81
The City seeks to maintain a reliable water supply (Policy INC 4.1 and Action item 4.1.1) by complying with the provisions of the City’s Urban Water Management Plan (also Measure W-1.1 in GGRP)
and Water Master Plan, regularly updating these plans to reflect long-term land use planning decisions, closely monitoring the City’s groundwater quality and supply (Action item INC 4.1.2). Policy
INC 4.2 and its related actions would ensure the City participates in regional water supply organizations, support the City’s efforts to maintain and improve the water supply, and require the City to
monitor statewide and regional water supplies. Actions INC 4.2.1 through INC 4.2.3 would require
the City to work with other local agencies and water wholesalers to maintain the City’s existing water
contracts and supply guaranties, monitor changing rules and regulations regarding existing service in
Mountain View, and evaluate and review the Franchise Agreement with CalWater regarding existing
services in Mountain View. Action item A under GGRP Measure W-1.1 would further support the
2010 Urban Water Management Plan’s conservation strategies by promoting the implementation of
conservation programs identified within the Urban Water Management Plan. Draft General Plan
Policy INC 2.1 would ensure that the City prepares for natural and human-induced emergencies, and
Action item INC 2.1.1 would ensure that the City is prepared to mitigate water shortages due to
drought, disaster, infrastructure failure, or other service interruptions.
Mountain View already has water conservation strategies in place, and the Draft General Plan would
ensure continued implementation of best management practices and enforcement of water efficiency
regulations. Policies and actions INC 5.1 through INC 5.7 would promote water conservation through
79

Ibid.

80

Ibid.

81

Ibid.
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community awareness, citywide water conservation, water reuse, automated meter reading, landscape
and indoor water use efficiencies, and water conservation in City facilities. Policy INC 5.1 would
raise community awareness about water use efficiency and water conservation. It would also require
the implementation of public education programs to promote water conservation and efficiency
(Action item INC 5.1.1) and target water use efficiency outreach toward larger water customers
(Action INC 5.1.2). Policy INC 5.2 would reduce water waste and implement water conservation and
efficiency measure throughout the City by creating incentives and developing regulations that
encourage water use efficiency, water conservation, and recycled water use (Action item INC 5.2.1).
Policy INC 5.3 would provide guidance for the use of rainwater and graywater as alternative water
supplies. Policy INC 5.4 would encourage water meter technologies that provide water usage
feedback to customers. Policy INC 5.5 would promote water-efficient landscaping, including the use
of drought tolerant and/or native plants, and efficient irrigation techniques by updating the City’s
landscape water conservation ordinance as necessary (action item 5.5.1). Policy INC 5.6 would
promote the use of water efficient fixtures and appliances, and Policy INC 5.7 would promote water
use efficiencies, water conservation, and the use of recycled water at City-owned facilities through
the development of demonstration projects such as water-wise gardens and rain gardens (INC 5.7.1).
Recycled water is further promoted as an alternative to potable water in Policy 7.1, where action item
7.1.1 supports the development of a comprehensive Recycled Water Master Plan; action item 7.1.2
supports the development and implementation of a comprehensive salinity reduction policy; action
item 7.1.3 promotes additional uses of recycled water within State-approved regulations; action item
7.1.4 would investigate opportunities to sell recycled water to neighboring jurisdictions; and action
item 7.1.5 would support the continued and expanded use of recycled water at NASA Ames Research
Center and Moffett Federal Airfield. Additionally, Policy INC 7.2 seeks to expand the use and
availability of recycled water throughout the City. The policies and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
POLICY INC 2.1: Emergency preparedness. Ensure the city is well-prepared for natural and human-induced
disasters and emergencies.
ACTION INC 2.1.1: Water shortages. Be prepared to mitigate water shortages due to drought, disaster,
infrastructure failure, or other service interruptions.
Potable Water Supply
POLICY INC 4.1: Water supply. Maintain a reliable water supply.
ACTION INC 4.1.1: Urban Water Management Plan and Water Master Plan. Comply with
provisions of the City’s Urban Water Management Plan and the Water Master Plan and regularly update
them to reflect long-term land use planning decisions.
ACTION INC 4.1.2: Groundwater quality and regulations. Closely monitor groundwater quality as
well as any changing rules and regulations regarding the City’s access to groundwater, revising plans as
necessary to reflect any relevant changes to the groundwater supply.
POLICY INC 4.2: Participating in regional organizations. Participate in regional water supply organizations,
support their efforts to maintain and improve the water supply, and monitor statewide and regional water
supplies.
ACTION INC 4.2.1: Water contracts. Work with other local agencies and water wholesalers to
maintain the City’s existing water contracts and Supply Guaranties.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\4m-UtilitiesInfras.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

545

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
IV. SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
M. UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

ACTION INC 4.2.2: Access to imported water supply. Monitor changing rules and regulations
regarding the City’s access to imported water supply.
ACTION INC 4.2.3: CalWater service. Evaluate and renew the Franchise Agreement with CalWater
regarding their existing service in Mountain View.
Water Conservation
POLICY INC 5.1: Community awareness. Raise community awareness about water use efficiency and water
conservation.
ACTION INC 5.1.1: Public education. Implement public education programs about water conservation
and efficiency, including education at schools.
ACTION INC 5.1.2: Large consumers. Target water use efficiency outreach towards larger water
customers.
POLICY INC 5.2: Citywide water conservation. Reduce water waste and implement water conservation and
efficiency measures throughout the City.
ACTION INC 5.2.1: Incentives and requirements. Create incentives and develop regulations that
encourage water use efficiency, water conservation, and recycled water use.
POLICY INC 5.3: Water reuse. Remove barriers and provide guidance for the use of rainwater and graywater
as alternative water supplies.
POLICY INC 5.4: Automated meter reading. Encourage water meter technologies that provide water usage
feedback to customers.
POLICY INC 5.5: Landscape efficiency. Promote water-efficient landscaping, including drought tolerant
and/or native plants and efficient irrigation techniques.
ACTION INC 5.5.1: Landscape Water Conservation Ordinance. Update the City’s landscape water
conservation ordinance as necessary.
POLICY INC 5.6: Indoor efficiency. Promote the use of water-efficient fixtures and appliances.
POLICY INC 5.7: Leadership in City facilities. Provide leadership by promoting water use efficiency, water
conservation, and the use of recycled water at City-owned facilities.
ACTION INC 5.7.1: City demonstration projects. Administer demonstration projects such as waterwise gardens and rain gardens.
Recycled Water
POLICY INC 7.1: Citywide recycled water. Promote, require, and/or incentivize the use of recycled water as
an alternative to potable water.
ACTION INC 7.1.1: Recycled Water Master Plan. Develop a comprehensive Recycled Water Master
Plan and alternatives analysis.
ACTION INC 7.1.2: Salinity reduction policy. Develop and implement a comprehensive salinity
reduction policy.
ACTION INC 7.1.3: Promoting recycled water. Promote additional uses of recycled water within stateapproved regulations.
ACTION INC 7.1.4: Selling recycled water. Investigate opportunities to sell recycled water to
neighboring jurisdictions.
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ACTION INC 7.1.5: Recycled water at NASA/Ames. Support the continued and expanded use of
recycled water at NASA Ames Research Center and Moffett Federal Airfield.
POLICY INC 7.2: Recycled water. Expand the use and availability of recycled water throughout the City.

GGRP
MEASURE W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies Action A. Implement
conservation programs identified within the 2010 UWMP.

With the adopted 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (refer to Table IV.M-4) and Water System
Master Plan, existing regulations, and the implementation of more stringent Citywide water conservation strategies, supplies to meet increased water demand would be adequate to serve demand for water
generated by projected growth associated with the Draft General Plan, and impacts associated with
water supply and demand would be less than significant. New or expanded entitlements for water
supplies from the SFPUC and the SCVWD would not be required. Because the GGRP Water Strategy
is associated with water conservation strategies identified in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan,
implementation of the GGRP would result in a beneficial impact to the City’s water supply and its
associated facilities. Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not require new or expanded
water supply entitlements, and this impact would be considered less than significant.
(2) Construction of New Water Facilities. The City’s Final Draft General Plan Update
Utility Impact Study (see Appendix E1) evaluates potential operational capacity impacts associated
with the City’s ability to meet its increasing water demand due to implementation of the Draft
General Plan. Using development data associated with anticipated land uses under the Draft General
Plan, the study evaluates the existing and projected water demand under the City’s Water Master Plan
and under the Draft General Plan. As shown in Table IV.M-10, under the Water Master Plan, water
demand is expected to increase to 13.88 mgd in 2030. Under the Draft General Plan, demand is
expected to increase to 16.45 mgd by 2030. Water demand under the Draft General Plan would be
beyond that anticipated in the City’s Water Master Plan, but within the maximum supply volumes
available to the City.

Table IV.M-10: Summary of Existing and Projected Water Demand a

Pressure
Zone
1
2
3
Total
a

Water Master Plan Water Demand
2030
2030
2010
(Ultimate)
(Ultimate)
Average Daily Average Daily
Peak Hour
Demand
Demand
Demand
(mgd)
(mgd)
(mgd)
5.91
6.45
17.99
5.78
6.14
17.13
1.23
1.29
3.60
12.92
13.88
38.73

Draft General Plan
Water Demand
2030
2030
(Ultimate)
(Ultimate)
Average Daily
Peak Hour
Demand
Demand
(mgd)
(mgd)
7.64
21.32
7.52
20.98
1.29
3.60
16.45
45.90

Water demand projections exclude areas serviced by Cal Water. mgd = million gallon per day

Source: Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011. Final General Plan Update Impact Study.
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According to the 2011 IEC study,82 based on projected water demand under the Draft General Plan
and future reservoir storage requirements, the City would still be able to supply peak hour demand
with its existing treated water turnouts (SFPUC and SCVWD) and local groundwater wells. No
additional expansions would be necessary to meet the peak hour demands during normal operating
conditions.83
Based on projected water demand under the Draft General Plan and future reservoir storage requirements, the City would be able to supply peak hour demand with its existing treated water turnouts and
local groundwater wells. As a result, no additional expansion of water supply facilities would be
necessary to meet peak hour demand during normal operating conditions.84 Action Item INC 4.1.3
would ensure the City regularly reviews reservoir capacity to ensure the City meets recommended
storage volumes. Draft General Plan Policy INC 4.3 would prioritize maintenance and enhancement of
existing capital facilities in conjunction with capital expansion projects. Through implementation of
the above Draft General Plan policies and actions, the City would ensure that water storage is available
or can be provided to serve the projected population within the City limits. Therefore, the Draft
General Plan and GGRP would not require or result in the construction of new water facilities, the
construction of which would cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be considered
less than significant.
As previously described, the City’s water distribution system generally performs well and meets the
established design criteria during maximum day and peak hour conditions. However, during maximum day plus fire flow conditions, the existing system does not meet the design criteria at about 1.5
percent of the “junctions” in its testing model and as a result, a prioritized list of proposed water
pipeline improvements has been created. Proposed water pipeline, improvements remain unchanged
from those designated in the Water Master Plan and all recommended pipeline diameters are based
upon water demands using the updated General Plan development assumptions and land use designations.85
Consistent with the Water Master Plan, the majority of the recommended system improvements are
due to existing fire flow deficiencies. While it is not practical for the City to implement all of the
recommended system improvements at one time, the proposed improvement projects listed in the
study give the City an opportunity to replace pipelines with the ultimate required diameter to meet
fire flow when the opportunity to fix these pipelines comes available (i.e. utility corridor improvements, water main breaks, scheduled repair/replacement based upon useful life, etc.).
According to the City’s Final Draft General Plan Update Utility Impact Study, typical of municipal
water distribution systems in California, pipeline sizing is based on fire flow demand and not domestic demand. Fire flow demand is typically over 1,000 times individual domestic demand. Therefore,
the increased water demand associated with development under the Draft General Plan would not in

82

Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011, op. cit.

83

Ibid.

84

Ibid.

85

Ibid.
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and of itself require upsized water pipes.86 However, upsizing would occur when older pipes are
replaced, in order to meet City standards.
Draft General Plan Policies INC 1.3 and INC 1.4 would ensure the installation of adequate utilities
(including adequately-sized water lines) prior to approval of new development and the maintenance
and enhancement of existing capital facilities in conjunction with capital expansion. Draft General
Plan Policy INC 4.3 would prioritize maintenance and enhancement of existing facilities in conjunction with capital expansion projects, and Action Item INC 4.3.1 would require an Annual Water Main
replacement program and budget. Action Item INC 4.3.2 would require the City to consider new
impact and maintenance fees for new development in order to create a sustainable water supply
system. These impact and maintenance fees would ensure the provision of adequately sized water
lines to serve new and existing development. Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not
require or result in the construction of new water facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental effects. This impact would be considered less than significant. The policies
and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
POLICY INC 1.3: Utilities for new development. Ensure adequate utility service levels prior to approval of
new development.
POLICY INC 1.4: Existing capital facilities. Maintain and enhance existing capital facilities in conjunction
with capital expansion.
Potable Water Supply
POLICY INC 4.1: Water supply. Maintain a reliable water supply.
ACTION INC 4.1.3: City reservoir storage. Regularly review reservoir capacity to ensure the City
meets recommended storage amounts.
POLICY INC 4.3: Prioritizing existing facilities. Prioritize maintenance and enhancement of existing capital
facilities in conjunction with capital expansion.
ACTION INC 4.3.1: Water main replacement. Execute the Annual Water Main replacement program
and budget.
ACTION INC 4.3.2: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure defining the cost
of water system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new
impact and maintenance fees in order to create a sustainable water supply system.

(3) Construction of New Wastewater Treatment Facilities. New growth and development
that is projected to occur with implementation of the Draft General Plan would increase overall
sanitary sewer flows and require the upgrading or replacement of existing deficient City sewer mains.
As part of the General Plan Update Utility Impact Study, IEC analyzed the City’s sewer distribution
system using the Draft General Plan land use designations with the recommended sewer system
replacement criteria. IEC updated the hydraulic model of the sanitary sewer collection system to
reflect the increase in flows from the Draft General Plan. Updates to the average dry weather flow
(ADWF) were performed on an individual parcel level for all parcels associated with the Draft
86

Ibid.
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General Plan and appropriate peak factor based upon the residential and nonresidential nature of the
development were applied to the peak dry weather flow (PDWF) and peak wet weather flow
(PWWF). Table IV.M-11 shows the proposed ADWF, PDWF, and PWWF for the ultimate 2030
conditions below. According to the study and information presented in the City’s Sewer Master Plan,
the City’s wastewater lift station has adequate capacity to convey updated General Plan wastewater
flows.87

Table IV.M-11: City Of Mountain View Sanitary Sewer Flow Projections
Flow (mgd) a
Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF)
Peak Dry Weather Flow (PDWF)
Peak Wet Weather Flow (PWWF)
a

Draft General Plan (Ultimate 2030)
12.57
17.55
21.06

mgd = million gallons per day

Source: Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011. Final General Plan Update Utility Impact Study.

Comparing updated Draft General Plan land use designations to the City’s recommended sewer
system replacement criteria to determine the expected increase in flows, the City’s Draft General Plan
Update Utility Impact Study found that with the projected growth by 2030 identified for the Draft
General Plan, 375 sewer mains would have inadequate capacity under the ultimate peak wet weather
flow conditions. Of those 375 mains, 138 were mains that had been previously identified under the
Sewer Master Plan’s capital improvement project. Therefore, even taking into account planned capital
improvements, significant improvements to the deficient sewer mains within this system would be
needed to serve projected growth under the Draft General Plan.88 This impact would be potentially
significant.
Draft General Plan Policy INC 6.1 and Actions 6.1.1 through 6.1.3 would ensure the maintenance and
development of high-quality wastewater collection services and a well-maintained wastewater system
and require the maintenance and regular update of the Sewer Master Plan to reflect long-term land
use planning decisions; anticipate future wastewater generation; and monitor the conditions of the
sanitary sewer collection system and continue to make improvements by maintaining and updating
the Sanitary Sewer Management Plan. This policy and action item would ensure that the wastewater
collection system would be appropriately sized to meet demand for wastewater collection associated
with growth associated with the Draft General Plan. Additionally, actions INC 6.1.4 through INC
6.1.7 would require the maintenance of programs to prevent Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs); allow
conveyance and treatment of wastewater by City infrastructure for the City of Los Altos, portions of
Moffett, NASA Ames, and other areas outside city limits; renew the sanitary sewer discharge
agreement with NASA Ames; and review and update the procedure and fee structure for the cost of
system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new impact and
maintenance fees to ensure a sustainable system. Because the GGRP Water Strategy is associated
with water conservation strategies identified in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, implementation of the GGRP would result in a beneficial impact to the City’s wastewater facilities by reducing
water demand and consumption through water conservation strategies (Measure W-1.1 Action A) and
87

Ibid.

88

Ibid.
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encouraging the replacement of current plumbing fixtures with water-saving fixtures in its public
buildings (Measure W-1.1 Action B). Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not require
or result in the construction of new wastewater facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental effects. This impact would be considered less than significant. The policies
and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
Wastewater
POLICY INC 6.1: Citywide wastewater. Ensure high-quality wastewater collection services and a well
maintained wastewater system.
ACTION INC 6.1.1: Sewer Master Plan. Maintain and update the City’s Sewer Master Plan as
necessary, to reflect long-term land use planning decisions.
ACTION INC 6.1.2: Anticipating future wastewater generation. Anticipate future wastewater
generation by regularly updating the Sewer Master Plan to reflect long-term land use planning decisions.
ACTION INC 6.1.3: Monitoring. Monitor the condition of the sanitary sewer collection system and
continue to make improvements by maintaining and updating the Sanitary Sewer Management Plan.
ACTION INC 6.1.4: Sanitary Sewer Overflows. Maintain programs to prevent Sanitary Sewer
Overflows (SSOs).
ACTION INC 6.1.5: Wastewater conveyance outside City limits. Allow conveyance and treatment of
wastewater by city infrastructure for the City of Los Altos, portions of Moffett, NASA/Ames, and other
areas outside city limits as mutually beneficial.
ACTION INC 6.1.6: NASA/Ames sanitary sewer discharge. Renew sanitary sewer discharge
agreement with NASA Ames.
ACTION INC 6.1.7: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure for the cost of
system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new impact and
maintenance fees to ensure a sustainable system.
GGRP
MEASURE W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies Action A. Implement
conservation programs identified within the 2010 UWMP.
MEASURE W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies Action B. Prioritize public
buildings for water fixture upgrades and identify upgrades to be made.

(4) Demand for Wastewater Treatment. New growth and development projected to result
from implementation of the Draft General Plan would increase the demand for wastewater treatment
at the Palo Alto RWQCP. According to the City’s Draft General Plan Update Utility Impact Study,
the projected wastewater flow to serve projected Draft General Plan growth would be within the
City’s current capacity rights, but would require the City of Mountain View to perform an
engineering study to redefine its future needs for its capacity rights to the Palo Alto RWQCP.89

89

Ibid.
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The cities of Mountain View and Los Altos have a Basic Agreement with Palo Alto, which entitles
each city to a proportion of capacity rights to the RWQCP (see Table IV.M-8). In the Basic Agreement, each party agrees to make an engineering study to redefine future needs when the sewage flow
from its respective service area has reached 80 percent of the acquired capacity rights. As previously
described, Mountain View has a current capacity share of 15.1 mgd, and currently uses approximately
57 percent of this share.
In the event that a city requires additional capacity in excess of the proportionate capacity allocated,
and the additional capacity is not then being used by other partner agencies, the city requiring additional capacity may rent or purchase from another agency the additional capacity rights. This additional capacity may be transferred at the discretion of the governing body of other agencies and upon
agreement of all agencies.
As described in the Sewer Master Plan, wastewater flow generation was projected for the master
planning study period years of 2010, 2020, and 2030. Wastewater flow to the City of Mountain
View’s pump station is shown in Table IV.M-12 below. The Annual Average Flow shown in the table
is 1.05 times the calculated average dry weather flow. As shown, the projected flow under the Sewer
Plan does not reach 80 percent of the capacity limit, such that that additional study would be required.
However, the projected wastewater flow from estimated 2030 development associated with the Draft
General Plan would reach 80 percent of the capacity limit and that level necessitates a study. If these
projected flows are realized, the City would be required to perform an engineering study per the Basic
Agreement.90

Table IV.M-12: Projected Flow to Treatment Plant
Projected Total Average Dry Weather Flow (mgd)a
Projected Total Annual Average Flow (mgd)
Percentage of City’s Capacity

Sewer Master Plan
11.13
11.69
77%

Draft General Plan
13.12
13.78
91%

a

mgd = million gallons per day
Source: Infrastructure Engineering Corporation, 2011. Final General Plan Update Utility Impact Study.

Action Item INC 6.1.7 requires the City to consider new impact and maintenance fees for new
development to ensure adequate water quality treatment. Policy INC 6.4 would ensure coordination
with partners and local agencies to monitor changing rules and regulations regarding wastewater
discharge from the Palo Alto RWQCP. Action item INC 6.4.1 would also require coordination with
the Palo Alto RWQCP and other relevant agencies to create and implement a strategy for addressing
Moffett Federal Airfield wastewater discharge. As previously described, if the City requires additional capacity after the completion of the engineering study, the City would have to either rent or
purchase additional capacity rights from another agency participating in the Basic Agreement.
Therefore, substantial expansion of the RWQCP would not be required if the City rents or purchases
capacity rights. The Palo Alto RWQCP has adequate capacity to serve anticipated growth, and with
implementation of proposed policies and actions, the collection system would be maintained and
upgraded as needed. Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not generate demand for
90

Ibid.
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wastewater treatment that exceeds the capacity of the wastewater treatment provider. This impact
would be considered less than significant. The policies and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
Wastewater
POLICY INC 6.1: Citywide wastewater. Ensure high-quality wastewater collection services and a well
maintained wastewater system.
ACTION INC 6.1.7: Fee structure. Review and update the procedure and fee structure for the cost of
system upgrades made necessary by new development, considering the possibility of new impact and
maintenance fees to ensure a sustainable system.
POLICY INC 6.4: Discharge Regulations. Coordinate with partners and other local agencies to monitor
changing rules and regulations regarding wastewater discharge from the PARWQCP.
ACTION INC 6.4.1: Moffett Federal Airfield sewer discharge. Work with the PARWQCP and other
relevant agencies to create and implement a strategy for addressing Moffett Federal Airfield wastewater
discharge.

(5) Wastewater Adequate Capacity. As previously defined, the Palo Alto RWQCP has
adequate capacity to serve anticipated growth. According to the City of Palo Alto’s 2010 Urban
Water Management Plan, the Palo Alto RWQCP’s capacity is sufficient for current dry and wet
weather loads and for future load projections, and there are no plans for expanding the treatment
plant. Draft General Plan Policy INC 6.4 would ensure coordination with partners and local agencies
to monitor changing rules and regulations regarding wastewater discharge from the Palo Alto
RWQCP, and the future implementation of the Palo Alto RWQCP Long Range Facilities Plan would
address aging equipment, new regulatory requirements, and sustainability. Therefore, the Palo Alto
RWQCP would not have inadequate capacity to serve the demand associated with the Draft General
Plan and GGRP in addition to existing commitments. This impact would be considered less than
significant. The policy identified above follows:
Infrastructure and Conservation
Wastewater
POLICY INC 6.4: Discharge Regulations. Coordinate with partners and other local agencies to monitor
changing rules and regulations regarding wastewater discharge from the PARWQCP.

(6) Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements. As previously described, future
development within Mountain View must comply with programs and regulations currently in place
that regulate storm drainage facilities, including the NPDES MRP regulations (Policy INC 8.2) and
the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan. The MRP establishes a uniform stormwater discharge
standard for the jurisdictions surrounding the San Francisco Bay. The discharge of stormwater from
the City’s storm drainage system is regulated by the Federal NPDES Nonpoint Source Program
(established through the Clean Air Act). Mountain View is under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB and
City compliance with the MRP is mandated by State and federal laws, statutes, and regulations.
Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements, and the impact would be considered less than significant. The policy
identified above follows:
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Infrastructure and Conservation
Storm Water
POLICY INC 8.2: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. Comply with
requirements in the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP).

(7) Construction of New Stormwater Drainage Facilities. Employment and population
growth projected under the Draft General Plan would increase the amount of impervious surfaces and
the amount and rate of stormwater runoff volumes. As part of this growth, portions of the City are
anticipated to be developed or redeveloped. Although a majority of the City is intensely developed,
other areas, such as the North Bayshore area, contains undeveloped parcels designated as “High
Density Office” in the Draft General Plan. Development in such areas would be likely to increase the
coverage of impervious surfaces and may require connections directing stormwater runoff to the main
drainage system.
As developments are constructed within a drainage area, new impervious surface cover would
generate additional runoff that would be added to existing stormwater volumes. Unless appropriate
controls are in place, over time, the cumulative runoff could exceed the capacity of existing drainage
facilities during peak-flow conditions, resulting in localized flooding.
As previously described, future development within Mountain View must comply with programs and
regulations currently in place that regulate storm drainage facilities, including the NPDES MRP
regulations (Policy INC 8.2) and the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan. The “C3” water quality
control measures, new Hydromodification Management requirements, and the use of Low Impact
Development (LID) design strategies on project sites would be required for new development
Draft General Plan Action Item 8.1.3 supports the use of LID in new development and redevelopment
projects and its incorporation into the development review process. Policy LUD 8.7 also supports the
use of LID strategies by encouraging the development of sustainable streetscapes that include natural
stormwater treatment areas. Policy INC 8.6 supports the development of sustainable streetscapes that
minimize stormwater runoff, using techniques such as on-street bio-swales, bio-retention, and
permeable pavement. Action Item INC 8.6.1 supports updating design standards for stormwater
treatment to reflect emerging technologies. Refer to Appendix E2 for more details on types of
regulated projects and its effective dates referenced under the MRP.
Draft General Plan Policy INC 8.1 supports the maintenance of the stormwater system, and Actions
INC 8.1.1 through INC 8.1.4 support the updating and maintenance of the Stormwater Master Plan;
would provide funding and infrastructure to remove cross culverts; and would develop appropriate
procedures for upgrades to existing infrastructure. Because the GGRP Water Strategy is associated
with water conservation strategies identified in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, implementation of the GGRP would result in a beneficial impact to the City’s stormwater facilities by reducing
water demand and consumption through water conservation strategies (Measure W-1.1 Action A) and
encouraging the replacement of current plumbing fixtures with water-saving fixtures in its public
buildings (Measure W-1.1 Action B). Implementation of Draft General Plan and GGRP policies and
existing City and regional programs and regulations would reduce the potentially significant impacts
that would require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, and environmental impacts related to the construction and expansion of stormwater treatment facilities serving
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Mountain View. Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would have a lessthan-significant impact associated with the construction and expansion of stormwater facilities. The
policies and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
Storm Water
POLICY INC 8.1: Citywide storm water system. Maintain the storm water system in good condition.
ACTION INC 8.1.1: Storm Water Master Plan. Update and maintain the Storm Water Master Plan as
necessary.
ACTION INC 8.1.2: Upgrade undersized drainage pipes. Provide funding and infrastructure to remove
cross culverts.
ACTION INC 8.1.3: Low Impact Development (LID). Maximize opportunities to design and construct
LID stormwater treatment controls at new development and redevelopment projects through efforts to
educate developers and project engineers and implementation of the development review process.
ACTION INC 8.1.4: Infrastructure upgrade. Develop appropriate procedures for upgrades to existing
infrastructure.
POLICY INC 8.2: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. Comply with
requirements in the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP).
POLICY INC 8.6: Green streets. Seek opportunities to develop green streets and sustainable streetscapes that
minimize storm water runoff, using techniques such as on-street bio-swales, bio-retention, permeable pavement
or other innovative approaches.
ACTION INC 8.6.1: Emerging technologies. Evaluate and update development and design standards for
storm water treatment to reflect prevailing or emerging technologies.
POLICY INC 8.7: Storm water quality. Improve the water quality of storm water and reduce flow quantities.
GGRP
MEASURE W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies Action A. Implement
conservation programs identified within the 2010 UWMP.
MEASURE W-1.1: Urban Water Management Plan Conservation Strategies Action B. Prioritize public
buildings for water fixture upgrades and identify upgrades to be made.

(8) Generate a Demand for Solid Waste Disposal. As previously described, the majority of
solid waste generated in the City of Mountain View would be transported to the Kirby Canyon
Landfill, which has a future operation life of approximately 11 years (the anticipated closing date is
December 31, 2022).
Construction and operational activities associated with Draft General Plan growth would generate
additional solid waste in the City. Estimated growth would add an additional 14,710 residents to the
City. According to CalRecycle, California residents dispose about 4.5 pounds of nonhazardous waste
per day.91 As previously discussed, in compliance with State law, the City now measures its diversion
91

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2011. Statewide Per Capita Disposal Rate
Statistics: 2007 and Late. Website: www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/GoalMeasure/DisposalRate/ (accessed August 25).
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efforts by comparing a per capita disposal rate to an annual target rate of 7.8 pounds per person per
day. Mountain View’s per capita disposal rate in 2010 was 3.8 pounds per person per day. New
employees would also generate additional solid waste. Under the Draft General Plan, there would be
approximately 21,760 new jobs by 2030. According to the CalRecycle’s estimated solid waste
disposal rates, employees dispose approximately 4.9 pounds of nonhazardous solid waste per day.92,93
Growth associated with the Draft General Plan would generate a total of 55,89894 pounds of nonhazardous waste per day associated with residential uses, and 106,62495 pounds of nonhazardous waste
per day associated with employees. In total, by 2030 approximately 162,522 pounds (81 tons) of solid
waste would be generated per day in Mountain View. This represents approximately 3.1 percent of
the permitted daily throughput of the Kirby Canyon Landfill. Therefore, the current capacity of the
Kirby Canyon Landfill would be able to serve the growth expected to occur under the Draft General
Plan.
The Draft General Plan supports efforts and measures to maximize source reduction and recycling
within the City. Implementation of Draft General Plan Policies and Actions INC 10.1 through INC
11.6, would reduce impacts related to solid waste generated by planned growth by reducing the waste
stream; meeting federal, State, and local waste diversion requirements; and continuing to exceed the
2006 72 percent waste diversion rate for the City. Implementation of the above policies would reduce
the amount of solid waste generated in the City, thereby increasing the life span of the landfill, and
require Citywide participation in source reduction and recycling efforts. In regard to construction
waste, development projects would be required to comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance, which would reduce a portion of the solid waste sent to the landfill. In
addition, Policy INC 10.4 would encourage building deconstruction and reuse, and construction waste
recycling.
On March 24, 2009, the Mountain View City Council adopted an Environmental Sustainability
Action Plan, which calls for, among other actions, the creation of a Zero Waste Plan. The Zero Waste
Action Plan is supported under Action Item INC.10.1.1 in the Draft General Plan and Measure SW1.1 of the GGRP. As a first step in the process, the City recently completed a waste characterization
study. The Zero Waste Plan seeks to reduce the per capita disposal rate for both residential and
commercial waste in the City of Mountain View. The proposed Zero Waste Plan would also address
climate change by including waste reduction strategies to reduce carbon emissions.96

92
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2011. Waste Disposal Rates for Business Types.
Website: www.calrecycle.ca.gov/wastechar/DispRate.htm (accessed September 19). June 13.
93

The disposal rate data was developed as part of the 1999 Statewide Waste Characterization Study. Disposal rates
are affected by numerous factors and are used only for planning purposes. The disposal rate for employees was calculated by
taking the average of the disposal rates of the following business sectors: Manufacturing-Electronic Equipment, ServicesMedical/Health, Services-Other professional, and Public Administration.
94

This calculation used the City of Mountain View’s 2010 per capita disposal rate of 3.8 pounds per person per day.

95

This calculation used CalRecycle’s estimated solid waste disposal rates of 4.9 pounds of nonhazardous solid waste

per day.
96
Mountain View, City of, 2011. Department of Public Works, Recycling and Zero Waste. Website:
www.mountainview.gov/city_hall/public_works/garbage_and_recycling/zero_waste.asp (accessed August 25).
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Implementation of the Draft General Plan policies and actions and GGRP measures described above
and the City’s existing programs designed to minimize the waste stream would ensure that construction
of new solid waste disposal facilities or substantial expansion of existing facilities would not be
required. As such, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not generate a demand
for solid waste disposal that would not be accommodated by existing landfills. This impact would be
less than significant. The policies and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
Solid Waste and Recycling
POLICY INC 10.1: Zero waste. Pursue a citywide goal of zero waste.
ACTION INC 10.1.1: Zero Waste Action Plan. Adopt and implement a Zero Waste ACTION Plan.
ACTION INC 10.1.2: Public education. Provide comprehensive and ongoing public education and
promotion programs to encourage residents and businesses to reduce waste and participate in recycling
programs.
ACTION INC 10.1.3: Large consumers. Target recycling and reuse outreach towards large commercial
and industrial customers.
POLICY INC 10.2: Producer responsibility. Support extended producer responsibility to reduce waste and
toxicity at the manufacturing level.
POLICY INC 10.3: Source reduction. Encourage and promote source reduction behavior such as utilizing
reusable, returnable and repairable goods.
ACTION INC 10.3.1: Source Reduction and Recycling Element. Implement the programs described in
the Mountain View Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE).
POLICY INC 10.4: Construction waste reuse. Encourage building deconstruction and reuse, and construction
waste recycling.
ACTION INC 10.4.1: Adaptive building reuse. Encourage adaptive reuse of existing buildings.
ACTION INC 10.4.2: Building deconstruction. Consider incentives to encourage building
deconstruction instead of demolition.
POLICY INC 10.5: Reuse. Encourage product reuse through venues such as garage sales, lending libraries,
thrift stores, or internet-based sharing and reuse forums.
POLICY INC 10.6: Recovered materials. Encourage uses for recovered materials that save energy, avoid
releasing toxic substances, and extend the useful life of recovered materials.
POLICY INC 10.7: Recycled material demand. Promote increased demand for recycled materials.
ACTION INC 10.7.1: Recycled content advocacy. Advocate for local, state and federal legislation that
will increase use of recycled content products.
ACTION INC 10.7.2: Recycled content promotion. Educate and encourage residents and businesses to
use products with recycled content.
POLICY INC 10.8: Toxic products. Discourage the use of toxic products throughout the City.
POLICY INC 10.9: Preferential purchasing. Give preference in City purchasing to products that minimize
packaging, can be reused, and are non-toxic.
ACTION INC 10.9.1: Preferential purchasing. Periodically review and update the City’s
Environmentally Preferable Purchasing POLICY (EP3).
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POLICY INC 10.10: Single-use products. Discourage the use of single-use products.
POLICY INC 11.1: Waste diversion and reduction. Meet or exceed all federal, state and local laws and
regulations concerning solid waste diversion and implementation of recycling and source reduction programs.
POLICY INC 11.2: Recycling. Maintain and expand recycling programs.
ACTION INC 11.2.1: Drop-off site. Maintain a convenient City operated accessible recycling drop-off
and redemption site.
ACTION INC 11.2.2: Recycling receptacle storage. Require adequate, accessible, and convenient areas
for the storage and collection of recyclable materials in all new developments.
POLICY INC 11.3: Composting. Provide productive reuse and/or composting services for all discarded organic
materials in the City, including all food and green waste.
POLICY INC 11.4: Solid waste. Ensure all municipal solid waste generated within the City is collected,
transported and disposed of in a manner that protects public health and safety.
ACTION INC 11.4.1: Refuse disposal capacity. Assure that the City possesses a minimum of five years
of refuse disposal capacity at all times.
POLICY INC 11.5: Hazardous waste. Provide convenient household hazardous waste and e-waste disposal
services.
POLICY INC 11.6: Regional collaboration. Consider opportunities to provide more cost-effective solid waste
management by collaborating with surrounding cities and agencies.
ACTION INC 11.6.1: Service pricing. Assess services to ensure they are convenient and competitively
priced.
GGRP
MEASURE SW-1.1: Implementation of Zero-Waste Plan Action A. Implement Zero-Waste Plan.

(9) Regulations Related to Solid Waste. State law requires that 50 percent of solid waste be
diverted from landfills. As shown in Figure IV.M-2, as of 2006, Mountain View has had a waste
diversion rate of 72 percent, one of the highest rates in the country. Therefore, the City is in compliance with State law. Additionally, Mountain View has committed to the waste reduction programs,
plans, and policies discussed above. Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP
would not conflict with a federal, State, or local statute or regulation related to solid waste disposal.
This impact would be less than significant.
(10) Wasteful Consumption of Energy. Development associated with implementation of the
Draft General Plan would consume energy for electricity, heating and cooling, transportation, and
communication. Energy consumed during construction activities on development projects associated
with the Draft General Plan would not result in long-term demand for energy. Despite annual
Statewide increases in energy consumption, the increased energy demand associated with the Draft
General Plan would not contribute to a substantial increase in energy consumption within PG&E’s
northern and central California service area. The net increase in energy demand associated with
reasonably foreseeable projects, relative to the regional service area, would be minimal since development associated with the implementation of the Draft General Plan would be required to comply with
Title 24 regulations and the City’s MVGBC. Additionally, the policies, and strategies relating to
energy conservation in the Draft General Plan and GGRP, also would promote efficient energy
consumption.
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Draft General Plan Policy INC.13.3 and Action Item INC 13.3.1 would support regional and local
efforts and programs to reduce energy use, and would promote the use the development review process
to inform developers about energy efficiency in buildings. In addition, Policies INC 13.5, INC 14.1,
INC 15.1 and associated actions would promote the deployment of renewable energy technologies
throughout existing and future development in Mountain View. Policy INC 13.5 would encourage
utility meter technologies that provide customer feedback about energy usage. Actions INC 14.1.1
through INC 14.1.5 would introduce the following renewable energy technology initiatives: institute a
process to track the amount of new solar, wind, or other types of renewable energy generation permitted yearly; regularly investigate and publicize opportunities for community members or the City to
utilize renewable energy technologies such as solar, co-generation, or wind technologies; extract
methane gas from the sanitary landfill for energy production; use the development review process to
inform developers of the advantages of renewable energy production, including wind and solar; and
promoting co-generation and district hearing and cooling systems for large companies and institutions.
The GGRP Energy Strategy (Measure E-1.3 through E 1.7, and Measure E-2.3 through Measure E-2.5)
would result in a beneficial impact to energy conservation throughout the City. Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant. Please also refer to Table IV.E-7, Draft General Plan and GGRP
Compliance with GHG Emissions Reduction Strategy in Section IV.E, Global Climate Change, of this
EIR for strategies that comply with Executive Order S-3-05 and AB 32. Therefore, the Draft General
Plan and GGRP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. This
impact would be considered less than significant. The policies and actions identified above follow:
Infrastructure and Conservation
Energy Production and Consumption
POLICY INC 13.3: Coordinating efforts. Support regional and local efforts and programs to reduce energy
use.
ACTION INC 13.3.1: Efficiency in development review. Use the development review process to
inform developers of the advantages of energy efficiency in buildings, including passive solar design.
POLICY INC 13.5: Smart utility meters. Encourage utility meter technologies that provide customer feedback
about energy usage.
POLICY INC 14.1: Renewable energy. Promote the deployment of renewable energy technologies throughout
the City.
ACTION INC 14.1.1: Track new renewable energy installed. Institute a process to track the amount of
new solar, wind, or other types of renewable energy generation permitted yearly.
ACTION INC 14.1.2: Promoting renewables. Regularly investigate and publicize opportunities for
community members or the City to utilize renewable energy technologies such as solar, co-generation, or
wind.
ACTION INC 14.1.3: Methane extraction. Extract methane gas from the sanitary landfill for energy
production.
ACTION INC 14.1.4: Renewables in development review. Use the development review process to
inform developers of the advantages of renewable energy production, including wind and solar.
ACTION INC 14.1.5: Large institutions. Promote co-generation and district heating and cooling
systems for large companies and institutions.
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Green Building
POLICY INC 15.1: Green building program. Administer a forward-looking green building program that
promotes best practices for green building in new and existing buildings.
ACTION INC 15.1.1: Green building requirements. Create and administer community-wide green
building requirements. Regularly update them and track development of LEED-NC, LEED-ND,
GreenPoint Rated, or other relevant green building standards as they relate to the City’s green building
objectives.
ACTION INC 15.1.2: Other green building regulations. Monitor state green building requirements
such as CalGREEN, as well as any other relevant regional, state or federal standards and requirements,
and ensure the City’s green building program meets or exceeds these and all applicable standards and
regulations.
ACTION INC 15.1.3: Green building incentives. Establish standard administrative or financial
incentives for green building such as fee reductions, expedited plan check, staff support, or other
incentives.
ACTION INC 15.1.4: Staff training. Provide regular staff training on green building practices,
regulations, and standards.
GGRP
MEASURE E-1.3: Non-Residential Lighting Retrofit. Action A. Enforce the Building Code to require all
non-residential tenant improvements larger than 15,000 square feet to improve lighting to 10 percent above
2008 Title-24 standards.
MEASURE E-1.3: Non-Residential Lighting Retrofit. Action B. Encourage small businesses to participate in
PG&E programs that provide technical assistance and access to incentives for energy efficiency upgrades.
MEASURE E-1.4: Residential Energy Star Appliances Action A. Leverage the Energy Upgrade California
platform to promote Energy Star appliances and electronics.
MEASURE E-1.4: Residential Energy Star Appliances Action B. Collaborate with PG&E, SCVWD, and
other non-profit organizations to promote existing financial incentive programs to encourage voluntary
replacement of inefficient appliances with new Energy Star appliances.
MEASURE E-1.4: Residential Energy Star Appliances Action C. Develop an outreach campaign to
encourage developers to install Energy-Star-rated major appliances in new residential units.
MEASURE E-1.5: Smart Grid Action A. Partner with PG&E and other community businesses to develop a
community smart grid integration plan.
MEASURE E-1.5: Smart Grid Action B. Develop an outreach program that informs property owners and
businesses about smart grid and smart appliance technologies.
MEASURE E-1.5: Smart Grid Action C. Update the Green Building Code to require smart grid energy
management and compatible heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and lighting in new construction.
MEASURE E-1.6: Exceed State Energy Standards in New Residential Development Action A. Ensure
compliance with City’s adopted energy efficiency requirements.
MEASURE E-1.7: Exceed State Energy Standards in New Non-Residential Development Action A. Ensure
compliance with City’s adopted energy efficiency requirements.
MEASURE E-2.3: Residential Solar Photovoltaic Systems Action A. Develop outreach and technical
assistance programs to encourage the private installation of solar PV systems.
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MEASURE E-2.4: Non-Residential Solar Photovoltaic Systems Action A. Analyze potential regulatory,
structural, and market barriers to installing PV systems on non-residential buildings and parking lots.
MEASURE E-2.5: Landfill Gas to Energy Action A. Continue to operate the Shoreline Landfill gas-to-energy
generation systems.
MEASURE E-2.5: Landfill Gas to Energy Action B. Work with landfill-gas end users to evaluate potential for
developing combined heat and power systems.

(11) Construction of Additional Facilities. Population and employment growth that would
occur as part of the Draft General Plan is not expected to have a significant impact on the provision of
electricity, gas, and telecommunication services. Development associated with implementation of the
Draft General Plan would increase demand for electricity, gas, and telecommunication services.
Because development under the Draft General Plan would occur in areas already served by gas and
electricity infrastructure, the net increase in energy demand associated with reasonably foreseeable
projects, relative to the regional service area, would be minimal and would not require expanded or
new energy facilities as a direct result of project development. Development potential in the service
area is limited and existing electricity, gas, and telecommunications lines would likely service new
construction associated with future development. Therefore, new utility infrastructure to serve future
projects would be minor in nature and would not result in significant effects. This impact would be
less than significant.
Through implementation of Draft General Plan Policies INC-9.1 and INC-9.2 and Action Item INC
9.1.1, the City would work with telecommunication service providers to improve and upgrade telecommunication services Citywide. Draft General Plan Policy INC.13.3, action item INC 13.3.1,
Policies INC 13.5, INC 14.1, INC 15.1 and associated actions, which are discussed in the above
subsection, would promote the deployment of renewable energy technologies throughout existing and
future development in Mountain View. The GGRP Energy Strategy (Measure E-1.3 through E 1.7,
and Measure E-2.3 through Measure E-2.5) would result in a beneficial impact to the City’s energy
facilities. Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not require the construction of
additional electricity, gas, or telecommunications infrastructure facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be considered less than significant.
The policies and actions identified above follow (refer to subsection above for Draft General Plan
Policies INC 13.1, 13.5, 14.1, 15.1, and the GGRP Energy strategy):
Infrastructure and Conservation
Telecommunications
POLICY INC 9.1: Citywide telecommunications. Work with telecommunication service providers to ensure
high quality products and services for Mountain View residents and businesses.
ACTION INC 9.1.1: Telecommunications implementation plan. Develop a telecommunications
implementation plan for the placement of utilities, aerial installations, and utility replacement/upgrades in
limited street right-of-ways.
POLICY INC 9.2: Emerging technologies. Develop guidelines for the deployment of wireless and emerging
communications technologies.

In addition, utility providers of electricity, natural gas, and telephone services are regulated by the
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) and are mandated to extend infrastructure and supply these
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utilities if new service is requested. Ensuring that adequate provisions of utilities are available for
future demand is accomplished utilizing a variety of planning tools that include the coordination
between utility providers and City staff to establish past and present growth trends and plan for future
utility infrastructure improvements. As such, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP
would have a less-than-significant impact relating to the provision of energy, gas, and
telecommunication services.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The utilities identified below are
generally provided or delivered on a local level, but often originate from sources outside of the City
and/or as a part of a regional distribution system. Development associated with the Draft General Plan
and GGRP would contribute to regional impacts associated with the provision of utilities, which
would be considered less than significant unless otherwise noted below.
Water Supply. With exception to the groundwater supply, the majority of potable water
supplies in Mountain View originate from outside the City. In addition to Santa Clara County, the
water supply from the SFPUC is distributed to other wholesale customers in Alameda and San Mateo
counties. The SCVWD is Santa Clara County’s principal water wholesaler, and serves surrounding
communities, like Palo Alto and Sunnyvale. Most new urban land uses within the surrounding area
and development associated with implementation of the Draft General Plan would be dependent on
these two water supply sources.
Within Mountain View, potable water demand is projected to increase by 1,091 afy from 2015 to
2030. The increase in demand would represent approximately 8 percent of the projected total demand
in the City in 2030, and would account for all the anticipated growth in water demand in Mountain
View between this 15-year period. Existing cumulative demand is approximately 10,813 afy as shown
in Table IV.M-3, with implementation of the Draft General Plan, cumulative demand (existing plus
project) would increase. The Draft General Plan encompasses all new development and land uses in
Mountain View, which encompasses all growth in water demand. The contributions generated by the
Draft General Plan including existing demand also accounts for the cumulative growth in water
demand within the city boundaries. According to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, the City’s
available potable and non-potable water supplies are expected to be sufficient to meet demands of
existing uses and future uses under a Normal Year scenario through 2035. Therefore, implementation
of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not make a significant cumulative contribution to impacts
on water supply. This impact is considered to be less than significant.
Wastewater Treatment. Implementation of the Draft General Plan would generate additional
wastewater treatment demand for the entire service area. However, as previously described the Palo
Alto RWQCP, which serves surrounding communities such Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, and Palo Alto,
has sufficient capacity for current dry and wet weather loads and for future load projections, and there
are no plans for expansion of the plant. Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and
GGRP would not make a significant cumulative contribution to impacts on wastewater treatment
demand. This impact is considered to be less than significant.
Stormwater System. Stormwater drainage systems are generally provided by local governments for areas within their jurisdictions, and are not provided on a regional basis. The City of Los
Altos contributes flows that are conveyed in the City of Mountain View’s storm drain system. Future
development within Mountain View and surrounding communities like Los Altos must comply with
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the NPDES MRP regulations currently in place, which regulate storm drainage facilities. New
stormwater infrastructure that would be required to serve expected growth would be developed in
compliance with existing local, State, and federal regulations, and would be appropriately sized for
each development. Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not make a
significant cumulative contribution to impacts on the stormwater drainage systems. This impact is
considered to be less than significant.
Solid Waste. New development estimated to occur under the Draft General Plan would
increase the generation of solid waste in Mountain View. Additional growth in surrounding communities like Los Altos, Palo Alto, and Sunnyvale would also generate solid waste. However, solid
waste management is generally provided by the respective jurisdictions and not on a regional basis.
The City of Los Altos solid waste stream is transferred to Newby Island Landfill in San Jose, and the
waste streams of the cities of Palo Alto and Sunnyvale are transferred to Kirby Canyon Landfill.
Since growth associated with the Draft General Plan would represent 3.1 percent of the permitted
daily throughput of the Kirby Canyon Landfill, it is anticipated the landfill would have adequate
capacity to accommodate solid waste generation from its surrounding communities. Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not make a significant cumulative contribution
to impacts on solid waste management. This impact is considered to be less than significant.
Energy. Future development within the PG&E service area will increase residential, commercial, office, and other non-residential needs for electricity and gas. PG&E is expected to meet future
energy demand through increasing reliance on renewable resources in response to regulatory requirements intended to address global climate change. If large-scale power sources were to be implemented in the future, they would be subject to environmental review and permitting requirements.
Development associated with the Draft General Plan would be considered less than cumulatively
considerable due to the small increment of increased energy demand as a result of energy conservation requirements and programs that would be established under the Draft General Plan and GGRP.
Additionally, with the recent implementation of AB 32 and Title 24 requirements, future development
throughout California would be required to integrate energy efficiency measures that would reduce
average demand per type of use. All cumulative development would be required to increase energy
efficiency, and therefore would not encourage wasteful or inefficient use of energy. Therefore,
implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not make a significant cumulative
contribution to impacts on energy production and use. This impact is considered to be less than
significant.
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VISUAL RESOURCES

This section describes the existing visual resources of Mountain View and evaluates potential impacts
of the Draft General Plan on these resources. Included in this section is a description of existing
visual conditions within the City as well as an evaluation of the potential effects on visual resources
that would result from implementation of the Draft General Plan This section focuses on the Draft
General Plan because upon review it was determined that the GGRP measures and action items
related to visual resources would not result in potential impacts for this environmental topic. The
visual analysis is based on field observations within the City of Mountain View, the Current
Conditions Report1, and publically-available planning documents.
Visual resources include the elements that provide a “sense of place” within Mountain View and
contribute to its unique identity. These elements encompass both natural and human-made features of
the local environment, as well as cultural characteristics that contribute to how the City is perceived,
or “read” as a place. The setting section describes the primary features contributing to Mountain
View’s natural setting, such as gateways, scenic views, scenic highways, and creek corridors, in
addition to the issue of night lighting and glare.

1.

Setting

The following section describes Mountain View’s regional and local visual setting.
a.
Regional Setting. Mountain View is located in northwestern Santa Clara County, in the San
Francisco Bay Area. The City is located in close proximity to two prominent natural features: San
Francisco Bay, which is located to the north, and the pronounced ridgelines of the Santa Cruz
Mountain Range, located several miles to the west and south, and provides a visual backdrop to the
City. The City takes its name from the vista of the Santa Cruz Mountains.2 The baylands, or marshlands, are located directly to the north of the City and, together with Shoreline Park, form a buffer
between Mountain View and San Francisco Bay. The City is bordered by urbanized areas on all other
sides – specifically, by the City of Palo Alto to the northwest, the City of Sunnyvale to the east, and
the City of Los Altos to the south and west. These cities are visually characterized by generally lowrise development, tree-lined residential streets, and corporate office parks of generally modern
construction.
b.
Local Setting. For the purpose of describing the urban setting, the City has been divided into
seven contiguous geographic areas separated by major roadways, highways, and transit corridors, as
shown in Figure IV.N-1. These neighborhood areas are similar to the Draft General Plan’s Planning
Areas. The neighborhood areas are listed below with the corresponding Draft General Plan area in
parenthesis:3

1

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Mountain View General Plan Update, Current Conditions Report. August.

2

Mountain View, City of, 1992. City of Mountain View 1992 General Plan. October 29.

3

The neighborhood areas do not include the El Camino Real Planning Area. The El Camino Real Planning Area
includes the following neighborhood areas: San Antonio/Rengstorff Area, Central Neighborhoods Area, Grant Road/Sylvan
Park Area, and Miramonte/Springer Road Area.
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x

North Bayshore Area (North Bayshore);

x

Moffett/Whisman Road Area (Moffett/Whisman Area);

x

San Antonio/Rengstorff Area (San Antonio Area);

x

Central Neighborhoods Area (Central Neighborhoods/Downtown Area);

x

Monta Loma/Farley/Rock Street Area (Monte Loma Area);

x

Miramonte/Springer Road Area (Miramonte/Springer Area); and

x

Grant Road/Sylvan Park Area (Grant/Sylvan Park Area).

Each of the City’s primary geographic areas contains one or more commercial districts surrounded by
residential land uses, with the exception of the North Bayshore Area and the eastern portion of the
Moffett/Whisman Area, which contain predominantly office parks and light industrial/research and
development uses. The City is generally suburban in visual character, characterized by lower-rise
buildings (mostly one to two stories in height), extensive landscaping and a low to moderate intensity
of uses. More dense and urban areas with taller buildings and more concentrated commercial activity
are located in the Downtown Area along Castro Street, as well as portions of El Camino Real.
c.
Neighborhood Area Characteristics. The following section describes Mountain View’s
neighborhood area characteristics.
(1) North Bayshore. The North Bayshore is
located in the northernmost portion of the City. This
area is bordered by San Francisco Bay to the north,
the NASA Ames Research Center to the east,
Highway 101 to the south, and Palo Alto to the west.
Within the City, this area is a local and regional
employment center with a number of large office
campuses.
A number of open spaces, trails and landmarks
contribute to the visual character of the area. Shoreline Regional Park (See Photo 1) sits atop a former
landfill and provides regional recreation opportunities, Photo 1: View of Shoreline Regional Park and the
San Francisco Bay from Vista Point
such as trails, fields, sailing, and access to the Bay.
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The Rengstorff House and the Shoreline Amphitheatre concert venue are landmarks in the area. Other
open spaces such as Shoreline Golf Links, Charleston Park and Crittenden Hill offer a range of programmed and un-programmed open spaces. Stevens
Creek Trail runs along the eastern border of the
neighborhood and is the primary north-south bike
and pedestrian link to the rest of the City. A short
segment of trail has also been constructed along
Permanente Creek, providing an additional northsouth bicycle and pedestrian connection through the
center of the area.
Photo 2: Office in North Bayshore area

The portion of the North Bayshore Area not
Source: City of Mountain View
dedicated for open space is primarily comprised of
large scale office, research and development, and
light industrial buildings. This area is characterized
by almost entirely large building footprints that
reflect the commercial and industrial nature of the
area. Buildings in this area do not provide street
definition, and in most cases, building footprints do
not orient to the bordering streets, emphasizing the
fact that they are stand-alone structures with little
orno intent to connect and engage the overall
streetscape (See Photo 2).4 They have large side and
front setbacks that are often the same distance.
Landscaped areas and surface parking lots are placed
between buildings and between building and streets.
The office buildings in the North Bayshore Area
Photo 3: New retail at Pear Avenue
exhibit a range of styles depending on when they
Source: City of Mountain View
were constructed. Many of the older building are
one- or two-stories and made of brick and stucco,
while newer buildings are characterized by streamlined architecture; sleek building materials, reflective glass windows, and manicured landscaping.
Older retail along Shoreline Boulevard is characterized by fairly nondescript buildings with no
identifiable architectural style. New retail at Pear Avenue is more distinct with a contemporary style
and stone architectural detailing (See Photo 3).
(2) Monta Loma/Farley/Rock Street Area. The Monta Loma/Farley/Rock Street Area is
bordered by Highway 101 to the north; Shoreline Boulevard to the east; and the Central Expressway
to the south. The western border is shared with the City of Palo Alto, and only a few streets exist to
link the neighborhoods on either side of the City limits.

4

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Mountain View General Plan Update, Current Conditions Report. August.
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In addition to these highly impermeable boundaries,
the visual character of the neighborhood is also
influenced by a number of broad, fast-moving traffic
corridors, such as Middlefield Road and Rengstorff
Avenue, which transect the area (See Photo 4). These
corridors, while providing pedestrian amenities such
as sidewalks and street trees, perceptually and
physically divide the neighborhood due to the speed
and volume of traffic they carry.
Development in the Monta Loma/Farley/Rock Street
Area is characterized by buildings from the 1950s to
the present, and has a number of building footprint
Photo 4: A mix of auto and commercial uses on
patterns. Similar to other areas of the City, these
Middlefield Road
patterns reflect residential, commercial and industrial
uses. However, in this area, each of the land uses is
represented by a range of scales. Residential areas, such as the areas around Stevenson Park, north of
Crittenden Park and north of San Veron Park, as well as the Monta Loma neighborhood, tend to be a
mix of Eichler homes, ranch homes, and medium-density two to three story apartment buildings. The
Monta Loma neighborhood, one of Mountain View’s oldest, has a strong sense of identity and
community. Joseph Eichler designed many of the houses in the neighborhood during the post-World
War II development boom of the 1940s and 1950s. The smallest single-family buildings are located
around Stevenson Park while the other neighborhoods have slightly larger sized houses. Building
footprints in this area are irregular where single-family houses have diverse configurations. Buildings
closely follow the street configuration and have front and side setbacks, but larger rear yards which
create a green core at the center of the block. Even though the street edges are not as defined as in
other denser areas, the relationship between private and public environment is engaging in the Monta
Loma/Farley/Rock Street Area.
Multi-family buildings are generally located east of Rengstorff Avenue and south and east of
Stevenson Park. Multi-family buildings are very diverse in size, ranging from duplexes and triplexes
to large apartment buildings. In some cases, buildings follow the street orientation and in many others
they are located diagonally or without a clear relationship to the street. The multi-family building
pattern around Rengstorff Avenue has a consistent orientation to the parcel and street. In general,
multi-family buildings do not establish a great relationship with the sidewalk as they have large
setbacks with parking lots between the street and the building entries.
Retail, commercial and service-oriented uses are concentrated at a few locations, such as along Old
Middlefield Way and Shoreline Boulevard. Service-oriented commercial along Old Middlefield Way
tends to be one story wood and stucco buildings with few windows. Commercial development is
typically strip and shopping center-type buildings, often with dark wood detailing and shaded
windows. Open spaces serve the neighborhood, including large parks associated with elementary and
middle schools, as well as smaller spaces scattered throughout the area.
Within the Monte Loma area, the area surrounding Old Middlefield Way is characterized by a mix of
commercial, medium-density residential, and industrial uses, including numerous auto-related
establishments such as auto-body repair shops (see Photo 5). Low-density single-story commercial
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and industrial buildings surrounded by surface
parking, particularly auto-body shops, are concentrated along Old Middlefield Way, which serves as the
main commercial corridor in this area. A grouping of
small, Latino-owned businesses, including a market
and a beauty salon, occupy the intersection of Old
Middlefield Way and Rengstorff Avenue. Heavier
industrial buildings are located in the eastern portion
of the area close to Highway 101. A mix of singlefamily ranch-style homes and multi-family apartment
buildings is located along Rock Street, Wynadotte
Street, Colony Street, and Plymouth Street.

Photo 5: Old Middlefield Way
Source: City of Mountain View

Industrial and commercial buildings have the largest footprints, but vary greatly in size. These
buildings are concentrated north of Middlefield Road around Rengstorff Avenue and around
Shoreline Boulevard. These buildings have large street and side setbacks, which are generally
occupied by parking. The edge conditions along these buildings do not provide a strong street
definition.
(3) Moffett/Whisman Road Area. The Moffett/Whisman Road Area is located in the
eastern part of the City. It is bounded by Highway 101 to the north, the City of Sunnyvale and State
Route 237 to the east, the Central Expressway to the south, and Shoreline Boulevard to the west.
Overall, the area to the east of State Route 85 is visually disconnected from the rest of the City, with
only two streets linking across the highways and a few freeway off-ramps providing regional access
to the area. The Moffett/Whisman Road Area is serviced by public transit, with a VTA light rail line
that connects with Downtown and the NASA Ames Research Center. Two light rail stations serve the
area: Whisman Station, around which a transit-oriented development has been built; and Middlefield
Station, which is surrounded by office buildings. Several bicycle routes run through the area,
including long Middlefield Road, Whisman Road, the Central Expressway and Ellis Street. These
bicycle routes support the connection between this isolated area, the light rail stations, and the rest of
the City. To the west of State Route 85, the neighborhood is characterized primarily by multi-family
homes, a mobile home park and some small office and commercial uses along Moffett Boulevard.
The area includes two large public parks, Whisman Park and Slater School Park, and the HetchHetchy right-of-way5, which connects to the Stevens Creek Trail.

5

The Hetch-Hetchy right-of-way is a water supply pipeline operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC). The SFPUC obtains water from the Sierra Nevada snowmelt stored in the Hetch-Hetchy Reservoir,
which is located in the Tuolumne River in Yosemite National Park. Water from the Hetch-Hetchy Water and Power Project
travels 160 miles via gravity from Yosemite to the Alameda East Portal at Sunol Valley, and is transported to the peninsula
via a series of pipelines.
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The Moffett Boulevard Area is bounded by SR 85 to
the north and the Central Expressway to the south, and
includes residential areas several blocks to the east
and west. The area is centered on the Moffett Boulevard commercial corridor, which contains a mix of
commercial, hotel, and light industrial (auto body)
uses. One-story strip malls are the dominant form
along this corridor (a primary example being Moffett
Plaza) though there are some more recently constructed retail buildings with stronger street frontages
(See Photo 6). Street trees along Moffett Boulevard
are sporadic. The residential areas to the east and west
of Moffett Boulevard are characterized by a mix of
detached single-family homes, townhomes, and
apartment complexes, and are predominantly set back
from the street and buffered by parking areas.

Photo 6: Moffett Plaza strip mall on Moffett
Boulevard

Some of the newer office and industrial uses in the Moffett/Whisman Road Area have a corporate
architectural style with streamlined facades and reflective glass windows. In contrast, many of the
older office buildings are tilt-up concrete buildings with stucco siding. The residential neighborhood
is characterized by one- to two-story single-family and multi-family residential development, which
include a mix of stucco and wood buildings, with tree-lined streets and sidewalks. A distinctive
“wagon-wheel” theme runs through many of the buildings with break and exposed wood detailing.
The Moffett/Whisman area has two very distinct building footprint patterns to the east and west of
Whisman Road. Single and small multi-family residential buildings form one of the patterns to the
west side of this main corridor. In some cases, the buildings respond to one another such as when two
buildings mirror each other to form a “U” shape pattern creating a protected open space between
them. The building footprints also closely follow street configuration. Since front and rear setbacks
are almost equal in distance, unlike other single-family areas, this building pattern does not create
large, green spaces at the center of the block.
East of Whisman Road, land uses are primarily office or light industrial. This eastern sub-area serves
a similar function to the North Bayshore Area as one of the major dedicated employment centers in
the City. Two small shopping centers serve as retail destinations in the area; one is located at the
intersection of Middlefield Road and Whisman Road and the other is a new shopping center on
Whisman Road just north of Hetch Hetchy Trail. Streets do not follow a clear grid pattern and
connections are limited, although recent Transit- Oriented Developments (TODs) have contributed to
improved bike/pedestrian connections to light rail stations in the area. The TOD neighborhood is
characterized by two-story attached townhouse development built in 2000, typified by modern-style
residences with narrow front yard setbacks with tree-lined narrow streets and sidewalks. The public
realm is not conducive for walkability due to long distances between uses, and as a result, the
surrounding environment is disjointed with a limited sense of continuity or cohesive character to the
entire Moffett/Whisman Road Area.
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North of Middlefield Road, the visual character of the
Moffett/Whisman Road Area is different to the east
and west of Whisman Road. Older residential
neighborhoods are located to the west of Whisman
Road and are composed of a mix of single- and multifamily residences that are of similar character to the
one –to two-story residential ranch-style developments throughout the City. South of Middlefield
Road, a mix of office, residential and public facilities
exists. In the 1990s, a part of this area was allowed to
convert to residential use and was developed as the
Whisman Station neighborhood. The housing stock
includes a wide mix of single-family and multi-family
buildings constructed in post-war architectural styles
(See Photo 7). Whisman Park provides a buffer
between SR 85 and the residential area east of East
Street, and also provides a connection between the
neighborhood and Stevens Creek Trail, which borders
the area to the west.
The eastern portion, south of Middlefield Road is
roughly bounded by the jurisdictional boundary with
the City of Sunnyvale and SR 237 to the east, an
industrial area to the south, and North Whisman Road
to the west. This area contains a mix of light industrial
and office uses, primarily in the form of two-story
office parks (See Photo 8). Several well-known tech
companies have corporate campuses in this area,
including AOL, Nokia, and Reliant Technologies. The
westerly Hetch-Hetchy right-of-way bisects the area,
and provides an off-road pedestrian and bike trail.

Photo 7: Single-family residential area on Easy Street
in North Whisman Area – West

Photo 8: VeriSign corporate campus in North
Whisman Area – East

(4) San Antonio/Rengstorff Area. The San Antonio/Rengstorff Area is bounded by the
Central Expressway to the north; Escuela Avenue to the east; Los Altos to the south; and the City of
Palo Alto to the west.
The San Antonio/Rengstorff Area is characterized by commercial and medium and high density
residential uses. Other land uses are present in the area, such as single-family houses, and minor
industrial uses. However, multi-family building complexes predominate. These residential units are
large, compared to those in other neighborhoods, and the developments are dense, occupying a larger
proportion of the parcel than in other cases. Overall, buildings are oriented to the streets. Many are
courtyard buildings, in which they are oriented in a way that leaves an open area at the core of a
grouping of buildings. Main entrances are in many instances located facing the street. However,
because the volume of these buildings is so large, the main entrance becomes insignificant and does
not strongly engage the street.
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The Crossings is a transit-oriented development built in the 1990s around the San Antonio Caltrain
station. This distinctive development is characterized by a range of one- to three-story residential
building types with modern-style architecture, and includes developments such as small lot singlefamily, row houses, and multi-family units, as well as some minor retail uses directly adjacent to the
station platform.
The commercial uses are centered at the San
Antonio Shopping Center, the outdoor shopping
center located in close proximity to the San Antonio
Caltrain Station and bus lines along El Camino Real.
The San Antonio Shopping Center, an auto-oriented
regional shopping center consists of one- and twostory buildings surrounded by large surface parking
areas (See Photo 9). The Center includes big box
stores such as Kohls and Wal-Mart, as well as
Trader Joe’s and other smaller retail operations. In
addition, the San Antonio Shopping Center was
constructed in phases in the 1950s and 1960s
(though it has experienced incremental additions
since then), and many of its buildings appear aged.

Photo 9: Sears surface parking area in the San
Antonio Shopping Center

The San Antonio/Rengstorff area is characterized by medium to large building footprints reflecting
the commercial and multi-unit residential developments characteristic of this area. Commercial
buildings have the largest building footprints of the area and are generally located to the east and west
of San Antonio Road. These buildings typically have side and large front setbacks. The open areas
around buildings are occupied by large surface parking areas. These building footprints have different
shapes, but they are typically boxy or rectangular. A few smaller commercial buildings have
footprints that are closer to the street and sidewalk. These buildings have a distinct auto-orientation.
They have a limited relation to the street, and do not have a strong relationship to the street.
The San Antonio Center super-block distinguishes the
area, with few to no pedestrian connections through
the auto-oriented shopping center and its large parking
lots. Fast-moving arterials and collector streets, such
as San Antonio Road, California Street, Latham Street
and El Camino Real connect the area with surrounding
neighborhoods and cities; however, they also provide
barriers to pedestrians. A significant concentration of
community facilities and amenities exist around
Rengstorff Park (see Photo 10). Rengstorff Park,
located at the corner of Cristano Avenue and Rengstorff Avenue, is the central feature and public space
within the Rengstorff Area.
Photo 10: Rengstorff Park
(5) Central Neighborhoods Area. Located at the heart of Mountain View, the Central
Neighborhoods Area is the civic, commercial and social hub of the City. The Central Neighborhoods
Area is well served by public transit and a grid network of streets and roads. A local and regional
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destination, this neighborhood is composed of Downtown Mountain View with key community
facilities and commercial establishments and Old Mountain View with its historic residential areas
and buildings.
The Central Neighborhoods area has three general
building patterns that correspond with residential,
commercial and civic uses. The Central Neighborhoods Area is predominantly residential in character,
with primarily single-family residences located both
east and west of Castro Street. Commercial uses are
concentrated along Castro Street, the commercial
spine of the Downtown, and at the southern edge of
the Central Neighborhoods Area along El Camino
Real (See Photo 11).
The area has a strong pedestrian character. The street
grid is comprised of many narrow residential streets
that help contribute to a pedestrian-friendly scale. The
Downtown itself is very walkable and includes
multiple elements that contribute to a good pedestrian
environment, such as a unique streetscape design,
engaging building façades, and outdoor gathering
areas.

Photo 11: Outdoor eating area on Castro Street in the
Downtown area

The majority of development within the Central
Neighborhoods Area has a distinctly historic
character, both for commercial and residential
buildings. Many of the older low-rise buildings along
Castro Street have plaster facades with historic
detailing that lend a unique identity to the Downtown.
Over the years, additional modern commercial
Photo 12: Transition area in Downtown
buildings have been infilled in the Downtown area.
Source: City of Mountain View
The residential sub-areas in the Central Neighborhoods area are predominantly characterized by small
single-family homes in a variety of architectural styles, including Craftsman and Spanish Mission
Revival. Setbacks are always present and have slight variations within immediate blocks. These
residential areas are fairly homogeneous helping to create a clear boundary between private and
public areas. There are also examples of lots with older single-family homes facing the street, and
newer (1960s) multiple family structures located to the rear of the same lot. In the transition areas
between the Downtown and the single-family neighborhoods, buildings tend to incorporate wellarticulated architectural styles that incorporate detailing from the surrounding development styles
(See Photo 12).
The scale of buildings varies throughout the neighborhood. Old Mountain View to the east of Castro
Street is composed of single-family residential buildings with small setbacks from streets. This
neighborhood was among the first to be developed in the City, and shows some design characteristics
that distinguish it from newer neighborhoods. House facades face the street and tend to include front
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porches and pathways leading to front doors. Garage structures are generally detached from the main
building and are usually located at the back of the parcel. Driveways, though narrow, are usually
visible from the street and most houses have landscaped yards adjacent to the street.
Commercial building edges on Castro Street and along some of the surrounding streets are flush or
nearly flush with the sidewalk, creating a vibrant public realm and providing definition by enclosing
the street. Buildings are medium scale, have no side setbacks between them, and are oriented towards
the street. The primary civic buildings in this area, the City Hall and the Performing Arts Center, have
a unique pattern different from both commercial and residential. These buildings are larger in size and
varied in shape and are oriented around a public plaza.
The Downtown Area is bounded by the Central Expressway to the north, Calderon Avenue to the
east, El Camino Real to the south, and South Shoreline Boulevard to the west. Castro Street is the
focus of commercial activity in the downtown area, and is the most prominent historic commercial
street in Mountain View. The street is lined with one- and two-story pedestrian-oriented commercial
uses with strong street frontages and awnings overhanging the sidewalks, including many restaurants
with outdoor seating areas. Large civic buildings such as City Hall, the Center for the Performing
Arts, and the library are also located along (and near, in the case of the library) Castro Street. The
residential areas to the east and west of Castro Street are characterized by a mix of single-family
homes, higher density townhomes, and apartment complexes. Higher-density residential development
and newly constructed townhome-style residences within the Downtown Area are generally located
closer to Castro Street, and lower-density single-family homes are located farther away from Castro
Street. Eagle Park and Pioneer Park are the Downtown Area’s two largest parks, and are both located
in its southwestern corner near El Camino Real.
(6) Miramonte/Springer Area. This neighborhood is bounded by El Camino Real to the
north, Grant Road to the east and the City of Los Altos to the south and west. The Miramonte/
Springer area is almost purely single-family residential with a homogeneous building footprint
pattern. Residential development in the Miramonte/Springer Area is characterized by single-family
ranch-style homes that are often wide and low. They are typically built with wood or stucco and
usually have garages that front onto the local streets. A few multi-family complexes are located in
proximity to El Camino Real, close to Graham School.
Commercial uses are predominantly located at the northern boundary of the area. Building footprints
are oriented to the streets and parcels. Medium-scale developments characteristic of commercial uses
in the area are located along corridors such as El Camino Real and Grant Road. In these corridors,
buildings have setbacks that allow for smaller parking lots in front. These building footprints often
contain smaller strip center retail. Commercial uses, including a mix of retail and neighborhood and
office commercial, line the northern edge along El Camino Real. Located at roughly the center of the
area is the Blossom Valley Shopping Center, at the intersection of Cuesta Drive and Miramonte
Avenue. The Blossom Valley Shopping Center is composed of painted clapboard buildings around a
central parking lot. Development along El Camino Real is characteristic of 1970s and 1980s strip
commercial architectural styles.
Other uses include the institutional presence of El Camino Hospital, Saint Francis High School, and
elementary and middle schools. The Miramonte/Springer Road Area is served by well-distributed
open spaces, including the large Cuesta Park. However, the development pattern is distinctly
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suburban in nature with the open spaces existing as islands of park space surrounded by residences.
No trails link the open spaces in the Miramonte/Springer Road Area.
(7) Grant Road/Sylvan Park Area. This neighborhood is bounded by the Central Expressway to the north; City of Sunnyvale to the east and south; and State Route 85 and Grant Road to the
west. Land uses in the neighborhood are residential for the most part, with some commercial and
office uses towards the northern boundary. The area also includes four mobile home parks. The
southern portion is a cohesive neighborhood of single-family residential homes. As the area transitions towards El Camino Real, there is more of a mix of single and multi-unit family buildings, local
and regional commercial uses, and office buildings. A mix of light industrial, office and commercial
uses line the northern boundary along Central Expressway.
Single-family residential buildings have significant space around them, and closely follow the street
configuration. Most of the open space is located in rear yards and in between buildings. Multi-family
units, located around El Camino Real and east of Highways 85 and 237, have larger building footprints and have narrower side setbacks between buildings giving a much more concentrated built
form. Although these edges are compact, they have large setbacks from the street and do not provide
a sense of street enclosure. The residential sub-area to the south of El Camino Real is characterized
by ranch-style homes and tend to be low and wide, single-story houses with large garages and front
lawns. The residential sub-area to the north of El Camino Real and east of Highway 85 is characterized by 20 to 30 feet high single-family homes around Sylvan Park. These houses are distinguished
by their steeply pitched roofs, large garages and wood clapboard siding. Other residential developments in this sub-area include low-rise single-family and small multi-family units from the 1970s.
Commercial and industrial uses located between Central Expressway, State Route 85 and State Route
237, have large building footprints with lots of space around them often used as surface parking.
These buildings do not follow the street orientation, giving the impression that the layout was
designed to maximize functionality, and not necessarily in a response to the street pattern. East of
Highway 85 along El Camino Real there are a few large office buildings with stone, brick and
concrete facades. Other developments along El Camino Real include strip shopping centers.
Stevens Creek Trail has a continuous north-south trail crossing most of the area. Major transportation
corridors and Stevens Creek bisect the north portion of the area. Community amenities and destinations include the shopping center at El Camino and Grant, Mountain View High School and Springer
Elementary School.
d.
Visual Characteristics. The following section describes Mountain View’s visual characteristics.
(1) Gateways and Landmarks. Gateways are the entries to a city, district, or neighborhood.
They act as a point of distinction between different areas and contribute to a sense of place by
announcing a threshold or a passage into a place while also reinforcing the unique identity of that
place. For the most part, gateways in Mountain View are associated with the City’s major transportation corridors, particularly those which cross the jurisdictional boundaries of Palo Alto, Los Altos,
and Sunnyvale. As shown in Figure IV.N-2, important gateways within the City also include rail
stations along the Central Expressway, as well as entry points to the downtown area at the Castro
Street/Central Expressway, Castro Street/El Camino Real, and California Street/Miramonte Road
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intersections (See Photo 13). Shoreline Boulevard
also serves a gateway into Downtown from Highway
101. In particular, Shoreline Boulevard serves as the
primary gateway into Downtown Mountain View
from Highway 101. Moffett Boulevard also serves a
gateway into Downtown from Highway 101. East
and west gateways to the City exist along El Camino
Real and East Evelyn Avenue but remain undistinguished and easily blur the boundaries with Sunnyvale and Palo Alto. Other gateways include the
convergence of Old Middlefield Way and Middlefield Road at the City border with Palo Alto, Grant
Road at the border with Los Altos, and transitions
between bordering cities along Central Expressway.6

Photo 13: Gateway to the downtown area at
California Street looking east

Landmarks are external points of reference that are usually simply defined physical objects (e.g.,
building or sign). The prominent visual features of the city are its landmarks. Some landmarks are
very large and seen at great distances, and some landmarks are very small (e.g. a tree within an urban
square) and can only be seen close up, Landmarks are an important element of urban form because
they help people to orient themselves in the city and help identify an area.
Many of the City’s landmarks are historical in nature or were identified as landmarks in the 1992
General Plan. As shown in Figure IV.N-3, the following serve as the City of Mountain View’s major
landmarks and as key elements of the visual environment that establish orientation within the City in
addition to a sense of identity and place:
x
Adobe Building. The historic Adobe Building was built during the Great Depression as part of
the Civil Works Administration public assistance program. The building was restored in 2001.
x
Civic Center. The Mountain View Civic Center, stands out in Downtown with its unique
architecture and distinctive color palette. Built in 1991, the Civic Center is oriented towards a
central plaza that provides a distinct gathering space for the community in the Downtown.
x
El Camino Hospital. The El Camino Hospital is a significant collection of buildings and a destination within the City. Its northern edge interfaces with Cuesta Park, and the hospital buildings
range from three to 10 stories. El Camino Hospital is a landmark due to its role as one of the
primary medical facilities in the City, and the significant scale and massing of buildings on the
hospital campus.
x
Moffett Federal Airfield Hangar One. Built during the depression era, Hangar One at Moffett
Federal Airfield remains one of the largest unsupported structures in the country. The unique
shape and scale of the hangar makes it a visual landmark from Highway 101 and many
neighborhoods in Mountain View.
x
Mountain Bay Plaza. Mountain Bay Plaza, built in 1970 and extensively remodeled in the early
2000’s, is a Class A office building located on Castro Street in Downtown. It is a significant
structure in the Downtown as it rises to 12 stories; its height and location in the City make it a
striking landmark.
6

Mountain View, City of, 2009. Mountain View General Plan Update, Current Conditions Report. August.
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NASA Wind Tunnels. The world's largest wind tunnel is housed in a large multi-roofed building
at the NASA Ames Research Center. This tunnel, which is used to test planes with wing spans of
up to 100 feet, is over 1,400 feet long and 180 feet high.
Palo Alto Medical Foundation – Mountain View Center. Located at a prominent location at
the intersection of State Route 85 and El Camino Real, the Palo Alto Medical Foundation is
clearly visible and distinctive upon the entrance to Mountain View from Sunnyvale and on State
Route 85. The three-story medical center opened in 2007 and is 250,000 square feet.
Rengstorff House. The Rengstorff House is a significant historic building that serves as a
landmark for the City. The house was one of the first to be built in Mountain View, by Henry
Rengstorff. The house’s striking Victorian Italianate architecture and location within Shoreline
Park make it a landmark for the City.
San Antonio Center. Large buildings, expansive parking lots, and a signage feature at the
junction of San Antonio Road and El Camino Real distinguish the San Antonio Center, a regional
shopping destination in the City. The signage feature is a columnar element that harkens to the
establishment of the Center in the 1950s and 1960s, and is visible from a distance along both El
Camino Real and San Antonio Road. While the appearance of the Center is not architecturally
distinctive, its urban form and regional draw makes it an easy reference point in Mountain View.
Shoreline Amphitheatre. This amphitheatre was built in 1985 by a private developer and a joint
partnership agreement with the City of Mountain View as part of the Shoreline Park project. It is
distinguished by its large white tent structures.

(2) Scenic Views and Scenic Highways.
Views of features within and surrounding a city
contribute to a feeling of community identity, visual
enjoyment, and function as a resource for physical
orientation. As previously noted, Mountain View takes
its name from the views of the Santa Cruz Mountains
to the south and west that are available throughout the
City (see Photo 14). Views of other natural features
such as the Diablo Mountain Range to the southeast,
Mission Peak to the east, San Francisco Bay to the
north, and Stevens Creek in the eastern portion of the
City are available from various locations within
Mountain View. Views of the San Francisco Bay are
generally only available from Shoreline Park in the
North Bayshore Area.

Photo 14: View of the Santa Cruz Mountains looking
southwest from Vista Point in the North Bayshore Area

The State Scenic Highway Program identifies State Route 9 as the only officially designated State
scenic highway in Santa Clara County. The program also identifies portions of State Routes 17, 35,
and 152, and Interstate 280 as eligible for State scenic highway designation, but not officially
designated as such. Nearby officially designated State scenic highways in San Mateo County include
State Route 35 and Interstate 280.7 The 1992 General Plan does not identify scenic highways or
7
California Department of Transportation, 2011. California Scenic Highway Mapping System. Website:
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm (accessed September 12).
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corridors within or in the vicinity of Mountain View. No officially designated State scenic highways
in Santa Clara County or San Mateo County are located in or easily visible from Mountain View.
(3) Creek Corridors. There are two main
creek corridors in Mountain View: Stevens Creek and
Permanente Creek, both of which include creek-side
trails. Stevens Creek extends from Shoreline Regional
Park south through the City and into Sunnyvale.
Permanente Creek extends south from the Shoreline
Regional Park area through the rest of the City and
into the City of Los Altos. The multi-use, paved
Stevens Creek Trail runs from Shoreline Park 4 miles
south through both tidal marshlands and riparian
habitat along the western side of State Route 85 as far
as Yuba Drive near El Camino Real. The Stevens
Creek Trail is wooded in some areas, opens onto the
City’s urban landscape in other areas, and its public
trail ends at Crittenden Marsh (See Photo 15). The
paved and landscaped trail follows along the banks
of Stevens Creek, and offers views of the creek,
groves of various types of trees, bridges, Whisman
Park, wind tunnels near the NASA Ames Research
Center, hangers at the Moffett Air Field, and open
spaces like the Stevens Creek Tidal and Crittenden
Marshes.8

Photo 15: Stevens Creek Trail

The Permanente Creek Trail also extends southward
from Shoreline Regional Park and goes as far as the
Central Expressway. The Permanente Creek trail is
also paved, landscaped, and is more fragmented and
Photo 16: The Googleplex, Google, Inc.’s corporate
is not heavily wooded like segments of the Stevens
campus on Amphitheatre Parkway
Creek Trail. Views of the Rengstorff House, Shoreline Park and Golf Course, and various Google campus buildings are visible along the trail (see Photo
16). The City and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are currently engaged in planning efforts to
improve flood control and trail continuity.
e.
Light and Glare. Mountain View is a predominantly suburban City with a small number of
more urbanized commercial corridors. For this reason, night lighting and glare mostly occur within
and around these more densely developed areas, although residential and industrial areas produce
limited amounts of nighttime lighting. Existing sources of ambient nighttime lighting generally
include neon and fluorescent signs in developed areas; exterior lighting installed along buildings for
safety, architectural accent, or to illuminate nighttime operations; lights within buildings that
illuminate the exteriors of buildings through windows; landscape and wayfinding signage lighting;
8
Horii, Ronald, 2002. Stevens Creek Trail Tour. Website: baytrail.abag.ca.gov/vtour/map3/
access/Btmtnvw/Btmtvw1.htm#intro (accessed September 12, 2011).
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street and parking lot lighting; and vehicle headlights. The Shoreline Amphitheatre is also a prominent source of nighttime direct and ambient light. Glare is created by reflection of natural (i.e.,
sunlight) and artificial light off of existing windows and building surfaces.
f.
Regulatory Setting. This section describes applicable State and local regulations that pertain to
visual resources.
(1) California Scenic Highway Program.The intent of the California Scenic Highway
Program (Streets and Highway Code Section 260) is to protect and enhance California’s natural
beauty and to protect the social and economic values provided by the State's scenic resources. The
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) defines a scenic highway as any freeway,
highway, road, or other public right-of-way that traverses an area of exceptional scenic quality.
Suitability for designation as a State Scenic Highway is based on vividness, intactness, and unity. As
previously discussed, there are no officially designated highways within the City of Mountain View.
(2) City of Mountain View Municipal Code. The City of Mountain View addresses visual
considerations for development in many City documents, including the Municipal Code. The City
Zoning Ordinance (Title 36) sets forth specific design guidelines, height limits, building density,
building design and landscaping standards, architectural features, sign regulations, and open space
and setback requirements.
The Zoning Ordinance promotes good design and careful planning of development projects to
enhance the visual environment. The City’s development review process includes the review of
preliminary plans, the consideration of public input at the Development Review Committee, Zoning
Administrator, Environmental Planning Commission and the City Council. The City’s Planning
Division reviews private and public development applications for conformance with City plans,
ordinances, and policies related to zoning, urban design, subdivision, and CEQA. The Zoning
Administrator makes recommendations to the City Council for large development projects and makes
final decisions for permits and variances, and the Development Review Committee reviews the
architecture and site design of new development, and provides project applicants with appropriate
design comments. The development review process ensures that the architecture and urban design of
new developments would protect the City’s visual environment.

2.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This section discusses potential impacts to visual resources that could result from implementation of
the Draft General Plan and the GGRP. The GGRP is not further discussed in this section because
GGRP measures aimed at reducing GHGs do not create significant adverse effects on visual
resources. The section begins with the significance criteria, which establish the thresholds used to
determine whether an impact is significant. The latter part of this section evaluates the Draft General
Plan and GGRP for visual resource impacts, and identifies mitigation measures, as necessary.
a.
Criteria of Significance. The Draft General Plan would have a significant impact related to
visual resources if they would:
(1)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the area and its
surroundings;
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(2)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway;

(3)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area;

(4)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or

(5)

Allow for new development that would violate existing General Plan/Precise Plan
policies regarding visual resources.

b.
Impacts Analysis. The following discussion describes impacts on visual resources associated
with implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP.
(1) Substantially Degrade Visual Character. The City encompasses a diversity of visual
environments, ranging from Bayshore lands to the Downtown commercial district and single-family
residential neighborhoods. In general, changes to Mountain View’s visual environment would be
concentrated in change areas. Change areas are characterized by infill parcels, vacant lots, and other
underutilized areas within or immediately adjacent to existing developed areas in the City. Underutilized areas, as defined by the Draft General Plan, have been identified as places that could benefit
from improvements to the built environment and additional visual cohesion. Within change areas,
new development would be concentrated around transit nodes and other areas that are visually
appropriate for increased development intensities. New development anticipated as part of the Draft
General Plan would generally not affect areas with a high degree of scenic value, including areas with
a concentration of historic structures, natural lands (including the Bay shoreline), and single-family
residential neighborhoods.
The visual character of change areas would occur primarily through the intensifications of uses,
including mixed use development along transit corridors and infill development, where such development is visually compatible with the existing urban fabric. Intensification of uses on these sites would
not have an adverse effect on visual character. Because development sites are limited in Mountain
View, redevelopment encouraged under the Draft General Plan would be limited in scale and spatial
coverage. In addition, this development would occur primarily in already-developed areas and would
not displace natural environments with a high level of visual quality. The infill development of the
type anticipated as part of the Draft General Plan, by resulting in the redevelopment of underutilized
areas such as surface parking lots, would add cohesion to the existing urban fabric of Mountain View
and visually unify neighborhoods, some of which are bifurcated by transportation infrastructure such
as freeways or wide surface streets.
The policies in the Draft General Plan would ensure that the pedestrian-level of design of new development is of a high quality that would be site-sensitive and would not adversely affect the visual
character of adjacent areas. Policy LUD 10.1 encourages high-quality and sustainable design and
Policy LUD 6.3 encourages building facades and frontages that create a presence at the street and
along interior pedestrian pathways. Policy LUD 7.3 supports new and renovated Downtown buildings
to include human-scaled details such as street-facing windows, awnings, and architectural features to
create a comfortable and interesting pedestrian environment. In addition, as previously described, the
City’s development review process, which includes the City Zoning Administrator and the
Development Review Committee, would ensure that the architecture and urban design of new
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developments would protect the City’s visual environment. The Zoning Administrator makes
recommendations to the City Council for large development projects and makes final decisions for
permits and variances, and the Development Review Committee reviews the architecture and site
design of new development and improvements, and provides project applicants with appropriate
design comments. As a result, implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in less-thansignificant impacts to the City’s visual character.
The Draft General Plan contains numerous policies designed to protect and enhance visual character.
Policy LUD 6.1 would ensure new development in or near residential neighborhoods is compatible
with existing neighborhood character. Action item LUD 6.1.1 would result in the development of
guidelines or design standards to allow for sensitive design transitions between low-density
neighborhoods and adjacent village centers, transit-oriented development, corridors, or other more
intense land uses. Action item LUD 6.1.2 would require buffering, screening, or other measures to
ensure new multi-family or commercial development is compatible with adjacent single-family
neighborhoods and homes. Policy LUD 9.1 and action item LUD 9.1.1 would ensure that new
development includes sensitive height and setback transitions to existing development through
adherence to precise plans, design guidelines, and zoning standards.
Additional Draft General Plan policies would ensure a compatible visual character in the change
areas. Policy LUD 16.5 and action item 16.5.1 would limit the heights of buildings in North Bayshore
to preserve significant views of surrounding mountains and would require analysis of how new
buildings would affect views of the mountains. Policy LUD 19.6 and action item 19.6.1 would
require development in the East Whisman area to provide sensitive transitions to adjacent residential
uses by updating policy documents to specify commercial design elements. Policy LUD 20.6 would
require well-designed transitions between Moffett Boulevard development and surrounding residential uses, and Policy LUD 21.2 would allow more intensive development in the El Camino Real area
based on factors such as lot size, character of surrounding land uses, proximity to transit facilities, and
opportunities to improve a site. Action items LUD 21.2.1 and LUD 21.2.2 would update the Zoning
Ordinance to identify locations along the El Camino Real corridor where more intense development
would be visually appropriate. Policy LUD 21.4 would also require sensitive design transitions
between El Camino Real development and surrounding residential neighborhoods. Additionally,
Policy LUD 9.5 would support the preservation of significant view sheds throughout the City.
Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan is not likely to degrade the existing visual
character of the City or individual neighborhoods within Mountain View and would result in a lessthan-significant impact to visual character. The policies and actions identified above follow:
Land Use and Design
Land Use and Access to Services
POLICY LUD 6.1: Respect neighborhood character. Ensure new development in or near residential
neighborhoods is compatible with existing neighborhood character.
ACTION LUD 6.1.1: Transitions to low-density neighborhoods. Develop guidelines or design
standards for sensitive transitions between low-density neighborhoods and adjacent village centers,
transit-oriented development, corridors, or other more intense land uses.
ACTION LUD 6.1.2: Compatible design measures. Require buffering, screening or other measures to
ensure new multi-family or commercial development is compatible with adjacent single family
neighborhoods and homes.
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POLICY LUD 6.3: Street presence. Encourage building façades and frontages that create a presence at the
street and along interior pedestrian paseos or pathways.
Downtown
POLICY LUD 7.3: Human-scaled building details. Support new and renovated Downtown buildings that
include human-scaled details such as street facing windows, awnings, and architectural features to create a
comfortable and interesting pedestrian environment.
Integrating Buildings into the Community
POLICY LUD 9.1: Height and setback transitions. Ensure that new development includes sensitive height
and setback transitions to adjacent structures and surrounding neighborhoods.
ACTION LUD 9.1.1: Implement design compatibility. Utilize precise plans, design guidelines, and
zoning standards to ensure high-quality site and architectural design and compatibility between new and
existing development.
POLICY LUD 9.5: View preservation. Preserve significant viewsheds throughout the community.
Sustainable Building Design and Development
POLICY LUD 10.1: Sustainable design and materials. Encourage high-quality and sustainable design and
materials.
Change Area: North Bayshore: Land Use and Design
POLICY LUD 16.5: Preserve views. Limit heights of buildings in North Bayshore to preserve significant
views of surrounding mountains.
ACTION 16.5.1: New development and views. During review of North Bayshore projects, require
analysis of how new buildings would affect views of the mountains.
Change Area: East Whisman
POLICY LUD 19.6: Residential transitions. Require development to provide sensitive transitions to adjacent
residential uses.
ACTION 19.6.1: Commercial design elements. Update policy documents to specify commercial design
elements that provide sensitive transitions between residential and commercial land uses.
Change Area: Moffett Boulevard
POLICY LUD 20.6: Residential transitions. Require well-designed transitions between Moffett Boulevard
development and surrounding residential uses.
Change Area: El Camino Real
POLICY LUD 21.1: Encourage redevelopment. Encourage private properties along El Camino Real to be
redeveloped and enhanced.
Action LUD 21.2.1: Specify more intensive development criteria. Update the Zoning Ordinance to
specify criteria where more intensive development may be most appropriate along El Camino Real.
Action LUD 21.2.2: Allow greater densities for larger sites. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow
greater densities for larger project sites along the El Camino corridor.
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POLICY LUD 21.4: Residential design transitions. Require sensitive design transitions between El Camino
Real development and surrounding residential neighborhoods.

(2) Substantially Damage Scenic Resources. As previously described, there are no
officially designated State Scenic Highways in Mountain View, and no portions of Mountain View
encompass the viewshed of a State Scenic Highway. Therefore, the Draft General Plan would not
damage scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway. Key scenic resources within Mountain View
include the baylands, historic structures, orderly suburban streets, and views to the Santa Cruz and
Diablo mountain ranges. The policies in the Draft General Plan would ensure that future development
would not affect scenic resources, including the shoreline of the Bay and historic neighborhoods.
Draft General Plan Policy LUD 9.5 would ensure that significant viewsheds would be preserved and
Policy LUD 10.2 would encourage development to minimize or avoid disturbing natural resources
and ecologically significant land features. Additionally, action item LUD 10.2.1 would ensure the
protection the natural ecosystem prior to approval of proposed project concepts involving open space
or undeveloped land. Policy POS 3.1, preserves natural areas, creeks, and the Shoreline within
Mountain View primarily for low intensity uses. Historic Preservation policies under the Land Use
Chapter of the Draft General Plan support the preservation and restoration of structures and cultural
resources (See further discussion in Section IV.K, Cultural Resources, of this EIR). New projects that
could affect historic structures would be required to undergo environmental review, pursuant to
CEQA. At the time of such environmental review, potential project-specific adverse impacts on
historic structures would be identified and mitigation measures would be recommended. In, addition,
development that would occur as part of Draft General Plan implementation would not substantially
change the layouts of existing residential neighborhoods that contribute to the visual quality of
developed portions of Mountain View. As previously described, Draft General Plan Policy LUD 6.1
ensures new development in or near residential neighborhoods to be compatible with existing
neighborhood character, and Policy LUD 9.1, ensures that new development includes sensitive height
and setback transitions to adjacent structures and surrounding neighborhoods. Action items LUD
6.1.1 and LUD 6.1.2, address sensitive transitions between low-density neighborhoods more intense
land uses, and require buffering, screening, or other measures to ensure new multi-family or commercial development is compatible with adjacent single-family neighborhoods and homes. Action item
LUD 9.1, ensures high-quality site and architectural design and compatibility between new and
existing developments through the use of precise plans, design guidelines, and zooming standards.
Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in a less-than-significant impact on
scenic resources within the City. The policies and actions identified but not previously listed above
follow:
Land Use and Design
Sustainable Building Design and Development
POLICY LUD 10.2: Low impact development. Encourage development to minimize or avoid disturbing
natural resources and ecologically significant land features.
ACTION LUD 10.2.1: Urban ecology awareness. Establish a process to ensure potential impacts of
proposed projects to the natural ecosystem is made available prior to approval of project concepts
involving open space or undeveloped land.
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Parks, Open Space and Community Facilities
Parks and Open Space
POLICY POS 3.1: Preservation of natural areas. Preserve natural areas, creeks and the Shoreline at Mountain
View area primarily for low-intensity uses such as walking, jogging and environmental education and, in
special circumstances, more active, compatible uses if the overall natural values of the larger area are retained.

(3) Create a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare. The Draft General Plan does not
include any individual projects that would create substantial amounts of glare. However, development
anticipated under the Draft General Plan would result in increased amounts of lighting associated
with new development (generally installed for security and safety reasons) and reflective building
surfaces. New lighting and reflective building surfaces (including windows) would be similar to those
that characterize existing urban development in Mountain View
The Draft General Plan includes policies to ensure that new buildings and associated lighting would
not substantially adversely affect daytime or nighttime views. As previously described, policies and
actions LUD 9.1, LUD 9.1.1, LUD 6.1.1, and LUD 6.1.2 would ensure that new development
includes sensitive height and setback transitions to adjacent structures and surrounding neighborhoods. These policies would assist in reducing light and glare spillover into areas adjacent to new
development. Potential glare from new developments also would be minimized with implementation
of Policy LUD 10.1, which encourages high-quality and sustainable design and materials that would
be expected to generate little glare. In addition, Policies LUD 10.7 and LUD 10.9 would encourage
the incorporation into projects of green roofs and landscape features that generate shade and also
would reduce glare. Policy MOB 2.1.1 encourages separated sidewalks and lighting. The policies and
actions identified but not previously listed above follow:
Land Use and Design
Sustainable Building Design and Development
POLICY LUD 10.7: Beneficial landscaping options. Promote landscaping options that conserve water,
support the natural environment, and provide shade and food sources.
POLICY LUD 10.9: Sustainable roofs. Encourage sustainable roofs that reduce a building’s energy use and
provide other ecological benefits.
ACTION LUD 10.9.1: Sustainable roof standards. Update the City’s Zoning Ordinance to address
sustainable roof standards.
Mobility
Accessibility
POLICY MOB 2.1: Broad accessibility. Improve universal access within private developments and public and
transit facilities, programs and services.
ACTION MOB 2.1.1: Sidewalks and lighting. Encourage separated sidewalks and lighting during
review of new development projects and significant rehabilitation or expansion projects.

However, it is possible that development as part of Draft General Plan and GGRP implementation
could include building materials and lighting that, if not installed properly, could create glare and
compromise daytime and nighttime views, and as a result, potentially create a significant impact.
Incorporation into the Draft General Plan of the following policy would ensure that reflective
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materials and lighting would be designed properly and would ensure that light and glare impacts
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level:
Impact VIS-1: Development projects under the Draft General Plan and GGRP could increase
the amount of light and glare in Mountain View. (S)
Mitigation Measure VIS-1: The Draft General Plan shall be amended to include the following
policy in the Land Use and Design chapter of the Draft General Plan:
POLICY LUD-#: Light and glare. Minimize light and glare from new development.
ACTION ##.##: Light Standards. Adopt and periodically update a set of City
Code regulations, standard mitigation measures, and/or development conditions to
minimize off-site light and glare from new development. (LTS)
(4) Substantial Adverse Effect on Scenic Vistas and Views. The scenic quality of
Mountain View is characterized by extensive views to the Santa Cruz Mountains to the south and
west and views of other natural features such as the Diablo Mountain range to the southeast, Mission
Peak to the east, and Stevens Creek in the eastern portion of the City. Views of San Francisco Bay are
generally available only from Shoreline Park in the North Bayshore Area. Views of ridgelines are
available along the City’s edges, streets, and other open areas, which are unimpeded by built
structures.
The Draft General Plan would intensify development in designated change areas, and building heights
may increase but would not be expected to substantially block views because new, taller buildings
would be limited in number and distribution under the Draft General Plan. New development would
not be expected to substantially block existing views due to the location of new development and the
implementation of Draft General Plan policies that would protect important views. Development
would not occur in protected natural areas, including the San Francisco Bay shoreline, that provide
some of the most notable scenic views of the Bay in the City. In addition, streets and existing open
spaces would be retained under the Draft General Plan in generally their present configuration. Thus,
views from these publicly-accessible viewpoints would remain unobstructed.
In addition, Draft General Plan policies would promote the development of new open space facilities
in Mountain View, which would provide new public viewpoints. For instance, Draft General Plan
Policy LUD 9.3 supports the development of enhanced public spaces throughout the City. Some of
the enhancement themes included under Policy 9.3 include: design compatibility with surrounding
uses; building articulation and special materials to provide visual interest, and to promote and regulate
high quality sign design; and materials and colors that are compatible with a site and building design.
Policies LUD 16.6 and LUD 23.3 encourage development to include accessible open space amenities,
plazas, park areas, and gathering spaces in the North Bayshore and San Antonio areas. These features
would increase opportunities for enjoying existing views. Draft General Plan Policy LUD 9.5 would
preserve significant viewsheds throughout Mountain View, and Policy LUD 16.5 would limits
heights of building in North Bayshore to preserve significant views of surrounding mountains.
Therefore, implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in a less- than-significant impact on
scenic views and vistas. The policies and actions identified but not previously listed above follow:
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Land Use and Design
Streetscapes and Public Spaces
POLICY LUD 9.3: Enhanced public space. Ensure development enhances public spaces through the following
measures:
x

Encourage strong pedestrian-oriented design with visible, accessible entrances and pathways from
the street;

x

Pedestrian-scaled design elements such as stoops, canopies, and porches;

x

Encourage connections to pedestrian and bicycle facilities;

x

Building location in proximity to the sidewalk edge;

x

Design compatibility with surrounding uses;

x

Locate parking lots to the rear or side of buildings;

x

Building articulation and special materials to provide visual interest;

x

Promote and regulate high quality sign design, materials, and colors that are compatible with a site
and building design; and

x

Attractive water-efficient landscaping on the ground level.

Change Area: North Bayshore: Land Use and Design
POLICY LUD 16.5: Preserve views. Limit heights of buildings in North Bayshore to preserve significant
views of surrounding mountains.
POLICY LUD 16.6: Open space amenities. Encourage development to include open space amenities, plazas,
and park areas that are accessible to the surrounding transit, bicycle, and pedestrian network.
Change Area: San Antonio
POLICY LUD 23.3: Gathering spaces. Encourage new plazas, open space, and other community gathering
spaces in the San Antonio Center.

(5) Violate Existing Policies. New development that would occur with Draft General Plan
implementation do not generally conflict with existing General Plan/Precise Plan policies regarding
visual resources. The goals and policies of the Draft General Plan’s Land Use and Design Chapter
build on and support the goals and policies pertaining to visual and scenic resources contained in the
1992 General Plan. Related policies under the City’s Precise Plans support the maintenance of high
quality and compatible architectural and site design, gradual well-designed transitions between
different land uses, and sensitivity and access to visual view corridors. The Draft General Plan would
add further protections to visual resources beyond those identified in the 1992 General Plan by
updating existing goals and policies to ensure sensitive transitions between low-density and higher
intense land uses (Draft General Plan Policies LUD 6.1 and LUD 9.1), encourage sustainable and
flexible building design and development (Draft General Plan LUD Policies 10.1-LUD 10.3, LUD
20.5, LUD 21.1) multi-modal infrastructure development (Draft General Plan Policies LUD 7.3, LUD
8.5, LUD 9.2, LUD 9.4, LUD 21.8, MOB 1.3, MOB 2.1, INC 3.1), and enhance public spaces and
streetscapes (Draft General Plan Policies LUD 5.2, , LUD 9.3, LUD 16.6, LUD 20.1, LUD 23.3, LUD
23.4, INC 3.5.,POS 3.1).
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Specifically, Draft General Plan Policies LUD 10.1 through LUD 10.3 encourage high quality and
sustainable design and materials; development to minimize or avoid disturbing natural resources and
ecologically sensitive land features; and flexible building design to enable future reuse of buildings.
Similar to Policy LUD 10.3, Policy LUD 20.5 encourages the rehabilitation and improvement of
existing buildings and property in the Moeffett Boulevard change area. Flexible building design is
supported along El Camino Real through Policy LUD 21.1, which encourages the redevelopment and
enhancement of private property in this area.
The enhancement of the City’s multi-modal infrastructure is extensively supported throughout the
Draft General Plan. Draft General Plan Policy LUD 7.3 supports new and renovated Downtown
buildings that include human-scaled details to create a comfortable and interesting pedestrian environment, and Draft General Plan Policies LUD 8.5 and MOB 1.3, encourage attractive pedestrian and
bicycle amenities and placemaking in new and existing developments. Policy LUD 9.2 encourages
transit-oriented development that is compatible with surrounding uses and Policy MOB 2.1 would
improve universal access within private developments, and public and transit facilities. Policy LUD
9.4 would ensure commercial development enhances pedestrian activity through design strategies
such as encouraging the first level of a commercial building to occupy a majority of the lot’s frontage.
Policy LUD 21.8 would encourage collaboration with surrounding cities on the development of street
design standards in the El Camino area, and Policy INC 3.1, would maintain the City’s streets,
sidewalks, and other public rights-of-ways.
The enhancement of public spaces and streetscapes throughout the City and in the change areas is
supported by several Draft General Plan policies. Policy LUD 5.2 encourages a mix of neighborhood
serving uses in village centers. Policy LUD 9.3, would ensure development enhances public spaces
through measures like promoting and regulating high-quality sign design, materials, and colors that
are compatible with a site and building design. Policy LUD 16.6 encourages development to include
open space amenities, plazas, and park areas that are accessible to the surrounding transit, bicycle,
and pedestrian network. Policy LUD 20.1 supports an enhanced public streetscape, including a
gateway feature that links Moeffett Boulevard to Downtown. Policy LUD 23.3 encourages new
plazas, open space, and other community gathering spaces in the San Antonio Center, and Policy
LUD 23.4 ensures developments in San Antonio, include pedestrian-oriented design elements such as
accessible building entrances, visible storefronts, and landscaping. The policies and actions identified
but not previously listed above follow:
Land Use and Design
Land Use and Access to Services
POLICY LUD 5.2: Village center uses and character. Encourage a mix of residential, commercial, or other
neighborhood serving uses in village centers, with active ground floor uses and public space to create an
inviting pedestrian environment and a center of activity.
Streetscapes and Public Spaces
POLICY LUD 8.5: Pedestrian and bicycle amenities. Encourage attractive pedestrian and bicycle amenities in
new and existing developments, and ensure roadway improvements address the needs of pedestrians and
bicyclists.
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Integrating Buildings into the Community
POLICY LUD 9.2: Compatible transit-oriented development. Encourage transit-oriented development that is
compatible with surrounding uses and accessible to transit stations.
POLICY LUD 9.3: Enhanced public space. Ensure development enhances public spaces through the following
measures:
x

Encourage strong pedestrian-oriented design with visible, accessible entrances and pathways from
the street;

x

Pedestrian-scaled design elements such as stoops, canopies, and porches;

x

Encourage connections to pedestrian and bicycle facilities;

x

Building location in proximity to the sidewalk edge;

x

Design compatibility with surrounding uses;

x

Locate parking lots to the rear or side of buildings;

x

Building articulation and special materials to provide visual interest;

x

Promote and regulate high quality sign design, materials, and colors that are compatible with a site
and building design; and

x

Attractive water-efficient landscaping on the ground level.

POLICY LUD 9.4: Enhanced pedestrian activity. Ensure commercial development enhances pedestrian
activity through the following strategies:
x

Encourage the first level of the building to occupy a majority of the lot’s frontage, with exceptions
for vehicle and pedestrian access.

x

Allow for the development of outdoor plazas and dining areas.

x

Encourage the majority of a building’s ground floor frontage to provide visibility into the building
by incorporating windows and building entrances.

x

Require that ground floor uses be primarily pedestrian-oriented.

x

Ensure pedestrian safety and access when designing parking and/or drive-thru operations.

x

Minimizing vehicle driveways.

Sustainable Building Design and Development
POLICY LUD 10.2: Low impact development. Encourage development to minimize or avoid disturbing
natural resources and ecologically significant land features.
ACTION LUD 10.2.1: Urban ecology awareness. Establish a process to ensure potential impacts of
proposed projects to the natural ecosystem is made available prior to approval of project concepts
involving open space or undeveloped land.
POLICY LUD 10.3: Flexible building design. Encourage flexible building design to enable future ere-use of
buildings.
Change Area: Moffett Boulevard
POLICY LUD 20.1: Enhanced public streetscape. Support an enhanced public streetscape, including a
gateway feature that links the area to Downtown.
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POLICY LUD 20.5: Support building and site improvements. Encourage the rehabilitation and improvement
of existing buildings and properties.
Change Area: El Camino Real
POLICY LUD 21.1: Encourage redevelopment. Encourage private properties along El Camino Real to be
redeveloped and enhanced.
POLICY LUD 21.8: Street standards collaboration. Collaborate with surrounding cities on development of
street design standards.
POLICY LUD 23.4: Development and pedestrian-oriented design elements. Ensure developments include
pedestrian-oriented design elements such as accessible building entrances, visible storefronts, and landscaping.
Mobility
Complete Streets
POLICY MOB 1.3: Pedestrian and bicycle placemaking. Promote pedestrian and bicycle improvements that
improve connectivity between neighborhoods, provide opportunities for placemaking, and foster a greater sense
of community.
Infrastructure and Conservation
City Infrastructure
POLICY INC 3.1: Citywide rights-of-way. Maintain City streets, sidewalks and other public rights-of-way in
good condition, while promoting and adhering to environmental best practices.
POLICY INC 3.5: Undergrounding utility lines. Fund and execute efforts and programs to place overhead
utility lines underground, including programs administered by other organizations.

Implementation of the Draft General Plan’s policies related to visual and scenic resources would
support the vision for the visual character of Mountain View articulated in the 1992 General Plan, and
the City’s 33 Precise Plans. Therefore, the Draft General Plan would not conflict with existing
General Plan/Precise Plan policies regarding visual resources and would result in a less-thansignificant impact.
c.
Cumulative Impacts of the Draft General Plan. Development associated with build out of
the Draft General Plan and GGRP could result in changes to the visual environment that could
combine with similar effects in nearby communities. However, changes to the visual environment
associated with growth in Mountain View and adjacent surrounding areas like the southeastern
portion of the City of Palo Alto, the northeastern portion of the City of Los Altos, and the northwestern portion of the City of Sunnyvale would generally be less than significant because they would
occur in already urbanized areas. Development associated with these surrounding areas, in conjunction with development associated with build out of the Draft General Plan would not significantly
impact views of the Santa Cruz Mountains. These urbanized areas are characterized by change over
time, associated with new roadways, maturing vegetation, and infill development. Due to expected
growth patterns in Mountain View and surrounding communities, changes to the visual environment
would generally include densification of downtown areas and adjacent neighborhoods; streetscape
improvements; and taller buildings surrounding transit stations and along major transportation
corridors (e.g., the El Camino Real corridor and the San Antonio Caltrain area). Mountain and Bay
shoreline scenic open space areas in the Santa Clara County region are generally protected as
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permanent open space, and scenic views of these areas would remain. However, high density office,
research and development, and housing development in the North Bayshore change area could affect
views of the Bay shoreline. Because the majority of land along the immediate shoreline is permanently protected open space and within the Shoreline Regional Park, views of the San Francisco Bay
waters, Shoreline, and East Bay Hills will be protected.
Development associated with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in communities
outside Mountain View would increase light and glare. New development in Mountain View, which
would result in new outdoor lighting and the use of reflective building materials, would cumulatively
contribute to locally increased levels of light and glare. These increased levels of light and glare could
compromise daytime and nighttime views. However, incremental increases in light and glare in
Mountain View associated with Draft General Plan-related development would not make a significant
cumulative contribution to adverse light and glare with implementation of Mitigation Measure VIS-1,
and this cumulative impact would be less than significant.
In addition, the visual resources-related policies of the Draft General Plan would protect visual
resources. These policies are intended to enhance the overall appearance of the City; encourage the
implementation of sound principles of urban design; and cluster taller buildings in areas where they
would not adversely affect scenic views. In addition, the visual character of established residential
neighborhoods would be protected. New development would be subject to the City’s development
review process, under which the Development Review Committee would review the architecture and
site design of new development and improvements, and provide project applicants with design-related
guidance. These policies and design review process are expected to enhance the quality of the visual
environment in Mountain View over time; similar policies and design review procedures would be
implemented in surrounding cities, with similar expected effects. Therefore, the cumulative impact on
visual resources associated with the Draft General Plan and cumulative growth would be less than
significant.
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V.

ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to
the location of the project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA
Guidelines). The range of potentially feasible alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of
reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned
choice.1 CEQA states that an EIR should not consider alternatives “whose effect cannot be ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.”
The primary purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines, is to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives.” Further, Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the
“discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable
of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” The
potential feasibility of an alternative may be determined based on a variety of factors, including but
not limited to economic viability, availability of infrastructure, and other plans or regulatory
limitations.2
The Draft General Plan and GGRP have been described and analyzed in the previous chapters, with
an emphasis on significant impacts resulting from the project and mitigation measures recommended
to avoid these impacts (Please refer to Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures). The
following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision-makers of the relative impacts of
three potentially feasible alternatives to the Draft General Plan and GGRP. This chapter also includes
a discussion of alternatives that were initially considered but ultimately rejected from detailed
consideration.
The threefour alternatives to the Draft General Plan and GGRP that are discussed in this chapter
include the following:
x

The CEQA-required No Project alternative assumes that the Draft General Plan and GGRP
would not be adopted or implemented and that development would continue in accordance with
the 1992 General Plan. This alternative assumes the full implementation (by 2030) of development envisioned under the 1992 General Plan, which would result in a total of approximately
80,580 persons, 38,270 dwelling units, and 68,370 jobs, as shown in Table V-1. This alternative
would result in approximately 7,990 fewer residents, 3,970 fewer dwelling units, and 13,860
fewer jobs than would result under the Draft General Plan. Under this alternative the 1992

1

CEQA Guidelines, 2010, Section 15126.6.

2

CEQA Guidelines, 2010, Section 15126.6(f)(1).
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General Plan policy framework would continue to be in effect, which represents a business-asusual approach to regulating land use in the City.
x

The Lower Intensity alternative assumes that there would be less intensive development in the
specified change areas (at an FAR of approximately 0.75), specifically allowing for fewer jobs
and less housing in the North Bayshore and East Whisman change areas and along transportation
corridors by 2030. The level of potential development would be higher than under the No Project
alternative but less than under the proposed project. This alternative assumes adoption of the
TDM programs and GGRP measures that would be adopted in conjunction with the Draft General
Plan. As shown in Table V-1, at full implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative in 2030,
the City would contain a population of 84,750 with 40,340 dwelling units and 76,380 jobs.
Compared to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would result in 3,820 fewer
residents, 1,900 fewer dwelling units, and 5,850 fewer jobs.

x

The Increased Housing alternative is intended to substantially reduce the City’s per capita
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and achieve other environmental benefits by providing additional
housing in the City in close proximity to jobs. This alternative is intended to improve the City’s
current jobs-to-housing ratio, which is characterized by a jobs-heavy imbalance and contributes to
the City’s existing commuter traffic levels. The amount of housing that would be developed
under the Increased Housing alternative would exceed that of the Draft General Plan (and the No
Project alternative and Lower Intensity alternative). The Increased Housing alternative assumes
adoption of the TDM programs and GGRP measures that would be adopted in conjunction with
the Draft General Plan. As shown in Table V-1, at full implementation of the Increased Housing
alternative in 2030, the City would contain a population of 106,320 with 50,870 dwelling units
and 82,230 jobs. Compared to the Draft General Plan, the Increased Housing alternative would
result in 17,750 additional residents, 8,630additional dwelling units, and the same number of
jobs.

x

The North Bayshore alternative The North Bayshore Alternative assumes that the area will
concentrate on and continue its role as a regional high-tech employment center and will not
include a residential component. In addition to a decrease of 1,111 dwelling units and 2,238
residents from the proposed project, this alternative also assumes that there would be a reduction
of 500,000 square feet of commercial/office uses and 1,413 jobs in the North Bayshore area
when compared to the proposed project.

For each alternative, a brief discussion of its principal characteristics is followed by an analysis of the
alternative. The emphasis of the analysis is on a determination of whether or not the alternative would
reduce, eliminate, or create new significant impacts, as well as the alternative’s relative beneficial or
adverse effects compared to the proposed project and how well the alternative meets each of the
project objectives. The third section provides a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative.
The objectives developed for the Draft General Plan and GGRP are an important part of the context
for evaluating alternatives. The Draft General Plan and GGRP is described in detail in Chapter III,
Project Description. The overarching principles of the Draft General Plan and GGRP are defined in
Chapter II, Summary, and are summarized below:
x

Broadly implement the City’s future vision for change using general principles and strategies
identified in the City’s General Plan Visioning Report;

x

Support the broad goal of sustainable planning and greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies
identified through regional planning initiatives, including the Sustainable Communities Strategy,
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Grand Boulevard Initiative, Bus Rapid Transit Planning, and climate change adaptation strategies;
x

Achieve community-wide sustainability goals through land use and transportation planning and
other strategies as identified in the City’s Environmental Sustainability Task Force report,
Environmental Sustainability Action Plan, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program, Communitywide Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets, and Pedestrian Master Plan;

x

Focus future growth in “change areas” along major transportation corridors such as El Camino
Real, Caltrain, and VTA Light Rail, as identified in the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Strategy Diagram;

x

Support more complete neighborhoods through focused increases in land use intensities and
‘village center’ policies;

x

Create new and diverse housing opportunities in “change areas” and sites identified in the
Housing Element to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation obligations;

x

Accommodate Mountain View’s fair share of regional population and employment growth, as
identified by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and other regional planning
organizations.

x

Provide an integrated and sustainable land use and transportation policy direction for the North
Bayshore area, including more diverse land uses, improved transit connections, creation of a
Transportation Management Association, and policy direction for future highly sustainable
development;

x

Preserve and enhance the character of residential neighborhoods in non-change areas;

x

Create and enhance a complete, multi-modal transportation system, with improved transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that encourages people to choose non-automotive means of
travel;

x

Support economic development strategies that improve the overall financial stability of the City,
provide high quality public services, and identify improvements to the City’s infrastructure that
support future growth; and

x

Support the overall improvement of the community’s health through policy strategies such as
encouraging greater physical activity and access to healthy foods.

The primary objectives of the GGRP are:
x

Create a separate but complementary document to implement the General Plan’s greenhouse gas
reduction policies. Future modifications to the GGRP will not require a General Plan Amendment.

x

Demonstrate that the GGRP meets the criteria of the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines
for a “qualified plan.” Future development projects meeting the policies and actions identified in
the GGRP evaluation can be determined to have a less than significant impact for greenhouse gas
emissions.
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Table V-1: CEQA Alternatives Compared To Draft General Plan
Draft General Plan &
GGRP Alternative
Scenarios
The Project: Draft
General Plan & GGRP
No Project No Build
Conditions1
No Project
(1992 General Plan)
Lower Intensity
Alternative
Increased Housing
Alternative
North Bayshore
Alternative
1

Dwelling Units
Compared to Draft
General Plan & GGRP

Population

Dwelling
Units

88,570

42,240

--

82,230

--

74,066

33,881

-8,359

56,300

-25,930

80,580

38,270

-3,970

68,370

-13,860

84,750

40,340

-1,900

76,380

-5,850

106,320

50,870

8,630

82,230

--

86,332

41,129

-1,111

80,817

-1,413

Jobs

Jobs Compared to Draft
General Plan & GGRP

Data consistent with those used in Section IV.B, Population, Housing and Employment. The Notice of Preparation for the
proposed project evaluated in this EIR was published January 25, 2011. However, for reasons that are stated in the
individual environmental topic setting sections, the base year for establishing baseline conditions (and No Project No
Build conditions) may not be 2011, as different years may be more appropriate or the City may have to use the only
available information from an earlier year for an understanding of the environmental setting for a particular topic. Where
a different year than 2011 is used as the baseline, the reasoning for the choice is explained in the analysis.

Source: City of Mountain View Planning Division and Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, 2011.

A.

ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

The following two alternatives to the Draft General Plan and GGRP were considered during the
General Plan update process. These alternatives are described below, along with the reasons they
were rejected from further consideration in this EIR.
x

The No Project No Build alternative assumes the planning area would remain in its existing
condition, and no additional development would occur. This alternative assumes that physical
conditions that existed in Mountain View approximately at the time the Notice of Preparation for
this EIR was circulated (January 25, 2011) would remain. No substantial additional development
would occur in Mountain View, including the development of already-approved projects,
resulting in a total of approximately 74,066 persons, 33,881 dwelling units, and 56,300 jobs, as
shown in Table V-1. This alternative would result in approximately 14,504 fewer residents, 8,359
fewer dwelling units, and 25,930 fewer jobs than the Draft General Plan. Under this alternative,
new construction would be associated with the replacement and rehabilitation of existing
residential units and commercial and industrial space. Only policies associated with maintaining
existing development would be incorporated into the Draft General Plan. Jobs and population in
Mountain View would remain approximately constant (although a small amount of growth could
occur through better utilization of existing development). This alternative was rejected from
further consideration primarily because it would be infeasible to “freeze” development within the
City, would not allow the City to accommodate its Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
assigned by ABAG, and would not achieve any of the objectives of the proposed project.

x

Maximum Build Out alternative. The Maximum Build Out alternative assumes that all land in
the change areas would redevelop by 2030 at or near the maximum allowed intensity in the Draft
General Plan. For example, this alternative could result in a total of 40 million square feet of
office space in the North Bayshore and East Whisman change areas (not including other office
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areas such as in Downtown, along El Camino Real, and in the San Antonio Center area), resulting
in at least 124,000 office jobs (in these areas alone). As this level of development would significantly exacerbate the local jobs/housing imbalance, it would create far more significant and
unavoidable impacts related to transportation facilities than the proposed project. This alternative
was rejected as infeasible and not further evaluated because available properties would be
unlikely to develop at the intensities needed to support this alternative, and because the
alternative would result in significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, and noise.
x

GGRP Aggressive Target alternative. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines contain
three target options for a plan-level GHG Reduction Strategy for which GHG emissions would
not be cumulatively considerable. An alternative target that was considered is the reduction of
emissions levels to 15 percent below the 2005 baseline emissions level by 2020. This target does
not account for changes in population and employment from the proposed land use designations
in the Draft General Plan. The Draft General Plan focuses higher land use intensities and densities
in key change areas near major transportation corridors for the purpose of improving upon past
sustainable planning efforts. The projected growth of jobs and residents within these areas would
make reaching an absolute emissions target level below the 2005 level, without the consideration
of per capita reductions, technically and economically infeasible. Reduction measure examples
that would be necessary to achieve that target include requiring a net zero energy standard for all
new buildings and improving energy efficiency by more than 20 percent in all existing buildings.
The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines indicate that an efficiency-based target, one that
considers population and employment growth, can be used so as not to discourage well-planned,
larger development that would otherwise be “penalized” because it increases overall emissions.
Therefore, a GGRP Aggressive Target alternative was rejected from further consideration.

B.

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

1.

Principal Characteristics

The No Project alternative assumes that the Draft General Plan and GGRP would not be adopted or
implemented, and that development in Mountain View would proceed in accordance with the 1992
General Plan. Existing land use designations in Mountain View would be unchanged under this
alternative, as would the overall policy framework for making land use and planning decisions in the
City.
Table V-1 shows the demographic characteristics of the No Project alternative and other alternatives
evaluated in detail in this chapter. At full implementation of the No Project alternative in 2030, the
City would have a population of 80,580 with 38,270 dwelling units and 68,370 jobs. Therefore, the
No Project alternative would result in a reduction of population, housing, and jobs when compared to
the Draft General Plan. The No Project alternative would result in 7,990 fewer residents, 3,970 fewer
dwelling units, and 13,860 fewer jobs than the Draft General Plan. Some of the area’s expected new
population that would live in Mountain View under the Draft General Plan would have to live in
adjacent cities or elsewhere in the region. Similarly, businesses that might relocate to Mountain View
or existing businesses planning to expand their facilities under the proposed project would instead
relocate to other communities.
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The distribution of new housing units and jobs under the No Project alternative would be different
than under the Draft General Plan. In particular, population and job growth would not be as focused
in the five change areas identified in the Draft General Plan, but would be more widely distributed
throughout the City. Although high-tech firms would likely continue to expand and locate in the
North Bayshore area under the No Project alternative, this area would not be developed with
improved transportation infrastructure to the extent required by the Draft General Plan. The East
Whisman area would grow as a sustainable, transit-oriented employment center; however, there
would be no complete neighborhoods with a village center, and densities generally would be less
supportive of transit. El Camino Real would continue to be developed with mixed uses and an
enhanced streetscape, but it would have fewer new housing units than the Draft General Plan. The
San Antonio Center area would continue to be redeveloped with a mix of uses that are well-connected
to surrounding areas, but compact residential and mixed use development may not be developed to
the extent of the Draft General Plan. Moffett Boulevard would also be subject to redevelopment, but
would not serve as a major gateway to Downtown, and would lack comprehensive streetscape
improvements and pedestrian amenities.
Under the No Project alternative, development would not occur around major transportation corridors
and transit hubs to the same degree as the Draft General Plan. The “village center” concept – under
which commercial and residential uses are increased in certain locations and in close proximity to
residential neighborhoods in order to encourage reduced reliance on private motor vehicles – would
not be implemented and the ability to develop higher-intensity mixed uses in neighborhood centers
would be diminished compared to the Draft General Plan. Overall, the No Project alternative would
retain land use configurations that would hinder the City’s ability to accommodate regional employment and housing demand, and would not contribute toencourage the City’s business climate to the
same extent as the Draft General Plan.
In addition, the No Project alternative would not include adoption and implementation of the TDM
programs and GGRP. Specifically, the measures and actions in the GGRP encompassing a broad
range of categories, including transportation, energy, and water, would not be implemented. From a
physical environmental perspective, the lack of the GGRP would likely result in less development of
green buildings and infrastructure, less effective development of transit-oriented projects, more
greenhouse gas emissions, and less water and energy conservation as compared to the Draft General
Plan.
The No Project alternative would not fully meet any of the 14 key objectives of the Draft General
Plan and GGRP (see Table V-10 at the end of this chapter). However, it would partially achieve the
following objectives:
x

Accommodate Mountain View’s fair share of regional population and employment growth, as
identified by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and other regional planning
organizations.

x

Preserve and enhance the character of residential neighborhoods in non-change areas;

x

Create and enhance a complete, multi-modal transportation system, with improved transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that encourages people to choose non-automotive means of
travel; and

x

Support economic development strategies that improve the overall financial stability of the City,
provide high quality public services, and identify improvements to the City’s infrastructure that
support future growth.
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Analysis of No Project Alternative

The potential impacts of the No Project alternative are described below.
(1) Land Use. The land use pattern that would occur under the No Project alterative would
be that associated with full implementation of the 1992 General Plan and would continue a 1980s
business-as-usual pattern that doesn’t assist in meeting 2011 regional needs for employment and
housing. This land use pattern would be different than the one associated with implementation of the
Draft General Plan. In particular, intensified land uses would not be focused in the five change areas,
but rather, redevelopment would occur throughout the City, where specific parcels are appropriate for
further development. Other features of land use patterns associated with the No Project alternative as
compared to the Draft General Plan would include: 1) reduced development around transit lines and
major transportation corridors (including El Camino Real); 2) reduced potential for the development
of “village centers,” under which commercial and residential uses are increased in certain locations
and in close proximity to residential neighborhoods; and 3) less extensive coverage of mixed land
uses throughout the City.
The continuation of existing land use trends in the City would not divide an established community,
as future changes in land use would be minor and would not be accompanied by major changes in the
City’s infrastructure (e.g., the removal of a major road or transit route, or the construction of a major
new road). In addition, because new land uses would be similar to existing ones, and existing land use
patterns would be perpetuated, the No Project alternative would not introduce new land uses that
would conflict with established uses. Changes in the City’s land use pattern would likely be gradual
and incremental. Likewise, the land use changes anticipated under the No Project alternative would
not conflict with established planning documents. Areas around the San Francisco Bay shoreline and
in the vicinity of Moffett Federal Airfield would be protected from incompatible development.
However, the No Project alternative would retain the General Industrial land use designation of the
property located at 247 North Whisman Road, which is identified as “Unique Farmland” by the State
Department of Conservation and is under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the alternative could
result in the development of that farmland assuming that the property’s Williamson Act contract
would not be renewed or would be canceled in connection with a development proposal. This impact
would be considered significant and unavoidable, as farmland is a non-renewable resource.
(2) Population, Employment, and Housing. The No Project alternative would ultimately
result in a City-wide population of 80,580 with 38,270 dwelling units and 68,370 jobs. The No
Project alternative would thus result in 7,990 fewer residents, 3,970 fewer dwelling units, and 13,860
fewer jobs than the Draft General Plan. In addition, population and job growth would occur throughout the City and would not be focused in change areas. The population and job growth that would
occur under the No Project alternative would not be considered substantial and adverse, as Mountain
View – with an abundance of transit and a location in close proximity to the region’s population and
commercial centers – is an appropriate place for increased growth. The reduced growth associated
with the No Project alternative may be considered a lost opportunity for accommodating job and
housing growth in an area where long commutes may be reduced (with resulting benefits to air
quality and greenhouse gas emissions). However, the jobs/housing balance would improve slightly in
the City under the alternative (1.78, compared to a ratio of 1.9 under full implementation of the Draft
General Plan in 2030), which indicates the potential for reduced in-commuting (although the jobs/
housing balance is best evaluated on a regional or sub-regional level). For comparative purposes, the
optimal jobs/housing ratio is 1.5. The jobs/housing ratio in Mountain View in 2010 was 1.74.
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In addition, similar to the Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative would not be expected to
displace substantial amounts of housing, as housing would primarily be developed on underutilized
parcels throughout the City. In addition, the City’s overall supply of housing would grow under the
No Project alternative (although not to the extent of the proposed project). However, the No Project
alternative would fall short of ABAG’s population projection for the City of 87,300 in 2030.
Nevertheless, this projected shortfall would not be considered a significant environmental effect
because it would not create related adverse environmental impacts.
(3) Transportation and Circulation. The land use patterns and mix of jobs and housing
under the No Project alternative would result in an increase in the VMT per service population (19.46
VMT per service population) when compared to the Draft General Plan at full implementation in
2030 (19.01 VMT per service population) per Table V-2. An important contributing factor to this
increase in VMT per service population would be (compared to the Draft General Plan) reduced
development opportunities for new high-efficiency transportation infrastructure, less effective development of transit-oriented projects, less effective transit ridership programs, and overall diminished
use of transit. The No Project alternative and the Draft General Plan would result in a similar proportion of local roadway segments with a Level of Service of E or F under 2030 conditions (see Tables
V-3 through V-7). Therefore, the alternative would result in similar impacts to the transportation
system as the Draft General Plan.

Table V-2: Citywide Vehicle Miles Traveled

Measure1,2
Daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
Service Population
Daily VMT per service population

Year 2009 Scenarios
Existing Plus
Draft General
Existing
Plan
2,452,696
2,993,630
134,320
170,800
18.26
17.53

Year 2030 Scenarios
1992
General Plan
2,898,269
148,950
19.46

Draft
General Plan
3,247,067
170,800
19.01

Notes:
1
The baseline year for the transportation analysis is 2009 because the City’s travel demand forecasting (TDF) model was
updated prior to the Draft General Plan update process using the most recent land use and transportation information then
available. For Mountain View’s Draft General Plan, the TDF model was used to develop and refine the project description included in the Draft General Plan NOP circulated in January 2011 and to conduct the environmental analysis.
Completing the TDF model validation after the Draft General Plan project description was developed for the NOP would
have delayed the analytic process by at least another year without substantially improving the quality of the environmental analysis. The City of Mountain View TDF model 2009 base year was the most recent land use and transportation
information available at the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP); thus, the existing roadway machine counts, transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian systems are based on baseline conditions from 2009.
VHT = vehicle hours traveled; VT = vehicle trips; VMT = vehicle miles traveled
Citywide VHT, VT, and VMT based on select zone analysis using one-half external trip approach (II, 0.5*IX, and 0.5*XI).
Source: Fehr & Peers, June 2011.
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Table V-3: Daily Roadway Segment Volume and Level of Service Summary

Roadway Segment1
1. Amphitheatre Pkwy. between
Charleston Rd. and NB US 101
Ramps
2. California St. between Escuela Ave.
and Shoreline Blvd.
3. Castro St. between Evelyn Ave. and
California St.
4. Central Expy. between San Antonio
Rd. and Thompson Ave.*
5. Central Expy. between Farley St.
and Shoreline Blvd.*
6. Central Expy. between Shoreline
Blvd. and Moffett Blvd.*
7. Central Expy. between SR 85 and
Whisman Ave.*
8. Central Expy. between Bernardo
Ave. and Middlefield Rd.*
9. Charleston Rd. between San
Antonio Rd. and Rengstorff Ave.
10. Cuesta Dr. between Miramonte Ave.
and Grant Rd.
11. Dana St. between Calderon Ave.
and Pioneer Wy.
12. El Camino Real between Los Altos
Ave. and San Antonio Rd.*
13. El Camino Real between Showers
Dr. and Rengstorff Ave.*
14. El Camino Real between El Monte
Ave. and Shoreline Blvd.*
15. El Camino Real between Phyllis
Ave. and Castro St.*
16. El Camino Real between Grant Rd.
and SB SR 85 Ramps*
17. El Camino Real between NB SR 85
Ramps and Bernardo Ave.*
18. Ellis St. between SB US 101 Ramps
and Fairchild Dr.
19. El Monte Ave. between El Camino
Real and Springer Rd.
20. Evelyn Ave. between Calderon Ave.
and SB SR 85 Ramp
21. Evelyn Ave. between SR 237 and
Bernardo Ave.
22. Grant Rd. between Phyllis
Avenueand Cuesta Dr.
23. Grant Rd. between Cuesta Dr. and
Covington Rd.
24. Middlefield Rd. between San
Antonio Rd. and Old Middlefield
Wy.
25. Middlefield Rd. between Old
Middlefield Wy. and Independence
Ave.
26. Middlefield Rd. between Sierra
Vista Ave. and Terra Bella Ave.
27. Middlefield Rd. between San Veron
Ave. and Moffett Blvd.

Year 2009 Conditions
Year 2030 Conditions
Existing plus
Draft
1992
Draft
Existing
General Plan General Plan General Plan
Existing Roadway Type/ Daily
Daily
Daily
Daily
Future Roadway Type Volume2 LOS3 Volume LOS3 Volume LOS3 Volume LOS3
4-Lane Divided Arterial

14,700

C

34,200

D

35,200

D

39,100

D

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

11,400

C

15,800

C

38,800

F

38,500

F

2-Lane Undivided Arterial

9,000

C

10,800

C

16,100

D

16,500

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

26,000

D

26,500

D

35,000

D

34,800

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

25,600

D

27,700

D

35,400

D

35,400

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

28,100

D

29,000

D

29,300

D

30,000

D

6-Lane Divided Arterial

28,300

C

34,900

D

60,300

D

59,400

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

25,500

D

31,200

D

40,400

D

42,000

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

20,700

C

22,000

C

30,200

D

28,600

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

16,300

C

16,400

C

33,000

D

33,900

D

2-Lane Divided Arterial

6,200

C

8,200

C

17,600

D

17,900

D

6-Lane Divided Arterial

38,800

D

41,500

D

60,300

D

60,000

D

6-Lane Divided Arterial

38,200

D

40,600

D

54,200

D

56,200

D

6-Lane Divided Arterial

47,800

D

49,100

D

60,300

D

60,600

D

6-Lane Divided Arterial

51,900

D

53,500

D

61,000

D

61,700

D

6-Lane Divided Arterial

51,200

D

54,900

D

70,000

F

69,800

F

6-Lane Divided Arterial

53,600

D

56,900

D

63,300

D

66,500

E

4-Lane Divided Arterial

9,000

C

14,300

C

25,500

D

29,900

D

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

16,500

C

17,100

C

26,900

D

27,100

D

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

12,600

C

13,900

C

27,800

D

28,000

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

13,300

C

15,100

C

40,800

D

42,200

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

37,200

D

38,600

D

43,200

E

43,400

E

4-Lane Divided Arterial

23,100

D

24,100

D

29,700

D

30,100

D

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

17,300

C

17,300

C

17,800

C

18,500

C

4-Lane Divided Arterial

6,200

C

8,300

C

11,600

C

11,600

C

4-Lane Divided Arterial

11,300

C

12,500

C

22,700

C

24,200

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

13,700

C

15,300

C

22,400

C

22,600

C
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Table V-3 Continued

Roadway Segment1
28. Middlefield Rd. between Moffett
Blvd.and Tyrella Ave.
29. Middlefield Rd. between Ellis St.
and SR 237
30. Miramonte Ave. between El Camino
Real and Cuesta Dr.
31. Miramonte Ave. between Cuesta Dr.
and Covington Rd.
32. Moffett Blvd. between SB US 101
Ramps and NB SR 85 Ramp
33. Moffett Blvd. between Middlefield
Rd. and Central Ave.
34. Old Middlefield Wy. between
Rengstorff Ave. and SB US 101
Ramps
35. Rengstorff Ave. between SB US
101 Ramps and Old Middlefield
Wy.
36. Rengstorff Ave. between Montecito
Ave. and Central Expy.
37. Rengstorff Ave. between University
Ave. and California St.
38. San Antonio Rd. between Bayshore
Prkwy.and NB US 101 Ramps*
39. San Antonio Rd. between SB US
101 Ramps and Charleston Rd.*
40. San Antonio Rd. between San
Antonio Cir. and California St.*
41. San Antonio Rd. between El
Camino Real and Loucks Ave.*
42. Shoreline Blvd. between Charleston
Rd. and NB US 101 Ramps
43. Shoreline Blvd. between SB US 101
Ramps and Middlefield Rd.
44. Shoreline Blvd. between Montecito
Ave. and Central Expy.
45. Shoreline Blvd. between Central
Expy. and California St.
46. Springer Rd. between El Monte
Ave. and Cuesta Dr.
47. Whisman Rd. between Middlefield
Rd. and Central Expy.

Year 2009 Conditions
Year 2030 Conditions
Existing plus
Draft
1992
Draft
Existing
General Plan General Plan General Plan
Existing Roadway Type/ Daily
Daily
Daily
Daily
Future Roadway Type Volume2 LOS3 Volume LOS3 Volume LOS3 Volume LOS3
4-Lane Divided Arterial

13,200

C

13,200

C

18,200

C

18,400

C

4-Lane Divided Arterial

14,300

C

14,800

C

18,200

C

17,000

C

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

13,400

C

14,100

C

36,500

F

39,100

F

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

9,700

C

10,500

C

19,900

C

20,700

C

4-Lane Divided Arterial

15,200

C

17,300

C

23,700

D

20,400

C

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

13,500

C

14,900

C

24,400

D

25,900

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

16,900

C

16,900

C

18,600

C

18,800

C

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

18,100

C

24,400

D

32,300

D

36,100

F

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

18,300

C

23,200

D

35,500

F

34,800

F

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

18,800

C

21,800

D

38,300

F

40,400

F

2-Lane Undivided Arterial

10,800

C

15,400

D

16,600

D

17,900

D

3-Lane Arterial
(2 in one direction)

35,600

F

39,200

F

47,200

F

48,700

F

6-Lane Divided Arterial

40,500

C

43,000

C

65,300

E

66,400

E

4-Lane Divided Arterial

24,900

D

26,700

D

36,600

D

35,300

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

30,000

D

34,500

D

36,800

D

37,400

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

25,000

D

26,200

D

38,800

D

40,700

D

4-Lane Divided Arterial

26,800

D

27,800

D

52,200

F

48,800

F

6-Lane Divided Arterial

23,300

C

23,500

C

50,500

D

53,400

D

2-Lane Collector

7,400

C

8,000

C

10,300

D

12,200

D

4-Lane Undivided Arterial

7,300

C

9,000

C

25,100

D

24,900

D

Notes:
1
Major roadways nearest the count location
2
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume based on traffic counts collected in February and March 2009.
3
LOS – Level of Service
4
The number of lanes of a freeway segment includes high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes but excludes auxiliary lanes.
Bold text indicates a segment that exceeds either the City of Mountain View LOS D standard for local streets and LOS E standard for
streets within the Downtown and San Antonio Center areas and CMP facilities (e.g., Central Expressway, El Camino Real) under the 1992
General Plan Circulation Element. Local streets in Palo Alto and Los Altos also have a LOS D standard.
* denotes CMP facility
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000 and Fehr & Peers, June 2011.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\5-Alternatives.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

604

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
V. ALTERNATIVES

Table V-4: Daily Freeway Segment Volume and Level of Service Summary

NB
SR 85*
SB
SR 85*

NB
US 101*

SB
US 101*

EB
SR 237*

WB
SR 237*

Roadway Segment1
Fremont Ave. to El Camino Real
SR 237 to Evelyn Ave.
Evelyn Ave. to Moffett Blvd.
Moffett Blvd. to Evelyn Ave.
Evelyn Ave. to SR 237
El Camino Real to Fremont
Ave.
SR 237 to Ellis St.
Ellis St. to Moffett Blvd.
SR 85 to Old Middlefield Rd.
Old Middlefield Rd. to
Rengstorff Ave.
Rengstorff Ave. to
San Antonio Rd.
San Antonio Rd. to
Rengstorff Ave.
Rengstorff Ave. to
Old Middlefield Rd.
Old Middlefield Rd. to SR 85
Moffett Blvd. to Ellis St.
Ellis St. to SR 237
El Camino Real to SR 85
Sylvan Wy. to Middlefield Rd./
Maude Ave.
Middlefield Rd./ Maude Ave. to
US 101
US 101 to Middlefield
Rd./Maude Ave.
Middlefield Rd./ Maude Ave. to
Sylvan Wy.
SR 85 to El Camino Real

Year 2009 Conditions
Year 2030 Conditions
Existing plus
Draft
1992
Draft
Existing
General Plan General Plan General Plan
Existing Roadway
Daily
Daily
Daily
Daily
Type/ Future
Volume2 LOS3 Volume LOS3 Volume LOS3 Volume LOS3
Roadway Type
3-Lane Freeway
57,500 D
58,800 D
63,200 D
64,000 D
3-Lane Freeway
39,000 C
41,300 C
44,500 C
46,100 C
3-Lane Freeway
37,500 C
40,700 C
51,600 C
53,800 D
3-Lane Freeway
37,500 C
41,300 C
60,200 D
61,900 D
3-Lane Freeway
39,000 C
40,600 C
52,400 C
54,300 D
3-Lane Freeway

57,500

D

58,300

D

63,600

D

64,700

D

4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway

79,000
78,000
113,500

D
D
F

80,600
79,700
115,600

D
D
F

96,300
90,800
139,500

E
E
F

97,700
92,200
141,800

F
E
F

4-Lane Freeway

105,000

F

107,600

F

129,300

F

132,800

F

4-Lane Freeway

97,000

E

97,000

E

116,500

F

120,200

F

4-Lane Freeway

97,000

E

97,000

E

119,200

F

123,000

F

4-Lane Freeway

105,000

F

106,100

F

132,100

F

135,000

F

4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway

113,500
78,000
79,000
22,500

F
D
D
B

114,400
78,400
80,400
22,500

F
D
D
B

142,000
99,400
108,600
24,200

F
F
F
C

144,500
101,200
111,000
24,900

F
F
F
C

37,000

D

37,600

D

55,300

D

55,600

D

37,500

D

37,600

D

57,300

D

57,200

D

37,500

D

38,300

D

53,200

D

53,200

D

37,000

D

37,200

D

42,700

C

42,700

C

22,500

B

22,500

B

24,100

B

24,500

C

Notes:
1
Major roadways nearest the count location
2
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume based on traffic counts collected in February and March 2009.
3
LOS – Level of Service
4
The number of lanes of a freeway segment includes high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes but excludes auxiliary lanes.
Bold text indicates a segment that exceeds the Caltrans standard (C/D cusp).
Bold text with gray shading indicates a segment that exceeds both the Caltrans standard (C/D cusp) and the VTA standard (LOS E).
* denotes CMP facility
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000 and Fehr & Peers, June 2011.
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Table V-5: Summary of Freeway Segment Impacts

NB
SR 85*
SB
SR 85*

NB
US 101*

SB
US 101*

EB
SR 237*

WB
SR 237*

Roadway Segment1
Fremont Ave. to El Camino Real
SR 237 to Evelyn Ave.
Evelyn Ave. to Moffett Blvd.
Moffett Blvd. to Evelyn Ave.
Evelyn Ave. to SR 237
El Camino Real to Fremont Ave.
SR 237 to Ellis St.
Ellis St. to Moffett Blvd.
SR 85 to Old Middlefield Rd.
Old Middlefield Rd. to
Rengstorff Ave.
Rengstorff Ave. to
San Antonio Rd.
San Antonio Rd. to
Rengstorff Ave.
Rengstorff Ave. to
Old Middlefield Rd.
Old Middlefield Rd. to SR 85
Moffett Blvd. to Ellis St.
Ellis St. to SR 237
El Camino Real to SR 85
Sylvan Wy. to Middlefield Rd./
Maude Ave.
Middlefield Rd./ Maude Ave. to
US 101
US 101 to Middlefield Rd./
Maude Ave.
Middlefield Rd./ Maude Ave. to
Sylvan Wy.
SR 85 to El Camino Real

Year 2009 Conditions
Existing plus
Draft
Existing Roadway
Existing
General Plan
Type/ Future
AO2 Impact AO2 Impact3
Roadway Type
3-Lane Freeway
No
n/a
No
Yes
3-Lane Freeway
Yes
n/a
Yes
No
3-Lane Freeway
Yes
n/a
Yes
No
3-Lane Freeway
Yes
n/a
Yes
No
3-Lane Freeway
Yes
n/a
Yes
No
3-Lane Freeway
No
n/a
No
Yes
4-Lane Freeway
No
n/a
No
Yes
4-Lane Freeway
No
n/a
No
Yes
4-Lane Freeway
No
n/a
No
Yes

Year 2030 Conditions
1992
Draft
General Plan
General Plan
AO2 Impact3 AO2 Impact3
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes

4-Lane Freeway

No

n/a

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

4-Lane Freeway

No

n/a

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

4-Lane Freeway

No

n/a

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

4-Lane Freeway

No

n/a

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway

No
No
No
Yes

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

No
No
No
Yes

No
No
Yes
No

No
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

No
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

No

n/a

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

n/a

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

n/a

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

n/a

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

n/a

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Notes:
1
Major roadways nearest the count location
2
AO = Acceptable operations. Bold text indicates a segment that operates unacceptably according to the Caltrans standard (C/D cusp).
Bold text with gray shading indicates a segment that operates unacceptably according to both the Caltrans standard (C/D cusp).
3
Bold text indicates a significant impact based on Caltrans criteria. Bold text with gray shading indicates a significant impact based on
VTA CMP criteria.
4
The number of lanes of a freeway segment includes high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes but excludes auxiliary lanes.
* denotes CMP facility
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000 and Fehr & Peers, June 2011.
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Table V-6: Existing 2030 AM Peak Hour Adjacent Jurisdiction Impacts Summary
Year 2009 Conditions
Existing plus Draft
Existing
General Plan

Year 2030 Conditions
1992
Draft
General Plan
General Plan

Total
Total
Total
Total
Lane
Lane
Lane
Lane
Percent
Miles
Percent
Miles
Percent
Miles
Percent
Miles
of
with
of
with
of
with
of
with
Deficient Impacted Impacted Deficient Impacted Impacted Deficient Impacted Impacted Deficient Impacted Impacted
Lane
Lane
Lane
Lane
Lane
V/C
Lane
V/C
Lane
V/C
Lane
V/C
Miles1,2
Miles1,2
Miles1,2
Miles1,2
Miles
Ratio1
Miles
Ratio1
Miles
Ratio1
Miles
Ratio1

City
Major Arterial and Collector Roadways
Campbell

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

4.1

0.0

0.0%

4.7

0.0

0.0%

Cupertino

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

9.0

0.0

0.0%

8.4

0.0

0.0%

Gilroy

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

1.0

0.0

0.0%

1.3

0.0

0.0%

Los Altos

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

4.6

1.1

23.8%

5.4

2.6

48.6%

Los Altos Hills

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

8.1

1.6

20.0%

7.2

0.0

0.0%

Los Gatos

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

4.2

0.0

0.0%

4.1

0.0

0.0%

Milpitas

38.7

0.0

0.0%

36.2

0.0

0.0%

93.1

0.0

0.0%

93.8

0.0

0.0%

Monte Sereno

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.7

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

Morgan Hill

3.1

0.0

0.0%

3.1

0.0

0.0%

2.8

0.0

0.0%

4.5

0.0

0.0%

Palo Alto

4.4

3.3

74.3%

5.6

3.1

56.1%

27.2

4.7

17.4%

27.9

7.7

27.6%

San Jose

24.5

0.0

0.0%

24.6

0.0

0.0%

214.5

0.0

0.0%

216.5

0.0

0.0%

1.0

0.0

0.0%

0.6

0.0

0.0%

21.1

0.0

0.0%

21.1

0.0

0.0%

Santa Clara
Saratoga

0.9

0.0

0.0%

1.2

0.0

0.0%

8.5

0.0

0.0%

8.3

0.0

0.0%

Sunnyvale

1.1

0.7

62.9%

1.4

1.0

71.3%

7.3

3.4

47.0%

13.4

5.4

40.0%

305.6

50.0

16.4%

630.1

23.5

3.7%

630.8

28.8

4.6%

22.1

0.5

2.1%

98.1

2.0

2.1%

96.8

4.6

4.8%

Freeways, State Highways, and Expressways
Caltrans
295.4
37.0
12.5%
Facilities3
Expressways4

17.7

0.0

0.0%

Notes:
1
2

3

4

Lane miles of less than 0.5 were rounded to 0.
Impacted lane miles are where Mountain View traffic is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the roadway volume. For
evaluating significant impacts, if impacted lane miles attributable to the City are less than 0.5, impacts are considered
less-than-significant. Mountain View traffic based on select zone analysis using one-half external trip approach (II,
0.5*IX, and 0.5*XI).
Includes all Caltrans facilities (freeways and state highways) within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View
city limits.
Includes all expressway facilities within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View city limits.

Significant impacts are identified in bold text.
Source: Fehr & Peers, June 2011.
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Table V-7: Existing and 2030 PM Peak Hour Adjacent Jurisdiction Impacts Summary
Year 2009 Conditions
Existing plus Draft
Existing
General Plan

City

Year 2030 Conditions
1992
Draft
General Plan
General Plan

Total
Total
Total
Total
Lane
Lane
Lane
Lane
Percent
Miles
Percent
Miles
Percent
Miles
Percent
Miles
of
with
of
with
of
with
of
with
Deficient Impacted Impacted Deficient Impacted Impacted Deficient Impacted Impacted Deficient Impacted Impacted
Lane
Lane
Lane
Lane
Lane
V/C
Lane
V/C
Lane
V/C
Lane
V/C
Miles1,2
Miles1,2
Miles1,2
Miles1,2
Miles
Ratio1
Miles
Ratio1
Miles
Ratio1
Miles
Ratio1

Major Arterial and Collector Roadways
Campbell

1.1

0.0

0.0%

1.1

0.0

0.0%

3.3

0.0

0.0%

3.3

0.0

0.0%

Cupertino

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

2.0

0.0

0.0%

2.1

0.0

0.0%

Gilroy

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

Los Altos

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

1.7

0.7

42.3%

1.3

0.7

56.2%

Los Altos Hills

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

3.0

0.3

11.2%

3.6

0.0

0.0%

Los Gatos

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.6

0.0

0.0%

0.6

0.0

0.0%

Milpitas

23.1

0.0

0.0%

21.6

0.0

0.0%

74.6

0.0

0.0%

72.2

0.0

0.0%

Monte Sereno

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

Morgan Hill

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

1.6

0.0

0.0%

1.6

0.0

0.0%

Palo Alto

1.7

0.0

0.0%

1.7

1.2

70.0%

17.8

5.7

31.7%

18.4

5.8

31.3%

San Jose

10.7

0.0

0.0%

10.6

0.0

0.0%

94.4

0.0

0.0%

94.1

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

8.8

0.0

0.0%

9.2

0.0

0.0%

Santa Clara
Saratoga

1.0

0.0

0.0%

1.0

0.0

0.0%

3.5

0.0

0.0%

3.5

0.0

0.0%

Sunnyvale

0.0

0.0

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0%

2.9

0.6

19.9%

4.3

0.5

11.8%

51.8

22.6%

549.4

21.1

3.8%

549.1

29.3

5.3%

0.0

0.0%

60.9

5.5

9.1%

54.9

2.5

4.6%

Freeways, State Highways, and Expressways
Caltrans
220.8
40.7
18.4% 229.2
Facilities3
Expressways4

10.7

0.0

0.0%

9.8

Notes:
1
2

3

4

Lane miles of less than 0.5 were rounded to 0.
Impacted lane miles are where Mountain View traffic is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the roadway volume. For
evaluating significant impacts, if impacted lane miles attributable to the City are less than 0.5, impacts are considered
less-than-significant. Mountain View traffic based on select zone analysis using one-half external trip approach (II,
0.5*IX, and 0.5*XI).
Includes all Caltrans facilities (freeways and state highways) within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View
city limits.
Includes all expressway facilities within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View city limits.

Significant impacts are identified in bold text.
Source: Fehr & Peers, June 2011.
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(4) Air Quality. Development of the No Project alternative would result in significant levels
of transportation and construction-related emissions and would not include the same progressive
policy framework as the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan includes
air emission control measures in the areas of transportation and mobile source emissions, land use and
energy conservation. The No Project alternative would not include all of the control measures of the
latest Clean Air Plan, therefore resulting in impacts greater than those identified under Impact AIR-1.
Measures in addition to those identified in Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would be required to bring the
No Project alternative into compliance with the Clean Air Plan, such as stricter emissions or energy
conservation measures. As with Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-3 for the proposed project, the land
use pattern and mix of jobs and housing associated with the No Project alternative would result in an
increase in the VMT per service population when compared to the Draft General Plan at full
implementation. Therefore, implementation of the No Project alternative would violate applicable air
quality standards related to the release of existing and cumulative ozone precursor emissions. Similar
to the Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative would not include overlay zones around existing
and proposed land uses that emit Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). Therefore, the No Project
alternative has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. As with Impact AIR-5 under the Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative also would not
include policies to reduce odor impacts in the plan area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR5 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
(5) Global Climate Change. Development of the No Project alternative would result in
significant levels of transportation and construction-related emissions and would not include the same
progressive policy framework as the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The goal of Assembly Bill 32
(AB 32) is to reduce Statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 resulted in the adoption by
the Air Resources Board of a Scoping Plan, which is intended to achieve emission reductions through
a mixture of direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, different types of incentives,
voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms, and publicly-funded programs. Without implementation
of the GGRP, the No Project alternative would not result in a reduction of emissions consistent with
the levels required to achieve the goals of AB 32. Therefore, implementation of the No Project
alternative would be considered to have a significant impact with respect to GHG emissions and
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to substantial adverse physical effects on the
environment related to global climate change. In addition, the impacts of global climate change on sea
level rise would occur under all future scenarios.
(6) Noise. Compliance with the existing City Noise Ordinance would ensure that the No
Project alternative would not result in significant noise-related impacts associated with construction
activities and stationary sources, such as loading/unloading operations and outdoor speakers. In
addition, implementation of Policies 41, 43, and 44 in the 1992 General Plan, along with their
associated Actions, would further reduce any potential noise-related impacts associated with
construction activities and stationary sources.
As shown in Table V-8, under the No Project alternative, traffic noise levels along modeled roadway
segments throughout Mountain View would primarily be the same as or slightly lower than those that
would be experienced under the Draft General Plan. As shown in Table V-8, nine roadway segments
would experience slightly higher a very slight, not discernable and not significant, increase in traffic
noise levels (0.1 dBA to 0.7 dBA higher) traffic noise levels than those that would be experienced
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under the Draft General Plan in 2030. However, iImplementation of the No Project alternative would
result in the exposure of new noise-sensitive land use development to excessive traffic noise levels
along roadway segments throughout the City. Implementation of existing General Plan Policies 42
and 43, along with their associated Actions, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Implementation of the No Project alternative is not anticipated to result in any substantial increase in
aircraft and railroad operations compared to existing conditions. Impacts from aircraft and railroad
sources would likely remain less-than-significant under implementation of the No Project alternative.
However, development under the 1992 General Plan located in the vicinity of existing noise sources
could expose new sensitive land uses to increased noise levels. Implementation of existing General
Plan Policies 41 to 44, along with their associated Actions, would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.

Table V-8: 2030 Traffic Noise Levels Summary Comparison

Roadway Segment
Amphitheatre Parkway – Charleston Road to
1
US 101 Ramps
California Street – Escuela Avenue
2
to Shoreline Boulevard
Castro Street – Evelyn Avenue
3
to California Street
Central Expressway – San Antonio Road to
4
Thompson Avenue
Central Expressway – Farley Street
5
to Shoreline Boulevard
Central Expressway – Shoreline Boulevard to
6
Moffett Boulevard
Central Expressway – SR 85 and Whisman
7
Avenue
Central Expressway – Bernardo Avenue to
8
Middlefield Road
Charleston Road – San Antonio Road
9
to Rengstorff Avenue
Cuesta Drive – Miramonte Avenue
10
to Grant Road
Dana Street – Calderon Avenue
11
to Pioneer Way
El Camino Real – Los Altos Avenue
12
to San Antonio Road
El Camino Real – Showers Drive
13
to Rengstorff Avenue
El Camino Real – El Monte Avenue
14
to Shoreline Boulevard
El Camino Real – Phyllis Avenue
15
to Castro Street
16 El Camino Real – Grant Road to SR 85 Ramps
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1992 General Plan
Draft General Plan
Conditions in 2030
Conditions in 2030
Ldn (dBA)
Ldn (dBA)
Change
50 feet from
50 feet from from 1992
Centerline
Centerline
GP results
of
compared to
Average
of
Average
Daily
Outermost
Daily
Outermost 2030 Draft
Traffic
Lane
Traffic
Lane
GP Results
35,200

67.7

39,100

68.2

-0.5

38,800

68.6

38,500

68.5

0.1

16,100

62.4

16,500

62.5

-0.1

35,000

70.3

34,800

70.3

0.0

35,400

70.4

35,400

70.4

0.0

29,300

69.6

30,000

69.7

-0.1

60,300

72.0

59,400

71.9

0.1

40,400

71.0

42,000

71.1

-0.1

30,200

67

28,600

66.8

0.2

33,000

67.4

33,900

67.5

-0.1

17,600

65.6

17,900

65.7

-0.1

60,300

69.3

60,000

69.3

0.0

54,200

68.9

56,200

69.0

-0.1

60,300

69.3

60,600

69.3

0.0

61,000

69.4

61,700

69.4

0.0

70,000

70.0

69,800

70.0

0.0
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Table V-8 Continued

Roadway Segment
El Camino Real – SR 85 Ramps
17
to Bernardo Avenue
18 Ellis Street – US 101 Ramps to Fairchild Drive
El Monte Avenue – El Camino Real
19
to Springer Road
Evelyn Avenue – Calderon Avenue
20
to SR 85 Ramps
21 Evelyn Avenue – SR 237 to Bernardo Avenue
22 Grant Road – Phyllis Avenue to Cuesta Drive
23 Grant Road – Cuesta Drive to Covington Road
Middlefield Road – San Antonio Road
24
to Old Middlefield Way
Middlefield Road – Old Middlefield Way to
25
Independence Avenue
Middlefield Road – Sierra Vista Avenue to
26
Terra Bella Avenue
Middlefield Road – San Veron Avenue
27
to Moffett Boulevard
Middlefield Road – Moffett Boulevard
28
to Tyrella Avenue
29 Middlefield Road -Ellis Street to SR 237
Miramonte Avenue – El Camino Real
30
to Cuesta Drive
Miramonte Avenue – Cuesta Drive
31
to Covington Road
Moffett Boulevard – US 101 Ramps
32
to SR 85 Ramps
Moffett Boulevard – Middlefield Road
33
to Central Avenue
Old Middlefield Way – Rengstorff Avenue to
34
US 101 Ramps
Rengstorff Avenue – US 101 Ramps
35
to Old Middlefield Way
Rengstorff Avenue – Montecito Avenue to
36
Central Expressway
Rengstorff Avenue – University Avenue to
37
California Street
San Antonio Road – Bayshore Parkway
38
to US 101 Ramps
San Antonio Road – US 101 Ramps
39
to Charleston Road
San Antonio Road – San Antonio Circle to
40
California Street
San Antonio Road – El Camino Real
41
to Loucks Avenue
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1992 General Plan
Draft General Plan
Conditions in 2030
Conditions in 2030
Ldn (dBA)
Ldn (dBA)
Change
50 feet from
50 feet from from 1992
Centerline
Centerline
GP results
Average
of
compared to
Average
of
Daily
Outermost
Daily
Outermost 2030 Draft
Traffic
Lane
Traffic
Lane
GP Results
63,300

69.5

66,500

69.8

-0.3

25,500

67.7

29,900

68.4

-0.7

26,900

67.0

27,100

67.0

0.0

27,800

67.1

28,000

67.1

0.0

40,800
43,200
29,700

68.4
68.6
67

42,200
43,400
30,100

68.5
68.6
67.0

-0.1
0.0
0.0

17,800

65.2

18,500

65.3

-0.1

11,600

62.9

11,600

62.9

0.0

22,700

65.8

24,200

66.1

-0.3

22,400

65.7

22,600

65.8

-0.1

18,200

64.8

18,400

64.9

-0.1

18,200

64.8

17,000

64.5

0.3

36,500

68.3

39,100

68.6

-0.3

19,900

65.7

20,700

65.8

-0.1

23,700

66

20,400

65.3

0.7

24,400

66.5

25,900

66.8

-0.3

18,600

64.9

18,800

65.0

-0.1

32,300

67.8

36,100

68.2

-0.4

35,500

68.2

34,800

68.1

0.1

38,300

68.5

40,400

68.7

-0.2

16,600

65.9

17,900

66.3

-0.4

47,200

69.9

48,700

70.0

-0.1

65,300

69.1

66,400

69.2

-0.1

36,600

67.9

35,300

67.7

0.2
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Table V-8 Continued

Roadway Segment
Shoreline Boulevard – Charleston Road
42
to US 101 Ramps
Shoreline Boulevard – US 101 Ramps
43
to Middlefield Road
Shoreline Boulevard – Montecito Avenue to
44
Central Expressway
Shoreline Boulevard – Central Expressway to
45
California Street
Springer Road – El Monte Avenue
46
to Cuesta Drive
Whisman Road – Middlefield Road
47
to Central Expressway
48 SR 85 – Fremont Avenue to El Camino Real
49 SR 85 – SR 237 to Evelyn Avenue
50 SR 85 – Evelyn Avenue to Moffett Boulevard
51 US 101 – SR 237 to Ellis Street
52 US 101 – Ellis Street to Moffett Boulevard
53 US 101 – SR 85 to Old Middlefield Road
US 101 – Old Middlefield Road
54
to Rengstorff Avenue
US 101 – Rengstorff Avenue
55
to San Antonio Road
56 SR 237 – El Camino Real to SR 85
SR 237 – Sylvan Way
57
to Middlefield Road/Maude Avenue
SR 237 – Middlefield Road/
58
Maude Avenue to US 101

1992 General Plan
Draft General Plan
Conditions in 2030
Conditions in 2030
Ldn (dBA)
Ldn (dBA)
Change
50 feet from
50 feet from from 1992
Centerline
Centerline
GP results
Average
of
compared to
Average
of
Daily
Outermost
Daily
Outermost 2030 Draft
Traffic
Lane
Traffic
Lane
GP Results
36,800

67.9

37,400

68.0

-0.1

38,800

68.1

40,700

68.3

-0.2

52,200

69.4

48,800

69.1

0.3

50,500

68.6

53,400

68.8

-0.2

10,300

62.3

12,200

63

-0.7

25,100

66.7

24,900

66.6

0.1

126,800
96,900
111,800
204,900
190,200
281,500

79.3
78.1
78.7
80.7
80.4
82.1

128,700
100,400
115,700
208,700
193,400
286,300

79.3
78.2
78.9
80.8
80.5
82.2

0.0
-0.1
-0.2
-0.1
-0.1
-0.1

261,400

81.8

267,800

81.9

-0.1

235,700

81.4

243,200

81.5

-0.1

48,300

73.9

49,400

74.0

-0.1

98,000

76.3

98,300

76.3

0.0

110,500

76.8

110,400

76.8

0.0

dBA = A-weighted decibels.
Ldn = day/night equivalent noise level
ADT = Average Daily Trips
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., July 2011.

(7) Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. The No Project alternative would result in geology,
soils, and seismicity-related impacts that would be similar to those associated with the Draft General
Plan, primarily because development under both scenarios would be exposed to the same earthquake
hazards and existing geologic conditions (although fewer persons and employees would be exposed to
seismic hazards within Mountain View under the No Project alternative). Similar to the proposed
project, new development that would occur as part of the No Project alternative would be exposed to
hazards associated with fault rupture, ground-shaking, liquefaction, soil expansion, corrosive soils,
and other geologic hazards. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (requiring conformance with applicable
building and fire codes) and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (requiring a geotechnical investigation for
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new development projects) would also be required to reduce these potential effects to a less-thansignificant level.
(8) Hydrology and Water Quality. Although the No Project alternative would not be
subject to the comprehensive hydrology, flood protection/prevention, and stormwater management
policies of the Draft General Plan, new development would nevertheless be required to comply with
the stormwater regulations and permitting requirements of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Nonpoint Source Program, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), and the Santa Clara Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. Compliance with
these regulations and permitting requirements would ensure that the No Project alternative would not
generate stormwater that would have a substantial adverse effect on water bodies, or create flood
hazards. Policies to protect residents and their property from flood hazards under the 1992 General
Plan would ensure that the No Project alternative would not expose people or structures to hazards
associated with flooding. The 1992 General Plan policies would require updating the City’s Flood
Insurance Rate Maps with FEMA and SCVWD, enforcing the City’s Drainage and Flood Control
Ordinance, coordinating with SCVWD to maintain and improve flood control programs and facilities,
and developing capital improvement plans to improve the City’s storm drainage system. Therefore,
the No Project alternative would result in approximately the same hydrology and water quality
impacts associated with the proposed project.
(9) Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development
under the No Project alternative would result in the transport, use, and handling of commerciallyavailable hazardous materials. The use of these materials is regulated by existing federal, State, and
local hazardous materials regulations. Compliance with existing federal, State, and local regulations
would ensure that new schools are not built within the vicinity of an active hazardous materials site
such that the health of students and staff would be compromised. Also similar to the Draft General
Plan, City-wide redevelopment activities under the alternative could expose persons to contaminant
levels in excess of Environmental Screening Levels. In addition, existing Superfund sites in and
around the City could result in the release of contaminants that could pose a risk to residents and
employees within Mountain View. Therefore, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (requiring an environmental site assessment prior to development projects) and Mitigation HAZ-2 (requiring the monitoring of Superfund sites in and around the City) would be required. Similar to the project, development
under the No Project alternative could hinder emergency response. Therefore, Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1 (requiring the City to collaborate with emergency responders) would also be required.
(10) Biological Resources. The No Project alternative would not result in the implementation
of the comprehensive biological resources protection policies of the Draft General Plan, but would
generally result in the protection of key open space features in the City (such as Permanente Creek
and Stevens Creek) that have habitat value. The 1992 General Plan also includes policies that seek the
protection of wetlands and shoreline environments. In addition, sponsors of individual projects
proposed under the No Project alternative would be required to comply with applicable federal and
State biological resources policies, which would protect sensitive plant and animal species. Therefore,
the No Project alternative would likely result in impacts to biological resources that are similar to
those that would result from the proposed project. Similar to the Draft General Plan, additional
protection measures would be required for specific species of interest, including burrowing owl and
Congdon’s tarplant. In addition, potential impacts to bird nests and bat roosts would also require
mitigation, as no policies in the 1992 General Plan would specifically protect these resources.
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(11) Cultural Resources. The 1992 General Plan, which would continue to be implemented
as part of the No Project alternative, does not include specific policies related to the protection of
historic built resources, but designated historic buildings in the City would be afforded protection
under the City’s development review process. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development
activities associated with the No Project alternative could disturb archaeological resources, including
human remains and palentontologicalpaleontological resources. Therefore, implementation of
Mitigation Measures CULT-1 and CULT-2 (which establish a protocol for the protection of archaeological and paleontological resources) and Mitigation Measure CULT-3 (which would protect human
remains) would be required.
(12) Public Services. Because the No Project alternative would result in reduced population,
housing, and employment growth compared to the Draft General Plan, it would generate a slightly
reduced demand for public services, including fire and emergency, police, schools, and parks
services, and community facilities compared to the proposed project. Similar to the Draft General
Plan, the 1992 General Plan contains policies and actions that seek to encourage collaboration
between the City and service providers, reduce fire and other risks, and grow the City’s park and open
space system. Therefore, the No Project alternative would not result in significant effects related to
fire and emergency services, community facilities, and parks. The 1992 General Plan includes an
action related to maintaining adequate police staffing, but may not meet the staffing levels in the City
of Mountain View Police/Fire Administration Building Space Needs Study. Mitigation Measure PS-1
would be required to achieve these staffing levels. In addition, similar to the Draft General Plan, the
1992 General Plan does not identify specific locations for new schools and therefore would not ensure
the development of adequate school facilities. Therefore, Mitigation Measure PS-2 would be required,
similar to the proposed project.
(13) Utilities. Because the No Project alternative would result in reduced growth compared to
the Draft General Plan, it would result in reduced impacts related to water demand, wastewater
generation, waste generation, and energy use. However, the Draft General Plan would result in lessthan-significant impacts in these areas. The growth projections in the 2010 Urban Water Management
Plan would encompass the growth that would result from the No Project alternative. Therefore,
adequate water supplies would be available to serve the alternative. The City’s Water Contingency
Plan and the Water Master Plan (which would also be operable under the No Project alternative)
would also reduce water demand during periods of water shortages, and allow long-term planning for
water infrastructure to meet area growth, similar to the proposed project. The City’s Sewer Master
Plan and Sewer System Management Plan also encompass growth projected under the No Project
alternative. Therefore, the alternative would be adequately served by wastewater treatment infrastructure and would not be expected to result in releases of wastewater that would violate water quality
standards. Similar to the Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative would not compromise the
capacity of an existing landfill. The No Project alternative would not be subject to the numerous
energy conservation measures identified in the GGRP. Therefore, the alternative would likely result
in greater per capita energy use than under the Draft General Plan. However, the 1992 General Plan
contains many policies designed to conserve energy, including those relating to transportation
demand management measures, promoting increased transit use, encouraging the use of solar energy,
and recycling waste. Therefore, although the No Project alternative would not implement the new
energy conservation measures contained in the GGRP, this alternative would not result in a wasteful
use of energy.
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(14) Visual Resources. The policies of the Draft General Plan build on those of the 1992
General Plan. Therefore, the No Project alternative would result in impacts to visual resources that are
similar to those of the Draft General Plan. The 1992 General Plan seeks to promote visual access to
San Francisco Bay, preserve scenic views, and encourage compatible design. Therefore, the No
Project alternative would not substantially degrade visual character, adversely affect scenic resources,
or obstruct scenic vistas and views. Similar to the Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative
would allow for the protection of views of surrounding mountains and the Bay. Also similar to the
Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative may result in increased light and glare, which would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure VIS-1.

C.

LOWER INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE

1.

Principal Characteristics

The Lower Intensity alternative would result in new population and employment growth in the City
that would be greater than that associated with the No Project alternative but less than that associated
with the Draft General Plan. This intermediate level of growth would be achieved through less
intensive development in the specified change areas (at an FAR of approximately 0.75) identified in
the Draft General Plan; geographically smaller change areas especially in the North Bayshore and
East Whisman areas;1 a reduction in the jobs and housing growth proposed under the project in the
North Bayshore and East Whisman areas, and a reduction in the growth along major transportation
corridors. The TDM programs and GGRP would be adopted and implemented as part of this
alternative.
Table V-1 shows the demographic characteristics of the Lower Intensity alternative and other alternatives evaluated in detail in this chapter. At full implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative in
2030, the City would contain a population of 84,750 with 40,340 dwelling units and 76,380 jobs.
Compared to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would result in 3,820 fewer
residents, 1,900 fewer dwelling units, and 5,850 fewer jobs. Therefore, similar to the No Project
alternative (but to a lesser extent), some of the expected population and job growth in the area would
have to be accommodated in adjacent cities or elsewhere in the region.
Population and job growth would be reduced in the North Bayshore and East Whisman areas. Under
the alternative, the mix of commercial, research and development, and residential uses would be less
intense in the North Bayshore Area than anticipated under implementation of the Draft General Plan.
The area would be developed with some new bike, pedestrian, and transit connections to Downtown
and other key areas of the City, but overall activity levels would be reduced compared to the Draft
General Plan. Similarly, the East Whisman area would continue to grow as a transit-oriented employment center with walkable village centers; however, overall development would be less intense in this
area compared to the development envisioned in the Draft General Plan (thus potentially diminishing
the viability of the village center concept). Along major transportation corridors, including El Camino
Real, development intensity would also be reduced compared to the Draft General Plan. This reduced

1

The geographic extent of the change areas in this alternative are the change areas without the area designated as
“Added to Study Areas” on the Mountain View General Plan Update Land Use Strategy figure presented to the Environmental Planning Commission and City Council in November, 2010.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\5-Alternatives.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

615

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
V. ALTERNATIVES

development intensity would be visible in the built environment in the form of shorter structures,
reduced building footprints, and additional open space and/or surface parking.
As noted above, the Lower Intensity alternative would include adoption and implementation of the
GGRP. Therefore, the various transportation, energy, and water conservation measures and actions
that are incorporated in the GGRP would be implemented City-wide. These measures would tend to
encourage compact, transit-oriented development, reduced dependence on private motor vehicles,
energy-efficient construction, and water conservation.
The Lower Intensity alternative would generally achieve all of the objectives of the Draft General
Plan and GGRP, but not to the extent of the project (see Table V-9 at the end of this chapter). In
particular, the following objectives would not be achieved to the extent of the project, namely because
development would occur at lower levels of intensity:
x

Support the broad goal of sustainable planning and greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies
identified through regional planning initiatives, including the Sustainable Communities Strategy,
Grand Boulevard Initiative, Bus Rapid Transit Planning, and climate change adaptation
strategies;

x

Achieve community-wide sustainability goals through land use and transportation planning and
other strategies as identified in the City’s Environmental Sustainability Task Force report,
Environmental Sustainability Action Plan, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program, Communitywide Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets, and Pedestrian Master Plan;

x

Focus future growth in “change areas” along major transportation corridors such as El Camino
Real, Caltrain, and VTA Light Rail, as identified in the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Strategy Diagram;

x

Support more complete neighborhoods through focused increases in land use intensities and
‘village center’ policies;

x

Create new and diverse housing opportunities in “change areas” and sites identified in the
Housing Element to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation obligations;

x

Accommodate Mountain View’s fair share of regional population and employment growth, as
identified by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and other regional planning
organizations.

x

Provide an integrated and sustainable land use and transportation policy direction for the North
Bayshore area, including more diverse land uses, improved transit connections, creation of a
Transportation Management Association, and policy direction for future highly sustainable
development; and

x

Create and enhance a complete, multi-modal transportation system, with improved transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that encourages people to choose non-automotive means of
travel.

2.

Analysis of Lower Intensity Alternative

The potential impacts of the Lower Intensity alternative are described below.
(1) Land Use. The Lower Intensity alternative would result in approximately the same land
use patterns as the Draft General Plan, with a few key differences. First, overall land use intensities
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would be reduced slightly. Second, the intensities of land uses in the change areas targeted in the
Draft General Plan would be reduced. In particular, less housing and job growth would occur in the
North Bayshore and East Whisman areas. Along major transportation corridors, including El Camino
Real, development intensity would also be reduced compared to the Draft General Plan. This reduced
development intensity would change the land use pattern of the City by resulting in smaller building
heights and footprints and/or additional open space and surface parking. However, under this
alternative, the GGRP would still be in- place, which would encourage compact development near
transit stations.
The less-intense land use patterns that would be developed as part of the Lower Intensity alternative
would not divide an established community, as changenew development would be focused in change
areas (although not to the extent of the proposed project) and would be accompanied by changes in
the City’s infrastructure that are intended to promote connectivity (e.g., enhanced bicycle and
pedestrian trails). In addition, because new land uses would be similar to existing ones, and change
would be focused in specific areas, the Lower Intensity alternative would not introduce new land uses
that would conflict with established uses. Likewise, similar to the Draft General Plan, the land use
changes anticipated under the Lower Intensity alternative would not conflict with established
planning documents. Areas around the San Francisco Bay shoreline and in the vicinity of Moffett
Federal Airfield would be protected from incompatible development. Impacts to agricultural
resources (and the provisions of the City’s one existing Williamson Act contract) would be identical
to those impacts that would result from the Draft General Plan. These impacts would be less than
significant.
(2) Population, Employment, and Housing. At full implementation of the Lower Intensity
alternative in 2030, the City would contain a population of 84,750 with 40,340 dwelling units and
76,380 jobs. Compared to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would result in
3,820 fewer residents, 1,900 fewer dwelling units, and 5,850 fewer jobs.
The population and job growth that would occur under the Lower Intensity alternative would not be
considered substantial and adverse, as Mountain View – with an abundance of transit in a location in
close proximity to regional population and commercial centers – is an appropriate place for increased
growth. The reduced growth associated with the Lower Intensity alternative may be considered a lost
opportunity for accommodating job and housing growth in an area where long commutes may be
reduced (with resulting benefits to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions). In addition, the jobs/
housing balance that would result from the alternative would be approximately the same as that
resulting from the Draft General Plan.
In addition, similar to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would not be expected
to displace substantial amounts of housing, and would increase the City’s overall housing supply.
Similar to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would be designed to protect
existing residential neighborhoods. However, the Lower Intensity alternative would slightly fall short
of ABAG’s population projection for the City of 87,300 in 2030. Nevertheless, this projected shortfall
would not be considered a significant environmental effect because it would not create related
adverse environmental effects.
(3) Transportation and Circulation. The Lower Intensity alternative would result in a
similar proportion of local roadway segments with a Level of Service of E or F under 2030 conditions
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and would increase VMT per service population compared to existing conditions, namely due to
reduced land use intensities near major transportation corridors, less effective village centers, and
reduced transit-oriented development. The provision of reduced housing near local jobs (compared to
the Draft General Plan) would increase in-commuting and associated roadway congestion. Therefore,
the alternative would result in similar impacts to the transportation system as the Draft General Plan.
(4) Air Quality. Development of the Lower Intensity alternative would result in significant
levels of transportation and construction-related emissions but would include the same progressive
policy framework as the Draft General Plan and GGRP related to air quality. The BAAQMD 2010
Clean Air Plan includes air emission control measures in the areas of transportation and mobile
source emissions, land use and energy conservation. As with the proposed project, the Reduced
Intensity alternative would not include all of the control measures of the latest Clean Air Plan,
therefore resulting in impacts similar to those identified under Impact AIR-1. Implementation of the
measures identified in Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would be required to bring the Lower Intensity
alternative into compliance. As with Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-3 for the proposed project, the
Lower Intensity alternative would result in land use patterns and a mix of jobs and housing that would
result in an increase in the VMT per service population when compared to the Draft General Plan at
full implementation in 2030. Therefore, implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative would
violate applicable air quality standards related to the release of project level and cumulative ozone
precursor emissions. As with the proposed project under Impact AIR-4, the Lower Intensity alternative would not include overlay zones around existing and proposed land uses that emit TACs. Therefore, the Lower Intensity alternative has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level. As with Impact AIR-5 under the proposed project, the Lower Intensity
alternative also would not include policies to reduce odor impacts in the plan area. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AIR-5 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
(5) Global Climate Change. Development of the Lower Intensity alternative would result in
significant levels of transportation and construction-related emissions but would include implementation of the GGRP. The Lower Intensity alternative would implement the GGRP and as discussed
previously, the GGRP has been prepared as a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy under the standards
established by the BAAQMD. The GGRP is consistent with the goals of AB 32 and meets all of the
standards consistent with the requirements of qualified GHG Reduction Strategies. Therefore,
consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, all future projects that are consistent with the adopted GGRP
would be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact related to GHG emissions.
The Lower Intensity alternative would result in reduced VMT compared to that identified in the
Climate Change analysis for the proposed project. Therefore, implementation of the Lower Intensity
alternative is not expected to conflict with a qualified greenhouse gas reduction strategy, result in
significant greenhouse gas emissions, or conflict with an applicable plan adopted for the purpose of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. However, the impacts of global climate change on sea level rise
would occur under all future scenarios.
(6) Noise. Under implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative, it is anticipated that
overall average daily traffic volumes would decrease from the volumes anticipated under the Draft
General Plan, thus resulting in overall smaller increases in traffic noise levels on highway and
roadway segments throughout the City. However, the Lower Intensity alternative may include the
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development of new sensitive land uses in the vicinity of existing traffic noise sources. Implementation of Draft General Plan Policy NOI 1.1 would ensure that noise impacts from traffic sources are
minimized by requiring the use of the Land Use Compatibility Standards as a guide for requiring
additional analysis and possible noise mitigation measures for making planning and development
decisions on projects with potential noise impacts. Draft General Plan Policies NOI 1.2 and NOI 1.3
would require new development of noise-sensitive land uses to incorporate noise-reducing measures
to meet the City’s stated acceptable interior and exterior noise exposure levels in order to protect
occupants from existing traffic noise source impacts. Draft Policy NOI 1.4 would require the City to
consider site planning and project design strategies, including the use of noise barriers, if necessary,
to achieve the proposed noise level standards for new development projects. Draft Policy NOI 1.5
would encourage the reduction of noise impacts from major arterials and freeways. Draft Policy NOI
1.6 and the associated actions would require the investigation and, if necessary, the mitigation of
noise impacts from traffic noise sources on sensitive receptors that include residential, school,
hospital, and childcare land uses. Therefore, implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative would
not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from traffic noise sources,
and this impact would be considered less than significant.
A significant impact would occur if a project would result in a substantial (5 dBA or greater) permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
Similar to Impact NOI-1 analyzed for the Draft General Plan, implementation of the Lower Intensity
alternative could result in substantially higher future traffic noise when compared to corresponding
existing levels. Traffic noise reduction mitigation measures, such as sound walls, would not be
feasible, due to existing ingress/egress requirements for adjacent land uses. Therefore, these increases
in traffic noise would remain a significant and unavoidable impact. In addition, any increase in
ambient noise levels for noise environments currently exposed to noise levels in excess of conditionally acceptable levels for noise sensitive land uses would be considered a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise, and mitigation must be considered. Therefore, with implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative, it is anticipated that land uses
adjacent to some roadway segments within the City could experience increases above cumulative
traffic noise levels. While these increases would be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise, mitigation measures, such as sound walls,
would not be feasible due to the fact that these roadways require ingress/egress access to adjacent
land uses or are State roadways and the City cannot require that sound walls be incorporated onto
these facilities. Therefore, similar to the Draft General Plan, potential increases in traffic noise under
this alternative would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact under cumulative
conditions.
Implementation of the Lower Intensity alternative is not anticipated to result in any substantial
increase in aircraft and railroad operations compared to existing conditions. While development that
would occur under the Draft General Plan could expose new sensitive land uses to excessive noise
levels from existing aircraft and railroad noise sources, policies included in the Draft General Plan
would require project-by-project environmental review to ensure that noise impacts from railroad
sources are considered for specific projects. Therefore, impacts from aircraft and railroad sources
would be anticipated to remain less-than-significant under implementation of the Lower Intensity
alternative.
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(7) Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. The Lower Intensity alternative would result in geology,
soils, and seismicity-related impacts that would be almost identical to those associated with the Draft
General Plan, primarily because development under both scenarios would be exposed to the same
earthquake hazards and existing geologic conditions (although fewer persons and employees would
be exposed to seismic hazards within Mountain View under the alternative). Similar to the Draft
General Plan, new development that would occur as part of the Lower Intensity alternative would be
exposed to hazards associated with fault rupture, ground-shaking, liquefaction, soil expansion,
corrosive soils, and other geologic hazards. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (requiring conformance with
applicable building and fire codes) and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (requiring a geotechnical investigation for new development projects) would also be required to reduce these potential effects to a
less-than-significant level.
(8) Hydrology and Water Quality. The Lower Intensity alternative would be subject to the
comprehensive hydrology, flood protection/prevention, and stormwater management policies of the
Draft General Plan. In addition, new development would be required to comply with the stormwater
regulations and permitting requirements of the NPDES Nonpoint Source Program, the RWQCB, and
the Santa Clara Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. Compliance with the hydrology and
water quality-related policies in the Draft General Plan and applicable regulations and permitting
requirements would ensure that the Lower Intensity alternative would not generate stormwater that
would have a substantial adverse effect on water bodies, or create flood hazards. Therefore, the
Lower Intensity alternative would result in approximately the same hydrology and water quality
impacts associated with the proposed project.
(9) Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development
under the Lower Intensity alternative would result in the transport, use, and handling of commercially-available hazardous materials. The use of these materials is regulated by existing federal, State,
and local hazardous materials regulations. Compliance with these regulations, in addition to policies
in the Draft General Plan, would ensure that new schools are not built within the vicinity of an active
hazardous materials site such that the health of students and staff would be compromised. Also
similar to the Draft General Plan, City-wide redevelopment activities under the alternative could
expose persons to contaminant levels in excess of Environmental Screening Levels. In addition,
existing Superfund sites in and around the City could result in the release of contaminants that could
pose a risk to residents and employees within Mountain View. Therefore, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1
(requiring an environmental site assessment for development projects) and Mitigation HAZ-2 (requiring the monitoring of Superfund sites in and around the City) would be required. Similar to the
project, development under the Lower Intensity alternative would hinder emergency response.
Therefore, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 (requiring the City to collaborate with emergency
responders) would also be required.
(10) Biological Resources. The Lower Intensity alternative would result in the implementation of the comprehensive biological resources protection policies of the Draft General Plan. In
addition, the provision of open space (including around Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, and marsh
areas adjacent to the Bay) would be almost identical to that of the Draft General Plan. Furthermore,
sponsors of individual projects proposed under the Lower Intensity alternative would be required to
comply with applicable federal and State biological resources policies, which would protect sensitive
plant and animal species. Therefore, the Lower Intensity alternative would likely result in significant
but mitigable impacts to biological resources that are almost identical to those that would result from
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the proposed project. Similar to the Draft General Plan, additional protection measures would be
required for specific species of interest, including burrowing owl and Congdon’s tarplant. In addition,
potential impacts to bird nests and bat roosts would also require mitigation.
(11) Cultural Resources. Similar to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative
would be subject to an action that would require the City to maintain and update the Mountain View
Register, which would facilitate the official designation of historical resources within the City and
ensure that listed resources are subject to the protection afforded by the City’s review process. Therefore, the Lower Intensity alternative would not result in adverse effects to historic built resources.
Similar to the Draft General Plan, development activities associated with the Lower Intensity alternative could disturb archaeological resources, including human remains and paleontological resources.
Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1 and CULT-2 (which establish a protocol
for the protection of archaeological and paleontological resources) and Mitigation Measure CULT-3
(which would protect human remains) would be required.
(12) Public Services. Because the Lower Intensity alternative would result in reduced population, housing, and employment growth compared to the Draft General Plan, it would generate a
slightly reduced demand for public services, including fire and emergency, police, schools, and parks
services, and community facilities compared to the proposed project. The alternative would be subject
to the policies in the Draft General Plan that seek to encourage collaboration between the City and
service providers, reduce fire and other risks, and grow the City’s park and open space system.
Therefore, the Lower Intensity alternative would not result in significant effects related to fire and
emergency services, community facilities, and parks. Mitigation Measure PS-1 would be required to
achieve required police staffing levels. In addition, similar to the Draft General Plan, Mitigation
Measure PS-2 would be required to ensure the provision of adequate school facilities.
(13) Utilities. Because the Lower Intensity alternative would result in reduced growth
compared to the Draft General Plan, it would result in reduced impacts related to water demand,
wastewater generation, waste generation, and energy use. However, the Draft General Plan would
result in less-than-significant impacts in these areas (thus the Lower Intensity alternative would not
avoid significant impacts on utility systems). The growth projections in the 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan would encompass the growth that would result from the Lower Intensity alternative. Therefore, adequate water supplies would be available to serve the alternative. The City’s Water
Contingency Plan and the Water Master Plan (which would also be operable under the Lower
Intensity alternative) would also reduce water demand during periods of water shortages, and allow
long-term planning for water infrastructure to meet area growth, similar to the proposed project. The
City’s Sewer Master Plan and Sewer System Management Plan also encompass growth projected
under the Lower Intensity alternative. Therefore, the alternative would be adequately served by
wastewater treatment infrastructure and would not be expected to result in releases of wastewater that
would violate water quality standards. Similar to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would not compromise the capacity of an existing landfill. The Lower Intensity alternative would
be subject to the numerous energy conservation measures identified in the GGRP, resulting in substantially reduced per capita energy use and substantial energy savings. Similar to the project, this
would be considered a beneficial impact of the Lower Intensity alternative.
(14) Visual Resources. The Lower Intensity alternative would result in impacts to visual
resources that are similar to those of the Draft General Plan, mainly because the Draft General Plan
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contains numerous policies designed to protect visual character and scenic views (and enhance urban
design), and these policies would be implemented as part of the Lower Intensity alternative. Similar
to the Draft General Plan, the Lower Intensity alternative would not substantially degrade visual
character, adversely affect scenic resources, or obstruct scenic vistas and views. In addition, the
Lower Intensity alternative may result in increased light and glare, which would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure VIS-1.

D.

INCREASED HOUSING ALTERNATIVE

1.

Principal Characteristics

The Increased Housing alternative is intended to substantially reduce the VMT per service population
and achieve other environmental benefits by providing additional housing (approximately 50,870
total units) in the City in close proximity to jobs. The amount of housing that would be developed
under the Increased Housing alternative would exceed that of the Draft General Plan (and the No
Project alternative and Lower Intensity alternative). The GGRP would be adopted and implemented
as part of this alternative. The alternative is designed to better balance jobs and housing, thus resulting in regional environmental benefits associated with reduced commutes (and per capita VMT),
better access to transit, and more affordable housing (due both to a larger supply, which would be
expected to exert downward pressure on housing prices, and the implementation of the City’s
affordable housing policies).
Table V-1 shows the demographic characteristics of the Increased Housing alternative and other
alternatives evaluated in detail in this chapter. At full implementation of the Increased Housing
alternative in 2030, the City would contain a population of 106,320 with 50,870 dwelling units and
82,230 jobs. Compared to the Draft General Plan, the Increased Housing alternative would result in
17,750 additional residents, 8,630 additional dwelling units, and the same number of jobs.
The additional housing that would be developed under the alternative would be located primarily in
twothree change areas: the North Bayshore, and East Whisman areas, but would also occur along El
Camino Real, and in the San Antonio change areas. The North Bayshore and East Whisman change
areas were was designated as being the mostan appropriate locations for additional high-density
housing because they areit is anticipated to experience substantial job growth through 2030 and
would be well-connectedsee improved connections to key destinations. Under the Increased Housing
alternative, the North Bayshore area would continue to function as a major high-tech employment
center in the City, with an intensive mix of commercial, research and development, and high density
residential land uses. The campus-like environment planned in this area would contain a substantial
amount of housing in the Bayshore Mixed-Use and Mixed-Use Center land use designations, at much
higher densities than proposed under the Draft General Plan. The El Camino Real change area
provides opportunities for compact residential and mixed use development that is strategically located
near services and transit stops. The San Antonio Change Area Plan includes residential uses located
near services and with the opportunity for improved bicycle and pedestrian connections to Caltrain
and VTA stations.
The East Whisman area would also function as a transit-oriented employment center, with increased
land use intensities along the light rail transit corridor and village centers encompassing a range of
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land uses. Similar to the North Bayshore area, residential densities in the East Whisman area would
be much higher than proposed as part of the Draft General Plan.
As noted above, the Increased Housing alternative would include adoption and implementation of the
TDM programs and GGRP. Therefore, the various transportation, energy, and water conservation
measures and actions that are incorporated in the GGRP would be implemented City-wide. These
measures would tend to encourage compact, transit-oriented development and reduced dependence on
private motor vehicles.
The Increased Housing alternative would fully achieve all twelve of the objectives of the Draft
General Plan and GGRP (see Table V-9 at the end of this chapter). The alternative would achieve
these objectives primarily by creating a development pattern that is characterized by intensive
development in change areas, increased transit use, and an expanded housing supply located in close
proximity to jobs.

2.

Analysis of Increased Housing Alternative

The potential impacts of the Increased Housing alternative are described below.
(1) Land Use. The Increased Housing alternative would result in the same general land use
patterns as the Draft General Plan, but with substantially more housing located primarily in the North
Bayshore, El Camino Real, and San Antonio changeand East Whisman areas. The twothree change
areas would have the same land use functions as under the Draft General Plan, but with a much
greater amount of residential development. Under the alternative, the North Bayshore area would
continue to function as a major high-tech employment center in the City, with an intensive mix of
commercial, research and development space, and more intense residential land uses than proposed as
part of the Draft General Plan. The East Whisman area would function as a transit-oriented
employment center, with increased land use intensities along the light rail transit corridor and village
centers encompassing a range of land uses, with intensified residential uses compared to the Draft
General Plan.
Because the additional residential uses would be focused in twothree change areas that are wellconnected to other parts of the City and near the City’s job centers, they would not result in adverse
land use impacts. In particular, they would not divide an established community, as changenew
development (including higher-density residential uses) would be focused in the twothree change
areas and (similar to the Draft General Plan) would be accompanied by changes in the City’s
infrastructure that are intended to promote connectivity (e.g., enhanced bicycle and pedestrian trails).
In addition, because new land uses would be similar to existing ones, and changenew development
would be focused in specific areas, the Increased Housing alternative would not introduce new land
use that would conflict with established uses. Likewise, similar to the Draft General Plan, the land use
changes anticipated under the Increased Housing alternative would not conflict with established
planning documents. Impacts to agricultural resources (and the provisions of the City’s one existing
Williamson Act contract) would be identical to those impacts that would result from the Draft
General Plan. Impacts to agricultural resources would be less than significant.
(2) Population, Employment, and Housing. The Increased Housing alternative would
substantially increase the City’s residential population compared to the Draft General Plan. At full
implementation of the Increased Housing alternative in 2030, the City would contain a population of
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106,320 and 50,870 dwelling units and 82,230 jobs. Compared to the Draft General Plan, the
Increased Housing alternative would result in 17,750 additional residents, 8,630 additional dwelling
units, and the same number of jobs.
This alternative is designed to better balance jobs and housing, thus resulting in regional environmental benefits associated with reduced commutes (and per capita VMT), better access to transit, and
more affordable housing (due both to a larger supply, which would be expected to exert downward
pressure on housing prices, and the implementation of the City’s affordable housing policies). The
City’s jobs/housing balance would be 1.11.6 at full implementation of the alternative (compared to a
ratio of 1.9 associated with the Draft General Plan), thus potentially increasing opportunities to live
close to employment, reducing commutes and regional air pollution.
The population and job growth that would occur under the alternative would not be considered
substantial and adverse, as Mountain View – with an abundance of jobs, transit, and a location in
close proximity to regional population and commercial centers – is an appropriate place for increased
growth. In addition, similar to the Draft General Plan, the Increased Housing alternative would not be
expected to displace substantial amounts of housing, and would substantially increase the City’s
overall housing supply (to a greater degree than the Draft General Plan). Similar to the Draft General
Plan, the Increased Housing alternative would be designed to protect existing residential neighborhoods.
(3) Transportation and Circulation. The Increased Housing alternative would reduce the
Draft General Plan Conditions (2030) VMT per service population from 19.01 to 18.79. However, the
Increased Housing alternative VMT per service population would remain higher than the existing
conditions VMT per service population of 18.26. This slightThe increase in per capita VMT over
existing conditions would occur because of overall regional growth and increased destination choices
within Mountain View and throughout the Bay Area region, and related effects on travel patterns.
Furthermore, although much of the development that would occur under the Increased Housing
alternative would be located near major transit facilities, and/or complementary land uses, the average
trip length in 2030 would increase due to the greater rate of increase in jobs than population in the
City from existing conditions. Therefore, while the this alternative would substantially reduce per
capita VMT compared to the Draft General Plan, it would not reduce impacts to the operation of the
regional transportation system to a less-than-significant level.
(4) Air Quality. Development of the Increased Housing alternative is intended to maintain
VMT at approximately existing conditions and would include the same progressive policy framework
as the Draft General Plan and GGRP related to air quality. The BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan
includes air emission control measures relevant to the proposed project in the areas of transportation
and mobile source emissions, land use, and energy conservation. The Increased Housing alternative
would not include all of the control measures of the latest Clean Air Plan, therefore resulting in
Impact AIR-1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would be required to bring the
Increased Housing alternative into compliance. The Increased Housing alternative would maintain
VMT at approximately existing conditions by locating housing closer to employment locations.
Therefore, implementation of the Increased Housing alternative would not result in the significant
Impacts AIR-2 and AIR-3 and would not be anticipated to violate applicable air quality standards
related to the release of project level and cumulative ozone precursor emissions. As with the proposed
project under Impact AIR-4, the Increased Housing alternative would not include overlay zones
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around existing and proposed land uses that emit TACs. Therefore, the Increased Housing alternative
has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. As with
Impact AIR-5 under the proposed project, the Increased Housing alternative also does not include
policies to reduce odor impacts in the plan area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-5 would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
(5) Global Climate Change. The Increased Housing alternative would result in approximately the same VMT as under existing conditions by locating housing closer to employment
locations. Development associated with this alternative would result in construction-related emissions. The Increased Housing alternative would implement the GGRP, which has been prepared as a
qualified GHG Reduction Strategy under the standards established by the BAAQMD. The GGRP is
consistent with the goals of AB 32 and meets all of the standards consistent with the requirements of
qualified GHG Reduction Strategies.
Because the Increased Housing alternative would result in approximately the same per capita VMT as
under existing conditions, implementation of thethis Lower Intensity alternative is not expected to
conflict with a qualified greenhouse gas reduction strategy, result in significant greenhouse gas
emissions, or conflict with an applicable plan adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. However, the impacts of global climate change on sea level rise would occur under all
future scenarios. Therefore, as with the proposed project, Impact GCC-1 would apply to the Lower
IntensityIncreased Housing alternative, and Mitigation Measure GCC-1 would be required to reduce
this impact.
(6) Noise. Under full implementation of the Increased Housing alternative, it is anticipated
that total average daily traffic volumes would be greater than what would occur under the Draft
General Plan, resulting in traffic noise levels on highway and roadway segments throughout the City
that would be higher compared to the Draft General Plan. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development allowed under the Increased Housing alternative may include the development of new sensitive
land uses in the vicinity of existing traffic noise sources. Implementation of Draft General Plan Policy
NOI 1.1 would ensure that noise impacts from traffic sources are minimized by requiring the use of
the Land Use Compatibility Standards as a guide for requiring additional analysis and possible noise
mitigation measures for making planning and development decisions on projects with potential noise
impacts. Draft General Plan Policies NOI 1.2 and NOI 1.3 would require new development of noisesensitive land uses to incorporate noise-reducing measures to meet the City’s stated acceptable
interior and exterior noise exposure levels in order to protect occupants from existing traffic noise
source impacts. Draft Policy NOI 1.4 would require the City to consider site planning and project
design strategies, including the use of noise barriers, if necessary, to achieve the proposed noise level
standards for new development projects. Draft Policy NOI 1.5 would encourage the reduction of
noise impacts from major arterials and freeways. Draft Policy NOI 1.6 and the associated actions
would require the investigation and, if necessary, the mitigation of noise impacts from traffic noise
sources on sensitive receptors that include residential, school, hospital, and childcare land uses.
Therefore, implementation of the Increased Housing alternative would not result in the exposure of
sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from traffic noise sources, and this impact would be
considered less than significant.
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A significant impact would occur if a project would result in a substantial (5 dBA or greater) permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
Similar to Impact NOI-1 analyzed for the Draft General Plan, implementation of the Increased
Housing alternative could result in substantially higher future traffic noise when compared to corresponding existing levels (in addition, because of higher traffic volumes, roadway noise would likely
be increased compared to the Draft General Plan). Traffic noise reduction mitigation measures, such
as sound walls, would not be feasible, due to existing ingress/egress requirements for adjacent land
uses. Therefore, these increases in traffic noise would remain a significant and unavoidable impact. In
addition, any increase in ambient noise levels for noise environments currently exposed to noise
levels in excess of conditionally acceptable levels for noise sensitive land uses would be considered a
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise, and
mitigation must be considered. Therefore, with implementation of the Increased Housing alternative,
it is anticipated that land uses adjacent to some roadway segments within the City could experience
increases above cumulative traffic noise levels (and these increases could surpass those associated
with the Draft General Plan). While these increases would be considered a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise, mitigation measures, such as
sound walls, would not be feasible due to the fact that these roadways require ingress/egress access to
adjacent land uses or are State roadways and the City cannot require that sound walls be incorporated
onto these facilities. Therefore, similar to the Draft General Plan, potential increases in traffic noise
under this alternative would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact under cumulative
conditions.
Implementation of the Increased Housing alternative is not anticipated to result in any substantial
increase in aircraft and railroad operations compared to existing conditions. While development that
would occur under the Draft General Plan could expose new sensitive land uses to excessive noise
levels from existing aircraft and railroad noise sources, policies included in the Draft General Plan
would require project-by-project environmental review to ensure that noise impacts from railroad
sources are considered for specific projects. Therefore, impacts from aircraft and railroad sources
would be anticipated to remain less-than-significant under implementation of the Increased Housing
alternative.
(7) Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. The Increased Housing alternative would result in
geology, soils, and seismicity-related impacts that would be similar to those associated with the Draft
General Plan, primarily because development under both scenarios would be exposed to the same
earthquake hazards and existing geologic conditions (although a much higher number of residents
would be exposed to seismic hazards within Mountain View under the alternative). Similar to the
Draft General Plan, new development that would occur as part of the Increased Housing alternative
would be exposed to hazards associated with fault rupture, ground-shaking, liquefaction, soil expansion, corrosive soils, and other geologic hazards. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (requiring conformance
with applicable building and fire codes) and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (requiring a geotechnical
investigation for new development projects) would also be required to reduce these potential effects
to a less-than-significant level.
(8) Hydrology and Water Quality. The Increased Housing alternative would be subject to
the comprehensive hydrology, flood protection/prevention, and stormwater management policies of
the Draft General Plan. In addition, new development would be required to comply with the stormwater regulations and permitting requirements of the NPDES Nonpoint Source Program, the RWQCB,
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and the Santa Clara Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. Compliance with the hydrology and
water quality-related policies in the Draft General Plan and applicable regulations and permitting
requirements would ensure that the Increased Housing alternative would not generate stormwater that
would have a substantial adverse effect on water bodies, or create flood hazards. Therefore, the
Increased Housing alternative would result in approximately the same hydrology and water quality
impacts associated with the proposed project. Stormwater runoff impacts could be increased slightly
under the alternative due to the construction of additional housing, but the implementation of standard
stormwater control and treatment practices would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.
(9) Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development
under the Increased Housing alternative would result in the transport, use, and handling of commercially-available hazardous materials. The use of these materials is regulated by existing federal, State,
and local hazardous materials regulations. Compliance with existing federal, State, and local regulations, in addition to policies in the Draft General Plan, would ensure that new schools are not built
within the vicinity of an active hazardous materials site such that the health of students and staff
would be compromised. Also similar to the Draft General Plan, City-wide redevelopment activities
under the alternative could expose persons to contaminant levels in excess of Environmental Screening Levels. In addition, existing Superfund sites in and around the City could result in the release of
contaminants that could pose a risk to residents and employees within Mountain View. Therefore,
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (requiring an environmental site assessment for development projects)
and Mitigation HAZ-2 (requiring the monitoring of Superfund sites in and around the City) would be
required. Similar to the project, development under the Increased Housing alternative would hinder
emergency response. Therefore, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 (requiring the City to collaborate with
emergency responders) would also be required.
(10) Biological Resources. The Increased Housing alternative would result in the implementation of the comprehensive biological resources protection policies of the Draft General Plan. In
addition, the provision of open space (including around Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, and marsh
areas adjacent to the Bay) would be almost identical to that of the Draft General Plan. Furthermore,
sponsors of individual projects proposed under the Increased Housing alternative would be required
to comply with applicable federal and State biological resources policies, which would protect
sensitive plant and animal species. Therefore, the Increased Housing alternative would likely result in
significant but mitigable impacts to biological resources that are almost identical to those that would
result from the proposed project. Similar to the Draft General Plan, additional protection measures
would be required for specific species of interest, including burrowing owl and Congdon’s tarplant. In
addition, potential impacts to bird nests and bat roosts would also require mitigation.
(11) Cultural Resources. Similar to the Draft General Plan, the Increased Housing alternative
would be subject to an action that would require the City to maintain and update the Mountain View
Register, which would facilitate the official designation of historical resources within the City and
ensure that listed resources are subject to the protection afforded by the City’s review process.
Therefore, the Increased Housing alternative would not result in adverse effects to historic built
resources. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development activities associated with the Increased
Housing alternative could disturb archaeological resources, including human remains and paleontological resources. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1 and CULT-2 (which
establish a protocol for the protection of archaeological and paleontological resources) and Mitigation
Measure CULT-3 (which would protect human remains) would be required.
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(12) Public Services. Because the Increased Housing alternative would greatly expand the
City’s projected population compared to the Draft General Plan, it would substantially increase
demand for public services. Because the expected population increase deviates so substantially from
the 1992 General Plan and Draft General Plan, it is likely that service providers would need to build
new facilities to maintain existing service ratios. New facilities that would be required under the
alternative would include fire and emergency service, police, school, and park facilities. New
facilities would likely be located within already-developed areas of Mountain View, and implementation of the policies in the Draft General Plan would greatly reduce associated environmental impacts.
However, in the absence of capital facilities plans to meet the substantial demand for public services
that would occur under the alternative, the impacts of developing new public service facilities would
be considered potentially significant and greater than those of the proposed project.
(13) Utilities. The Increased Housing alternative would substantially increase the demand for
utilities compared to the Draft General Plan. Although the City and utility agencies have prepared
numerous plans to respond to future shortages of water and increased demand for wastewater
treatment, it is likely that additional infrastructure would be required to meet the additional demand
for utilities generated by the Increased Housing alternative. New facilities could include new water
and wastewater lines, new water treatment plants, and water storage facilities. In addition, additional
wastewater treatment capacity may be required at the Palo Alto RWQP. In the absence of established
planning documents that identify the potential location of these facilities, the construction of such
facilities would result in a potentially significant environmental impact greater than the proposed
project.
It is likely that sufficient landfill space could be secured to meet the solid waste demands generated
by the alternative. In addition, the Increased Housing alternative would result in beneficial energyrelated impacts compared to the Draft General Plan, due mainly to the reduction in VMT and reduced
commutes that would result from the alternative. Because transportation is a major source of energy
use in California, the reductions in such energy use that would result from the Increased Housing
alternative would be considered substantial and beneficial.
(14) Visual Resources. Although the Increased Housing alternative would result in increased
residential development in the North Bayshore and East Whisman areas, the policies in the Draft
General Plan would require this housing to be designed in a way that is sensitive to scenic views and
visual character. The high-intensity housing in these areas would not be expected to substantially
block scenic views of the mountains, but may block scenic views of the Bay due to the concentration
of residential towers in North Bayshore. Therefore, the Increased Housing alternative would result in
impacts to visual resources that are greater than those of the Draft General Plan. Because the North
Bayshore and East Whisman areas would be subject to a large amount of redevelopment activity, new
housing would not be expected to conflict visually with existing uses. In addition, the Increased
Housing alternative may result in increased light and glare, which would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure VIS-1.
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E.

NORTH BAYSHORE ALTERNATIVE

1.

Principal Characteristics

The North Bayshore alternative assumes that the area will concentrate on and continue its role as a
regional high-tech employment center, in counterpoint to the Increased Housing alternative, and will
not include a residential component. In addition to a decrease of 1,111 dwelling units and 2,238
residents from the proposed project, this alternative also assumes that there would be a reduction of
500,000 square feet of commercial/office uses and 1,413 jobs in the North Bayshore area when
compared to the proposed project (see Table V-1). The North Bayshore area will include a high
density mix of commercial and research and development (R&D) land uses to promote employment
growth and more diverse and accessible services and retail uses to serve workers and Mountain View
residents. While the area’s pattern of large, campus-style development will generally continue, new
pedestrian and bike connections will be added to improve overall mobility, thus furthering the Draft
General Plan vision of concentrating development in key areas and corridors to support transit and
mobility options. Improved transportation services and programs will also provide more efficient and
sustainable mobility options for area employees. These transportation services will connect to the
Downtown transit center and to other key areas of the City. New development will incorporate highly
sustainable design features and materials. Shoreline Boulevard will form the commercial core of the
area, with a mix of commercial uses, ground-floor pedestrian activity uses, and surrounding office
uses. The North Shoreline Boulevard and Highway 101 area will be revitalized as a gateway regional
destination and will allow a mix of commercial, entertainment, and hotel uses.
The land use designations for the North Bayshore area would be revised under this alternative for
North Bayshore Mixed-Use and Mixed-Use Center, as follows:
North Bayshore Mixed-Use promotes a vibrant mix of commercial, office and entertainment uses
along the North Shoreline Boulevard corridor. Pedestrian and bike paths connect this area to
surrounding office campuses and other areas.
Allowed Land Uses: office, commercial, lodging, entertainment
Intensity: 0.35 FAR; intensities above 0.35 FAR and up to 1.0 FAR may be permitted with
measures for highly sustainable development specified within zoning ordinance or Precise Plan
standards
Height Guideline: up to 8 stories
Mixed-Use Center promotes pedestrian-oriented mixed-use centers with integrated, complementary
uses such as entertainment, restaurants, department stores and other retail, office, hotels, convention/
assembly and/or civic uses and public spaces that draw visitors from surrounding neighborhoods and
the region.
Allowed Land Uses: Office, retail and personal services, lodging, entertainment; multi-family
residential is only allowed in the San Antonio Change Area
Intensity: 2.35 FAR (approximately 70 DU/acre or 60–150 residents/acre), of which up to 0.75
FAR can be office and commercial
Height Guideline: up to 8 stories
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Table V-1 shows the demographic characteristics of the North Bayshore alternative as compared to
the other alternatives evaluated in detail in this chapter. Figure V-1 shows the land use designations
for the North Bayshore alternative. At full implementation of the North Bayshore alternative in 2030,
the City would have a population of 86,332 with 41,129 dwelling units and 80,817 jobs. Therefore,
the North Bayshore alternative would result in an overall decrease in population, housing, and jobs
when compared to the Draft General Plan. The North Bayshore alternative would result in 2,238
fewer residents, 1,111 fewer dwelling units, and 1,413 fewer jobs than the Draft General Plan.
The distribution of new housing units and jobs under the North Bayshore alternative would be
different than under the Draft General Plan. In particular, housing would not be included in North
Bayshore, although the land use designations and an allowable FAR of up to 1.0 for the North
Bayshore Mixed-Use land use designation would allow for the expansion and location of high-tech
companies and additional commercial and service uses. Similar to the proposed project, the North
Bayshore area would be developed with improved transportation infrastructure to the same extent
required by the Draft General Plan. Other areas of the City would develop and grow as described for
the Draft General Plan and would include increased development around major transportation
corridors and transit hubs, the village center concept, and development of higher-intensity mixed uses
in neighborhood centers.
In addition and similar to the proposed project, the North Bayshore alternative would include adoption and implementation of the TDM programs and GGRP. Specifically, the measures and actions in
the GGRP encompassing a broad range of categories, including transportation, energy, and water,
would be implemented. From a physical environmental perspective, the GGRP measures would result
in more development of green buildings and infrastructure, effective development of transit-oriented
projects, less greenhouse gas emissions, and more water and energy conservation similar to the Draft
General Plan.
The North Bayshore alternative would fully meet the following six key objectives of the Draft
General Plan and two objectives of the GGRP listed below:
x

Focus future growth in “change areas” along major transportation corridors such as El
Camino Real, Caltrain, and VTA Light Rail, as identified in the General Plan Land Use and
Transportation Strategy Diagram;

x

Accommodate Mountain View’s fair share of regional population and employment growth,
as identified by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and other regional
planning organizations.

x

Preserve and enhance the character of residential neighborhoods in non-change areas;

x

Create and enhance a complete, multi-modal transportation system, with improved transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that encourages people to choose non-automotive means
of travel;

x

Support economic development strategies that improve the overall financial stability of the
City, provide high quality public services, and identify improvements to the City’s
infrastructure that support future growth; and

x

Support the overall improvement of the community’s health through policy strategies such
as encouraging greater physical activity and access to healthy foods.
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x

Create a separate but complementary document to implement the General Plan’s
greenhouse gas reduction policies. Future modifications to the GGRP will not require a
General Plan Amendment.

x

Demonstrate that the GGRP meets the criteria of the BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines for a “qualified plan.” Future development projects meeting the policies and
actions identified in the GGRP evaluation can be determined to have a less than significant
impact for greenhouse gas emissions.

The North Bayshore alternative would partially achieve the following objectives
x

Broadly implement the City’s future vision for change using general principles and
strategies identified in the City’s General Plan Visioning Report. The General Plan
Visioning Report called for the exploration of mixed-use residential in the North Bayshore
area; this alternative does not include residential uses within the North Bayshore area,
although it includes other recommendations of the General Plan Visioning Report,
including supporting Mixed-Use Commercial/Office and improving connectivity and
walkability.

x

Support the broad goal of sustainable planning and greenhouse gas emission reduction
strategies identified through regional planning initiatives, including the Sustainable
Communities Strategy, Grand Boulevard Initiative, Bus Rapid Transit Planning, and
climate change adaptation strategies. The Sustainable Communities Strategy includes
directing future residential growth to “job rich” areas and along transit corridors to support
increased public transportation usage and reduce GHG emissions from passenger vehicles.
This alternative would not include residential uses in the North Shoreline Boulevard area,
and, therefore, would be less compatible with the Sustainable Communities Strategy than
the Draft General Plan. It would, however, retain residential uses in other transit corridors
within the City, such as El Camino Real.

x

Achieve community-wide sustainability goals through land use and transportation planning
and other strategies as identified in the City’s Environmental Sustainability Task Force
report, Environmental Sustainability Action Plan, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program,
Community-wide Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets, and Pedestrian Master
Plan. The City’s Environmental Sustainability Task Force report recognized the need for
the City to foster mixed-use community developments, and identified the North Bayshore
area as a place where diversification of land uses could occur. This alternative would not
include residential uses in the North Bayshore area, but would still allow commercial and
office mixed-use.

x

Support more complete neighborhoods through focused increases in land use intensities
and ‘village center’ policies. The North Bayshore alternative would not include residential
land uses, which would not support the policy direction of “complete neighborhoods”.
However, this alternative would support the village center concept by encouraging a greater
mix of commercial uses to support the area.

x

Create new and diverse housing opportunities in “change areas” and sites identified in the
Housing Element to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation obligations. The
North Bayshore change area would not include residential land uses, but residential land
uses would be permitted in other change areas. Additionally, the City will still satisfy its
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation obligation. Therefore, the areas in which the City
would allow new housing would be more limited than under the Draft General Plan.
x

Provide an integrated and sustainable land use and transportation policy direction for the
North Bayshore area, including more diverse land uses, improved transit connections,
creation of a Transportation Management Association, and policy direction for future
highly sustainable development. The North Bayshore alternative would still encourage an
increased range of land uses within North Bayshore, but the types of uses would be reduced
compared to the Draft General Plan because it would not include residential uses. This
alternative would, however, still provide for improved transit connections, the creation of a
Transportation Management Association, and other policy directives such as green building
and infrastructure and improved water and energy conservation as compared to existing or
future conditions without the alternative or the Draft General Plan.

The following policies identified in the Draft General Plan would be deleted or modified as part of the
North Bayshore Alternative:

2.

x

Policy LUD 15.2 Residential development. Allow residential development along the North
Shoreline Boulevard corridor and other areas identified in the 2030 General Plan Land
Use Map.

x

Policy LUD 16.2 Mix of uses. Create and promote the North Shoreline Boulevard
corridor as a vibrant mix of residential, commercial, service, and entertainment uses.

Analysis of North Bayshore Alternative

The potential impacts of the North Bayshore alternative as compared to the proposed project (Draft
General Plan and GGRP) are described below. See Appendix G for additional technical data and
analysis for the North Bayshore alternative.
(1) Land Use. The land use pattern that would occur under the North Bayshore alternative
would be the same as the Draft General Plan, expect for the land uses in the North Bayshore area
generally along North Shoreline Boulevard. These uses would be changed to remove residential uses
as allowed uses in this area. However, under this alternative, land use patterns proposed for elsewhere
in the City would be the same as those included in the Draft General Plan. The area of proposed
change is identified in Figure V-1.
The land use changes proposed under the North Bayshore alternative would have very similar land
use impacts as those identified for the Draft General Plan. This alternative would continue to focus
employment uses in North Bayshore and does not propose specific large-scale infrastructure
improvements at this time, nor does it remove critical infrastructure linking neighborhoods. Like the
Draft General Plan, this alternative would seek to enhance mobility within the City by expanding the
existing multi-modal transportation system.
As with the Draft General Plan, under this alternative, flexible mixed use designations would be
implemented in the El Camino Real/San Antonio neighborhood to allow for the development of
higher-intensity uses around El Camino Real and the Caltrain transit corridor. Land use changes
envisioned in the North Bayshore area would include a wider range of commercial uses and the reorganization of superblocks into more walkable blocks that better encourage travel by means other than

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\5-Alternatives.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

632

0

1000

Mar in e
Way

Shoreline Lake

SHORELINE
GOLF LINKS

y

Charleston Rd

e P kw

ug h
Slo
Vie
w
a in
u nt
Mo

W

dd

SHORELINE AT MOUNTAIN VIEW
REGIONAL PARK

dR

d

aA
ve

ie l

aB
e ll

le f

Ter
r

Mi

Ave

North Bayshore Alternative Area
of Land Use Designation Changes

d Way

Amph
ith ea
tr

Old Middlefiel

Sier ra Vista

n

Ave

Permanen te Creek

Casey Ave

Ave
Garcia

101

Rd

Leg horn St

Mo

te c
ito

N Rengstorff Ave

I:\CMT0801 Mtn View\figures\RTC\RTC Figures\Fig_V1.ai (5/31/12)

N Shoreline Blvd
N Shoreline Blvd

City of
Palo Alto

E Cha rleston

2000

Ave
rf f
s to
e ng
NR

Ave
Inde pen den ce

Rd
Sa n Antonio

SOURCE: CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW, 2012.

feet

Av
e
on
Th
om
ps

Cha
r le s

to n

Rd

La Avenida Ave

Crittenden
Marsh

NASA AMES
RESEARCH
CENTER

GENERAL PLAN
LAND USE MAP

North

Land Use Designations

Low Density Residential

Residential

Medium Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

Medium High Density Residential

High Density Residential

Mobile Home Park

Neighborhood Commercial

Commercial

General Commercial

Industrial / Regional Commercial

Office

Office / Industrial

General Industrial

High-Intensity Office

Neighborhood Mixed-Use

Mixed-Use

General Mixed-Use

Mixed-Use Corridor

Mixed-Use Center

North Bayshore Mixed-Use

Mixed-Use
Center
Mixed-Use
Downtown

Parks, Schools & City Facilities

Public / Institutional

Regional Park

Institutional

Fire Station

School

City Limits

Creeks

Rail

Freeways

City Hall

Parcels

Public Facilities
City Operations
& Administration
Transit Station
Community
Facility

Water Bodies

500

1,000

1,500

FIGURE V-1

Feet
2,000

The Land Use Map is one of several General Plan
diagrams that affect development. The General Plan
text is also an integral part of the City's land use plan
and must also be consulted.
The City of Mountain View is neither liable nor responsible for use of this map beyond its intended purposes.

0

City of Mountain View Draft General Plan and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program EIR
North Bayshore Alternative General Plan Land Use Map

Stevens Creek

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
V. ALTERNATIVES

This page intentionally left blank.

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\5-Alternatives.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

634

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
V. ALTERNATIVES

private automobiles. The land use changes that would be implemented in change areas would be
expected to increase neighborhood vitality by encouraging the development of underutilized parcels,
converting single-use districts into mixed-use districts, and increasing transit ridership. Land use
changes envisioned as part of the North Bayshore alternative would not disrupt or divide established
communities. Similar to the Draft General Plan, under the North Bayshore alternative, the impact
related to division of a community would be considered less than significant and no additional
mitigation measures would required.
Under the North Bayshore alternative, and similar to the Draft General Plan, larger-scale land use
changes would occur in the five change areas, and appropriate transitions between different land uses
would be implemented such that new or more intense uses would not conflict with established uses.
Design and siting concepts could include appropriate landscaping, noise shielding, setbacks, and
height limits that would protect the look and feel of adjacent residential neighborhoods. The removal
of residential uses from the North Bayshore area would require fewer of these measures to be
implemented because fewer sensitive receptors would be introduced to the area. Similar design
concepts would be applied to other change areas. Therefore, the North Bayshore alternative, like the
Draft General Plan, would not result in the development of new land uses that would conflict with
established uses and the impact, under this alternative, would be considered a less-than-significant
impact.
On the whole, the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar lessthan-significant land use impacts. Neither scenario would require implementation of mitigation
measures.
(2) Population, Employment, and Housing. The North Bayshore alternative would ultimately result in a City-wide population of 86,332 with 41,129 dwelling units and 80,817 jobs. The
North Bayshore alternative would result in 2,238 fewer residents, 1,111 fewer dwelling units, and
1,413 fewer jobs than the Draft General Plan.
The population and job growth that would occur under the North Bayshore alternative would not be
considered substantial and adverse, as Mountain View – with an abundance of transit and a location
in close proximity to the region’s population and commercial centers – is an appropriate place for
increased growth. The reduced residential growth associated with this alternative would contribute to
a slight worsening of the jobs/housing balance in the City (1.96, compared to a ratio of 1.95 under full
implementation of the Draft General Plan in 2030). For comparative purposes, the jobs/housing ratio
in Mountain View in 2010 was 1.74.
In addition, similar to the Draft General Plan, this alternative would not displace substantial amounts
of housing as there is generally no residential development in North Bayshore in 2012. While no
residential units would be located in North Bayshore, the City’s overall supply of housing would
grow (although not to the extent of the Draft General Plan). As with the Draft General Plan, the North
Bayshore alternative would fall slightly short of ABAG’s population projection for the City of 87,300
in 2030. However, this projected difference would not be considered a significant environmental
effect, and the City would still meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation goal.
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The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar less-than-significant
population, housing and employment impacts. Neither scenario would require implementation of
mitigation measures.
(3) Transportation and Circulation. The North Bayshore alternative would result in a
reduction of citywide daily trips (3,570) and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) (14,300) when compared
to the Draft General Plan. However, the land use patterns and mix of jobs and housing under the
North Bayshore alternative would result in an increase in the daily citywide VMT per service
population (19.34 VMT per service population) when compared to the Draft General Plan at full
implementation in 2030 (19.01 VMT per service population) per Table V-9. The land use changes in
the North Bayshore alternative result in a change in trip patterns and travel behavior as compared to
the Draft General Plan, which changes the daily roadway forecasts on major roadways in Mountain
View. The VMT per service population increase indicates that while overall trip miles are reduced,
commute trip lengths are longer with the North Bayshore alternative. This increase in average VMT
per service population is due to the lack of residential development immediately adjacent to regional
employment centers under this alternative and shifts in growth elsewhere in the region. Therefore,
similar to Impact TRANS-1 for the Draft General Plan, implementation of the North Bayshore
alternative would result in increased daily land-use-based VMT per service population in 2030 which,
even with proposed Mitigation Measure TRANS-1, would be a significant and unavoidable impact.

Table V-9: Draft General Plan and North Bayshore Alternative Citywide Vehicle Miles
Traveled
Measure1,2
Daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
Service Population
Daily VMT per service population
1
2

Year 2009 Scenario
Existing
2,452,696
134,320
18.26

Year 2030 Scenarios
Draft General Plan
North Bayshore Alternative
3,247,067
3,232,768
170,800
167,150
19.01
19.34

VMT = vehicle miles traveled; Service population = residents + employees
Citywide VMT based on select zone analysis using one-half external trip approach (II, 0.5*IX, and 0.5*XI).

Source: Fehr & Peers, June 2012.

The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would result in the same local roadway
segments with a Level of Service of E or F as the Draft General Plan under 2030 conditions (see
Table V-10).
The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would result in a similar proportion of
freeway segments with a Level of Service of E or F under 2030 conditions as under the proposed
project (see Table V-11), although the Northbound SR 85 segment improves to LOS C under the
alternative and degrades to D under the Draft General Plan.
The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would result in similar effects on roadway
segments in local jurisdictions during the AM and PM Peak hours with a Level of Service of E or F
under 2030 conditions as under the proposed project (see Tables V-12 through V-13). As shown,
some roadway segments improve under this alternative and some slightly worsen.
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Based on the discussion provided above, the North Bayshore alternative would result in similar
impacts to the transportation system as the Draft General Plan.

Daily
Volume2

LOS3

Daily
Volume

LOS3

Daily
Volume

LOS3

Does Not Meet Current
GP LOS Standard4

Significant Impact
Based on Current GP
Criteria5

Table V-10: Draft General Plan and North Bayshore Alternative Conditions 2030: Daily
Roadway Segment Volume and Level of Service Summary
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Year 2009
Scenario
Existing

Roadway Segment1
2. California St.
between Escuela
Ave. and Shoreline
Blvd.
16. El Camino Real
between Grant Rd.
and SB SR 85
Ramps*
22. Grant Rd. between
Phyllis Ave. and
Cuesta Dr.
30. Miramonte Ave.
between El Camino
Real and Cuesta
Dr.
35. Rengstorff Ave.
between SB US
101 Ramps and Old
Middlefield Wy.
36. Rengstorff Ave.
between Montecito
Ave. and Central
Expy.
37. Rengstorff Ave.
between Central
Expy. and
California St.
39. San Antonio Rd.
between SB US
101 Ramps and
Charleston Rd.*
(Palo Alto)
44. Shoreline Blvd.
between Montecito
Ave. and Central
Expy.
1
2
3
4

5

Existing/Future
Roadway Type
(Potential Mitigation)

Year 2030
Scenarios
Draft
North Bayshore
General Plan
Alternative

Major roadways nearest the count location.
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume based on traffic counts collected in February and March 2009.
LOS – Level of Service
Does not meet Current General Plan (GP) LOS Standard – Does not meet the LOS D standard for on local streets and LOS E standard for
streets within the Downtown and San Antonio Center areas and CMP facilities (e.g., Central Expressway, El Camino Real) under the
1992 General Plan Circulation Element. Local streets in Palo Alto and Los Altos have a LOS D standard too.
Roadway segment impact criteria are discussed in subsection 2.a.(2).

* Denotes Congestion Management Program (CMP) facility
Source: Fehr & Peers, June 2012.
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57,500

3-Lane Freeway

113,500
78,000

4-Lane Freeway
4-Lane Freeway
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105,000

4-Lane Freeway

4-Lane Freeway

97,000

105,000

4-Lane Freeway

4-Lane Freeway

113,500

4-Lane Freeway

97,000

78,000

4-Lane Freeway

Ellis St. to Moffett Blvd.
SR 85 to Old Middlefield
Wy.
Old Middlefield Wy. to
Rengstorff Ave.
Rengstorff Ave. to
San Antonio Rd.
San Antonio Rd. to
Rengstorff Ave.
Rengstorff Ave. to
Old Middlefield Wy.
Old Middlefield Wy. to SR
85
Moffett Blvd. to Ellis St.
Ellis St. to SR 237
4-Lane Freeway

79,000

4-Lane Freeway

SR 237 to Ellis St.

57,500

39,000

3-Lane Freeway

37,500

3-Lane Freeway
37,500

39,000

3-Lane Freeway

3-Lane Freeway

57,500

Daily
Volume2

3-Lane Freeway
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SB
US 101*

NB
US 101*

SB
SR 85*

NB
SR 85*

Roadway Segment1
Fremont Ave. to
El Camino Real
SR 237 to
Evelyn Ave.
Evelyn Ave. to Moffett
Blvd.
Moffett Blvd. to Evelyn
Ave.
Evelyn Ave. to
SR 237
El Camino Real to
Fremont Ave.

Existing Roadway
Type/ Future
Roadway Type

F
D

F

E

E

F

F

D

D

D

D

C

C

C

C

D

LOS3

Existing

Year 2009 Scenario

101,200
111,000

144,500

135,000

123,000

120,200

132,800

141,800

92,200

97,700

64,700

54,300

61,900

53,800

46,100

64,000

Daily
Volume2

F
F

F

F

F

F

F

F

E

F

D

D

D

D

C

D

LOS3

100,200
110,200

143,800

134,600

121,500

119,500

132,400

141,800

92,400

98,100

64,400

54,100

60,800

52,700

46,000

63,900

Daily
Volume2

F
F

F

F

F

F

F

F

E

F

D

D

D

C

C

D

LOS3

Year 2030 Scenarios
North Bayshore
Draft General Plan
Alternative
Does Not Meet Caltrans
LOS Standard4
¥
¥
¥
¥

¥
¥
¥
¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥
¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥
¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

Does Not Meet VTA
CMP LOS Standard5
¥

¥

¥

Significant Impact Based
on Caltrans Criteria6

Table V-11: Draft General Plan and North Bayshore Alternative Conditions 2030: Daily Freeway Segment Volume and Level of
Service Summary
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¥
¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

¥

Significant Impact Based
on VTA CMP Criteria6, 7

Existing Roadway
Type/ Future
Roadway Type
2-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway/
3-Lane Freeway
2-Lane Freeway
LOS3
B
D
D
D
D
B

Daily
Volume2
22,500
37,000
37,500
37,500
37,000
22,500

Existing

Year 2009 Scenario

24,500

42,700

53,200

57,200

55,600

Daily
Volume2
24,900

C

C

D

D

D

LOS3
C

24,300

43,500

53,700

57,500

55,900

Daily
Volume2
24,500

C

C

D

D

D

LOS3
C

Year 2030 Scenarios
North Bayshore
Draft General Plan
Alternative

¥
¥
¥

¥
¥

Does Not Meet Caltrans
LOS Standard4
¥

Does Not Meet VTA
CMP LOS Standard5
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Major roadways nearest the count location
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume based on traffic counts collected in February and March 2009.
3
LOS – Level of Service
4
The number of lanes of a freeway segment includes high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes but excludes auxiliary lanes.
4
Does not meet Caltrans LOS Standard – Does not meet the LOS C/D cusp Standard.
5
Does not meet CMP LOS Standard – Does not meet the VTA CMP LOS E Standard.
6
Roadway segment impact criteria are discussed in subsection 2.a.(2).
7
One percent of a 2-Lane Freeway capacity is ~480 vehicles per day (one percent of LOS E maximum daily volume threshold). One percent of a 3-Lane Freeway capacity is
approximately ~720 vehicles per day. One percent of a 4-Lane Freeway capacity is ~970 vehicles per day.
* Denotes Congestion Management Program (CMP) facility

1

Roadway Segment1
EB
El Camino Real to SR 85
SR 237*
Sylvan Wy. to Middlefield
Rd./ Maude Ave.
Middlefield Rd./ Maude
Ave. to US 101
WB
US 101 to Middlefield
SR 237*
Rd./Maude Ave.
Middlefield Rd./ Maude
Ave. to Sylvan Wy.
SR 85 to El Camino Real

Table V-11 Continued
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Significant Impact Based
on Caltrans Criteria6
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Significant Impact Based
on VTA CMP Criteria6, 7

Year 2009 Scenario
Existing

4.7
8.4
1.3
5.4
7.2
4.1
93.8
0.0
4.5
27.9
216.5
21.1
8.3
13.4
630.8
96.8

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
74.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
62.9%
12.5%
0.0%

Percent of
Impacted
Lane Miles

Total Lane
Miles with
Deficient V/C
Ratio1

28.8
4.6

0.0
0.0
0.0
2.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
7.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.4

Impacted
Lane Miles1,2

Draft General Plan

4.6%
4.8%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
48.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
27.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
40.0%

Percent of
Impacted
Lane Miles

625.1
97.8

4.5
6.8
1.0
4.9
7.2
4.2
93.1
0.3
3.0
30.3
226.8
22.2
6.9
12.8

31.7
3.1

0
0
0
2.7
0
0
0
0
0
5.4
0
0.5
0
7.4

5.1%
3.2%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
55.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
18.0%
0.0%
2.4%
0.0%
57.8%

North Bayshore Alternative
Total Lane
Miles with
Percent of
Deficient V/C
Impacted
Impacted
Ratio1
Lane Miles1,2
Lane Miles

Year 2030 Scenarios
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Lane miles of less than 0.5 were rounded to 0.
Impacted lane miles are where Mountain View traffic is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the roadway volume. For evaluating significant impacts, if impacted lane miles
attributable to the City are less than 0.5, impacts are considered less-than-significant. Mountain View traffic based on select zone analysis using one-half external trip approach
(II, 0.5*IX, and 0.5*XI).
Includes all Caltrans facilities (freeways and state highways) within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View city limits.
Includes all expressway facilities within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View city limits.

Significant impacts are identified in bold text.
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Draft General Plan and North Bayshore Alternative Conditions 2030: AM Peak Hour Adjacent Jurisdiction Impacts

Total Lane
Miles with
Deficient V/C
Impacted
City
Ratio1
Lane Miles1,2
Major Arterial and Collector Roadways
Campbell
0.0
0.0
Cupertino
0.0
0.0
Gilroy
0.0
0.0
Los Altos
0.0
0.0
Los Altos Hills
0.0
0.0
Los Gatos
0.0
0.0
Milpitas
38.7
0.0
Monte Sereno
0.0
0.0
Morgan Hill
3.1
0.0
Palo Alto
4.4
3.3
San Jose
24.5
0.0
Santa Clara
1.0
0.0
Saratoga
0.9
0.0
Sunnyvale
1.1
0.7
Freeways, State Highways, and Expressways
Caltrans Facilities3
295.4
37.0
Expressways4
17.7
0.0

Table V-12:
Summary
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Year 2009 Scenario
Existing
Total Lane
Miles with
Deficient V/C
Ratio1
3.3
2.1
0.0
1.3
3.6
0.6
72.2
0.0
1.6
18.4
94.1
9.2
3.5
4.3
549.1
54.9

Percent of
Impacted
Lane Miles
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
18.4%
0.0%

29.3
2.5

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5

Impacted
Lane Miles1,2

Draft General Plan

5.3%
4.6%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
56.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
31.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
11.8%

Percent of
Impacted
Lane Miles

547.4
56.4

3.3
2.0
0
1.1
3.6
0.6
76.7
0
1.6
17.3
93.8
8.8
3.5
4.0

27.1
2.9

0
0
0
0.7
0.6
0
0
0
0
6.0
0
0
0
0.5

5.0%
5.1%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
69.8%
18.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
34.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
12.7%

North Bayshore Alternative
Total Lane
Miles with
Percent of
Deficient V/C
Impacted
Impacted
Ratio1
Lane Miles1,2
Lane Miles

Year 2030 Scenarios
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Lane miles of less than 0.5 were rounded to 0.
Impacted lane miles are where Mountain View traffic is greater than or equal to 10 percent of the roadway volume. For evaluating significant impacts, if impacted lane miles
attributable to the City are less than 0.5, impacts are considered less-than-significant. Mountain View traffic based on select zone analysis using one-half external trip approach
(II, 0.5*IX, and 0.5*XI).
Includes all Caltrans facilities (freeways and state highways) within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View city limits.
Includes all expressway facilities within Santa Clara County but outside of the Mountain View city limits.

Significant impacts are identified in bold text.
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Draft General Plan and North Bayshore Alternative Conditions 2030: PM Peak Hour Adjacent Jurisdiction Impacts

Total Lane
Miles with
Deficient V/C
Impacted
City
Ratio1
Lane Miles1,2
Major Arterial and Collector Roadways
Campbell
1.1
0.0
Cupertino
0.0
0.0
Gilroy
0.0
0.0
Los Altos
0.0
0.0
Los Altos Hills
0.0
0.0
Los Gatos
0.0
0.0
Milpitas
23.1
0.0
Monte Sereno
0.0
0.0
Morgan Hill
0.0
0.0
Palo Alto
1.7
0.0
San Jose
10.7
0.0
Santa Clara
0.0
0.0
Saratoga
1.0
0.0
Sunnyvale
0.0
0.0
Freeways, State Highways, and Expressways
Caltrans Facilities3
220.8
40.7
Expressways4
10.7
0.0

Table V-13:
Summary
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(4) Air Quality. The North Bayshore alternative would include the same progressive air
quality-related policy framework as the Draft General Plan and GGRP. The BAAQMD 2010 Clean
Air Plan includes air emission control measures relevant to the proposed project in the areas of
transportation and mobile source emissions, land use, and energy conservation. Similar to the Draft
General Plan, the North Bayshore alternative would not include all of the control measures of the
latest Clean Air Plan, resulting in Impact AIR-1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would
be required to bring the North Bayshore alternative into compliance.
The total daily vehicle miles traveled in Year 2030 decreases under this alternative due to the reduction of population and jobs. However, as shown in Table V-14, as with the Draft General Plan, the per
capita VMT is projected to slightly increase under the North Bayshore alternative. Similar to the
Draft General Plan, this is considered a significant impact, as implementation of the North Bayshore
alternative would result in the rate of VMT growth greater than the rate of population growth,
resulting in emissions beyond those anticipated in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan. Therefore,
the North Bayshore alternative would also result in significant and unavoidable air quality Impacts
AIR-2 and AIR-4. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures TRANS-1, AIR-1, and AIR-3
would assist in reducing the severity of this impact but not to a less-than-significant level.
Construction of the North Bayshore alternative would result in construction emissions similar to those
associated with the Draft General Plan. Therefore, Impact AIR-3 would also apply to the North
Bayshore alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-3 would implement program-level
support of BAAQMD’s latest construction project recommendations and reduce this impact to a lessthan-significant level for existing and cumulative condition.

Table V-14:

City of Mountain View VMT and Population Projections
Year 2030 Scenarios

Factors
Daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
Residential Population
Service Population
(residents plus employees)

1992 General
Plan
2,898,269
80,580
148,950

Draft
General Plan
3,247,067
88,570
170,800

Percent
Change with
Draft
General Plan
12.0
10.0
14.7

North
Bayshore
Alternative
3,232,768
86,331
167,150

Percent
Change with
North
Bayshore
Alternative
11.5
7.1
12.2

Sources: Fehr & Peers, May 2012; City of Mountain View, Background Data and Documentation General Plan Land Use
Projection 2008-2030, January 2011; AECOM, May 2012; LSA Associates, Inc., May 2012.

As with the Draft General Plan, the North Bayshore alternative would not include overlay zones
around existing and proposed land uses that emit TACs. Therefore, the North Bayshore alternative
has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure AIR-5 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Similar to the
Draft General Plan, the North Bayshore alternative would also not include policies to reduce odor
impacts in the plan area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-6 would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level.
The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar air quality impacts.
Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce some of these impacts to a less-

P:\CMT0801 Mtn View GP\PRODUCTS\Products-EIR\DEIR\Perfected\5-Alternatives.doc (9/5/2012)

FINAL EIR

642

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
SEPTEMBER 2012

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRAFT 2030 GENERAL PLAN
AND GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION PROGRAM EIR
V. ALTERNATIVES

than-significant level, but two impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the Draft
General Plan.
(5) Global Climate Change. The North Bayshore alternative would result in slightly less but
still similar total daily VMT as the Draft General Plan. Additionally, development associated with
this alternative would result in construction-related emissions. The North Bayshore alternative would
implement the GGRP, which has been prepared as a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy under the
standards established by the BAAQMD. The GGRP is consistent with the goals of AB 32 and meets
all of the standards consistent with the requirements of qualified GHG Reduction Strategies.
To determine if the North Bayshore alternative would have a significant impact related to GHG
emissions, the GHG emission inventory projections are divided by the amount of future growth that
would be accommodated in 2020. If this number is less than 6.6 metric tons CO2e/Service Population
(SP) from all emission sectors, then according to the BAAQMD, the impact related to GCC would be
less than significant. Similar to the Draft General Plan, Mountain View’s communitywide GHG
efficiency level for the North Bayshore alternative (5.7) would meet the BAAQMD’s efficiency
criterion of significance for GHGs emissions. The factors used in the calculation and the results are
shown in Table V-A, included in Appendix G of this document.
As shown in Table V-A, the North Bayshore alternative’s GHG efficiency level would not be
considered to have a significant impact with respect to GHG emissions or a cumulatively considerable contribution to substantial adverse physical effects on the environment related to global climate
change, and mitigation would not be required. Additionally, the North Bayshore alternative is not
expected to conflict with a qualified greenhouse gas reduction strategy, result in significant
greenhouse gas emissions, or conflict with an applicable plan adopted for the purpose of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.
As with the Draft General Plan, the North Bayshore alternative would implement policies and actions
related to flooding impacts that would ensure that development in the City of Mountain View is
consistent with plans to prepare for meeting the challenges of sea level rise and other climate change
impacts; implementation of these policies and actions would reduce potential impacts related to sea
level rise to a less-than-significant level.
(6) Noise. To determine traffic noise impacts associated with implementation of the North
Bayshore alternative, traffic volumes along selected roadway segments were modeled, and the results
of the modeling were compared to the modeled Existing and 2030+ Draft General Plan traffic noise
results. The model results are summarized in Table V-15. As shown in this table, the minor differences in this alternative’s traffic volumes compared to 2030+ Draft General Plan traffic volumes are
not substantial enough to result in any perceptible changes (3 dBA or greater) in the traffic noise
levels on highway and roadway segments throughout the City.
A significant impact would occur if a project would result in the exposure of persons to noise levels
in excess of established standards. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development allowed under the
North Bayshore alternative may include the development of new sensitive land uses in the vicinity of
existing traffic noise sources. Implementation of noise related policies included in the Draft General
Plan (which would also be included in the North Bayshore alternative) would ensure that noise
impacts from traffic sources are minimized. Implementation of the North Bayshore alternative would
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not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from traffic noise sources,
and this impact would be considered less than significant.
A significant impact would also occur if a project would result in a substantial (5 dBA or greater)
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project. Similar to Impact NOI-1 analyzed for the Draft General Plan, the traffic noise modeling
results summarized in Table V-15 show that implementation of the North Bayshore alternative could
result in substantially higher future traffic noise along modeled roadway segments when compared to
corresponding existing levels. Traffic noise reduction mitigation measures, such as sound walls,
would not be feasible, due to existing ingress/egress requirements for adjacent land uses. Therefore,
similar to the Draft General Plan, these increases in traffic noise would remain a significant and
unavoidable impact under the North Bayshore alternative.
In addition, any increase in ambient noise levels for noise environments currently exposed to noise
levels in excess of conditionally acceptable levels for noise sensitive land uses would be considered a
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise, and
mitigation must be considered. As shown in the traffic noise modeling results summarized in Table
V-15, implementation of the North Bayshore alternative would expose land uses adjacent to some
roadway segments within the City to significant (greater than 5 dBA) increases above cumulative
traffic noise levels. While these increases would be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of regional noise, mitigation measures, such as sound walls,
would not be feasible due to the fact that these roadways require ingress/egress access to adjacent
land uses or are State roadways and the City cannot require that sound walls be incorporated onto
these facilities. Therefore, similar to the Draft General Plan, increases in traffic noise that would be
experienced under this alternative would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact under
cumulative conditions.
Implementation of the North Bayshore alternative is not anticipated to result in any substantial
increase in aircraft and railroad operations compared to existing conditions. Similar to the Draft
General Plan, development that would occur under this alternative could expose new sensitive land
uses to excessive noise levels from existing aircraft and railroad noise sources. However, policies
included in the Draft General Plan (which would also be included in the North Bayshore alternative)
would require project-by-project environmental review to ensure that noise impacts from these
sources are considered for specific projects. Therefore, impacts from aircraft and railroad sources
would be anticipated to remain less-than-significant under implementation of the North Bayshore
alternative.
The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar noise impacts.
Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce these impacts, but increases in
ambient noise levels related to traffic would still be considered significant and unavoidable.
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74,000

194,000
45,000

210,000

115,000
78,000
75,000
158,000
156,000
227,000

26,800

35,600

18,800

18,300

18,100

13,400

51,200
37,200

11,400

75.1

75.1

80.5
73.6

80.9

78.8
77.1
77.0
79.6
79.6
81.2

66.5

68.7

65.4

65.3

65.3

63.9

68.6
67.9

63.2

110,400

98,300

243,200
49,400

267,800

128,700
100,400
115,700
208,700
193,400
286,300

48,800

48,700

40,400

34,800

36,100

39,100

69,800
43,400

38,500

76.8

76.3

81.5
74.0

81.9

79.3
78.2
78.9
80.8
80.5
82.2

69.1

70.0

68.7

68.1

68.2

68.6

70.0
68.6

68.5

1.7

1.2

1.0
0.4

1.0

0.5
1.1
1.9
1.2
0.9
1.0

2.6

1.3

3.3

2.8

2.9

4.7

1.4
0.7

5.3

111,200

99,400

241,000
48,800

267,000

128,300
100,100
113,500
208,300
192,600
285,600

48,100

48,700

40,800

37,100

36,400

38,800

69,300
43,300

37,300

76.8

76.3

81.4
74.0

81.9

79.3
78.2
78.8
80.8
80.5
82.2

69.1

70.0

68.8

68.4

68.3

68.6

69.9
68.6

68.4

1.7

1.2

0.9
0.4

1.0

0.5
1.1
1.8
1.2
0.9
1.0

2.6

1.3

3.4

3.1

3.0

4.7

1.3
0.7

5.2

0.0

0.0
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-0.1
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
-0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.3

0.1

0.0

-0.1
0.0

-0.1

Existing Conditions 2030 + Draft General Plan Conditions 2030 + North Bayshore Alternative Conditions
Ldn (dBA)
Ldn (dBA)
Ldn (dBA)
50 feet from
50 feet from
50 feet from
Increase
Centerline
Centerline
Centerline
Increase
over
of
of
Increase over
of
over
2030 +
Outermost
Outermost
Existing
Outermost
Existing
Draft GP
ADT
Lane
ADT
Lane
Conditions
ADT
Lane
Conditions Conditions

Summary of Draft General Plan and North Bayshore Alternative Traffic Noise Levels

Roadway Segment
California Street - Escuela Avenue to Shoreline
Blvd.
El Camino Real - Grant Road to SR 85 Ramps
Grant Road - Phyllis Avenue to Cuesta Drive
Miramonte Avenue - El Camino Real to Cuesta
Drive
Rengstorff Avenue - US 101 Ramps to Old
Middlefield Way
Rengstorff Avenue - Montecito Avenue to Central
Expressway
Rengstorff Avenue - University Avenue to
California Street
San Antonio Road - US 101 Ramps to Charleston
Road
Shoreline Boulevard - Montecito Avenue to Central
Expressway
SR 85 - Fremont Avenue to El Camino Real
SR 85 - SR 237 to Evelyn Avenue
SR 85 - Evelyn Avenue to Moffett Boulevard
US 101 - SR 237 to Ellis Street
US 101 - Ellis Street to Moffett Boulevard
US 101 - SR 85 to Old Middlefield Road
US 101 - Old Middlefield Road to Rengstorff
Avenue
US 101 - Rengstorff Avenue to San Antonio Road
SR 237 - El Camino Real to SR 85
SR 237 - Sylvan Way to Middlefield Road/Maude
Avenue
SR 237 - Middlefield Road/Maude Avenue to US
101

Table V-15:
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(7) Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. The North Bayshore alternative would result in geology,
soils, and seismicity-related impacts that would be similar to those associated with the Draft General
Plan, primarily because development under both scenarios would be exposed to the same earthquake
hazards and existing geologic conditions (although fewer persons, residential units and employees
would be exposed to seismic hazards within Mountain View under the North Bayshore alternative).
Similar to the Draft General Plan, new development that would occur as part of the North Bayshore
alternative would be exposed to hazards associated with fault rupture, ground-shaking, liquefaction,
soil expansion, corrosive soils, and other geologic hazards. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (requiring
conformance with applicable building and fire codes) and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 (requiring a
geotechnical investigation for new development projects) would also be required to reduce these
potential effects to a less-than-significant level.
The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have the same geology, soils and
seismicity impacts. Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce these impacts
to a less-than-significant level.
(8) Hydrology and Water Quality. The North Bayshore alternative would be subject to the
same comprehensive hydrology, flood protection/prevention, and stormwater management policies of
identified under the Draft General Plan. In addition, new development would be required to comply
with the stormwater regulations and permitting requirements of the NPDES Nonpoint Source Program,
the RWQCB, and the Santa Clara Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. Compliance with the
hydrology and water quality-related policies included in the Draft General Plan (as well as included in
the North Bayshore alternative), and applicable regulations and permitting requirements, would ensure
that the North Bayshore alternative would not generate stormwater that would have a substantial
adverse effect on water bodies, or create flood hazards. Additionally, the North Bayshore alternative
would remove some residential uses identified in the Draft General Plan from areas that are identified
as flood zones, including within the 100-year flood hazard area located north of Highway 101 and
adjacent to North Shoreline Boulevard.
On the whole, the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar hydrology and water quality impacts; however, the North Bayshore alternative does not include residential
uses in an area identified as within a flood hazard. Neither scenario would require implementation of
mitigation measures.
(9) Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the Draft General Plan, development
under the North Bayshore alternative would result in the transport, use, and handling of commerciallyavailable hazardous materials. The use of these materials is regulated by existing federal, State, and
local hazardous materials regulations. Compliance with existing federal, State, and local regulations
would ensure that new schools are not built within the vicinity of an active hazardous materials site
such that the health of students and staff would be compromised. Also similar to the Draft General
Plan, City-wide redevelopment activities under the alternative could expose persons to contaminant
levels in excess of Environmental Screening Levels. In addition, existing Superfund sites in and
around the City could result in the release of contaminants that could pose a risk to residents and
employees within Mountain View. Therefore, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (requiring an environmental
site assessment prior to development projects) and Mitigation HAZ-2 (requiring the monitoring of
Superfund sites in and around the City) would be required. Similar to the project, development under
the North Bayshore alternative could hinder emergency response. Therefore, Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1 (requiring the City to collaborate with emergency responders) would also be required.
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On the whole, the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have the same hazards
and hazardous materials impacts. Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
(10) Biological Resources. The North Bayshore alternative would result in the implementation of the comprehensive biological resources protection policies identified in the Draft General
Plan. In addition, the provision of open space (including around Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek,
and marsh areas adjacent to the Bay) would be identical to that of the Draft General Plan. While there
would not be residential development in the North Bayshore area, other types of more intensive
development would occur there. Furthermore, sponsors of individual projects proposed under the
North Bayshore alternative would be required to comply with applicable federal and State biological
resources policies, which would protect sensitive plant and animal species. As with the Draft General
Plan, this alternative would likely result in significant but mitigable impacts to biological resources.
Similar to the Draft General Plan, additional protection measures (Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and
BIO-2) would be required for specific species of interest, including burrowing owl and Congdon’s
tarplant. In addition, potential impacts to bird nests and bat roosts would also require mitigation
(Mitigation Measure BIO-3).
On the whole, the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have the same
biological resources impacts. Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce these
impacts to a less-than-significant level.
(11) Cultural Resources. Similar to the Draft General Plan, the North Bayshore alternative
would be subject to an action that would require the City to maintain and update the Mountain View
Register, which would facilitate the official designation of historical resources within the City and
ensure that listed resources are subject to the protection afforded by the City’s review process. Therefore, this alternative would not result in adverse effects to historic built resources. Similar to the Draft
General Plan, development activities associated with the North Bayshore alternative could disturb
archaeological resources, including human remains and paleontological resources. Implementation,
implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1 and CULT-2 (which establish a protocol for the
protection of archaeological and paleontological resources) and Mitigation Measure CULT-3 (which
would protect human remains) would be required.
The North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have the same cultural resources
impacts. Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to a lessthan-significant level.
(12) Public Services. Because the North Bayshore alternative would reduce residential
population and employment when compared to the Draft General Plan, it would result in a reduction in
demand for public services. Currently the Mountain View Fire Department (MVFD) does not have a
staffing ratio goal directly based on population or employment; however, the reduced population
associated with the North Bayshore alternative would likely result in a decrease in demand for fire
protection services when compared to the Draft General Plan. Additionally, implementation of the
identified fire services policies and actions would result in a less-than-significant impact. The North
Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar less-than-significant fire service
impacts. Neither scenario would require implementation of mitigation measures.
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While the Mountain View Police Department does not maintain staffing ratios based on population or
employment, it does maintain targeted average total response times. As with the Draft General Plan,
under the North Bayshore alternative, emergency response times would likely be impacted by general
population and employment growth and increased congestion; however, growth under this alternative
would be reduced when compared to the Draft General plan, so a reduction in the impact could occur.
However, this impact would still be considered significant under the North Bayshore alternative, and
implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-1 would be required. The North Bayshore alternative and
the Draft General Plan would have a similar police service impact. Implementation of the identified
mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures PS-1) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level.
The North Bayshore alternative would result in 1,111 fewer dwelling units than the Draft General
Plan. Given this reduction, fewer students would be generated under implementation of the North
Bayshore alternative than the Draft General Plan. As shown in Table V-B (included in Appendix G),
approximately 86 fewer students would be anticipated under this alternative. However, the alternative
would still result in a student capacity impact requiring mitigation (Mitigation Measures PS-2).
The demand for community facilities under the North Bayshore alternative would be reduced when
compared to the Draft General Plan given the reduction in population associated with this alternative.
Implementation of policies and actions identified in the Draft General Plan would ensure that the
growth associated with this alternative would have access to community facilities. The North Bayshore
alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar less-than-significant community facility
impacts. Neither scenario would require implementation of mitigation measures.
Given the limited area of land use differences between the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft
General Plan, the amount of the parks provided under both of these development scenarios would be
close to the same, and both scenarios would meet the City’s standard of 3 acres of park space per 1,000
residents. Given the reduction in population and employees under the North Bayshore alternative, the
park acreage per resident would increase to 11.6 (compared to 11.3 under the General Plan). The North
Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar less-than-significant park impacts.
Neither scenario would require implementation of mitigation measures.
On the whole, the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar public
services impacts. Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to
a less-than-significant level.
(13) Utilities. Because the North Bayshore alternative would result in reduced growth compared to the Draft General Plan, it would result in reduced impacts related to water demand, wastewater generation, waste generation, and energy use. However, the Draft General Plan would result in lessthan-significant impacts in these areas (thus the North Bayshore alternative would not avoid significant
impacts on utility systems). The growth projections in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan would
meet demand under the Draft General Plan, and would also be able to meet the reduced development
associated with the North Bayshore alternative. The City’s Water Contingency Plan and the Water
Master Plan would also reduce water demand during periods of water shortages, and allow long-term
planning for water infrastructure to meet area growth, similar to the proposed project.
Due to the reduced wastewater demand under this alternative (given the reduced development associated with this alternative), and with implementation of the wastewater policies and actions identified in
the Draft General Plan and GGRP, wastewater impacts under this alternative would be considered less
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than significant. As with the Draft General Plan, this alternative would be adequately served by
wastewater treatment infrastructure and would not be expected to result in releases of wastewater that
would violate water quality standards. Similar to the Draft General Plan, this alternative would not
compromise the capacity of an existing landfill.
On the whole, the North Bayshore alternative and the Draft General Plan would have similar less-thansignificant utilities impacts. Neither scenario would require implementation of mitigation measures.
(14) Visual Resources. The North Bayshore alternative would result in impacts to visual
resources that are similar to those of the Draft General Plan, mainly because the Draft General Plan
contains numerous policies designed to protect visual character and scenic views (and enhance urban
design), and these policies would be implemented as part of the North Bayshore alternative. Similar to
the Draft General Plan, the North Bayshore alternative would not substantially degrade visual
character, adversely affect scenic resources, or obstruct scenic vistas and views. In addition, the North
Bayshore alternative could still result in increased light and glare, which would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure VIS-1.

F.

ENVIRONMENTALLY-SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative in an EIR from among the
range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)(2) states that
if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternative. Table V-139 provides a
comparison of the environmental impacts associated with each of the threefour alternatives evaluated in
detail in this chapter. Table V-10 shows the alternatives’ relative achievement of project objectives.
The Increased Housing alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative, due primarily
to its reduction of per capita VMT compared to the Draft General Plan (18.79 compared to 19.01),
associated benefits to regional air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, and an expansion of the area’s
housing supply (including some level of increase to the affordable housing supply). However, this
alternative would result in significant impacts to public services and utilities that would not result from
implementation of the Draft General Plan. Close collaboration between the City and the applicable
service and utilities agencies could potentially ensure that impacts associated with the construction of
new service and utility facilities would be minimized to the extent feasible. Further implementation of
water conservation measures already identified by the City could possibly also reduce impacts to
available water supply to serve a larger population and impacts to water and wastewater treatment
infrastructure.
The Increased Housing alternative is consistent with the planning strategy promoted by ABAG and
other regional agencies and organizations, which seek to encourage cities to coordinate the development of housing and jobs in order to reduce the burden on the region’s transportation infrastructure
and reduce air pollution. Therefore, the Increased Housing alternative is considered, overall, to be
environmentally superior to the Draft General Plan, the No Project alternative, and the Lower Intensity
alternative, and the North Bayshore alternative.
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Relative Level of Impact Compared to the Proposed Project
(Without Mitigation)
Lower
Increased
North
No Project
Intensity
Housing
Bayshore
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative

SU

SU

Level With
Mitigation

NOI-1 (increase in traffic noise)

No Significant Impacts

TRANS-2a (decrease in roadway LOS on San Antonio
Rd. in Existing Plus Project Condition)
TRANS-2b (decrease in LOS on several roadway
segments in 2030)
TRANS-3a (decrease in freeway LOS in Existing Plus
Project Condition)
TRANS-3b (decrease in freeway LOS in 2030)
TRANS-4a (increase in congestion outside Mountain
View in Existing Plus Project Condition)
TRANS-4b (increase in congestion outside of Mountain
View in 2030)
TRANS-5a (indirectly increase emergency vehicle
response time in Existing Plus Project Condition)
TRANS-5b (indirectly increase emergency vehicle
response time in Draft General Plan Condition)
AIR-1 (cumulative increase in criteria air pollutant)
AIR-2 (violation of air quality standards)
AIR-3 (violation of air quality standards)
AIR-4 (increase in ozone and particulate emissions)
AIR-5 (expose sensitive receptors to pollutants)
AIR-6 (exposure to offensive odors)

TRANS-1 (increase in VMT)

No Significant Impacts

No Significant Impacts

Significant Impact
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Global Climate
Change
Noise
Geology, Soils, and
Seismicity

Air Quality

Environmental Topics
Land Use and
Planning Policy
Population, Housing
and Employment
Transportation and
Circulation

Draft General Plan and GGRP

Table V-16 9: Impacts Comparison of Alternatives
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Significant Impact

Draft General Plan and GGRP
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Relative Level of Impact Compared to the Proposed Project
(Without Mitigation)
Lower
Increased
North
Bayshore
No Project
Intensity
Housing
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative

= the impact is similar to the proposed project
< the impact is less than proposed project
> the impact is greater than proposed project

HAZ-1 (increase in exposure to hazardous materials
contamination)
HAZ-2 (increase in exposure to hazardous materials
from Superfund sites)
BIO-1 (destruction of burrows occupied by burrowing
owls)
BIO-2 (impacts to Congdon’s tarplant)
BIO-3 (destruction of wildlife nursery sites)
CULT-1 (affect archaeological deposits that qualify as
historical or archaeological resources)
CULT-2 (affect significant paleontological deposits)
CULT-3 (affect human remains)
PS-1 (increase demand for police protection services)
PS-2 (increase demand for school facilities)
VIS-1 (increase amount of light/glare)

No Significant Impacts

Visual Resources
Notes:
SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact
LTS = Less Than Significant impact

Public Services

Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Environmental Topics
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Hazards and
Hazardous Materials
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Achievement of Project Objectives

Objective

Project
Draft General Plan Objectives
Broadly implement the City’s future vision for change using
z
general principles and strategies identified in the City’s
General Plan Visioning Report.
Support the broad goal of sustainable planning and greenhouse
gas emission reduction strategies identified through regional
z
planning initiatives, including the Sustainable Communities
Strategy, Grand Boulevard Initiative, Bus Rapid Transit
Planning, and climate change adaptation strategies.
Achieve community-wide sustainability goals through land use
and transportation planning and other strategies as identified in
the City’s Environmental Sustainability Task Force report,
z
Environmental Sustainability Action Plan, Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Program, Community-wide Greenhouse Gas
Emission Reduction Targets, and Pedestrian Master Plan.
Focus future growth in “change areas” along major
transportation corridors such as El Camino Real, Caltrain, and
z
VTA Light Rail, as identified in the General Plan Land Use
and Transportation Strategy Diagram.
Support more complete neighborhoods through focused
z
increases in land use intensities and ‘village center’ policies.
Create new and diverse housing opportunities in “change
z
areas” and sites identified in the Housing Element to meet the
City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation obligations.
Accommodate Mountain View’s fair share of regional
population and employment growth, as identified by the
z
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and other
regional planning organizations.
Provide an integrated and sustainable land use and
transportation policy direction for the North Bayshore area,
including more diverse land uses, improved transit
z
connections, creation of a Transportation Management
Association, and policy direction for future highly sustainable
development.
Preserve and enhance the character of residential
z
neighborhoods in non-change areas.
Create and enhance a complete, multi-modal transportation
system, with improved transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities
z
that encourages people to choose non-automotive means of
travel.
Support economic development strategies that improve the
overall financial stability of the City, provide high quality
z
public services, and identify improvements to the City’s
infrastructure that support future growth.
Support the overall improvement of the community’s health
z
through policy strategies such as encouraging greater physical
activity and access to healthy foods.
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Table V-10 Continued
Objective

Project
GGRP Objectives
Create a separate but complementary document to implement
the General Plan’s greenhouse gas reduction policies. Future
z
modifications to the GGRP will not require a General Plan
Amendment.
Demonstrate that the GGRP meets the criteria of the
BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines for a “qualified
plan.” Future development projects meeting the policies and
z
actions identified in the GGRP evaluation can be determined to
have a less than significant impact for greenhouse gas
emissions.
Notes:

No Project
Alternative

Lower
Intensity
Alternative

Increased
Housing
Alternative

{

z

z

{

z

z

z = Meets the objective
 = Partially meets the objective
{ = Does not meet the objective

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., 2011.
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VI.

REQUIRED CEQA CONCLUSIONS

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this chapter discusses the
following types of impacts that could result from implementation of the Draft General Plan and the
GGRP: effects found not to be significant; growth-inducing impacts; unavoidable significant
environmental impacts; and significant irreversible changes.

A.

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

The environmental topics analyzed in Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
represent those topics which generated the greatest potential controversy and expectation of adverse
impacts. Each of the CEQA-defined environmental factors is considered within Chapter IV of this
Draft EIR. No topics suggested for consideration in the CEQA Statute or Guidelines have been
“focused out” of detailed analysis.

B.

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

This section summarizes the project’s growth-inducing impacts on the surrounding community.
According to CEQA, a project is typically considered growth-inducing if it would foster economic or
population growth. Examples of projects likely to have significant growth-inducing impacts include
extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve project-specific
demand, and development of new residential subdivisions or industrial parks in areas that are currently only sparsely developed or are undeveloped. Because this document is a first-tier (i.e., program-level) EIR on the proposed Draft General Plan and GGRP, which will guide future development
within the City of Mountain View, it is especially important to assess potential growth-inducing
impacts.
Implementation of the Draft General Plan would directly induce population and employment growth
in the City by designating land within the City for development that is more intense than current
designations allow. Implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in the development of
21,760 additional jobs and 8,970 additional housing units by 2030. In 2030, due to growth associated
with the Draft General Plan, Mountain View could have a total of 88,570 residents and 42,240
housing units, which are consistent with the most recent ABAG population and household projections
of 87,300 residents and 40,120 housing units, respectively.1 The total number of 82,230 jobs expected
in 2030 under the Draft General Plan is approximately 26 percent higher than the ABAG jobs
projection of 65,310 employees. Although the anticipated number of employees under the Draft
General Plan exceeds ABAG’s job projection for 2030, this discrepancy would not be considered as
significantly adverse growth because the anticipated job growth under the Draft General Plan would

1

Association of Bay Area Governments, 2009. Building Momentum: San Francisco Bay Area Population,
Household, and Job Forecasts.
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occur in already developed and urbanized areas that have substantial transit access and existing
employment centers.
The population and employment growth that would occur as a result of development associated with
the Draft General Plan would occur entirely within Mountain View’s City limits. Because much of
the housing and commercial growth that would occur under the Draft General Plan is centered near
transit nodes, anticipated growth would have several beneficial effects. First, such growth would
support regional transit systems by increasing ridership and access to transit systems such as VTA
light rail and Caltrain, and would benefit bicycle and pedestrian access. Strengthening the transit
system and improving bicycle and pedestrian circulation could reduce traffic and associated environmental effects, such as air pollution and noise, within the Bay Area. Second, development associated
with the Draft General Plan would increase the construction of housing in Mountain View, allowing
the City to address its fair-share housing allocation requirements. An increased overall housing
supply would allow the City to better address affordable housing needs. Lastly, the population density
within Mountain View would increase, allowing more people to live within the current City boundaries. The development of dense residential and mixed-use districts in close proximity to transit nodes
represents an environmentally-sound method for accommodating a growing population and reducing
sprawl, resulting in beneficial effects on both local and regional levels.

C.

UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Implementation of the Draft General Plan and GGRP would result in the following significant
unavoidable impacts:
x

Increased daily land-use-based vehicle miles of travel (VMT) due to population and employment
growth planned within the City;

x

Increased motor vehicle traffic and congestion, which would result in decreased roadway and
freeway segments levels of service on several roadway and freeway study segments;

x

Increased motor vehicle traffic and congestion outside the City of Mountain View;

x

Increased traffic noise levels along some roadway and freeway segments in the City;

x

Violation of air quality standards by increasing VMT greater than population increase; and

x

Cumulatively considerable net increase in ozone and particulate emissions.

D.

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES

An EIR must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from
implementation of a proposed project. These may include current or future uses of non-renewable
resources and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses.
CEQA dictates that irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such
current consumption is justified.1 The CEQA Guidelines describe three distinct categories of significant irreversible changes: 1) changes in land use that would commit future generations; 2) irreversible
changes from environmental actions; and 3) consumption of non-renewable resources.
1

CEQA Guidelines, 2010. §15126.2(c).
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Changes In Land Use Which Commit Future Generations

Although virtually all of Mountain View is developed, implementation of the Draft General Plan
would result in the introduction of residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional uses in already
urbanized areas. Major development projects could occur within the five change areas: North Bayshore, East Whisman, El Camino Real, San Antonio, and Moffett Boulevard. The development of
these change areas would commit the City to intensification of residential and mixed-use in these
change areas. The intensification of development in the change areas would serve several purposes,
including: 1) provision of housing; 2) creation of transit-oriented neighborhoods; 3) utilization of
underutilized land; and 4) efficient use of existing roadways and infrastructure within Mountain View.
Development would be limited to lands within the City’s limits. Although development associated
with the Draft General Plan would commit future generations to more intense development in the
change areas, these land uses would benefit the City and the region by providing needed housing and
transit-oriented development within an existing urban area. Development associated with the Draft
General Plan would not commit future generations to a development pattern that is often described as
“urban sprawl.” The development of dense residential and mixed-use districts in close proximity to
transit nodes represents an environmentally-sound method for accommodating a growing population
and reducing sprawl.

2.

Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents

Implementation of the Draft General Plan would result in the development of previously-undeveloped
land. Associated irreversible environmental changes associated with the modification of existing land
uses include: the potential degradation of existing biological and cultural features, loss of aesthetic
integrity, and the installation of utility and roadway infrastructure. Although it is unlikely that a major
hazardous waste release would occur in Mountain View as a result of implementation of the Draft
General Plan, such a release would also constitute a significant irreversible change from an environmental action. The mitigation measures outlined in Chapter IV, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, of this Draft EIR would reduce all such irreversible or nearly irreversible effects to less
than significant levels.

3.

Consumption of Nonrenewable Resources

Consumption of nonrenewable resources includes conversion of agricultural lands, loss of access to
mining reserves, and non-renewable energy use. As identified in Section IV.A, Land Use and
Planning Policy, there are no active agricultural uses in the City, although farmland is mapped in the
City by the State Department of Conservation. As identified in Section IV.G, Geology, Soils, and
Seismicity, no minerals or aggregate resources of statewide importance are located within Mountain
View, and there are no natural gas, oil, or geothermal resources identified as being located in or
adjacent to Mountain View. In addition, Draft General Plan policies INC 13.1 through INC 15.2, and
all GGRP strategies and action items, would support sustainable energy consumption through
efficiency, conservation and sustainable production through increased use of renewable energy
sources. The development of dense residential and mixed-use districts in close proximity to transit
nodes would de-emphasize private automobile use and encourage transit ridership, and would result
in the conservation of fossil fuels. Therefore, the Draft General Plan and GGRP would result in the
efficient use of non-renewable energy sources.
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