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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, August 14, 2002
1:15 p.m.

CHAMBERS OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
70 West Hedding Street, First Floor, East Wing
San Jose, CA 95110

CHAIRPERSON: Linda J. LeZotte "
COMMISSIONERS: Blanca Alvarado, Donald F. Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
ALTERNATES: Patricia Figueroa, Pete McHugh, Chuck Reed, Mary Lou Zoglin

The items marked with an asterisk (*) are included in the Consent Agenda and will be taken -
in one motion. At the beginning of the meeting, anyone who wants to discuss a consent item
should make a request to remove that item from the Consent Agenda.

If you wish to participate in the following proceedings, you are prohibited from making a
campaign contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate. This prohibition
begins on the date you begin to actively support or oppose an application before LAFCO
and continues until three months after a final decision is rendered by LAFCO. No
commissioner or alternate may solicit or accept a campaign contribution of more than $250
from you or your agent during this period if the commissioner or alternate knows, or has
reason to know, that you will participate in the proceedings.

| If you or your agent have made a contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or

| alternate during the twelve (12) months preceding the decision, in the proceeding that

| commissioner or alternate must disqualify himself or herself from the decision. However,
disqualification is not required if the commissioner or alternate returns the campai
contribution within thirty (30) days of learning both about the contribution and the fact that
you are a participant in the proceedings.

1. ° ROLLCALL

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons desiring to address the
Commission on any matter not on this agenda. Speakers are limited to
THREE minutes. All statements that require a response will be referred to
staff for reply in writing.

3. APPROVE MINUTES OF JUNE 13, 2002 MEETING

4, APPROVE CONSENT CALENDAR
*4.,1 Cupertino Sanitary District, Verde Vista 13.

A petition by property owners to annex two properties with a
combined acreage of 1.09 acres located at 20520 Verde Vista Lane,
Saratoga, CA, to Cupertino Sanitary District, designated as Verde
Vista 13.
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Possible Action: Approve annexation to Cupertino Sanitary District
and waive protest proceedings

RECONSIDERATION OF MORGAN HILL 2001 USA AMENDMENT:
AREA 1 - SUNNYSIDE AVENUE (STODDARD)

A request by property owner for reconsideration of the Morgan Hill Urban .
Service Area (USA) Amendment for Area 1, Sunnyside Avenue (Stoddard).
The proposal was denied by LAFCO on June 13, 2002.

Possible Action: Deny the request to reconsider the proposal
OR grant request to reconsider and hold public hearing

PUBLIC HEARINGS

MORGAN Hil.L 2001 URBAN SERVICE AREA (USA) AMENDMENT:
AREA 1 - SUNNYSIDE AVENUE (STODDARD)

- A proposal to include Area 1 consisting of three parcels, totaling-9 acres
located on the east side of Sunnyside Avenue and approximately 1,300 feet
south of the Sunnyside Avenue and Edmundson Avenue intersection), into
the USA of the City of Morgan Hill.

Possible Action: Public hearing will not be held if Commission does not
grant request for reconsideration of proposal per Agenda Item No. 5. If
hearing is held, consider proposal and staff recommendation.

CITY OF SAN JOSE 2002 USA AMENDMENT

A request by the City of San Jose to expand its USA to include the following
four areas:

Area A - 17-acre portion of APN 015-40-005 located at the western
terminus of Dixon Landing Road;

Area B - 8-acre portion of APN 652-08-009 located on Murillo Avenue,
opposite of Groesbeck Hill Park;

Area C - 8-acre portion of APN 654-03-009 located about 1,070 feet east
of Murillo Avenue and 380 feet north of Quimby Road; and

Area D - 9-acre portion of APN 678-13-013 located on the northeast
side of Piercy Road and about 400 feet west of Tennant Avenue.

Possible Action: Consider the USA amendment request and staff
recommendation

GILROY 1999 USA AMENDMENT: GILROY SPORTS PARK

A request by the City of Gilroy to include into its USA ,140 acres comprising
the Sports Park and adjacent commercial and residential properties located
West of Monterey Road and South of Luchessa Avenue, and potential
annexation of three parcels (APNs 808-21-030, 808-21-028, and 808-21-026)
that comprise the Sports Park. (Continued from the June 13, 2002 meeting)

Possible Action: Consider the USA amendment request and staff
recommendation



10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

15.

LAFCO SERVICE REVIEWS

Recommendations on establishment of boundaries and priorities for
conducting service reviews

Possible Action: Approve staff recommendation

REPORT ON WEST LOYOLA ANNEXATION & SEWER PROJECT
Possible Action: Accept staff report

LAFCO ANNUAL REPORT (Fiscal Year 2001-2002)
Possible Action: Accept July 2001-June 2002 LAFCO Annual Report

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
12.1 Greenbelt Alliance’s Coyote Valley Visioning Project (CVVP)
Invitation to participate on the CVVP Partnership Committee

Possible Action: Authorize staff to participate on CVVP Partnership
Committee

12.2 2002 CALAFCO Annual Conference (November 13-15, 2002)

Possible Action: Authorize staff and interested Commissioners to
attend the conference and authorize travel expenses funded by the
LAFCO budget

12.3 CALAFCO Executive Board Nominations

-

PENDING APPLICATIONS
There are no pending applications

WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE
14.1 CALAFCO Newsletter
14.2 Newspaper Articles

ADJOURN

Adjourn to the next regular business meeting on Wednesday, October 9,
2002.

NOTE TO COMMISSIONERS:

Upon receipt of this agenda, please contact Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk at (408) 299-5088
if you are unable to attend the LAFCO meeting.

s L1t ‘u.-l’-'- 1¢ rWLl!i_(m-“‘iL-L‘i} " jn :.-. 2}
M ‘Hﬂt‘_ "‘i}mmﬁh ﬁ;{’ﬂ_}(giqj*d...n SYthnie
e meetiBlat (Os); Fomi




ITEMNO. 3

SANTA CLARA COUNTY
Local Agency Formation Commission

MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 13, 2002

1. ROLL CALL

The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Santa Clara County
convenes this 13" day of June 2002 at 1:20 p.m. in the Chambers of the Board of
Supervisors, County Government Center, 70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, California,
with the following members present: Chairperson Linda J. LeZofte, and Commissioners
Blanca Alvarado, Donald Gage, Susan Vicklund-Wilson and Mary Lou Zoglin.

The LAFCO staff in attendance includes Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive
Officer; Kathy Kretchmer, LAFCO Counsel; Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst; and, Ginny
Millar, LAFCO Surveyor.

. The meeting is called to order by Chairperson LeZotte and the following

proceedings are had, to wit:

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

Richard Larsen, Chairman, Leadership Committee, West Loyola Annexation
Project, addresses the Commission to help facilitate annexation of the West Loyola Area’
to Los Altos Hills and seek sewer connection: He states that the parcels are contiguous
to Ravensbury, an area that has been annexed and is now installing a sewer system.
The area is also contiguous to Mora Drive which has not yet been annexed; however, it
has been approved by LAFCO for sewer extensions. Eighty-eight percent of West
Loyola residents signed a petition for annexation to Los Altos Hills. However, the Town
requires that a sewer master plan be formulated before the Town can approve further
sewer extensions. He advises that it will take one and a half years to complete the plan
and proposes that LAFCO coordinate with the City of Los Altos and Town of Los Altos
Hills to allow the neighborhood to temporarily hook up to sewers. He states that he
will present a proposal at the Los Altos Hills Town Council’s town meeting on June 20,
2002. Chairperson LeZotte requests that the matter be referred to staff for report on
August 14, 2002. Ms. Palacherla states that it is the responsibility of Los Altos Hills

Town Council to initiate the proceedings for annexation, because the area is within the
Town’s Urban Service Area (USA).
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Mr. Larsen expresses concern that both the City and the Town have not taken
any steps to initiate the annexation process. Ms. Kretchmer advises that staff will
determine LAFCQ’s role in the matter.

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is
unanimously ordered that the matter be referred to staff for report at the August 14,
2002 meeting.

3. APPROVE MINUTES OF APRIL 10, 2002 MEETING

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is
ordered on a vote of 4-0, with Commissioner Zoglin abstaining, that the minutes of
April 10, 2002 meeting be approved, as submitted.

4. APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is

unanimously ordered that the consent calendar be approved.

:1.1* WEST VALLEY SANITATION DISTRICT- DEER PARK ROAD

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is
unanimously ordered that Resolution No. 02-05 be adopted, approving the annexation
of 17203 Deer Park Road to West Valley Sanitation District (WVSD), designated as
WVSD 2002-01 (Deer Park Road), and waiving the protest proceedings.

42* SANJOSE DE-ANNEXATION — CASA LOMA ROAD

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is
unanimously ordered that Resolution No. 02-06 be adopted, approving the de-
annexation of approximately 1.5 acre portion of 327 Casa Loma Road from the City of

San Jose and waiving the protest proceedings.

&% PUBLIC HEARINGS

51 MORGAN HILL 2001 URBAN SERVICE AREA (USA) AMENDMENT

5.1A MORGAN HILL 2001 USA AMENDMENT — SUNNYSIDE AVE. (STODDARD)
This being the time and place set for public hearing to consider a request by the

City of Morgah Hill to amend its USA to include Sunnyside Avenue (Stoddard),

Chairperson LeZotte declares the hearing open.

Ms. Palacherla reports that the site is within the urban growth boundary of the
City of Morgan Hill and is surrounded by the City limits and USA on three sides. There
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are two single family homes currently on the property and it is anticipated that 44 new
homes will be built on the subject properties after annexation. She states that Measure P
dictates that the City will not request a USA expansion if there is more than a five-year
supply of vacant residential lands on either side of Monterey Road. However, the
Desirable Infill Policy provides an exemption if the certain land is less than 20 acres, if it
is adjacent to the city limits, if the city can provide services, and if the project will
provide a benefit to the city. Ms. Palacherla notes that the property is in compliance
with Morgan Hill's General Plan because it is less than 20 acres, adjacent to City limits
and USA, and the City is able to provide services. She indicates that the proposed USA
amendment will be a benefit to public welfare because of the looping of a waterline to
the south of the property. In terms of LAFCO policy, she states that there is no
agricultural land impacted by the proposal, the boundary proposed is logical, and the
City is able to provide the necessary services. She further states that the issues
concerning this proposal relate to the availability of vacant land and also its growth
inducing impact. She reports that the City has approximately 11 years worth of vacant
residential land on the west side of Monterey Road and a larger amount of vacant
residential land on the eastern side. LAFCO policies encourage compact development
and require that available lands be used first before new lands can be developed. Ms.
Palacherla further advises that the proposed new road to access Edmundson Avenue
will go through many unincorporated lands, which would create incentive to other
landowners along that road to also develop their properties. Ms. Palacherla expresses
the opinion that this would result in a growth inducing impact and notes that staff
recommends denial of the application.

Terry Linder, Senior Planner of the City of Morgan Hill, states that she generally
concurs with the staff analysis and recommendations relating to Items Nos. 5.1B and
5.1C, however, she does not concur with the staff analysis on the Morgan Hill 2002 USA
Amendment, Sunnyside Avenue (Stoddard). She advises that while the City has more
than enough vacant land reserves, and that Area 1 can be exempted under the Desirable
Infill Policy because the City can serve the property, it is surrounded on three sides by
the city boundary, it is less than 20 acres, and it will benefit the community with a
looping of a water line. She cites that since County has allowed new developments in
the area, Morgan Hill also wants to control the land use and development of that area.

To promote circulation, a road connection to Edmundson Avenue is necessary. Finally,
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she states that there are no water and sewer services available at Edmundson and
Sunnyside avenues at this time. In response to a query by Commissioner Wilson, Ms.
Linder states that the proposed new road to Edmundson Avenue will run parallel to
Edmundson Creek. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Zoglin, Ms. Linder
states that there are new developments in the area approved by the County in the past
two years. Ms. Palacherla explains that the newly developed area has been zoned by the
County as Rural-Residential which allows the building of single family homes on 5 to
20 acre lots.

Commissioner Gage moves that staff recommendation be approved to deny the
application. Commissioner Wilson seconds the motion. Commissioner Wilson notes
that there are additional speakers who want to address the Commission. - Chairperson
LeZotte requests public comment.

Richard Stoddard, property owner, states that the inclusion of his property into
Morgan Hill’s USA will benefit the citizens. He states that the project meets the
desirable infill criteria under Measure P, was approved by the City Council in .
November 2000, and is bounded by the City on three sides. Mr. Stoddard furthers
states that the project benefits Morgan Hill by creating a water line and has already
benefited the City by constructing a storm drain on the eastern edge of his property and
water lines along Via Castafia. He notes that this development complies with the infill
provisions, because it allows orderly growth consistent with the General Plans of
Morgan Hill and the County. He reports that other landowners in the area are willing to
allow the road to pass through their properties, and that his property is no longer
agricultural. He clarifies that the number of new houses that will be built on his
property is only in the mid-20s.

David Cruz, property owner of an adjacent property, requests that the
Commission deny the request, because the plans include his driveway and water well.
He notes that Measure P has been very flexible and that the area is already congested.

Receiving no further requests from the public to speak, the Chairperson orders
that the hearing for this item be closed.

It is unanimously ordered that the staff recommendation be approved to deny
the request by the City of Morgan Hill for the 2001 expansion of its USA in Area 1,

consisting of 9 acres located on the east side of Sunnyside Avenue.
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51B MORGAN HILL 2001 USA AMENDMENT - HALE AVENUE (CATHOLIC
HIGH SCHOOL)

This being the time and place set for public hearing to consider a request by the
City of Morgan Hill to amend its USA to include Hale Avenue (Catholic High School),
Chairperson LeZotte declares the hearing open.

Ms. Palacherla reports that the site is approximately 30 acres and is within the
urban growth boundary of Morgan Hill. It is surrounded by the Morgan Hill’s USA on
three sides and the City limits on two sides. She notes that subsequent to annexation, a
private high school will be built on the property and that Morgan Hill’s Measure P does
not apply to non-residential proposals. With regard to LAFCOpolicies, she states that
the proposal is a logical extension of the City boundary, the City is able to provide all
the necessary services, and that it is the only parcel of the required size within its
boundaries that can accommodate a high school. Ms. Palacherla further notes that the
Environmental Impact Report indicates that the alternative sites which were considered
would have similar impacts. However, this project would result in the loss of 30 acres
of prime agricultural land. She notes by saying that this land has been dry-farmed
during the last five years, the proposal will not impact adjacent farmlands or open
space areas, and that staff recommends approval of the USA expansion.

Roger Shanks, Burton Clifford Associates, contractor for the Catholic Church of
San Jose, requests that the Commission approve the application because the high school
will serve Morgan Hill and the surrounding communities.

Ms. Palacherla modifies the staff recommendation to include the condition that
Morgan Hill adopt a monitoring plan in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). On the query of Chairperson LeZotte, Ms. Kretchmer advises that,
if the Commission approves the staff recommendation, the CEQA monitoring plan is
included in the approval.

Receiving no further requests from the public to speak, the Chairperson orders
that the hearing for this item be closed.

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Alvarado, it is
unanimously ordered that the staff recommendation (Resolution No. 02-07) to approve
the request by the City of Morgan Hill for the 2001 expansion of its USA in Area 2,
consisting of 30 acres located on the west side of Monterey Road, east of Hale Avenue,
be approved.
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51C MORGAN HILL 2001 USA AMENDMENT-CONDIT ROAD (SOCCERFIELD)
This being the time and place set for public hearing to consider a request by the
City of Morgan Hill to amend its USA to include Condit Road (Soccerfield),

Chairperson LeZotte declares the hearing open.

Ms. Palacherla reports that the site, which is developed as a soccer field, was
purchased by the City of Morgan Hill and the City desires to include the property
within its jurisdiction. There is no further development plan or change in use being
proposed. However, she states that it is possible that the City may want to expand the
facility in the future. The site is within Morgan Hill's urban growth boundary and is
adjacent to its USA on two sides. The City’s Measure P and Desirable Infill policy will
not apply because it is non-residential. She continues by stating that there is no impact
on existing agricultural lands, the USA amendment will result in a logical boundary,
and the City is currently providing water service and will provide sewer service after
annexation. Ms. Palacherla concludes by stating that the City does not have any vacant
lands designated as public facility within its boundaries, and that staff recommends
approval of the USA amendment.

Receiving no request from the public to speak, the Chairperson orders that the
hearing for this item be closed.

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Alvarado, it is
unanimously ordered that the staff recommendation (Resolution No. 02-08), approving
the request of the City of Morgan Hill for the 2001 expansion of its USA in Area 3,
consisting of 35 acres located on the west side of Murphy Avenue, east of Condit Road,
be approved.

52  GILROY 1999 USA AMENDMENT (GILRQY SPORTS PARK)

Chairperson LeZotte announces that the City of Gilroy has requested a
continuation of this item to the August 14, 2002 meeting.

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Alvarado, it is
unanimously ordered that the City of Gilroy’s 1999 USA amendment be continued to
the August 14, 2002 meeting.

53 LAFCO FINAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002-2003
On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Alvarado, the

LAFCO Final Budget for fiscal year 2002-2003 is unanimously approved.
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6.  EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
61 LOGOFORLAFCO

Ms. Palacherla states that the Cortese-Knox-Herzberg Act requires LAFCOs to be
independent agencies, and a LAFCO logo has been designed to emphasize LAFCO's
independence. Ms. Palacherla recommends that the Commission approve the logo and
authorize its use. _

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is

unanimously ordered that the LAFCO logo be approved and its use be authorized.

6.2 SENATE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE AB 2838 IMPLEMENTATION
SURVEY )

Ms. Palacherla directs attention to staff’s response to a survey by the State Senate

Local Government Committee requesting information on the progress of
implementation of Assembly Bill 2838. The Senate Committee requests that LAFCOs
review the responses before submitting the survey. '

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is

unanimously ordered that the response to the survey questionnaire be approved.

6.3  STATUS REPORT ON SERVICE REVIEWS PROJECT

Ms. Palacherla reports that staff continues to work on the service reviews project
and has hired a consultant to assist with Stage 2 tasks. Staff will present the service
reviews priorities for the Commission’s approval on August 14, 2002.

On motion of Commissioner Gage, seconded by Commissioner Wilson, it is
unanimously ordered that the staff report be approved relating to the status of the
service reviews project.

7. PENDING APPLICATION

Ms. Palacherla notes that there is a pending application by Cupertino Sanitary
District to annex two properties with a combined area of 1.090 acres located at 20520
Verde Vista Lane, Saratoga, CA, designated as Verde Vista No. 13.

8. WRITTEN CO PONDENCE
81  LETTER ON WEST LOYOLA ANNEXATION PROJECT

This item was discussed during the public presentation.
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9. ADIQURNMENT

On the order of the Chairperson, there being no objection, the meeting is
adjourned at 1:57 p.m. to the next regular meeting to be held on Wednesday, August 14,
2002 at 1:15 p.m. in the Chambers of the Board of Supervisors, County Government
Center, 70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, California.

Linda J. LeZotte, Chairperson
. Local Agency Formation Commission

ATTEST:

Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk



REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER: ITEM NO‘ 4'1

Date : August 6, 2002
Designation : Cupertino Sanitary District, Verde Vista No. 13

Type of Application: Annexation to District (LAFCO Heard Change of Organization)
Filed By: Resolution ;
Date of Hearing: Aug 14, 2002

1. REVIEW OF PROPOSAL

a. Acreage and location:
1.01 acres located at 20520 and 20518

Conforms to Sphere of Influence?® Yes O No
Creates island, corrtdor or strip? Q Yes @ No

Verde Vista Lane - Conforms to road policy? ® Yes O No
b. Effect on community services - Conforms to lines of assessment? @ ves O No
[ Provision of all municipal services . (if no, explain) ~

[ Provision of all district services

o ot S _ . . :
[JMunicipal/District services not provided © Present land use

[J Detachment from - " Single Family Residentiai
[0 School District Impact Report f. Proposed land use:
[0 County Transit Impact Report same
tc. O Inhabited @ Uninhabited g. Involves prime agricultural land or Williamson
d. Are boundaries Definite and Certain? gcifiand o
@ Yes ONo

2. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PROPOSAL
[] Annexation is Categorically Exempt from CEQA

- Class 19 Section 15319(b) and Class 3 Section 15303(a) and (d)

[ Tke City is the Lead Agency and completed Initial Study and Negative Declaration/Final EIR
[CJLAFCO is the Lead Agency and prepaped Negative Declaration/Draft EIR

3. SUGGESTED CONDITIONS OR OTHER COMMENTS:
See Exhibit C (Terms and Conditions)

4. PROTESTS:

5. RECOMMENDATIONS:

Approve annexation to Cupertino Sanitary District, subject to terms and conditions (see
Exhibit C), and waive protest proceedings.

oy "0 oMy n

 8/éfba
Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer DEL: 7




LOCAL AGENCY FORM. .ON COMMISSION
SANTA CLARA COUNTY
www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov

County Government Center, 11® Floor, East Wing
70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110

{408) 299-5127 FAX 295-1613

Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer

Date prepared: July 22, 2002
Hearing date:  August 14, 2002

To: The Santa Clara County Local Agency Formation Commission
From: Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst
Subject:  Cupertino Sanitary District Annexation: Verde Vista No. 13

Recommended Environmental Action:

Approve Categorical Exemption. The project is categorically exempt from the
requirements of CEQA.

Reasons for Recommendation:

The project is exempt under CEQA Class 19, Section 15319 (b); and Class 3, Section
15303 (a) and (d) that states:

Section 15319 (b): Annexation of individual small parcels of the minimum size for
facilities exempted by Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small
Structures.

Section 15303: Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of
new, small facilities or structures, installation of small new equipment and
facilities in small structures... The number of structures described in this section
are the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of this exemption
include, but are not limited to:

(a) One single-family residence or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone.

(d) Water main, sewage, electrical, gas, and other utility extensions, including
street improvements of reasonable length to serve such construction.

Cupertino Sanitary District proposes to annex two parcel (Assessor Parcel Numbers: 503-
20-109 and 503-20-110) totaling 1.01 acres located on the west side of Saratoga-
Sunnyvale Road between Verde Vista Court and Toni Ann Place in the City of Saratoga.
The parcels, located at 20520 and 20518 Verde Vista Lane, is located in the City of
Saratoga and have an existing 2,134 sq. ft. home on one of the parcels. The property
owner would like to demolish the existing home, abandon the existing septic system,
construct two new single-family residences, and connect the new residences to sewer
through the Cupertino Sanitary District. '

Commissioners: Blanca Alvarade, Donald F. Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotte, Susan Vicklund Wilson
Commission Secretary: (408) 299-5088



Regarding the annexation into the Cupertino Sanitary District, the parcel is zoned R-1-
12,500 (Residential with a 12,500 square foot minimum lot size requirement). The
parcels are located within the City of Saratoga and are not eligible for further subdivision.
The parcel is located inside of the City of Saratoga’s Urban Service Area and inside of
the City of Saratoga’s Sphere of influence. The parcel is located within Cupertino
Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence. The proposed annexation to Cupertino Sanitary
District is thus exempt from CEQA because the special district annexation meets the
requirements of the Class 19 and Class 3 exemptions.

2 B/1/02

SAIR_StaffEAFCOVCEQA ReviewMCEQA Staff Reports\Special District Annexations\VerdeVista#13.doc



EXHIBIT “A”

DESCRIPTION OF TERRITORY
TO BE ANNEXED TO
CUPERTINO SANITARY DISTRICT

VERDE VISTA NO. 13
APRIL, 2002

The following described real property situate in the City of Saratoga, County of Santa
Clara, State of California.

BEGINNING at a point in the present boundary line of the Cuperfino Sanitary District as
established by annexation entitled, Verde Vista No. 2, filed for record in Book 7555 of
Official Records at page 193, Santa Clara County Records said point being at-the
intersection of the center line of Verde Vista Lane and the southerly prolongation of the
westerly line of Parcel 1 as shown on that certain Parcel Map filed for record in Book 730
of Maps at page 18, Santa Clara County Records; thence along said westerly line of said
Parcel 1 and its southerly prolongation and the easterly line of said annexation Verde
Vista No. 2 N 0°14°00” E 250.00 feet to the northwesterly corner of said Parcel 1; thence
along the northerly line of Parcels 1 and 2 of said Parcel Map S 89°31°00” E 189.97 feet
to the northeasterly corner of Parcel 2 of said Map and a point on the westerly line of that
certain annexation to the Cupertino Sanitary District entitled, Verde Vista No. 5 filed for
record in Book 9124 of Official Records at page 155, Santa Clara County Records;
thence along the easterly line of said Parcel 2 and its southerly prolongation and the
westerly line of said annexation Verde Vista No. 5 S 0°14°00” W 250.00 feet to the
center line of Verde Vista Lane; thence along said center line N 89°31°00” W 189.97 feet
to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Said parcel of land containing 47,492 square feet or 1.090 acres, more or less.

This description was prepared for the annexation of territory to the Cupertino Sanitary
District. This description is not to be used to create or subdivide any parcel of land.

Prepared by;
Marvin D. Kirkeby
R.C.E. No. 14001
Expires 3/31/2005
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- Exhibit C

TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR ANNEXATION
TO CUPERTINO SANITARY DISTRICT

The annexaﬁon shall be subject to the following terms and conditions:

1.

In the event that pursuant to rules, regulations or ordinances of the District, as now or
hereafter amended, the District shall require any payment of a fixed or determinable
amount of money, either as a lump sum or in installments, for the acquisition, transfer,
use or right of use of all or any part of the existing property, real or personal, of the
District, such payment will be made to the District in the manner and at the time as

provided by the rules, regulations or ordinances of the District as now or hereafter
amended.

Upon and after the effective date of said annexation, the Property, all inhabitants
within such Property, and all persons entitled to vote by reason of residing or owning
land within the Property shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the District, shall have
the same rights and duties as if the Property had been a part of the District upon its
original formation, shall be liable for the payment of principal, interest and any other
amounts which shall become due on account of any outstanding or then authorized but
thereafter issued bonds, including revenue bonds, or other contracts or obligations of the
District and shall be subject to the levying or fixing and collection of any and all taxes,
assessments, service charges, rentals or rates as may be necessary to provide for such
payment; and shall be subject to all of the rates, rules, regulations and ordinances of the
District, as now or hereafter amended. '

The owner of Assessor's Parcel Number 503-20-110 shall grant to the District an
easement at the northeast corner of said parcel for the purpose of installing
maintenance facilities for the District's sewer line, such easement to be at a location
and in form and substance approved by the District Manager. The easement
referred to herein shall be recorded in the Office of the Recorder for Santa Clara
County, California, and constitute encumbrances against Parcel 503-20-110 that
shall run with the land.
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i P LA . O Item Nos.5 & 6

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

August 5, 2002

TO: . LAFCO
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Ofﬁcers"WP
SUBJECT: Reconsideration of Morgan Hill Urban Service Area (USA)

Amendment (2001) AREA 1 (Sunnyside — Stoddard)
Agenda Items #5 and #6
ACTIONS REQUIRED BY COMMISSION

1. The Commission is first required to vote on whether or not the Commission grants the
reconsideration of the proposal based on Govemment Code Section 56895.

2. If the Commission decides to accept the reconsideration:

a. The Commission will consider whether to hear the item at this time or continue it
to the October 9, 2002 meeting as requested in letter dated July 31 2002 from the
property owner’s attorney, Mr. Bruce Tichinin. (See Attachment B)

b. Lastly, the Commission will take action on the proposal either at this meeting or
at a future heaning.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

If the Commnssxon votes to reconsider the proposal, staff recommends that thc
Commission:

a. Deny the request for further continuance of the item.

b. Deny the inclusion of Area 1 (Sunnyside-Stoddard) into Morgan Hill Urban
Service Area (USA).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Mr. Dick Stoddard, landowner is requesting reconsideration of the LAFCO action taken
at the June 13, 2002 meeting to deny inclusion of Area 1 containing 9 acres located on the

70 West Hedding Street = 11th Floor, East Wing « San Jose, CA 95110 = {408} 299-5127 = {408) 2951613 Fax « www . santaclara.lafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Blanca Alvarado, Don Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotte, Susan Vickiund Wilson EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacherla



east side of Sunnyside Avenue into the Morgan Hill USA. For a detailed descnption of
the project, please refer to the Staff Report dated May 28, 2002 (see Attachment A)

BACKGROUND

Section 56895 of the Cortese Knox Hertzberg Act (CKH Act) allows any person / agency
to file a written request for reconsideration of a LAFCO resolution within 30 days of the
adoption of the resolution. The law also requires that to allow reconsideration by the
Commission, the written request must state any new or different facts that could not have
been presented previously. Attached are the two letters from Mr. Dick Stoddard
requesting reconsideration and stating the reasons for requesting reconsideration. (See
Attachment C)

L]

New Facts

As mentioned above, state law requires that the applicant include in their written request
any new or different facts that could not have been presented previously. Staff believes
that the new information on which Mr. Stoddard is basing his request for reconsideration
is the fact that two alternative routes were presented to and discussed with the City of
Morgan Hill for completion of Via Castana to serve as access to proposed development
on the subject site. The letter also indicates that Mr. Stoddard 1s in support of the
extension to Sunnyside Avenue.

Deny Request for Continuance

Mr. Bruce Tichinin, the attomey for the property owner is seeking continuance of this
item to analyze LAFCO records of the past 10 years.

Each LAFCO application is analyzed and considered independently based on LAFCO
policies and state law. The new facts relevant to this reconsideration proposal pertain to
where the access road is being located, and not to LAFCO actions over the past 10 years.
For this reason staff recommends that the Commission deny the request for continuance.

Deny Urban Service Area Expansion for Area 1

At the June LAFCO meeting there was some uncertainty as to how access would be
provided to the proposed development. Mr. Stoddard in his letter clarifies that two
altemnative proposals were considered by the City Council. One of the options is to extend
Via Castana northward along the eastern border of the subject property and extend
northerly through the Rubino property to intersect Edmundson. The other option is to
extend Via Castana to Sunnyside Avenue along the northem border of the subject
property. To become feasible, both options require additional right of way acquisitions
from properties not included in this application. These rights of way have not yet been
secured. The City Council has not made a decision on the two options but will require
that a traffic study be completed prior to any actual development.
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Staff believes that these facts do not completely alleviate the issues raised by staff in the
previous Staff Report regarding availability of excess vacant residential lands within the
existing USA and the growth inducing impacts generated by the proposal.

Staff recommends denial of the USA expansion request because the project is not
consistent with LAFCO policies. The city has approximately 11 years worth of vacant
residential land just on the west side of Monterey Road, as stated in the previous staff
report. Addition of more residential lands to the City at this time is premature and is
against the general concepts of infill and compact development.

Also, if the first option for the access road were chosen, it would involve extending a road
through an unincorporated rural area to connect to Edmundson Avenue. This, as
mentioned previously, would destroy the rural character of the area’as well as make it
more feasible for those properties to seek to develop those lands thus leading to potential
additional growth. _ '

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Staff Report dated May 28, 2002; Area 1 (Sunnyside — Stoddard) Morgan Hill
2001 USA Amendment

Attachment B: Letter dated July 31, 2002 from Mr. Tichinin, the attorney requesting
continuance

Attachment C: Letters from Mr. Dick Stoddard dated July 11, 2002 and July 13, 2002 requesting
reconsideration of LAFCO action regarding Morgan Hill USA Application Area !
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LOCAL AGENCYF  MATION COMMISSION Item Nos:5& 6
SANTA CLARA COUNTY  Attachment A

www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov

County Government Center, 11™ Floor, East Wing
70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110
(408) 299-5127 FAX 295-1613

Neehima Palacherla, Executive Officer

May 28, 2002
‘TO: LAFCO
FROM: ' Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer M
SUBJECT: Morgan Hill Urban Service Area (USA) Amendment (2001)
; AREA 1 (Sunnyside — Stoddard)
" RECOMMENDATION

1. CEQA Action

As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, LAFCO must take the following actions
regarding the Negative Declaration for any project approved by the Commission:

a. Find that the Initial Study and Negative Declaration approved by the City
of Morgan Hill was completed in compliance with CEQA and, together
with the additional information being provided by the City, is an adequate
discussion of the environmental impacts of the project,

b. Find that prior to making a decision on this project, LAFCO reviewed and
considered the environmental effects of the project as outlined in the
Initial Study and Negative Declaration,

2. AREA 1 (Sunnyslde;Stoddard)

Deny the inclusion of Area 1 containing 9 acres, into Morgan Hill Urban Service
Area.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Morgan Hill proposes to expand its Urban Service Area (USA) boundary to
include 3 adjacent parcels (APN: 767-32-018, 767-32-021, and 767-20-22) totaling 9

Commissioners: Blanca Alvarado, Donald F. Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotte, Susan Vicklund Wilson
Commission Secretary: (408) 299-5088



acres located on the east side of Sunnyside Avenue, approximately 1,300 ft. south of the
Sunnyside Avenue/Edmundson Avenue intersection. '

Two of the parcels contain existing single-family homes. The third-parcel (0.17 Acres),
which belongs to the City of Morgan Hill, contains a segment of West Litile Llagas Creek
and is used for flood control purposes. This parcel is assumed not to have any
development potential and is included solely for the purpose of creating an orderly and
logical boundary.

BACKGROUND

Land uses on Project Site and Surrounding Areas

The project site currently has a County General Plan designation of-¥Rural Residential”,
with a zoning designation of RR-sr. {(5-20 acre minimum lot size depending on the
parcel’s average slope).

The City’s General Plan designation for the area is “Single Family Medium (3-5 dwelling
units per acre),” with an anticipated zoning designation of “R-1 7,000”. The two

_ developable parcels total 8.83 acres and have a maximum development potential of 5
** units per acre. This would result in the potential development of a maximum of 44 new
homes after annexation.

The adjoining properties to the south, west and east are all developed with single-family
residences in the City. The land uses adjacent to the north side of the area consists of
single-family homes located within the unincorporated county. The zoning on those
parcels is Rural Residential (RR) with minimum lot sizes between 5 and 20 acres.

Residential Development Control System (RDCS)

The citizens of Morgan Hill adopted RDCS (Measure E) in 1977, in response to the
extraordinary growth experienced by the City in the early and mid 1970’s. RDCS was
designed to slow rapid growth by a building allocation system that would limit building
allocations issued each year. To receive a building allocation, an application would have
to compete against other application in a development review process held approximately
every year. The projects that received the highest combined score would be eligible for
building allocation. The criteria used to score projects numerically are included in the
attached packet of information from the City. The number of building allotments given
each year under Measure E were based on a target population of 30,000 in the year 2000
which allowed for an average of 200 new residential units per year.

Measure P

In November 1990, Morgan Hill voters approved Measure P, a ballot initiative that
modified the City’s Residential Development Control System. In addition to limiting
annual residential growth to 250 building penmits per year and setting a January 1, 2010,
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population cap of 38,800, sévera] of the provisions of Measure P also pertain 1o the
expansion of the City’s USA.

Section 18.78.070 (A) of the Morgan Hill Municipal Code (in which Measure P is
codified) states that the City shall neither apply to LAFCO, nor otherwise request or
support, the addition of any land to its USA, until such time as the City Council finds that
the amount of undeveloped residentially developable land either to the east of Monterey
Road or to the West of Monterey Road within the existing USA is insufficient to
accommodate five years” worth of residential growth for the land on that side of
Monterey Road. The projected rate of growth for the purposes of this determination shall
be the rate of growth provided for by the general plan and the Residential Development
Control System, Measure P. After making such a finding of land insufficiency, the City
may support the addition of land to the USA only on the side having the insufficiency,
and only to the extent necessary to support five or fewer years of growth on that side of
Monterey Road.

Desirable Infill

However, Measure P provided for minor exceptions to the land use study requirement.

;- This exception is known as “Desirable Infill”. Desirable Infill (codified into section
18.78.070(B) of the City’s Municipal Code) is defined by Measure P as a tract of land not
exceeding twenty acres in size and abutted on two sides by the city limits or on one side
by the city limits and having two other sides within a quarter mile of a city limit, as
determined by a perpendicular line drawn from the side of the parcel to the city boundary,
. and whose inclusion into the USA would not unduly burden city services and would '
beneficially affect the general welfare of the citizens of the City. The Morgan Hill City
Council adopted a policy setting forth criteria for “Desirable Infill Standards”. These
standards are included within the attached packet of information from the City. In
December 1992, LAFCO agreed to consider minor urban service area amendments
submitted by the City of Morgan Hill which meet the City’s Desirable Infill standards.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Initial Study and Negative Declaration

An Initial Study and Negative Declaration was prepared for the proposal, a copy of which
is attached. As a responsible agency under CEQA, LAFCO must find that the Initial
Stady and Negative Declaration approved by the City of Morgan Hill was completed in
.compliance with CEQA and, together with the additional information being provided by
the City, is an adequate discussion of the environmental impacts of the project, further
finding that LAFCO reviewed and considered the environmental effects of the project.

An analysis of the environmental information is contained in the attached LAFCO
Analyst’s staff report.
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CONSISTENCY WITH MORGAN HILL GENERAL PLAN

Urban Growth Boundary

The proposal area 1s within the C]ty s urban growth boundary, which was adopted by
the City in 1996.

Desirable Infill Standard

Since the proposal area has a residential land use d&signatioﬁ, pursuant to the City’s
Measure P, it may be included in the USA if it is consistent with the Desirable Infill
Standard.

According to the City’s analysis, the area meets all of the criteria set up in Measure P
for the desirable infill standard by:

1. meeting the physical / locational requirement,

2. receiving a passing score under Part 1 of RDCS which evaluates the city’s
ability to providc services to the area and,

3. being considered orderly and contiguous and providing a beneficial
element to the city. The City Council resolution states that including this
area in its USA would benefit the City by allowing for the gridding of the
water lines within the La Crosse neighborhood. A second benefit
identified by the City is that the City would have control of development
occurring in the area. (The second benefit is not included in the City’s
adopted criteria for meeting the Desirable Infill Standard.)

CONSISTENCY WITH COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

The proposal area is consistent with the Growth and Development C-GD 3, which states
that urban service areas should includé only those areas suitable for urban development
by being: reasonably serviceable with public services, relatively free from risks associated
with natural hazards, without substantial adverse environmental impacts, and not likely to
create severe off-site impacts on the surrounding areas or to any natural resource. .

The proposal is only partially consistent with policy C-GD 8. Although the area is
contiguous to the existing urbanized area, and all needed public services and facilities can
be provided within 5 years without lessening existing levels of service, it is inconsistent
with the policy because the city already has more than a 5 year supply of vacant
residential land within its USA. Please see detailed discussion below.
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CONSISTENCY WITH LAFCO POLICIES

Conversion of Prime Agricultural Lands and Open Space

The area does not consist of identified prime agricultural lands. -Sing]c-family homes
currently exist on two of the parcels. Therefore the proposal would not impact
agricultural lands or open space.

Logical and Orderly, Efficient Boundaries

The proposed expansion is surrounded by the city and its current USA boundary on
three sides. ‘

Growth Inducing Impact

*
The proposed access to this property would be through the extension of a road
through the unincorporated parcel (Rubino property) located north of this area to
Edmundson Avenue. Extension of infrastructure through this area at this time is likely
to generate growth prematurely on the unincorporated properties between this area
and Edmundson Avenue, especially since these properties are all within the City’s
urban growth boundary. Permission for the access has not yet been secured.

Five-Year supply of Vacant Land

The City’s RDCS requires that one third of all development be constructed on the
west side of Monterey Road, one third on the east and the remaining third on either
side. The proposal area is located on the west side of Monterey. There is about 400
acres of vacant land with a residential designation on the west side. Based on the
average density this would allow for 1,363 units. It is assumed that Measure P allows
construction of about 250 units per year. Assuming that 125 units are built on the west
side, this would mean that there is about 11 years worth of vacant residential land Just
on the west side of Monterey Avenue. There is at least as much vacant residential
land on the east side of Monterey Road as well.

In cases where there is more than 5 years worth of vacant land within the existing

boundaries, LAFCO policies require the City to explain why the additional land is

necessary to be included at this time. The City states that inclusion its USA,

annexation and development of the project site within the City would benefit the City
by allowing for gridding of the water system and by giving the city more control over
- land development in the area.

Ability of City to Provide Urban Services

The area is located within the fire protection services’ five-minute response area of
the Santa Clara County Fire Department. Since this response time is consistent with
the City Emergency Services Master Plan, there would be no need for any additional
fire protection facilities in the project vicinity.
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The area is located adjacent to existing residential areas which are currently provided
with police services from Morgan Hill Police Department. In general, the
development of the area would add to the growth of the community and therefore
contnbute to the need for additional police staff. Site-specific plans, which are not yet
available, will be required to determine the actual impact to the department.

A 6-inch sewer line exists along the property frontage on Sunnyside Avenue and
another 6-inch line is currently stubbed to the proposal area’s southerly boundary.
South County Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRAW) treats the wastewater for the
City of Morgan Hill. Development that is in accordance with City General Plan land
use designations is anticipated in the SCRAW'’s phased wastewater treatment
schedule. '

I}
Adequately sized (10 inch) water line exists along the property frontage on Sunnyside
and an 8-inch water line is stubbed to the southerly boundary. The City’s Water
System Management Plan takes into account all development that occurs in
accordance with General Plan land use designation. The development of the housing
units will be deducted from the total City population cap of 38,800 for the year 2010
and so has been anticipated for future water supply needs and facihties.

Ability of School District to Provide Schoot! Facilities

Annexation and development of the area would result in a maximum of 44 new
housing units. Based on an estimate of about 0.71 students per housing unit (provided
by MHUSD), a total of 31 new students would be generated as a result of the new
development. It is estimated that 54% (19 students) would attend the elementary
school, 24% (5 students) would attend the middle school and 22% (8 students) would
attend the high school. The MHUSD is planning for enrollment levels to be consistent
with the year 2010 City population cap of 38,800 residents under General Plan build
out. This annexation is included in the General Plan’s calculations and is consistent
with school district’s facilities plan for year 2010.

Fiscal Impacts Analysis

It is estimated that the new development (44 new homes) would generate about 140
new residents at the rate of 3.19 persons per housing unit.

Fiscal impact to City

Development of the area is projected to generate a slight surplus of about $40,200
in Fiscal Year 2002-2003, a large portion of which is due to property transfer tax
revenue from initial sale of residential properties. In Fiscal Year 2003-04, the .
surplus will be about $29,100 and by 2006-07, the surplus will be about $31,167.
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Fiscal Impact to County of Santa Clara

It is estimated that the net increase of 134 new residents to the City as a result of
the development would result in a County deficit of about $14,550 in Fiscal Year
2002-03 and increase to about $16,700 by Fiscal Year 2006-07.

Fiscal Impact te Morgan Hill Unified School District (MHUSD)

Each year, the State Department of Education establishes a revenue limit for the
school district that is adjusted according to changes in districts’ average daily
attendance. The state provides the district with operating revenues so that the
district’s local property tax revenue plus the state provided funding equals the
revenue limit. So, as the public school attendance rises, MHIUSD expects school
revenues and expenditures to increase.

CONCLUSION . g

Staff recommends that this area (Area 1 Sunnyside-Stoddard) be denied for inclusion in
the urban service area at this time as there currently exists about 11 years worth of vacant
: residential land just on the west side of Monterey Road within the city and more vacant

" land on the east side of Monterey Road. To insure more compact development and to
discourage premature conversion of rural lands, it is critical that the City use up the
vacant land within its boundaries before seeking to add more land for development.
Although in this case there is no impact on agricultural lands or on the provision of
effictent services, it is likely that inclusion of these lands would encourage adjacent
unincorporated lands to seek inclusion in the near future especially since the development
of this property is hinged on the extension of a road through a private property that is
currently in the county outside the City’s urban service area.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Map of the Area
Attachment B: LAFCO Analyst Report with Environmental Analysis

Attachment C:  Fiscal Impact Report for Area
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LOCAL AGENCY FC 1ATION COMMISSION TEEE RIS
SANTA CLARA COUL.. Y ATTACHMENT B

www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov

County Government Center, 11™ Floor, East Wing
70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110
(408) 299-5127 FAX 295-1613

Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer

Date prepared: May 31, 2002
Heanng date:  June 13, 2002

To: The Santa Clara County Local Agency Formation Comgnission
From: . Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst

Subject: 2001 MORGAN HILL URBAN SERVICE AREA EXPANSION —
AREA 1 (Sunnyside-Stoddard) '

;. Recommended CEQA Action:

As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, LAFCO must take the followi’ng actions
regarding the Negative Declaration for any project approved by the Commission:

1. Find that [a] the Mitigated Negative Declaration approved by the City of
Morgan Hill was completed in compliance with CEQA and is an adequate
discussion of the environmental impacts of the project, [b] prior to making a
decision on this project, LAFCO reviewed and considered the environmental
effects of the project as shown in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Purpose:

The City of Morgan Hill proposes to expand their Urban Service Area (USA) boundary
to include 3 adjacent parcels (APN: 767-32-018, 767-32-021, and 767-20-22) totaling 9
acres located on the east side of Sunnyside Avenue, approximately 1,300 fi. south of the
Sunnyside Avenue/Edmundson Avenue intersection. The property owner, Roberta
Stoddard, initiated the proposal. This area is within Morgan Hill’s Urban Growth
Boundary but is outside of Morgan Hill’s Urban Service Area boundary and City Limits.
All three parcels are co-terminus with the City’s USA boundary.

Background:

Existing and Proposed Use of the Property

Two of the parcels contain a single-family home. The third parcel (.17 Acres), which
belongs to the City of Morgan Hill, contains a segment of West Little Llagas Creek. The

Commissioners: Blanca Alvarado, Donald F. Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotie, Susan Vickhund Wilson
Commission Secretary: (408) 299-5088 :



e,

City parcel is assumed not to have any development potential and is included solely for
the purpose of creating an orderly and logical boundary.

The City is proposing to include the parcels in its USA and 1o eventually annex the area.
A specific timeframe for the annexation has not been identified in the application. The
applicant estimates that 6.6 of the 9 acres are developable as 7,000 sq. f1. Iots, resulting in
the potential development of approximately 41 new homes.

Applicable General Plan and Zoning Designations

The parcel currently has a County General Plan designation of “Rural Residential”, with
a zoning designation of “RR-sr” (5-20 acre minimum lot size depending on the parcel’s
average slope).

The City’s General Plan designation for the area is “Single Family Medium (3-5 dwelling
units per acre),” with an anticipated zoning designation of “R-1 7,000 (1 dwelling unit
per 7000 sq.ft.)”. Because of the area’s residential land use designation the area is
subject to the restrictions of the City’s Residential Development Control System (RDCS).
Section 18.78.080 (Measure P) of the Morgan Hill Municipal Code states, “the City shall
grant no new extension of urban services for residences beyond its urban service area
except in the event that the City has entered into a mutual aid agreement or if there has
been a failure of an existing septic system or well.” The RDCS requires that amendments
to the City’s USA boundary must meet the City’s “Desirable Infill” defimtion. The City
of Morgan Hill estimates that the development potential of the area is 41 units.

Surrounding Land Uses

The adjoining properties to the south, west and east are all developed with single-family
residential subdivisions. The land uses adjacent to the north side of the area consists of
single-family homes located within the unincorporated county.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:

Premature Conversion of Agricultural and Open Space Lands

According to the U.S. Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP) Important Farmland Map, the project area is not identified as “pnme
farmland.” The FMMP identifies the area as consisting of lands identified as “‘grazing”
and “other land.” “Grazing” land is land on which existing vegetation, whether grown

. naturally or through management, is suitable for grazing. “Other Land” is land not

included in any other mapping category. Common examples of “other land” include low-
density rural developments, vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by
urban development, and water bodies smaller than forty acres. Based ori the above
information, the environmental document concluded that proposed USA boundary
amendment would not result in a loss of Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance. Lastly, the proposed project would have no significant impacts on open
space resources.
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Growth Inducement and Precedent Setting Implications

Approval of the proposed USA boundary expansion would allow for 3 parcels totaling 9
acres to be annexed into the City of Morgan Hill and developed for residential uses. In
1996, the City of Morgan Hill established an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to ensure
compact urban growth and infill development. The project area is located inside this
UGB. The UGB limits expansion of urban services over the next 20 to 30 years to only
those parcels located within the UGB. The project area is also contiguous with the City’s
current USA boundary.

Currently there is no site-specific development application for the project area. However,
the USA boundary adjustment could increase the development potential of the subject
parcels. If the lack of urban services on the subject parcels is an existing constraint to
development that the proposed USA boundary adjustment would ovgrcome, the
adjustment may increase the amount of development in the project area. Therefore, the
proposed USA boundary adjustment would indirectly be growth inducing.

Provision of Public Services and Utilities

According to the Expanded Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, the proposed
USA boundary adjustment would not result in the need for any additional fire protection,
; or fire protection facilities in the project vicinity. The proposed project is located adjacent
to existing residential areas that are currently provided with police services from the
Morgan Hill Police Department (MHPD). No site-specific development applications for
the site have been proposed for the project area. During subsequent development and
CEQA review, future development plans would be required to demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the City of Morgan Hill that adverse effects on police services would be
less than significant. Therefore, implementation of the proposed USA boundary
adjustment would constitute a less than significant impact.

‘The project area is located within the fire protection services five-minute (or less)
response area of the Santa Clara County Fire Protection District. Since the fire services
could be provided to the project area within five minutes, which is consistent with the
City’s Emergency Services Master Plan, the proposed USA boundary adjustment would
not result in the need for any additional fire protection, or fire protection facilities in the
project vicinity.

Schools that are at or beyond capacity currently serve the project area. Although, a
specific development application for the project area has not been proposed, an USA
expansion to include the project area will increase the development potential of the
subject parcels. Existing City policies require developers to dedicate land, construct
facilities, or pay fees to offset the costs of new schools. Due to the overcrowding
currently experienced by the MHUSD and anticipated future, subsequent development
applications through the RDCS would require reasonable fair share contributions of
school fees.

The current wastewater treatment module for the City is also nearing capacity; however,
the next phase of the treatment facility schedule, which is a module with the capacity to
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accommodate an additional three million gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater will be
implemented to provide additional capacity. Existing water, sewer and storm drainage
facilities located in the right-of-way of roadways adjacent to the project area would be
extended to the project area. g

The water and wastewater supply effects of the expansion of these facilities to serve
future development of the project area, in accordance with the General Plan land use
designations, were anticipated in the City’s Water System Management Plan and Sanitary
Sewer Master Plan and associated environmental documents. The development of any
future residential units in the project area would be deducted from the City population
cap of 38,000 for the year 2010 and therefore has already been anticipated for future
supplies of water and waste treatment facilities. :
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Item Nos.5 & 6

AWORIBOF e Attachment B

BRUCE TICHININ, INC.
17775 NORTH MONTEREY STREEY
MORGAN HILL, CALIFORNIA 95037
TELEPHONE (408) 779-9194
FACSIMILE (408) 778-2702

July 31, 2002

Via US Maijl & Facsimile: (408) 295-1613

Local Agency Formation Commission
Santa Clara County

County Government Center, 11* Floor
70 West Hedding Street, East Wing
San Jose, CA 95110

ATTN: LAFCO Commi{ssioners

Re:  MEETING DATE: AUGUST 14, 2002
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF RECONSIDERATION HEARING FOR
MORGAN HILL 2002 USA AMENDMENT # 00-2(SUNNYSIDE AVENUE-
STODDARD)

Dear Commissioners:

Kindly be advised that I represent the property owners, Roberta Stoddard and Dick
Stoddard, in the above application for reconsideration of your June 13, 2002 decision denying the
application for inclusion of their property in the Morgan Hill Service Area.

Presentarion of my client’s position requires that I review and analyze the actions of
LAFCO on the past 10 years of applications to LAFCO from the City of Morgan Hill. LAFCO
staff has been very cooperative and helpful in arranging for the copying of these records, which 1
received yesterday, Because the records make up a stack of paper 9 inches high, it will be
impossible for me to make a competent review, analysis and preparation of presentation to you,
and still attend to the balance of my practice in time for your August 14, 2002 meeting — for
which the reconsideration hearing is currently scheduled.

Accordingly, 1 am regpectfully requesting that you continue the hearing until the first
week in October, 2002, or thereafier.

Thank you very much for your kind consideration of this request.

WW"W

BRUCE TICHININ
BT:td
ce: Neelima Palacherla
Roberta Steddard
Dick Stoddurd (via faceimile: 925-609-7299)
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OFFI Attachment C
ICE OF THE

Ms. Neelima Palacheria COUNTY EXECUTIVE July 11,2002
Local Agency Formation Commission e

Santa Clara County W2 17 PMI2: 07 5

70 Wost Hedding Street =

San Jose, CA 95110 COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA <

Dear Ms. Palacheria, 2:::

This letter is to formally request that the commission reconsider its finding in its resolution of

June 13, 2002, regarding our application for the inclusion of our property in the Morgan Hill

Urban Service Arca (USA #00-02 Sunnyside-Stoddard). We believe ‘our request for

réconsideration should be granted for the following reasons.

L))

2)

3)

Based on the commissioners motion for denial, and second, prior to any public testimony
being given, we believe the information provided in our public testimony was not only not

heard, but irreparably damaged by the commissioners inappropriate action.

Upon review of LAFCO’s prior history( since 1989) of approvals for USA residential
property development in the Morgan Hill area , the “Desirable Infill Standards” were used to
approve the developments. Our project has met these same standards and is not being given

the same equat consideration.

As a basis for your denial, the cornmission bas stated that there is to much land available
for development within the existing USA. In actuality, the percentage of undeveloped land

within the current USA, is now less than it was at the time the previous projects were

approved.,



K
“1

1

4

5)

6)

The commission stated in its finding, that this project would provide a greater chance for
future development in the area, It is incomprehendable, how the commission can hold our
project responsible, and deny our application based on its inability to make good sound

judgment regarding future development in this area,

-

An additional benefit provided to the city and the area was provided prior to our

applicati lbn, when the city was provided the land to instal! a storm drain system along the
Edmundlon Creek at the castern border of the property. This corrected a flooding problem in
the arca j;.hat had existed for years and was worsened by the additional runoff from the
residenti;l devclopment to our East. This benefit should be included with the benefits of our

project, since this land is being included in our application.

It is our belief that the Desirable Infill provisions of the development process were
inclu?kicd for this type of project. These standards were established to provide a way the cities

coulr.? gain benefit from a “desirable™ property, irrespective of the amount of vacant land for

rcsid_Lmial development within the existing USA.
i

|
Please r&onsider our application at your earliest convenience and let us know if we can provide

any additional information necessary to assist you in your deliberations,

Sincerely,

Dick SnTldard
I
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Ms. Neelima Palacheria July 31,2002
Local Agency Formation Compmission

Santa Clata Couny

70 West Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

Dear Ms. Palacheria,

This letter is to confirm our conversation regarding our request for reﬁonsideration of the
commissions findings in its resnhnioq of June 13, 2002, regarding our a;plication for the inclusion
of our praperty in the Morgan Hill Urban Service Arca (USA #00-02 Sunnyside-Stoddard).
During our meeting in June, Ms. Linder from the City of Morgan Hill talked about the route for
the completion of Via Castana Drive. Since this is one of the “benefits” of our development
(completion of a stubbed street), we spent a great deal of time and funds in investigating the

routing of this road. During the City of Morgan Hills initia) approval of our USA application, two

alternate routes were discussed.

One route was to extend the road northward along the eastern border of our property and extend
northerly through the Rubino property and meeting Edmundson Ave, perpendicularly. We have

met with the property owner to discuss this option and have received their approval and support.

The second route was to extend-Via Castana Drive to Sunnyside Ave, along the northern border
of our property. This would develop an intersection at the comer of Sunnyside, Via Castana, and
Casino Real. We worked with the City of Morgan Hills traffic consultant to design this
intersection, and have extensive documentation and drawings we would like to present. We
strongly believe this is the best route for the extension of this road for all parties concerned.
Sunnyside Ave. is an extremely hazardous location for the existing cjitizens. The traffic speeds and

quantities experienced in front of our property are beyond excessive and unsafe, In order 10

[T
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control the traffic to safer, residential speeds, we believe Sunnyside Ave. shou!d be broken up into

shorter sections with reduced speed zones. This can be accomplished by developing this

intersection with 4-way stop signs,

Please include this information with our original request for reconsidering our application. We

look forward to properly presenting this information at our next hearing.

If we can be of any further assistance, please feel frec to call us.

Sincerely,

Dick Stoddsrd



- Item No. 7

There has been a request to continue
consideration of Agenda Item #7 to allow
time for City of San Jose to provide
additional information necessary for
staff analysis
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

August 6, 2002

T0: LAFCO
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
SUBJECT: Gilroy Urban Service Area Amendment (USA) - 1999

Gilroy Sports Park and Adjacent Areas
Agendaltem # 8

i Revised Staff Recommendation:

1. CEQA Action and Findings

Please see LAFCO Analyst’s report dated August 6, 2002 (Attachment A) for
revised CEQA recommendations and for revised environmental analysis of
project.

2, Project
a. Deny inclusion of the area (14 parcels) into the Gilroy urban service area

b. Conditionally approve annexation of only the three (3) parcels with APNs
808-21-030, 808-21-0128 and 808-21-026 (See Attachment B for Map and
Legal Description for annexation area) pursuant to Government Code
Section 56742 based on: '

1. The Gilrdy City Council applying the pre-zoning designation for the 3
parcels as recommended by the Planning Commission on August 1,
2002.

2. The City of Gilroy implementing the mitigation measures for the loss of
agricultural lands included in the current City of Gilroy General Plan
and as specified in the attached LAFCO Analyst Report dated August 6,
2002. (see Attachment D: Mitigation Measures for the Gilroy General
Plan)

c. Waive protest proceedings, provided the City is able to obtain and submit
to LAFCO staff within 20 days of LAFCO action, written consent from the
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County of Santa Clara and the South Santa Clara County Fire Protection
District to waive protest proceedings.

Background

In the LAFCO Staff Report dated May 31, 2002 (Attachment C), staff had recommended
that the Commission deny the City’s USA request but consider annexation of only the
three Sports Park parcels without including them within the City’s USA. Based on that
staff recommendation, Gilroy staff submitted the maps, legal descriptions and fees
necessary to process the LAFCO staff recommended annexation proposal.

However, since the May 31 LAFCO Staff Report was written, some new issues have
arisen regarding the Sports Park project. This report contains information on those new
issues / information and explains the reasons for the revised staff recommendation. For
detailed project description and staff analysis, please see the May 31 Staff Report
(Attachment C). Staff is still recommending denial of the USA amendment and
recommending annexation of the three Sports Park parcels upon the City complying
with certain conditions.

City of Gilroy General Plan's Mitigation Measures

On June 13, 2002, the Gilroy City Council adopted its current General Plan, which among

~ several other changes to the City’s policies and landuse designations, removed 660 acres
of prime agricultural land from the Agricultural Preserve and included it within the City’s
20-year boundary. The City’s EIR and SEIR for the Sports Park states that the
Agricultural Preserve would serve as partial mitigation for the loss of agricultural lands
associated with the Sports Park. LAFCO staff believes that with the removal of 660 acres,
this partial mitigation no longer exists for the Sports Park development.

To compensate for the loss of thesé 660 acres of agricultural land, the City of Gilroy has
adopted other mitigation measures as part of its General Plan that would apply to any land
use approval (such as zoning changes, annexation of lands to city or urban service area
amendmenits) that result in the conversion of land that is designated as prime farmland or
farmland of statewide importance to an urban use. (See Attachment D) The City has not
applied these policies to the Sports Park project as the City Council took action on the
Sports Park prior to the adoption of these mitigation policies.

However, LAFCO is considering the Sports Park project under the City’s current General
Plan. To ensure consistency with the current General Plan the City needs to comply with
the mitigation measures it has adopted. If the City does not adopt its mitigation measures,
the proposal would not be consistent with City’s General Plan. Therefore, LAFCO staff
recommends that the annexation of the Sports Park be contingent on the City
complying with its adopted mitigation measures for loss of agricultural lands.
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Viability of Agriculture on Parcels Adjacent to Sports Park

Some concems have been brought to staff’s attention regarding how the parcels adjacent
to the Sports Park, proposed for residential and commercial development, will become
less viable for agriculture as the parcels are already small and would now be surrounded
by the Sports Park and other existing urban development that pose “practical life”
difficulties to farming those lands. And therefore are requesting that these parcels be
included into the City’s urban service area.

Farming along the urban rural interface can pose many conflicts for both the farmer and
the urban population. Issues experienced by the urban neighbors may relate to '
“nuisances” such as odor, noise, dust, use of chemicals and pesticicles which may affect
how the land is farmed; and the farming community may be concerned about increased
traffic, trespassing and vandalism of the farms. Staff acknowledges that these pressures
along with agricultural competition and economic incentives to develop these [ands into
urban uses would make it difficult to farm lands at the urban edge.

Nonetheless, a recent report funded by the Santa Clara County and the Santa Clara
County Farm Bureau, “The Feasibility of Maintaining and Enhancing Agriculture in
Santa Clara County” indicates that there is an emerging agriculture in the county where
farmers are working in unique and innovative ways to overcome these traditional issues
and adapt to the local context and the economic realities of farming at the urban edge.
The new agriculture is smaller in scale (5-20 acres) and involves more intensive
agricultural operations. Examples of such efforts involve specialty; niche agriculture and
direct marketing of products, processing and packaging agricultural products on site and
combining agricultural operations with some aspect of agro-tourism. Some of these
entreprencurial methods being adopted change and broaden the assumptions for what
would be considered *“agricultural viability”. The report also discusses the urban-rural
link and provides examples on how farming and agricultural lands contribute to and
benefit from an urban environment. The future of agriculture in Santa Clara County will
depend on how quickly farmers adapt to the new agricultural realities and whether local
policies and procedures recognize and support agriculture’s special needs. Staff would
like to arrange for a presentation of the report to the Commission at a later date.

With regard to the proposal at hand, staff maintains its position that inclusion of the
adjacent properties proposed for residential and commercial development into the urban
service area is premature at this time as the City has excess vacant Jand within its current
boundaries. Please see May 31 Staff Report for a detailed analysis of this issue.

Pre-Zoning of Sports Park Parcels

Government Code Section 56375 and LAFCO policies require a pre-zoning designation
prior to annexation of lands. State law requires LAFCO decisions regarding an
annexation be based on the general plan and pre-zoning of the city. The Gilroy 1999-2020
General Plan adopted on June 13, 2002 indicates that the land use designation for the
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three parcels is “Park/Recreation Facility.” The City Planning Commission forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council on the pre-zoning of the lands to PF (Park and
Public Facility) on August 1, 2002. The City Council was scheduléd to adopt a pre-
zoning designation for these parcels at its August 5 meeting. The Council continued the
item to September 2, 2002. There is currently no pre-zoning designation on these parcels.
Therefore staff recommends that LAFCO condition the annexation approval on the
City Council applying the pre-zoning designation as recommended by the Planning
Commission. |

Definite and Certain Proposal

The County Surveyor has determined that the proposal is definite apd certain upon review
of the map and legal descriptions of the annexation boundaries that the City has
submitted. Inclusion of the three parcels would not result in boundaries splitting lines of
assessment. )

Waiver of Protest Proceedings

Government Code Section 56663 (c) allows LAFCO to waive protcsi proceedings after

" annexation approval if the annexation proposal has 100% consent from property owners

and 1if all agencies losing or gaining territory as a result of the annexation, provide written
consent to waive protest proceedings. The City of Gilroy is in the process of obtaining
those waivers from the County of Santa Clara and the South County Fire Protection
District, the two agencies losing territory as a result of this annexation. LAFCO staff is
recommending that the Commission waive the protest proceedings provided the
City submits to LAFCO within 20 days of the LAFCO action, the required waivers
from the agencies. If the City is not able to obtain the waivers, LAFCO Executive
Officer will have to notice and hold a protest proceeding as required by the Cortese Knox
Hertzberg Act.

Referral to Affected Agencies

A notice of the annexation proposal has been forwarded to all affected agencies. No
comments have been received yet from any of the agencies.

Attachments

Attachment A: LAFCO Analyst Report dated August 6, 2002 with revised CEQA
recommendations and analysis.

Attachment B: Map and Legal Description of the Proposed Annexation Area
Attachment C: LAFCO Staff Report Dated May 31, 2002

Attachment D: Mitigation Measures for the City of Gilroy General Plan as approved
by the City Council on June 13, 2002
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FoY N Item NO- 8
. I_ A O Attachment A

l.ocal Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

Date prepared: August 6, 2002
Hearing date:  August 14, 2002
To: The Santa Clara County Local Agency Formation Commission

From: Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst 471 .

Sﬁbject: REVISED ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT FOR- 1999 GILROY URBAN
c SERVICE AREA EXPANSION (Sports Park, Residential and
Commercial) :

. RECOMMENDED CEQA ACTION AND REQUIRED FINDINGS:

As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, LAFCO must take the following actions
regarding the Environmental Impact Report and Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR) for this project before it approves the annexation and/or USA
expansion:

1. Find that, prior to making a decision on this project, LAFCO reviewed and
considered the environmental effects of the project as shown in the EIR and SEIR.

2. Find that [a] the EIR and SEIR identified potentially significant adverse impacts
resulting from the project in the areas listed below, and [b] appropriate mitigation
measures have been proposed for each of the potential impacts identified in each
of the listed categories that will reduce the impacts to a less than significant level
(see Attachment 1 - “Findings of Potential Significant, and Significant,
Environmental Impact” for 2 summary of impacts).

« Aesthetics « Cultural Resources
« Air Quality « Hydrology
« Biological Resources « Interior Noise

« Transportation Circulation

3. Find that the EIR and SEIR identified two potentially significant impacts resulting
from the project that cannot be mitigated to less than significant level. These
impacts are listed below:

» Agricultural Resources
» Exterior Traffic Noise

4. Find that all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives have been imposed to
: mitigate or avoid the project’s significant effects. However, because the City
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subsequently amended its General Plan and reduced the size of the agricultural
preserve, which was the primary means of mitigating the project’s agricultural
impacts, this mitigation measure will no longer mitigate the project’s impacts.
Therefore, to make the required finding that all feasible mitigation measures have
been imposed for the project’s agricultural impacts, substitute mitigation is being
imposed for these impacts and consists of those measures set forth in the City’s
current General Plan (Attachment 2 — 4.4-Al. a,, b., c.).

. Find that conditions have been imposed on the project to ensure that the
mitigation measures imposed on the project are fully enforceable, and adopt a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (“MMRP") that is identical to the
monitoring program approved by the Gilroy City Council, as Lead Agency, for
the Project (Attachment 3), with the addition of the substitufe mitigation measures
for agricultural impacts (Attachment 2 - 4.4-Al. a;, b, c.) and require the City to
submit an annual report to LAFCO concerning the status of the project’s
mitigation measures. ' ' '

. Find that, despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives, the project’s agricultural and traffic noise impacts will remain
significant. Therefore, in order to approve the project, LAFCO must find that the
project’s benefits outweigh the project’s significant, unavoidable environmental
impacts. LAFCO staff suggests the following overriding considerations:

Overriding Considerations for LAFCO Approval of Modified Project:

The City of Gilroy approved the Gilroy Sports Park on June 7, 2002. LAFCO
staff is recommending that LAFCO consider annexing into the City of Gilroy the
three parcels that are the site for the future Gilroy Sports Park without bringing
these parcels into the City’s Urban Service Area. The annexation of the Sports
Park will allow the City to provide the necessary city services to the project site.

Agricultural Resources

Staff’s recommendation removes adjacent agricultural land from the project and
therefore will reduce the loss of prime agricultural land and the potential loss of
prime agricultural land on adjacent properties. Furthermore, the modified project
will create a valuable and unique recreational and park resource not currently
available to the public.

Exterior Traffic Noise Impacts

Staff’s recommendation removes the area proposed for residential development
from the project and therefore the exterior traffic noise associated with the
operation of the Gilroy Sports Park will not impact the proposed residential area.
Furthermore, the modified project will create a valuable and unique recreation and
park resource not currently available to the public that outweighs any potential
impacts on other existing development surrounding the Sports Park site.

. Designate the LAFCO Executive Officer as the location and custodian of the
documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which
this decision is based.
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8. If the City does not agree to implement the agricultural mitigation policies set
forth in the City’s current Genera! Plan (Attachment 2 - 4.4-Al. a,, b.,c.), a
Supplemental EIR must be prepared to analyze all feasible mitigation measures
that could potentially be implemented by the City to reduce the Project’s
significant agricultural impacts.

Il. REASONS FOR REVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT:

Please note that this environmental report supersedes the previous environmental
report for this project dated May 31, 2002. This revised environmental report was
necessary due to the following:

The City of Gilroy’s Adoption of a Revised General Plan and Mitigations

%
The City of Gilroy adopted its Revised General Plan on June 13, 2002. The Revised
‘General Plan included the adoption of the new 20-Year Boundary east of Highway
"101 that resulted in the placement of 664 acres of prime agricultural land located
within the Gilroy Agricultural Lands Area into the new 20-Year Boundary. The
Gilroy Agricultural Lands Area was cited as a partial mitigation for the agricultural
impacts associated with the Gilroy Sports Park. However, on June 13, 2002, the City
of Gilroy revised the City’s 20-Year Boundary and thus compromised the primary
means of mitigating the Project’s impact on agriculture. Furthermore, the City of
Gilroy has not proposed an alternative mitigation for the Gilroy Sports Project that
would replace this prior mitigation. Therefore the EIR and SEIR for the Sport Park is
no longer adequate for LAFCO approvals. However, the City’s new General Plan
includes mitigation measures (Attachment 2 - 4.4-Al. a., b., ¢.) that if used as
substitute mitigation would meet the requirement that all feasible mitigation measures
have been imposed for the project’s impacts on agricultural Iands.

If the City is unable or unwilling to provide adequate mitigation measures
(Attachment 2 - 4.4-A1. a,, b,, c.) that would address the Project’s impacts on
agricultural lands, LAFCO must prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report.

LAFCO demal of the Project does not require further environmental review.,
Viability of Agriculture on Parcels Adjacentto the Sports Park

Since the Commission’s June 13th meeting, some concerns have been brought to
stafI’s attention regarding how the parcels adjacent to the Sports Park, proposed for
residential and commercial development will continue to be viable for agriculture
given that the parcels are already small and would be surrounded by the Sports Park
and other existing urban development that pose “practical life” difficulties to farming
those lands. Farming along the urban rural interface can pose many conflicts for both
the farmer and the urban population. Issues experienced by the urban neighbors may
relate to “nuisances” such as odor, noise, dust, use of chemicals and pesticides that
affect how the land is farmed; and the farming community may be concerned about
increased traffic, trespassing and vandalism of the farms. However, staff is also aware
that some farmers are working in unique and innovative ways to overcome these
traditional issues and adapt to the local context and the economic realities.
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As a result of this information, LAFCO staff is retracting their earlier (May 31, 2002)
findings regarding the Sports Park’s “relative compatibility with the adjacent
farmlands” and that the Sports Park “will not impose an adverse impact on the
adjacent farmlands.” It is now the opinion of LAFCO staff that the Sport Park could
adversely impact the surrounding farmland and may further restrict surrounding
agricultural operations. However, staff believes that the Sports Park will have less
adverse impact on agricultural lands than many other urban uses at that same site.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

IV.

The City of Gilroy proposes to expand their Urban Service Area (USA) boundary to
include 14 parcels forming a 140.21-acre project site, which includes the approved
Gilroy Sports Park and habitat buffer on 78.36 acres, approved trail extension and
habitat buffer on 7.00 acres, proposed residential development on 27.72, and

.proposed commercial land uses on 27.13 acres. Upon approval of the USA.expansion,

the City plans to annex the project site. The project site is adjacent to southerly and
westerly boundaries of Gilroy’s Urban Service Area, specifically located South of
West Luchessa Avenue and West of Monterey Road and Monterey Frontage Road,
north of Uvas Creek and Farman Lane, and east of Uvas Creek. The project site has
been in the 20-year planning area since the City’s currerit general plan was adopted in
1979.

BACKGROUND:

Existing and Proposed Use of the Property

The project site comprises 14 parcels with a total land area of 140.21 acres of prime
agricultural land. During the site visit staff observed that 30 acres of land was
currently being farmed with row crops. However, the SEIR stated that, a total of
128.20 acres is currently farmed with row crops. The flood control levee occupies
7.00 acres, commercial and utility uses occupy 0.8 acres and rural residential,
agricultural structures and yards occupy approximately 4.2 acres. The project site also
encompasses small, undeveloped areas of riparian vegetation along Uvas Creek, on
the western penphery.

The approved sports park will convert three parcels comprising 78.36 acres of the
project site from agricultural land to athletic fields, habitat buffer, parking and access
areas and ancillary uses. The project site also includes an approved trail extension and
habitat buffer on 7.00 acres, a proposed residential development on 27.72 acres and
proposed commercial land uses on 27.13 acres. This project, in total, would result in
the conversion of 140.21 acres of agricultural lands to urban uses.

Applicable General Plan and Zoning Designations

The project site currently has a County General Plan designation of “Open Space
Reserve”. This designation 1s used for land that 1s adjacent to an existing USA but for
which no long-term use has been determined. The County Zoning designation for the
project site is “A-20" Agricultural Zoning (20-acre minimum).
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The City of Gilroy’s current General Plan land use designations for the project site
are “Residential-Neighborhood District,” “Commercial- General Services,” and
*Park/Recreation Facility.”

Surrounding Land Uses

Land to the south and west of the project site are currently in agriculture. South of
and contiguous with the project site is agricultural land bordered by Uvas Creek on its
west and south, and Monterey Frontage Road on its east. Greenhouses occupy some
of this agricultural land and the remainder is farmed with row crops. West of the
project site, across Uvas Creek, is additional agricultural land: Land to the north and
east of the project site is developed with urban uses. North of the project site is an
established residential neighborhood of single-family houses. East of the project site
are commercial uses, including hotels, automobile dealership and mini-storage. Park
-and open space areas are located upstream of the project site along Uvas Creek. A
bicycle trail runs along the east bank of Uvas Creek northwest of the project site and
will be extended south of the project site as part of the approved sports park project.
U.S. Highway 101 is located to the east of the project site approximately 300 feet
from the south end of the project site, and approximately 1,100 feet from the north
end of the project site and project vicinity.

Monitoring Program

A mitigation monitoring program (Attachment 3) is required for atl environmental
documents when significant impacts are identified. In addition, specific monitoring
compliance with mitigations described in the EIR and SEIR should occur at the time
of annexation, pre-zoning, and use permit approval. As LAFCO is requiring substitute
mitigation measures for agricultural impacts (Attachment 2 - 4.4-Al. a,, b, c.),
LAFCO staff is recommending that the City submit an annual report to LAFCO
concerning the status of the project’s mitigation measures.

. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS OF CONCERN TO LAFCO

Premature Conversion of Agricultural Lands and Open Space

According to the E/R and SEIR, the soil on the project site is Yolo loam. Yolo loam is
a well-drained soil underlain by alluvium from the sedimentary rock. The soil is
categorized as Agricultural Class I and is considered to be the most productive soil in
the Santa Clara Valley (United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation
Service 1974). Class I soils are those that have few limitations that restrict their use.

Based on the California Department of Conservation’s Important Farmlands Map, the
entire project site is designated at “Prime Farmland.” “Prime Farmland” is defined by
the Califomia Department of Conservation as land with the best combination of
physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term production of agricultural
crops. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
produce sustained high yields.
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According to the City’s of Gilroy’s Vacant Land Survey, the City of Gilroy has an
approximate nine-year supply of residential land within its existing USA. There is an
approximate 18-year supply of vacant commercial land. Although the sports park is
already approved at the selected site, the Vacant Land Survey reviewed alternative
sites within the USA that are of suitable size and terrain for placement of a similar
facility. The Survey identified three alternative sites that are within the existing USA.
However, according to City staff, the City has adopted specific plans for two of the
areas and they do not include such type of development and the third area is within an
established residential area that the City would be.unable to acquire,

Lands within a City’s Urban Service Area are to be developed within a five-year
timeframe. Including the project site within the City’s USA would result in the
premature conversion of agricultural lands, given that the projest site is prime
farmland that is currently in production, and that the City has a more than adequate
.supply of lands within its current USA already designated for residential
development, commercial-general service development. Additionally, the SEIR states
that there are alternatives sites for the sports park within the current USA.

Provision of Public Services

According to the EIR and SEIR, the City of Gilroy would provide police, fire, and
general government services currently provided by the county if the proposed project
is approved. No water or sewer services are currently provided to the project site. The
City of Gilroy Fire Department would provide fire protection and emergency medical
response services to the proposed project. The proposed project will add
approximately 500 residents and therefore the required increase in personnel would
be the equivalent of three-quarters of an officer. Existing police facilities would
accommodate the required increase in personnel. This would enlarge the geographic
range of coverage for the fire department and police department but would not require
addition or enlargement of facilities or the addition of equipment or personnel.

The City of Gilroy will assume responsibility for the provision of water and sanitary -
sewer services to the proposed commercial and residential areas of the project site
upon annexation, in addition to the future water and wastewater service already
committed to the approved sports park. Development of the project site was -
accounted for in the City’s most recent Water Master Plan and Sewer Master Plan.
According to the SEIR, the City of Gilroy wastewater treatment plant has adequate .
capacity to accommodate the additional wastewater.

Growth Inducement

The proposed project itself is an extension of urban services into a previously un-
served area. Although all urban service infrastructure is currently available near the
project site, the approval of the USA amendment would make that infrastructure
available to the project site and would result in future growth and development in that
area.

The project site is currently within the City of Gilroy’s 20-year planning area. The
proposed project would transfer the project site into the City of Gilroy’s USA.
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Provision of urban services and development within a USA is to occur within a five-
year timeframe. The Gilroy Sports Park has previously been approved for a portion of
the project site. Approval of the USA amendment request would encourage and
facilitate development within the project site.

As discussed in the SEIR, extension of services to the southern parcels on the project
site and development of these parcels could resuit in development pressure on the
land south of the project site. Although this area is designated in the City’s General
Plan as “Open Space,” landowners may request an USA amendment and a change in
general plan designation to open their land to development. Similar pressures may be
felt to the West of Uvas Creek where a finger of land less than one-half mile wide
would remain outside of the Gilroy USA. According to the SEIR, these areas were
included in the City’s Water Master Plan and Sewer Master Plan.

Trafflc and Circulation

The results of the level of service analysis indicate that the proposed project will have
a potentially significant impact on three intersections in Gilroy, as well as one
roadway segment. The proposed project includes mitigation measures that would
reduce the project’s impacts on any of the affected intersections and the affected
roadway to a less than significant level.

City’s Adoption of Overriding Considerations Statement for Agricultural
Resources Impacts and Exterior Traffic Nolse Impacts

On March 18, 2002 the City of Gilroy adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Gilroy Urban Service Area Amendment 98-03 (Gilroy Sports

Park, Residential Area, and Commercial-General Services Area). Please see
Attachment 4.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1-

Attachment 2-

Attachment 3-

Attachment 4-

City of Gilroy’s Findings of Potential Significant, and Significant,
Environmental Impact

Additional Mitigation Measures for City of Gilroy General Plan as
approved by the City Council on June 13, 2002

Mitigation Monitoring Program for Gilroy Urban Service Area
Amendment 98-02 Subsequent EIR

City of Gilroy Resolution No. 2002-17, Including the City’s Adopted
Statement of Overriding Considerations
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‘Ttem No. 8
Attachment A-1

Exhibit A

L. Findings of Potentially Significant, and Signiﬁcaht,‘Environmental
Impact

A. Aesthetics
1. Nighttime Lighting

a) Potentially Significant Impact: The proposed project would place
* - residences near the planned athletic field lights of the approved Gilroy Sports
Park. Several of the planned lights are within 400 10*500 feet of, and aimed
towards, the nearest homes. These field lights would be directly visible from
. the windows of these homes. This would be a significant adverse impact
resulting from light or glare that could effect residents in these homes.

b) Mitigation Measure (1): Subject to the review and approval of the City of
Gilroy Planning Division, prior to approval of a tentative subdivision map, the
applicant for residential development on the parcels north of the Gilroy Sports
Park site shall provide a landscape plan that is consistent -with the Gilroy

Consolidated Landscape Policy, and includes a double row of trees along the . . e

. Gilroy Sports Park boundary, utilizing tree species that will aftain a crown
between 30 and 50 feet above street level. One row of trees may .be planted
on the Gilroy Sports Park side of the shared property boundary. - The plantings
shall be a minimum size of 24-inch boxed specimens and shall be planted

prior 1o occupancy of the houses located within 100 feet of the Gilroy Sports
Park.

¢} Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measure will reduce this
potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.

B. Air Quality .,
1. Construction Emissions

3) Potentially Significant Impact: The proposed project is located close to
residential areas. Lack of feasible construction dust comrol measures could
result in a significant adverse air quality impact due to construction activities.

b) Mitigation Measure (2): The following dust control measures shall be
incorporated into all permits for any phase of proposed construction on the
project site. The measures shall be implemented as necessary to adequately
contro] dust subject 10 the review and approval of the City of Gilroy Planning
Division.

The following measures shall be implemented at all construction sites-

S46858/NVH
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Water all active construction areas at least twice daily,

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all
trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard; -

Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on

all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction
sites; '

Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas
and staging areas at construction sites;

Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried
onto adjacent public streets. -

The following additional measures shall be implemented at comrmcﬂon sites
greater than four acres in area:

T .

_ public roadways;

Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction
areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more);

Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxxc) soil bmders to

exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.); .
Limit traffic speeds onunpaved roadsto 15 mph; @ .~ 3. -
lnstaIl sandbags or other erosion contml measures to prevem silt runoffto ..,

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

Subject to determination by the Gilroy Planning Division the following '
measures shall be implemented at corm‘rucnon sites that are very large or are
located near sensitive receptors:

Install wheel washers for all existing trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks
of all trucks and equipment leaving the site;

Instal! wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at windward
side(s) of construction areas;

Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneocus gusis)
exceed 25 miles per hour;

Limit the area subject 10 excavation, grading and other construction
activity at any one time.

¢) Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce this
potentially significant impact to-a less than significant level.

C. Biological Resources

Invasive Plant Species
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a)

Potentially Significant Impact: The existing riparian habitat along Uvas
Creek and the planned habitat buffer are sensitive areas that could be affected
by the presence of non-native, invasive plant species. Any deterioration of
habitat quality caused by the introduction of non-native, invasive plant species
into the riparian habitat and/or buffer would be a potentially significant
impact. Landscaped streetscape areas shown in the conceptual residential
plan would adjoin the Uvas Creek riparian corridor and could result in the

~ introduction of non-native, invasive plant species. This is considered a

b)

potentially significant adverse environmental impact. ‘

Mitigation Measure (3): A landscape plan consistent with the Gilroy _
Consolidated Landscape Policy shall be prepared for common and street side

~ planting areas abutting the Uvas Creek habitat corridor, subject to the review

feewd

2. Loss of Potential Active Raptor Nesting Habitat .

)

b)

Y

.and approval of the City of Gilroy Planning Division. The landscape plan

shall include appropriate locally obtained native plant species and shall not
include plantings of non-native, invasive plant species. Native grasses or
other native species shall be preferred in the areas adjacent to the Uvas Creek
levee to provide additional native habitat in association with the Uvas Creek
habitat corridor. :

Finding: Implementation of the above iniﬁgation measure will reduce this
potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. .-

R

Potentially Significant Impact: The riparian woodland habitat found along
Uvas Creek contains potential nesting habitat for raptors, including white- -
tailed kite, northern harrier, Cooper’s hawk, and short-eared owl, which are
protected by the CDFG. Should active raptor nests occur in the area proposed
for development (i.e., trail and bridge construction through the riparian
comndor), any construction and site preparation activities within or
immediately adjacent to nest habitat, if conducted during the nesting season,
could result in the direct loss of nests, including eggs and young, or the

. abandonment of an active nest by the adults. Depending on the number and

extent of raptor nests on the site that may be disturbed or removed, the loss of
active raptor nests would be a potentially significant impact.

‘Mitigation Measure (4): Subject to the review of the City of Gilroy Planning

Division, no earlier than 45 days and no later than 20 days prior to
commencement of clearing, grading or construction in or adjacent to any
riparian habitat, a field survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to
determine if active raptor nests are present in the construction zone or within
250 feet of the construction zone. These surveys shall be required only if any
construction would occur during the nesting and/or breeding season of raptors
potentially nesting in the areas proposed for development (generally Masch |

- through August 1). If active nests are found within the survey area, at the

discretion of the biologist, clearing and construction within 250 feet shall be
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<)

postpdned or halted unti) the nests are vacated and juveniles have fledged and
there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting, '

Mitigation Measure (6): Prior to commencement of construction activities,
the applicant shall arrange for a qualified biologist to inform workers of the
potential presence of the all special-status species, their protected status, work
boundaries, and measures to be implemented to avoid loss of these species
during construction activities.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above will
reduce this impact 1o a less than significant level.

3. Loss of Potential Active Burrowing Owl Nesting Habitat

a)

Potentially Significant Impact: Potential burrowing owl habitat exists along
the slope of the levee in the northwest comer of the project site. Residential
development, trail connections and landscaping would occur on and near the
levee. Should active burrowing ow) nests occur along the slope of the Jevee,
any construction and site preparation activities within or immediately adjacent
to nest habitat, if conducted during the pesting season, could result:in the
direct loss of nests, including eggs and young, or the abandonment of an - .
active nest by the adults. Depending on the number and extent-of burrowing - -
owl nests on the site that may be disturbed or removed, the loss of active

“‘burrowing owl nests would be a potentially significant impact.

b)

‘Mitigation Measure (5): Subject to the review of the:City of Gilroy Planning
‘Division, no earlier than 45 days and no later than 20 days prior to

commencement of grading or construction on or adjacent to the slope of the
Jevee, field surveys shall be conducted at least four consecutive evenings by a
qualified biologist to determine if burrowing owls are present in the
construction zone or within 250 feet of the construction zone. These surveys
shall be required only if any construction would occur during the nesting
and/or breeding season of burrowing owls potentially nesting in the area
(February 1 through August 31) and/or during the winter residency period
(December 1 and January 31). Pre-construction survey results shall be
submitted to the California Department of Fish and Game for review and
approval. If active nests are found within the survey area, a burrowing owl
habitat mitigation plan shall be submitted to the California Department of Fish
and Game for review and approval. The burrowing owl habitat mitigation
plan shall contain mitigation measures contained in the California Department
of Fish and Game Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (California
Department of Fish and Game 1995). Compliance with this mitigation
measure may include, but not be limited 1o, the following:

*  Avoidance of occupied burrows duning the nesting season (February 1
through August 31);
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: Acquisition, protection and ﬁmdiﬁg for long-term management and
' monitoring of foraging habitat adjacent to occupied habitat;

*  Enhancement of existing burrows and/or creation of new burrows;

*  Passive relocation of burrowing owls.

¢) Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measure presented above, as well
as mitigation measure (6) presented above, will reduce this impact to a less
than significant level. :

4. Loss of Potential Riparian. Special-Status Species—Construction Activities.

a) Potentially Significant Impact: Several special-status species may
potentially occur in Uvas Creek and in the riparian habitat adjacent to Uvas
Creck. Any adverse effects on these special-status species, if present,
resulting from construction activities associated with the residential area
adjacent to the riparian habitat would be a significant impact.

b) :Mitigation Measure (7): AH food-related trash.items shall be enclosed.in
- '+ .sealed containers and regularly removed from the project area to deter - -
- - attraction of potential predators of the California red-legged frog, foothill
" yellow-legged frog, western spadefoot toad, California tiger. salamander, and
western pond turile. Pets shall not be allowed on the construction site. ‘The .
proper location of the trash containers shall be subject to the reviewand . - -

P .. approval of the City of Gilroy Community Development Department.

<) Finding: Implcmenlalibn of the mitigation measure presented a;bove, as well
as mitigation measure (6) presented above, will reduce this impact to a less
than significant level.

S. Effects of Nighttime Lighting on Wildlife

a) Potentially Significant Impact: Nighttime lighting of roads adjacent to Uvas
Creek in the proposed residential area could spill over into the rpanan
woodland habitat and could potentially disturb wildlife species occurring in
the riparian habitat, restrict the movement or activity of wildlife species in the
riparian habitat, or facilitate increased predation of wildlife species, which
could potentially include special-status species. Restricted movement of
wildhfe species and increased predation of special-status species occurring as
a result of increased levels of nighttime light would be a potentially significant’
impact.

b) Mitigation Measure (8): Subject 1o the review and approval of the City of
Gilroy Planning Division, luminaires in the proposed residential area shall be
limited in height to 20 feet and shall be of a-full cutoff design to reduce light
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a)

c)
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- spillage to adjacent areas. Luminaires Jocated along a street adjacent to the
Uvas Creek levee shall be located to the east side of the street.

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measurt-:.presented above will
reduce this impact to a Jess than significant level.

D. Cultural Resources

1. Potentially Historic Resources

Potcnhally Significant Impact: Background research and a field

- reconnaissance conducted by Archaeologrcal Resource Management in
December 1999 indicates that the project site contain four potentially historic
houses. These houses are likely to be removed to accommodate future :
development on the project site. The houses may also have significant buried
historic resources associated with them. Loss or disturbance of these houses
and any associated historic resources is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure (9): Prior to removal of any of the potentially historic

'bouses on the project site an historical evaluation shall be completed. The
- "hxslonc evaluation shall includé an architectural description of the structure,
" an historic background for the property and the comipletion of an appropriate” - .-
~ State Department of Parks ahd Recrmuon form with photograph:c ' '
documéntation, '

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measure presented above will
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. ©- -

2. Potcnhal]y Buried Cultural Resources

a)

|

Potentially Significant Impact: Background research and a field
reconnaissance conducted by Archaeological Resource Management indicates
that the project area may contain buried and unkoown significant cultural
resources. The Santa Clara Valley is known to be rich in buried prehistoric
resources, especially the alluvial soils found near waterways. Therefore, due
1o the proposed project’s location in a creek-side enviromment and the
presence of a recorded histosic resource directly adjacent to the trail extension,
there is an elevated chance that currently unidentified buried cultural
resources may be found during construction on the project site. Disturbance
of prehistoric or historic cultural resources would be considered a significant
impact. )

Mitigation Measure (10). The developers for any postion of the project site
shall contract with a qualified archaeologist to arrange a schedule for
monitoring during grading and excavation activities due to the project site's
creck-side Jocation and proximity to recorded historic and prehistoric sites.
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Mitigation Measure (11): Due to the possibility that significant buried
cultural resources might be found during construction the following language
shall be included any permits issued for the project site, including, but not
limited 1o building permits for future development, subject to the review and
approval of the Gilroy Planning Division:

If archaeological resources or human remains are discovered
during construction, work shall be halted at a minimum of 200
feet from the find and the area shall be staked off. The project
developer shall notify a qualified professional archaeologist. If .
the find is determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation
measures shall be formulaled and implemented. C

Z
Mitigation Measore (12): In the event of an accidental discovery or
recognition of any buman remains in any location other than a dedicated
cemetery, the City shall ensure that this language is included in all permits in .
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(e):

If human remains are found during construction there shall be
-no.further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
.area reasonably suspected 1o overlie adjacent hiiman remains
o ‘wntil .the coroner of Santa Clara County is confacted to
N determine that no invéstigation of the cause of -death is
required. If the coroner determines the remains to be Natjve
American the coroner shall comtact the Native American
Heritage Commission within' 24 -hours. ' The Nitive- American
Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descendent (MLD) from the
deceased Native American. The MLD may then make
recommendations fo the landowner or the person responsible
for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of,
with appropriate dignity, the human remains and associated-
grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section
5097.98. The landowner or his authorized representative shall
rebury the Native American human remains and associated
grave goods with appropnate dignity on the property in a
location not subject to forther disturbance if: a) the Native
Amencan Heritage Commission is unable to identify a MLD or
the MLD failed to make a recommendation within 24 hours
afler being notified by the commission; b) the descendent
identified fails to make a recommendation; or c) the landowner
or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of
the descendent, and the mediation by the Native American

Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to
the landowner.
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Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above will
reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

E. Hydrology

1. Om-Site Flooding

a)

Potentially Significant Impact: The proposed commercial area and portions.
of the proposed residential area are within 100-year flocd zones as identified
on the FEMA maps. The Gilroy Floodplain Control Ordinance allows
development within 100-year floodplains provided certain measures are taken

- 1o prevent potential damage from flooding. Portions of the commercial asrea

b)

are within a 25-year flood zone based on a hydrolog§ study conducted for the
Gilroy Sports Park. Development within these areas prone to flooding -
presents potential risks to health and safety of people and damage to buildings
and property. This is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation M'easure (13): Any applicant for development within FEMA-

delineated 100-year flood zones.on the project site shall have a hydrology
report, based on the Army Corps of Engineers flow rates for Uvas Creek, -

prepared for that development by a qualiﬁéd hydrologist or engineer, to -+, . 5

specify hydrology related design requirements forthe site.and buildings,. ..

. subject to the review and approval of the City of: Gﬂroy I:‘ngmemng DIVISIOII

and SCVWD prior to issuance of a building perm:t The hydrology reporl
shall address the following requirements: S .

fe

- -Sl_l.e plans and bmldmg designs shall comply with the City of Gilroy-
Flood Plain Control Ordinance.

*  Development on the project site shall not impede the flow of
floodwaters.

»  Procedures shall be developed and site plans demgned that will assure
that any materials, supplies or goods used, stored or hold for sale at the
proposed use that may present health hazards or risks of water
contamination during flood conditions are securely kept at least one foot
above the 100-year flood level.

«  Development on the project site shall not result in an increase in
floodwater levels off the project site.

Calculations for both the 25-year and 100-year flood events shall be submitted
in support of these requirements. All grading, design or other
recommendations of the hydrology report shatl be incorporated into project
plans. -

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above will
reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
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2. Off-Site Flooding

a) Potentially Significant Impact: The proposed. commercial area and portions
of the proposed residential area are within 100-year Tlood zones as identified
on the FEMA maps. The Gilroy Floodplain Ordinance allows development
within 100-year floodplains provided certain conditions are met, including
elevating the first floor elevations to at least one foot above the 100-year flood
elevation. Construction within the floodplain could potentially result in
diversion of floodwaters and increases in flood Jévels off the project site. This
would be a significant environmental impact.

* b) Mitigation Measnre (13) see above.
3 . :
) Finding. Implementation of mitigation measure 13 above will reduce this
potentially significant impact to a Jess than significant leve].

-

i. Flood ﬂowage Easement

a) Potentially Significant Impact: SCVWD holds a flood flowage easement
that restricts land use and development on a large portion of the project site.
Inappropriate development within this easement could put-structures at risk of -

damage and people-at risk of inijury or death from stormerelated flooding. - 10 - -
BRI A Structires within the flood flowagé easement could impede the flow of ey

T floodwaters and result in additional flooding in adjacent areas: The flood .~ -

flowdge easement is contained almost entirely within the Gilroy Sports Park-* -~ - .:-

site. Drainage plans and site design for the approved Gilroy Sports Park have : -
accounted for flood flows within this éasement. Portions of the proposed
residential and commercial areas are within the flood flowage easement.
Construction in this area may have impacts on the flow of floodwaters that

could potentially have impacts both on- and off-site.

b) Mitigation Measure (13) see above.

¢) Finding: Implementation of mitigation measure 13 above will reduce this
potentially significant impact to a less than significant Jevel.

3. Surface Water Quality During Construction

2) Potentially Significant Impact: During construction, grading would expose
sediments 1o rain or wind erosion and subsequent transportation of sediments
to the Uvas Creek, Pajaro River and Monterey Bay. The sikt load that could: . -
be generated could degrade the quality of water in the Uvas Creek, Pajaro
River and Monterey Bay by transporting other pollutants adhered to
sediments, obstructing natural flow pattems at the pomnts of sediment
deposition, or adversely affecting biological resources.

Lt

[

oy

&
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Materials used and wastes generated during construction would degrade water -

quality also. Wastes generated commonly include wash water from concrete
mixers, paints and painting equipment cleaning activities, oil, grease and fuel
constituents from vehicle use, storage and maintenance, solid wastes from tree
and shrub removal during land clearing, and wood and paper materials from
packaging of building products.

Development of the project site would increase the amount of runoff from the
site under some weather conditions by adding new impervious surfaces and -
would generate non-point source pollutants from newly established urban
activity at the project site. The runoff would contain pollutants typical of
vrban activity, such as oil and grease, fuel constituents, heavy metals, organic

" chemicals, bactenia, and sediments. These pollutants would degrade the
quality of the surface waters in Uvas Creek, Pajaro Kiver and Monterey Bay.
Introduction of pollutants into a watercourse is a significant ermronmelna!
impact.

b) Mitigation Measure (14): The project applicant for any proposed
development, shall, for each phase of the development, submit a Notice of .
Intent (NOI) and detailed engineering designs to the Central Coast RWQCB.
This permit shall require development and implementation of a SWPPP that
wes »  -uses storm water “Best Management Practices” to control runoff, erosion and-
.-~ sedimentation from the site. The SWPPP must include Best-Management.
.~ .« . Practices that address source reduction and, if necessary, shalk inclide
practices that require treatment.. The SWPPP shall be submitted to the City of..

..,.." rn

- Gilroy Engineering Division for review and approval pnop to appmval ofa .

building permit for each phase of the project.

Mitigation Measore (15): The project applicant for any proposed
development within 50 feet of a waterway or flood flowage easement shall
submit plans for review by, and obtain an approved permit from the Santa
Clara Valley Water District (SCYWD) prior to approval of a building permit
for each phase of the project.

¢) Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above will
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant Jevel. .

4. Surface Water Quality During Operation

a) Potentially Significant Impact: A variety of contaminants are comunon to
urbap area storm water and irrigation nm-off. These contaminants include
coliform bacteria, sediment, organic chemicals, nutrients and pesticides from
landscaping and athletic fields, and fuel constituents, heavy metals, oil and
grease from automobiles, roads and parking areas. The proposed project will
introduce new wban pollutants to the project.site and this could potentially
result in the pollution of Uvas Creek and the Pajaro River. These
contaminants could be transported to the drainage system, polluting
downstream water systems. This would be a significant adverse
environmental impact.
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b)

" implemented upon occupancy.

©)

F. Noise

Mitigation Measure (16): Project plans for any development proposed for the
project site, subject to the review and approval of the City of Gilroy
Engineering Division shall include a sedimentation basin adequate for
filtering out heavy storm water contaminants such as silt, and grease traps
suitable for filtering out other urban polhutants 10 the extent feasible.
Additional measures as presented in "Start at the Source, Design Guidance
Manual for Storm Water Quality Protection,” prepared by the Bay Asea Storm
Water Management Agencies Association and "Parking Lot Best Management
Practices Manual,” prepared by the Santa Clara Valley Urban Run-off
Pollution Prevention Program may be required for specific projects. Any
physical water quality safeguards shall be installed prior to occupancy of the
proposed development, and any best management practices plan must be

L
-

Finding: Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above will
reduce this potentially significant jmpact to a Jess than significant level.

'j,. 1. Interior Noise Levels in Homes on the Project Site

L+ ... Regulations requires a maximum interior noise level of 45 dBA. Trafficand -

. L S

Potentially Significant Impact: Title 24.of the California Code of . .

.Gilroy Sports Park noise at the proposed residential area would exceed the

.- City standard of 60dB Apny. for exterior areas. Typical residential construction . 3

' . provides.approximately 15 dB of noise reduction, so interior noise levels

b)

would be expected to exceed 45 dBA. This would be a significant adverse
environmental impact. ' :

Mitigation Measure (18): Subject to the review and approval of the City of
Gilroy Building Division, the applicant for any residential development on the
project site shall conduct an acoustical study and establish engineering
requirements to be included in construction plans to maintain interior noise
levels at no greater than 45 dBApn,.. '

Interior noise attenuation techniques may include forced air ventilation or air -
conditioning for all habitable rooms with a window facing noise sources,
triple-paned windows, sound insulation or other appropnate means that will
reduce interior noise levels to no greater than 45 dBApyy..

2. Short-term Construction Noise

a)

Potentially Significant Impact: Construction activities at the project site
would result in noise levels that exceed the standards specified in the City of
Gilroy General Plan. This would be a significant environmental impact.
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G. Traffic

a)

b)
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Mitigation Measure (19): The following language shall be included on any
permits issued at the project site, subject to the review and approval of the
City of Gilroy Engineering Division. "All noise generating construction
activities shall be limited to weekdays between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, and to
Saturdays and City holidays between 9.00 AM and 7:00 PM. No construction
13 allowed on Sundays. In addition, temporary berms or noise attenuation
barriers shall be utilized when necessary.”

Finding. Implementation of ithe mitigation measure presented above would
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.

~y

1. West Luchessa Avenue/Chburch Street

~

Potentially Significant Impact: The addition of project traffic to the West
Luchessa Avenue/Church Street intersection would cause both overall
intersection operations and the worst approach to deteriorate from acceptable
operating levels to LOS F during both the PM and Saturday peak hours.

The Caltrans Peak Hour Volume warrant requiréments are also satisfied for

" -the intersection 6f West Luchessa Avenue ‘and Church: Street.during the PM

and Saturday peak hours under Project Build-out Conditions. - The proposed

‘project’s impact at this intersection would be reduced to'aless.than'significant . . F 0.
level with the implementation of the following mitigation measure: With- .-, .°. : %~ :

implementation of this mitigation measure the intersection is projected to ;. ¢
operate at LOS B during the AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours under Project

Build-out Conditions.

Mitigation Measure (20): The following street improvements shall be made
to the intersection of West Luchessa Avenue and Church Street:

. installation of a traffic signal with two-phase operation;

*  re-configuration of the northbound and southbound approaches as
necessary 1o provide one approach lane for all movements;

> provision of one left-turn lane and one shared through and right-tum
lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches.

The street improvements shall be implemented at such time as determined by
the City of Gilroy traffic-monitoring program or a project -specific traffic
asalysis, and at such time as to prevent the deterioration of traffic operations
below acceptable levels. Construction of the improvements shall be required
as a condition of approval for the applicable project. Improvements may be
subject 10 a reimbursement agreement.
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) Finding. Implementation of the mitigation measure presented above will
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level,

Monterey Street/Luchessa Avenue

a) Potentially Significant Impact: The intersection of Monterey Street and
Luchessa Avenue is projected to degrade from LOS C to LOS F during the
PM peak hour with the addition of project—genera;ed traffic.

b) Mitigation Measure (21): The following street ihprovem;:nts shall be made
to the intersection of Monterey Street and Luchessa Avenue: :

. construction of a second northbound left-turn lgne and an exclusive
eastbound right-turn lane;

> addition of a right-turn arrow for the eastbound right-turn movement (so
vehicles in this movement could move while the northbound left-turn
movement has a green arrow).

The street improvements shall be implemented at such time as determined by
.. the City of Gilroy traffic-monitoring program or a project -specific traffic
. .. analysis, and at such time as to prevent the deterioration of traffic operations -

~ below acceptablé levels. Construction of the improvements shall be required -

“asa condition of approval for the applicable project.. Improvements may be -

. subject to°a reimbursement agreement. -

“c) Finamg. Implementation of the mitigation measuré présented above will

" reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.

Monterey Street/Monterey Frontage Road

a) Potentially Significant Impact: The operation of the Monterey
Street/Monterey Frontage Road intersection is projected to deteriorate from
acceptable level under Background Conditions to LOS F during the PM and
Saturday peak hours with the addition of project traffic and construction of the

proposed traffic signal. This is considered a significant adverse
environmental impact.

. b) Mitigation Measure (22). Following or in conjunction with the signalization

of the intersection of Monterey Street and Monterey Frontage Road, the
following street improvements shall be made:

= re-configuration of the southbound approach as necessary to provide one -

left-turn lane, two through lanes, two right-turn lanes;

re-configuration of the westbound approach as necessary 1o provide one
shared lane for all movements;

-
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»  re-configuration of the northbound approach as necessary to two left-

turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through/night- turn lane;

- re-configuration of the eastbound approach as necessary to provide one

exclusive left-tum lane, one shared through and lefi-turn lane, and one
right-turn lane,

»  night-turn arrows shall be provided for the eastbound and southbound
right-tum movements to provide LOS C intersection operations during
all three study periods. This lane configuration will require split phase
operation of the eastbound and westbound approaches.

" The street nmprovemems shall be implemented at such time as determined by

the City of Gilroy traffic-monitoring program or a préject -specific traffic
analysis, and at such time as to prevent the detenoration of traffic operations
below acceptable Jevels. Construction of the improvements shall be required

" as a condition of approval for the applicable project. Improvements may be

<)

subject to a reimbursement agreement.

an_ding. Implementation of the mitigation measure presented above will .
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.

4. :-,L'nthe'ssé Avenue Roadwi'y-'S'eg.ment L ¢ L os =

Ay

b)

Potentially Significant ]mpﬂcl' With the addmon of project- generated

traffic, one of the key roadway segments i3 projected to deteriorate to an
unacceptable level of service. The segment of West Luchessa Avenue :
between Princevalle Street and Monterey Street is projected to degrade from' - -
LOS A to LOS E, an unacceptable level based on the City of Gilroy standard.
This is considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure (23): A right-of-way sufficient for a six-lane arterial
shall be dedicated 1o the City of Gilroy along the West Luchessa Avemue
frontage of the project site. The dédication shall be implemented at such time
as determined by the City of Gilroy traffic-monitoring program or a project -
specific traffic analysis. The dedication shall be implemented at such a time
as to allow construction necessary to prevent the deterioration of traffic
operations below acceptable levels.

Mitigation Measure (24): West Luchessa Avenue shall be widened to four
lanes between Monterey Street and Princevalle Street. The street :
improvements shall be implemented at such time as determined by the City of
Gilroy traffic-monitoring program or a project -specific traffic analysis, and at
such time as to prevent the detesioration of traffic operations below acceptable
levels. Construction of the improvements shall be required as a condition of
approval for the applicable project. Improvements may be subject to a
resmbursement agreement.
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<)

Finding. Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above will
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level.

I1. Findings of Unavoidable Significant Environmental I mpact

A. Agﬁcnltuml Considerations

1. Loss of Prime Farmland

a)

b)

e

Unavoidable Significant Impact: Approval of the Urban Service Area
amendment and development of parcels adjacent to the Gilroy Sports Park

. site, in conjunction with development of the approved Gilroy Sports Park,

would result in the loss of 133.21 acres of designated*prime farmland.
Approximately 128.21 acres of this farmland is in agricultural production.
This would be a significant unavoidable adverse environmental impact.

Mitigation Measures: No feasible mitigation measures are avajlable to
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The establishment of the
Gilroy Agricultural Lands Area by both the City of Gilroy and the County of
Santa Clara serves as a regional mitigation for losses of prime farmland in* .-« -
southern Santa Clara County outside of the agricultural Jands asea. ARlbough-- - -

this regional mitigation has been implemented, it:does not reduce the Joss of . : .-

prime farmland to a less than significant Jevel and the proposed project would-
still be considered to have a significant and unavoidableimpact on prime

" farmland. © A e

d)

Finding: - The regional mitigation measure does not avoid'or substantially
lessen the impact to prime farmland on the project site. There are no other
recommended mitigation measures. Specific economic, social, and other
considerations make adequate mitigation infeasible.

Statement of Overriding Consideration: The City Council hereby finds that
because of economic, social, and other considerations, the benefits of the
project outweigh ihe unavoidable loss of prime agncultural land, First, the
proposed project will create a valuable and unique recreational and park
resource not currently available to the public. Second, the project is.in an area
where urban services are immediately available. Third, the development of
the project will contribute to the City’s job base. Fourth, the project will
contribute to the City’s tax base. Fifih, the project site is contiguous to the
City’s existing urban developed lands within the City and represents a
consistent and logical expansion. The City finds that each of these benefits
constitutes a separate and independent ground for finding that the benefits of
the proposed project outweigh the risks of its potential significant adverse
environmental impacts.

2. Potential Loss of Prime Farmland through Growth-inducement on Adjacent
Parcels
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. t‘ _-1i‘A: \

a)

b)

Unavoeidable Significant Impact: Implementation of the proposed project
could induce the adjacent farmland to the south of the project site and nearby
farmland to the west of the project site to be converted to non-agricultural
uses. These parcels adjacent to the project site are within the proposed City of
Gilroy 20-year planning area but are proposed to be designated for open space
uses. Development pressures could result in a change of general plan
designation and subsequent development.

Mitigation Measures: The establishment of the Gilroy Agricultural Lands
Area by both the City of Gilroy and the County of Santa Clara serves as a
regional mitigation for losses of prime farmland in southern Santa Clara
County outside of the agricultural Jands area. Although this regional

" mitigation has been implemented, it does not reduce4he loss of prime

d)

=)

farmland to a less than significant level and the proposed project would stiil

be considered to have a sngmﬁcam and unavoidable impact on prime’
farmland.

Finding: The regional mitigation measure does not avoid or substantially
lessen the impact to prime farmland on the project site. There are no other -
recommended mitigation measures. Specific econormc soc:al, and other.
cons1derahons make adequate mitigation infeasible. ..

Statement ol‘ Ovemdmg Conslderatlon. The Clt)! Council hereby’ ﬁnds lhal' g

because of economic, social, and other considerations, the benefits of the . _
project outweigh the potential unayordab!e loss of prime agricultural land.0 on
adjacem properties. First, the proposed project will create a valuable and -
unique recreational and park resource not curremly available to the public.
Second, the project is in an area where urban services are immediately
avalable. Third, the development of the project will contnbute to the City’s
job base. Fourth, the project will contribute to the City’s tax base. Fifth, the
project site is contiguous to the City’s existing vrban developed lands within
the City and represents a consistent and logical expansion. The City finds that
each of these benefits constitutes a separate and independent ground for
finding that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh the risks of its
potential significant adverse environmental impacts.

3. Long-Term and Short-term Noise from Gilroy Sports Park Activities

Unavoidable Significant Impact: Activities at the approved, but not yet
constructed Gilroy Sports Park, including athletic events and traffic cntenng
and exiting the project site would generate jong-term noise. The noise
generated by these activities would be up 10 63 dBApp, thereby exceeding
acceplable City standards (60 dBApn) at the proposed residential area north -
of the Gilroy Sports Park. These noise levels would be within City standards
(65 dBApm) for the commercial areas. In addition, activities at the appsoved,
but not yet constructed Gilsoy Sports Park, including spectator shouting and
public address system announcements, would generate short-term, annoyance
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noise at the residential area. The short-term noise generated by these
activities would be up to 80 dBA.

b) Mitigation Measures: Mitigation measures are available that would reduce
both long-term and short-term operational noise impacts 1o a less than
significant level. To reduce the long-term noise to a less than significam
level, a six-foot tall acoustically effective barrier would be required along the
northern boundary of the Gilroy Sports Park site. To reduce flanking noise,
the barrier would continue along the east boundary of the residential area for a
distance of 100 feet. The barrier height is in reference to the nearest ball field
elevation at the foot of the bleachers. This barrier would reduce the noise
level to 60 dBApyy, at the nearest residences. To reduce short-term nojse

" impacts 1o a less than significant level an 11-foot tal acoustically effective
barrier would be required along the northern boundary of the Gilroy Sports
Park site. To reduce flanking noise, the barrier would continue along the east
property line of the residential project for a distance of 100 feet,"diminishing
in height to six feet at its terminus. This barrier would reduce noise levels at
the nearest residences to 55 dBApn.

To achieve an acoustically-effective barrier, the barrier would need to be
made air-tight, i.e. without cracks, gaps, or other openings and would need to
provide for Jong-term durability. The barriers could be constructed of wood,
concrete, stucco, masonry, earth berm or a combination-thereof. All joints; .

" inchiding Corinections with posts or pilasters would need to be sealed air-tight
‘and no openings would be permitted between the pper barrier. components
and the ground. S . DIRE LI

Implementation of the mitigation measures necessary to reduce the noise
impacts to a less than significant level would not be feasible. The location of
the barrier is partly within the SCVWD flood flowage easement. Placement
of the barrier would potentially impede the flow of floodwaters and could
result in increased flooding impacts in other areas. Thiswouldbea
significant adverse secondary environmental impact. Therefore, Gilroy Sports
Park noise impacts on the proposed residential area would be an unavoidable

' sigmficant impact.

) Finding: No feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the
noise impact 1o a less than significant level.

d) Statement of Overriding Consideration: The City Council hereby finds that
because of economic, social, and other considerations, the benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable impact of noise from the Sports Park at the
adjacent planned residential area to the north. First, the proposed project will
create a valuable and unique recreational and park resource not currently
available to the public. Second, the project is in an area where urban services
are immediately available. Third, the development of the project will
contribute to the City’s job base. Fourth, the project will contribute to the
City’s tax base. Fifth, the project site is contiguous to the City’s existing
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urban developed lands within the City and represents a consistent and logical
expansion. The City finds that each of these benefits constitutes a separate
and independent ground for finding that the benefits of the proposed project
outweigh the risks of its potential significant adverse environmental impacts.

4: Exterior Traffic Noise at Residential Arcas along Monterey Street

a)

b)

d)

Unaveidable Significant Impact: At General Plan build-out, noise levels
from traffic on Monterey Street would exceed City standards at adjacent
proposed residential areas. Noise exceeding City noise standards would be a
significant adverse environmental impact.

Mitigation Measures: This portion of the project site is located within a
flood zone, and a sound attenuation barrier would not be feasible if the barrier
were to interfere with flood flows or affect off-site flood levels. . A mitigation
measure presented in Section 2.7 Hydrology requires a hydrology study to
determine requirements for development of the portion of the proposed :
residential area that is within the 100-year flood zone, which includes the area
nearest 1o Monterey Road. The hydrology study may indicate that a sound
attenuation barrier in this location would result in flood-impacts. This would
make a sound attenuation barrier infeasible in this location. -Additionally, a
noise barrier would place a visually obtrusive element along southern .

Monterey Street, a principal gateway. designated in the Draft Gilroy 1999- . "’.-‘ .
. . 2020 General Plan. This would result in a secondary Visval impact. Because e

of the potential for secondary impact to hydiology and:aesthetits, exterior
notse levels in excess of City standards in this location would be an
unavoidable significant impact.

Finding: No‘feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the
noise impact to a less than significant level. '

Statement of Overriding Consideration: The City Council hereby finds that
because of economic, social, and other considerations, the benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable impact of noise from traffic on Monterey
Road at the planned residential area west of Monterey Road. First, the
proposed project will create a valuable and unique recreational and park
resource not currently available to the public. Second, the project is in an area
where urban services are immediately available. Third, the development of
the project will contribute to the City’s job base. Fourth, the project will
contribute to the City’s tax base. Fifth, the project site is contiguous to the
City’s existing urban developed lands within the City and represents a
consistent and logical expansion. The City finds that each of these benefits
constitutes a separate and independent ground for finding that the benefits of
the proposed project outweigh the risks of its potential significant adverse
environmental impact.
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. S. Exterior Traffic Noise at Residential Areas along West Luchessa Avenue

a)

" b)

Unavoidable Significant Impact: At General Plan build-out, noise levels
from traffic on West Luchessa Avenue would exceed City standards at the
proposed residential areas adjacent to that street. The actual noise levels
experienced at the residential area would depend on actual future traffic
volumes and the lot configuration of the residential area. Noise exceeding
City noise standards would be a significant adverse environmental impact.

'Mitigation Measures: A sound attemuation barrier would be required to

reduce the level of noise to within City standards. Because of unknown
variables, the exact requirements for mitigation of the noise impact cannot be

* determined at this time. It is probable that reducing noise to an acceptable

“level would require a sound attenuation barrier that i§ taller than would be

considered aesthetically acceptable by the City. Implementation of the
following mitigation measure would reduce the impact, but because the height
of the attenuation barrier would be limited, the impact would probably not be
reduced 10 a Jess than significant level. The impact would be an unavoidable
sigmficant impact.

Mitigation Measure (17): Subject ,tdt'l‘l_evre:view and approval of the City of

- Gilroy Community Development Depariment, the applicant for any residential ;

+ development on the project site along West Luchessa Avepue shall construct a 3

d)

sound attenuation barrier eight feet in height when measured from:-the near
curb of West Luchessa Avenue. The barrier shall be completed prior 1o
occupancy of any homes on lots adjacent to West Luchessa Avenue.

Finding: Although a feasible mitigation measure is available that would
reduce the impact, the mitigation measure may not be adequate to reduce the
ympact to a less than significant level.

Statement of Overriding Consideration: The City Council hereby finds that
because of economic, social, and other considerations, the benefits of the
project outweigh the unavoidable impact of noise from traffic on West
Luchessa Avenue at the planned residential area south of West Luchessa
Avenue. First, the proposed project will create a valuable and unique
recreational and park resource not currently available 1o the public. Second,
the project is in an area where urban services are immediately available.
Third, the development of the project will contribute to the City’s job base.
Fourth, the project will contribute to the City’s tax base. Fifth, the project site
is contiguous to the City’s existing urban developed lands within the City and
represents a consistent and logical expansion. The City finds that each of
these benefits constitutes a separate and independent ground for finding that
the benefits of the proposed project outweigh the risks of its potential
significant adverse environmental impact.
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EXHIBIT A
Additional Mitigation Measures
for the City of Gilroy General Plan
(as approved by the City Council on June 13, 2002)

AGRICULTURE

44-A Prior to any land use approval that would result in the conversion of land that

" isdesignated as prime farmland or farmland of stitewide importance to an
urban use (i-., zoning changes, annexation to the City, urban service

. amendments, ctc.) the City shall:

-

1. Implement a conservation and open space casement prbgmm.

: ] ‘Guidance for this program may be found, in part, in “A Proposal to
i Establish and Agricultural Conscrvation Easerent Program in Santa Clara
: County’(Appendix F-3 of the Draft Environmental Impact for the City of

. Gilroy Revised General Plan dated Scptember 2001)

As this implementation is of significance countywide, this program should
be established as a joint effort of the City, the County, the Farm Burcau,
the Open Space authority and other agencies. .

This program shall offer the followmg options as an acceptable mitigation
for said land use approval:

a. Purchase of an equal amount of prime agricultural land within the arca
of the Open Space Authority and the transfer of the ownership of this land
to the Open Space aiithority or other City-approved agency.

b. Purchase of development rights on agricultural land within the area of
the Open Space Authority and the transfer of the ownership of this land to
the Open Space authority or other City-approved agency. The purchase
value shall be equivalent in value to that required under (a) above.

c. Payment, in lieu of puichase, of fee to the Open Space Authornity or

other City-approved agency, equal fo the amount required to comply with

cither of the above elements. The amount of this fee shall be equivalent in
: value to that required under (a) above.

2. Require all future projects that involve the conversion of agricultural land
to urban uses to use generally accepted methodologies to identify the
potentially significant impacts of changes in agricultural land vse (Appendix F
of the Draft Environmental Impact for the City of leroy Revised General
Plan dated September 2001). -

[T XY .



One example is the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA Model) developed by the California Department of
Conservation to help establish standards of mgmﬁcance for CEQA evaluations
of agricultural land conversions. - .

-Additional programs to protect prime farmland and farmland of statewide

-importance comparable to those used by other counties or cities described in
the Draft EIR may be considered by the City from time to time for adoptwn ag
meeting the requirements of this mitigation.

wt

. e e

conserve remaining viable agricultural land withinthe City’s sphere of -
influence.

44-B Encourage active farming without further development on the remaining
agricultural land within the South County area by implementing and -
reaffirming the policies outlined in this section related to agricultural
resources. :

44-C Where use compatibility impacts exist, the City shall require open space
- buffers be established between future residential uses and existing agncultural

operations.
TRAFFIC

4.5-A The City shall work with the County of Santa Clara, the City of Morgan Hill
and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency (as the designated
Congestion Management Agency for Santa Clara County), to develop and
implement the South County Regional Transportation Plan and identify the
mitigation measures required by the City under this plan for roadways outside

-the Gilroy City limits. Once adopted, Mitigation 4.5-D though 4.5-F may be
revised to conform to-this regional plan

4.5-B For roadways within Gilroy’s General Plan area, the City shall develop a
comprehensive Traffic Circulation Master Plan, supported by a City Traffic .
Impact Mitigation Fee, that shall be imposed on all projects identified under
CEQA as having a significant impact to the City’s circulation element.
Periodically, the City shall review and update its Traffic Circulation Master -

Py . 2-
- * - Exhibit A to Resolution 2002-41
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Exhibit B

Mitigation Monitoring Program for Gilroy Urban
Service Area Amendment 98-02 Subsequent EIR

¥

Introduction

CEQA Guidelines section 15097 requires public agencies to adopt reporting or
monitoring programs when they approve projects subject to an environmental
‘impact report or a negative declaration that includes mitig&tion measures to
avoid significant adverse environmental effects. The reporting or monitoring
program is to be designed to ensure comphance with conditions of project
approval during project implementation in order to avoid 51g1nﬁcant adverse
environmental effects. :

. The law was passed in response to historic non-implementation of mitigation

¢ measures presented in environmental documents and subsequently adopted as . .

_ _condmons of project approval. In add]t]Oﬂ, momt,onng ensures that. m]hgatmn T etnedias
measures are implemented and thereby provides a' mechanism to evaluate'the :

-effectlveness of the mitigation measures. G . NI T

A definitive set of project conditions would include enough detailed information P
and enforcement procedures to ensure the measure's compliance. This o
monitoring program is designed to provide a mechanism to ensure that

mitigation measures and subsequent conditions of project approval are

implemented.

Monitoring Program

The basis for this monitoring program is the mitigation measures included in
the environmental impact report. These mitigation measures are designed to
eliminate or reduce significant adverse environmental effects to less than
significant levels. These mitigation measures become conditions of project
approval, which the project proponent is required to complete during and after
implementation of the proposed project.

The attached checklist is proposed for monitoring the implementation of the
mitigation measures. This monitoring checklist contains all appropriate
mitigation measures in the environmental impact report.

Giroy Urban Service Area Amendment 98-03 Subsequent EIR Mitigation Monitoring Program 1
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Honiioring Program Procedures

The City of Gilroy shall use the attached monitoring checklist for the proposed
project. The monitoring program should be implemented as follows:

1

The Gilroy Community Development Department should be responsible
for coordination of the monitoring program, including the monitoring
checklist. The Community Development Department should be
responsible for completing the monitoring checklist and distributing the
checklist to the responsible individuals or agencxes for their use in
momtormg the mitigation measures.

" Each reSponsib]e individual or agency will then be résponsible for
_ determining whether the mitigation measures contained in the

monitoring checklist have been complied with. Once all mitigation
measures have been complied with, the responsible individual or agency
should submit a copy of the monitoring checklist to the Community
Development Department to be placed in the project file. - If the mitigation
measure has not been complied with, the momitoring checklist should not
be returned to the Commumty Development Department.

e )

~The Gllroy Commumt.y Development Department w1]1 review- the checkhst
- - to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures and additional.conditions:
‘of project approval included in the monitoring checklist have been -

complied with at the appropriate time, e.g. prior to issuance of a use- -
permit, etc. Compllance with 'mitigation measures is required for: pmject
approvals.

If a responsible individual or agency determines that a non-compliance
has occurred, a written notice should be delivered by certified mail to the
project proponent within 10 days, with a copy to the Community
Development Department, describing the non-compliance and requiring

.comphiance within a specified period of time. If a non-compliance still

exists at the expiration of the specified period of time, construction may be
halted and fines may be imposed at the discretion of the City of Gilroy.

Responsible Parties and fiming of Implementation and Monitoring

The following table lists the parties responsible for implementing and
monitonng each mitigation measures at each stage of the proposed project. The
party(ies) responsible for implementation of the mitigation measure is (are)
indicated by italics. The party(ies) responsible for monitoring the mitigation
measure is (are) indicated by bold text. A key to abbreviations is located
following the table. :

Gilroy Urban Service Area Amendment 98-03 Subsequent EIR Mitigation Monitoring Program
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Implementation Timeframe

Mitigetio
n Finel Map Project Plans | Priow/Dwring | Prior/During Prior to Post
Measure Permits Grading Construction Occupancy Developrment
Number
1 A A A
PLN PLN PLN
2 A A :
A,BLD,PLN | A,BLD, PLN
3 A A A
PLN PLN PLN
4 A -
1; PLN
5 A
1, PLN, CDFG
e A A
1, FLN 1, PLN
7 A A
PLN
8 A A
ENG ENG
‘ o A - A 0
. FILN . PLN 1
10 A o ’ A - i T_ﬁ
2, PLN ‘I 3 PLN -~
. .ll- 1A -A. ':...‘ EH i - i
2, PLN 2 PLN
]2. o aon - AT T N )
- c 2 ; CORNAH "CORNAHC. - 28
13 AT
ENG, SCVWD
14 A A A -
RWQCB, ENG | A, ENG A, ENG
15 A A A
SCVWD SCVWD SCVWD
16 A A A A
ENG ENG ENG ENG ENG
17 A 4
CD CD
A A
18 BLD BLD
19 A A A .
ENG ENG, BLD | A ENG, BLD
20 A ATT A ATT ;
ENG ENG
21 A ATT A ATT
. ENG ENG
o9 A ATT A ATT
BNG ENG
o A ATT A ATT
ENG ENG
24 A ATT A ATT
ENG ENG
Principal Responsible Parties: A- Applicont or desigoes; ATT: Gibroy City Attorney; BLD: Gibroy BuiMing Division; CD:

Gilroy Community Development Depertment: CDFG: Californis Department of
Coroper; ENG: Giboy Engintering Division; NAHC: Native American Hersitoge
Division; RWQCB: Centra) Const Regional Water Quality Contro) Boord;

Other Responsible Pasties snd Specialized Consultants: 1: Biclogist; 2 Archeclogist; % Hydrologist.

Fish and Game, COR: Semia Clara Coumty
Commizzion; PLN: Gilroy Planning
BCVWD: Santa Clars Valley Water District.

Giiroy Urban Service Area Amendment 9803 Subsequent EIR Mitigation Monitoring Program



The text of the mitigation measures and the role of each responsible party is

histed in the following table.
Mitigntion
Measure Text of Mitigntion Measure

Number

Subject to the review and spproval of the City of Gilroy Planning
Division, prior Lo approval of a tentative subdivision map, the
spphcant for residential development on the parcels north of the
sporis park sball provide a Jandscape plan that is consistent with the
Gilroy Consobidated Landscaps Policy, and includes & doubls row of
trees nlong the sports park boundary, utiliring tree species that will
sitain a crown between 30 and 50 feet above street bovel One row of
trees may be planted on the sports park side of the shared property
boundary. The plantings shall be & mininmm sire of 24-inch boxed
specimens and thall be planted prier to occupancy of the bouses
Jocated within 100 feet of the sports park.

The l'ollowin_; dust control measures shall be incorporsted ints all |
permits for sny phase of proposed constroction on the project site.
The measures shall be implemented as necessary to adequately .
contrel dust subject to the review and approval of tbe City of Gllroy
Planning Division.

The fol]owmg measures shall be implemented ot all construction ntu:
* “Water oll active construction areas st Jeast twice daily;
3, ° Covernlllnx:hbaulincnﬂ,md,nndolher]oosamounah
orre-qmna]]tmhtomaintamathmtwfeet of a
freebonrd; ) : .

a® Fave, apply water three umu dnly. or apply (nont-oxx) soil

. stnbihun on all n.npnved access roads, parking areas and
" Finging areas st constroction sitex; :
. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all p-ved occess roads,
parking sreas and staging areas st construction sites;
S Sweep ctreets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil
materinl is carried onto adjacent public streets,

The foDowing additional measures shall be implemented ot
construction sites greater than four acres in area:

S Hydroseed or apply (pon-toxic) soil stebilivers to inactive
construction aress (previously graded areas inactive for ten
days or more);

S Enclosa, cover, woter twice daily or apply (pop-toxic) soil
binders to exposed stockpiles (didt, sond, ete );

= Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mpl

c Instol candbags or oiber erosion contro] messures to
prevent sit runoff to public rondways;

o Replant vegetation in disturbed sress as quickly ag possible.

Subject to determinstion by the Gitroy Pianning Division the
following meosures sbell be implementsd ot construction sites that
are very jarge or sre Jocated near sensitive receplors:
o Install whee) washers for all existing trucks, or wash off the
tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the site;
o Install wind breoks, or plant treesfvegetative wind breaks nt
windward side{s) of construction arens;
o Suspend excovetion and grading activity when winds
. (instentaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per bour;
o Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other
consiruction sctivity at sny opne time.

Implementing
Party

Applicant shall
preparu plan,
insta]ll plantings

Prior to occupanty,

and replace any

plants that fail to

grow adequately
wior the first five

- years following

initial ocevpancy

1

Applicant shall
implement dust

coptro]l meazures -
- 08 DECESSATY to

‘control the
_migration of
- visible dust off
1 BE: - 0

3

Monitoring Party

Gilroy Planning
Division shall
engurs that the
landscape plans
meet nquinmema.
apd shall conduct
snnual monioring
for five years

permits & 1
inchode dust control
requirements.

The construction
manager shall note

fmphmn‘lahon of

contiol

. mmin the

con:lrn:bon Jog nnd

-prond.acopyof
_tbobgwthocu

ot the ena of ﬂu:h
week.

Gibroy Planmn(
Division shall

review construorction
logs weekly for the
initis) four weeks

and monthly
thereafier.

Gilroy Bullding
Division shall
investigate reported
vicolations,
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A landscapo plon consistent with the Gilroy Consolidsted Landscape Appbicant shall
Pobey sball be prepared for common and eireet side plapting srens prepare plan and
abutting the Uvas Creek habitat corridor, subject to the review snd install plantings,
approval of the City of Gilroy Planning Division. The landscape plan .. and replace any
shall inchede appropriate native plant species and shall pot inchsde plants that foil to
plontings of non-native, invasive plant species. Native grasses or grow adequately
other native species shall be preferred in the areas edjacent to the . during the first
Uvas Creek levee to provide additional native hebitat in association year.

with the Uvas Creek habitat conidor.

Subject Lo the review of the City of Gilroy Planning Divizion, no Appbeant shall
ehrlicrlhandﬁd.nmﬁmhurumnmdnnpﬁorhcommmm' arrange for the
oftlearing, grading or construction in or-adjacent to aby riparian ¥ sarveyx, and shall
habitat, a fiedd survey shall be conducted by a qualified bickgist to sbide by the
determine if active raptor nests are present in the construction zone detarminotions of
or within 250 feet of the constroction zone. These surveys shall be the biclogist. ~-
required only if any construction would occur daring the pesting )
and/or breeding season of raptors potentinlly nesting in 'the areas
proposed for developroent (generally March 1 through August 1). If
octive pests are found within the survey area, ot the discretion of the
biclogist, clearing and construction within 250 feet shall be postponed -
or balted until the nests are vacated apd juveniles bave fledged and ’
thers is no gvidence of a recond attempt at nesting.

T.

Subject'15 the Feview of the City of Gilroy Planning Division, po ... ;" : Applicant shall
earbe? then 45'days and no Ister than 20 doys prior to commencément ~arrange for the

. of grading or construction opn or adjscent to the slops of the Joves, field . surveys, snd shall

surveys sholl be conducted ot Jenst four conzecutive evenings by o .  obidebythe
qualified biclogist to determine if burrowing owls are present in theb. ¢ ¢ determinations of
constroction r.o_n_éror_wi‘lhin 250 feet of the construction zone. These _ Abe biokogist, and
surveys chall be required only if any construction would occur during - "the providions of-
the pesting-ond/or breeding season of barrowing owh potentially - -~ the mitigation
nesting in the area (Pebruayy 1 through August 31) sudior during the  program,
winter residency period (December 1 and Janvary 31). Pre- )
consiruction sarvey results shall be submitted to the California
Department of Fish and Garoe for review ond spproval If active nects
are found within tbe survey ares, o burrowing owl bebitat mitigetion
plon chall be submitted to the California Department of Fizh and
Game for review and spproval, The burrowing owl hobitat mitigation
phan sball contain mitigation measures coptained in the California
Department of Fish and Game Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (Cokifornia Department of Fish snd Came 1995).
Complinnee with this mitigstion measare may inchide, but pot be
limited to, the following:
2 Avvidance of occupied burrows during the nesting season
(Februsry 1 through August 31)%;
o Acqmsition, protoction and funding for Jong-term
management and monioring of foraging habitat adjacent to
cccupied habitet; ' .
C Enbapcement of existing burrows and/or crestion of new
burrows;
Pacsive reocation of barrowing owls.

reporis.

California
Depertment of Fish
and Game shall
raview the reports
end the mitigation
plan, and shaB
monitor complonce
with the mitigotion
plan. -
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6 Prior to commencement of constroction activities, the applicant shall
arrange for a qualified biologist to inform workers of the potential
precance of the all specia)-status epecies, their protected status, work
boundaries, apd messures to be implemented to avoid Joss of these
species during construction activities,

-

7 All food-related trash tems shall be enclosed in sealed contniners nnd
regularly removed from the project ares to deter attraction of
potentia] predstors of the California red-Jegged frog, foothill yellow-
legped frog, western spadefoot toad, California tiger aalamander, and

" western pond turtle. Pets shall not be allowed on Lthe construction

Appbicant chall
arrange for a
quahfied bologist

~ to educate

workers.

Appheant shal)
place trash
coptaipers st
approved
Jocations.

site. The proper location of the trash containers shall be subject 1o the

review and spproval of the City of Gilroy Community Development -

11 Due to the poseibility that significant bured cultural recources might
be found during construction the following Inngusge shall be inchuded
any permits issued for the project site, inchuding, but pot Emited to
building permits for future development, subject to the review and
spproval of the Gilroy Planning Division:

If archaeological resources or buman remoins ore
discovered during construoction, work shall be
halted st & minimnumn of 200 feet from Lthe find and
the area sholl be staked off. The project developer
shall potify a qualified professions] srcheeologist.
If the find s determined 1o be significant,
appropriate  mitigetion measures shall be
formulated apd implemented

Department.
8 Subjert 1o the review and approval of the City of Gilroy Planning Apphicent chall
: Divinon,}ummurumtbopmpondrmdenﬁalmalhﬂhlimud ©  indicate the beight
mhizhlwmketmdnhaﬂhofnfnﬂcubﬂdumnwndm&ht and placernent of
- gpilloge to edjacent arsas. Luminaires Jocsted along a street adjacent  luminnires on
to the Uvas Creek Jeves shall be Jocsted to the east side of the street, Final Maps and
, roject plans.

9 Prior to nmnva;l of any of the potentially historic houses on the project  -AppBeant shall
site an bistorkcal evaluation shall be completed The historic have an historica)
evaluation shall inclode an architectural description of the su—ur:tun, +  ¢valuation

o o historic batkground for the property and the completion of an -~.-performed nod
e appmpruu BRaots beponmant of Pnrh nnd Ha-cnnhon form with foBbw ihe
" phototnphx documentation. '.3 " recommendations
. ,. ) . C - ‘of the report.
Lo The developers for any portion of tbe project site sbail.. . - ..t Applicant shall
.- .. copiract with a qualified srchaeclogist to eyrange a schedple - . . arrange for the
for monitoring during grading and excavation activities due archeclogical
' to the project site’s ereek-side Jocation and proximity to monitoring st Jeast
recorded historic and prehistoric sites. once per day
during grading

and excavation

Apphcant shall
balt work if
archaeological
resources or
homan remains
are discovered on
and potify a
gualified
srcheologist.

Gilroy Planning
Division shall
approve the
selection of the .
bologist.
Biologist shall
inform the Gilroy
Planning Division of
completed
educational
SeEsions.,

Gilroy
Community
Development
Departmoent shall
roview proposed
Placement of trash
containers,

Giboy
Engineering
Division shell
review Fival Map
and project plans.
Gilroy Planning

Division sball
review the historic

- yeport and.

determiné t.l:n
appropriate " °
measures.

reports of cite *- .
monitoring to the . 1
Gilroy Planning
Divizion, and halt
work if signifcont

resources are
discovered,
Archoclogist shall
investigste finds,
and report .
immedinstely to the
Gibroy Planning
Division if
rnificant
resousces are
discovered
Gilroy Planning
Divizion shall
consalt with the
srcheologist to
develop appropriste
[DeAFUres.
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12 In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any buman Applicent shall
reionains in apy location other than a dedicated cemetery, the City bak work if
sball exsure that this language is mchided in 1! permits in accordsnce  humap remains
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5{c): -.are discovered on

If buman remains are found dn.nng construction
thers shall be no further excavation or disturbance
of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected

the project site,
and notify the
Santa Clars

to overbe adjacent human remains until the
coroner of Santa Clars County iz contacted to.
determine that no investigation of the cause of
denth is required. If the coroner determines the
remains to be Native American tbe coroner. shell
comtact the Native American Hertage Commission
within 24 bouwrs. The Native American Heritags
Commission shall identify the person or persons it
bebeves to be the most likely descendent from the
docensed Nbotive Americon. The most Lkely
dercendent may then make recommendstions to
the landowner or the person responsible for the
excavotion work, for means of treating or disposing
of, with appropriste dignity, the lumsn remains . -
and aszocisted grave goods as ided in Publie
Resources Code Section 5097.98, The landowner or
his suthorized representative shall rebury the
Native American buman remains and sssocinted
grave goods with appropriste dignity on the
T . property in a- Jocstion not subject . to Further
- . distwrbence if a) the Native American Heritnpe
Sl Commission is unsble to identify .s-most Kkely
descendent or the most Likely descendent failed to
- make a’recommendation within 24° houwrs .after R
being notificd by the commisgion; b) the descendent T T
-identified fails to make a recommendatior; or c) the ] i
ey . landowper or his nuthorized representative rejects
. th.rmmmanhionofthodomnhﬁ,nnﬂtbl '
mediation by the Native Americsn Heritage o1
Gommnuonfuihtopnndamammﬁabhto ) TN
.the landowner.
Any applicant for development within FEMA-delineated 100-year
floed zones on the project site shal]l have a hydrology report prepared
for that development by & qualified hydrologist or engineer, to zpecify
bydrelogy-related design requirements for the sits apd buildings,
sobject to the review and approval of the City of Gilroy Engineering
Division and SCYWD prior to issuance of a building permit. The
hydrolog report sholl address the following requirements:
Sie plans and building designs shall comply with the City of
- Gilroy Flood Plain Control Ordinance.

=" Development on the project site shall not impeds tbe flow of
floodwaters,

o Procedures shal) be developed and site plans designed that
will assure that any meterials, sapphes or goods nsed, stored
or hold for sale et the proposed use that may present health
hazards or risks of water contaminstion during flood
conditions are securely kept ot lesst one foot sbove the 100
year flood Jevel.

. Development on the project site shall not result in an
incresse in Doodwater Jevels off the project site.

Caleulstions for both tbe 25-yesr and 100-year flood events shall be
submitted in cupport of thess requirements, Al grading, design or
other yrecommendations of the hydrology report shall be mmrporahd
into project plens.

County Coroner.

13

Coroner thall
investignte finds,
and report to the
Native American
Heritage
Commis=ion within
24 bours if the
reIDains are
determined to be of
Native Americans.

The Native
American Heritage
Commivsion shall
identify likely
descendants,

Gilrey Engineering
Division shal)
approve the
hydrologist, review
the bydrology
report, and review
project plans to
ensure that the
recommendations of
the repost are

addressed in the
project plans.
SCVWD chall
review project plans
to emsure that the
recommendotions of
the report are
odequotely
addressed in the
project plans.
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‘The project applicant for any proposed development, sball, for each
pbese of the development, submit s Notice of Intent (NOD apd
detsiled engineering designs to the Central Coast RWQCB. This
permit shall require development and implementation of a SWPPP
that uses storm water “Best Management Practices” to contrel runeff,
erosion and sedimentotion from the sits. The SWPPP must include
Best Management Practices that address source redoction and, if
pecessary, shall inelude practices that require trestmwent. The SWPPP
shall be submitted to the City of Gilroy Engineering Division for
review and spproval prior to approval of a bullding permit for each
phase of the project. *

.- The project -pchtnt for any proposed dmnlopmentrﬁhm 50 feet of

a waterway or flood Dowage easement shall submit plans for review

- by, and olAain an spproved permit from the Samta Clara Valley Water.

District (SCVWD) prier 1o approval of a building permit for each
phase of the project. ‘
Project plans for any development proposed for the project site,
subject to the review and approval of the City of Gilroy Engineering
Division shall inchide a sedimentation besin adequate for filtering ot
heavy storm watsr contaminapts such as silt, and gresse traps
vuilable for Akering out other urban pollutants to the extent feaxible.
Additional meazures as precented in "Start ot the Sowrce, Design
Guidance Manual for Storm Water Quality Protection,” prepered by
the Bay Asoa Btorm Watsr Management Agencies Assoeintion and
"Parking Lot Best Managemment Practices Manual,” prepared by the
Santa Clars Valley Urban Run-off Pollution Prevention Program mey
be required for specific projects. Any physical woter quality
safeguards sholl be installed prior Lo occupancy of the proposed
development, snd any best management practices plan must bo .
implemented upon occupency.

Bubject to the review apd approval of the City of Gitroy Community
Development Department, the applicant for any residential
development on the project site along West Luchesza Avenoe shall
constroct a sound attenuation barrier eight feet in beight when .
mesgured from the pear carh of West Luchessa Avenve, The barrier

shall be completed prior Lo occupancy of any bomes on kots sdjacent to
West Luchessa Avenue.

Appbeant shall
submit NOI,
prupomd SWPFP,
* and engineermg
designs to the
Central Coast
RWQCB.

‘Applicant shall

obtain a'permit

. from the.SCVWD.

Appheant shall
inchode on the
Final Map and
construct the
required features,
Appbcant shall
prepare any
required
mapagement plan.

Applhcant shall
stiepustion
barriers on Final
Mops and
copstruct prior to
occuponcy.

Central Coast
RWQCB shall
review and approve
8 SWPPP for the
proposed project.
Gikroy Engineering
Division shall
review project plans
to epsure that the
SWFFPP is
adequately
sddressed on
project plans.

The constroction
manager sball note
implementstion of
SWPFP menasures
in the construction
log and provide a
copy of the Jog to

" the City ot the end

of each week.
Gilroy Engineering
Division shall
revisw construction’
logs weekly for the
anitial foar weeks,

_ and between

November 15 and
April 15 ond
mopthly ot other
thpes. .
SCVWD shall, .. -
monitor the projct ©
site for compbance . -
with its permit.

Gilroy Enginvering
Division shall review
plans to ensure that
the required festures
are inchoded on the
Final Map, and have
been constrocted
Prior Lo cccopancy.
Gilroy Engineering
Division shall
monitor the
meanagement plan
anpually for the first
fHive years to enture
the plan is adequate
to safegunrd water
quality.

Gilroy Community
Development
Depertment sholl
review Final Maps
and ensure thot the
required walls are
constructed.
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19

Subject o the review and approval of the City of Gilroy Building
Divizicn, the apphcant for any residential development on the project
site shall condhxt on scoustical study and establish engineering
requirements to be included in construction plans to maintain interior
noise Jevel at no grenter than 45 dBAm..

Interior poize sitepuation technigues may include forced nir
ventilation or air conditioning for o}l hebitable rooms with a window
facing noise svurces, tripls-paned windows, sound insulation or other
appropriats means thet will reduce interior noiss Juvels to no grester
then 45 dBApsa

The following language shall be included on any permits izxoed at the
project gite, subject 1o the review and approval of the City of Gilroy -
Engineering Division. "All poise genersting construction activities
shall be Eimited to weekdays between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, and to
Saturdays and City bolidays between 9:00 AM and 7:00 FM. No
constraction is allowed on Bundays. In addition, temporary berms or

noise attenuation barners sball be utilized when becessary.”

The following street irmprovements shall be made to the intersection of
‘West Luchessa Avenue and Chureh Street:
. installation of s traffic signal with two-phase operahon;
o re-configuration of the northbound and soutbbound
pproochuuno?cmarylﬁpwvid.omappm-chhmfornﬂ
movements
0 provisicn of one keA-turn lape and one shared through and
right-tarn }ane on tha eaxtbonbdd and westbound approaches.
The street improvements zhall be implementad at such time as
determined by the City of Gilroy traffie- monitoring program or »
Project -specific troffic ooalysis, and st sach time o3 1o prevent the
deterioration of traffic operations below acceptable levels.
Constraction of the improvements shall be required as u condition of
approval for the opplicable project. Improvements may be subject to a
reimbursement ogreement.

Appbeant shall
have an acoustical
study prepared

* and intorporote
engimeermg and
design
requirements in
project plans.

Apphcant shall
Bmit noire-
generating
construction te the
bours Iisted.

L
-

Applicant for

- applieable project .. |
shall inchada the ;..

Bsted

. improvements in

preject plans, and
shall impleroeot

the improvements
within nine
months of
notifiestion by the
City of Giboy
Engineering
Division.

Gilroy City
Attorney shall
prepare s
reimbursement
agreement

Gﬂl’D’ Blll)din;
Division sball revicw
project plans to
ensure that the .
recommendations of
the acoustical study
are adequstely

Jog and provide a
copy of the Jog to the

"City at the end of

each week.

QGilroy Engineering
Division shall review
construction logs.
Gilroy BuiMding
Division shall
investigate reported
violationa,

Gilroy Elumeenng
Divikon sbhab
determine the timing
for the Jisted" @
improvemnants as part
of #s traffie -
miiitoring program,
and provide botce to
the spplicant for the .
appropriats project
upon determining
thet the
iIMprovements are

reguired.
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The following street improvements shall be mnde to the intersection of

Monteny Street and Luchessa Avenue:
construction of & second northbound Jefi-turn lape end an
exchiive eastbound right-torn lape;
0 addition of a right-turn srrow for the eastbound right-turn
movement (5o yehicles in this movement conld move while
the nortbbound Jeft-tufn movement has a green arrow).

The street improvements sball be implemented ot such time as
determined by the City of Gilroy traffic- monitoring program or a
project -specific traffic analysis, and st such time as to prevent the
deterioration of traffic operations below acceptable levels,
Construction of the improvemepts shall be required as a condition of -
approval for the applicable project. Improvements may be subject to a
reimtaosement agreement.

FoBowing or in conjunction with the signelizstion of the intersection
of Mopterey Street and Monterey Froniage Road, the following street
m)provementl shall be made:
re-configuration of the southbound approach as pecessary to
provide one Jeft-turn Jane, two through lapes, two right-twrn
lanes;
: re-configuration of the westbound spproach as necessery to
: ==+ " provide one shared lane for ell movements;

* + reconfiguretion of the northbound approach as necmtry 1o~
two Jeft-turn lanes, one through lane, one shared
through/right- turn Jane;

-+ - reconfiguration of the' eastbound approach nsnecesso.ry to
provide ove exchisive Jeft-turn Jane, one shared through nnd
Jeft-turn lane, and one right-turn lane.

= . right-twrn arrows shall be provided for the enstbound and
southbound right-twon movements to provide LOB C

' intersection operations during all three study periods. This

Jape confignration will require split phase operation of the

eastbound and westbound approsches.
The street improvements shall be implemented st Fuch time a3
determined by the City of Gilroy trafc-monitoring program or a
project -specific traffic analysis, and at such time as to pravent the
deteriorstion of traffic operntions below acceptable Jevels.
Consiruction of the improvemspts shall be required as s condition of
approval for the apphicable project. Improvements may be subject to a
reimbursement agreement.

A right-of- way sufficient for a siz-lape arterial shall be dediceted to
the City of Gibroy along the West Luchessa Avenue frontage of the

The dedicotion shall be implemented at such time as determined by
the City of Gibroy traffic-monitoring prograin or a project -specific
traffic ana)ysis. The dedication shall be implemented at such a time as

to allow copstruction neceseary ts prevent the deteriorstion of traffic
operstions below ncceptable bevels.

- potification ‘Jy the

Appbcent for
applicable project
shall inchude the
Bsted
improvements
project plans, and
shall itnplement
the improvements
within nine
mopths of
notification by the
City of Gibroy
Engineering
Division.
Gibroy City
Qttoroey shall
prepare a

- reimbursement
agreement
applicable to nlt
Projects in the
smendment area,
Applicant for
apphceble project
shall inchude the

- Bisted
improvements in-
project pians, and
shall implement

-.-.thc ADprovements: -
mo_nth.'s of

-.City: l}fGlh'Df -

Eagmeermg
i - Divisioh. -

* Giboy Chy :

Attorney shall
prepare a
reimburserment
agreement
apphiceble to all
projects in the
smendment area.

AppBcant for any
project in the
amendivept area
nlong West
Luchessa Avenve
sholl inchide &
dedication op the
Final Map andlor
in project plons

Gibroy Engineering
Division shall )
determine the timing
for the hsted
unprovements as part
of ll.a I.rnﬁ

the npplicont for the
approprists project
upon determining
that the
improvements are

required.

Cilroy Engindering
Divigion shall
detormine the timing
for the Bsted”
Unprovements as pert
of its traffic

s,

mbnitoring program, -

#nd provide potice fo° )
the applicant forthe =~

- sppropriate projoct-
 dpod determining

thot the
improvements are
required.

Gilroy Engiveering
Division shall review
Final Mop sndbr
project plans to
ensare inchasion of
the right-of- way
dedication.
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West Luchessa Avenue shall be w)dened to four lanes between
Monterey Street and Princevalle Strest.

The street improvements shall be implemented at soch time as
determined by the City of Gilroy traffie-monitoring program or a
project -specific traffie analysis, and at such time as to prevent the
deterioration of troffie operations below acceptable levels.

ConMnoflbcnmmvemenhshnllbenqmreduamndiﬂono{

approval for the spphicable projoct. Improvements may be s-ub;ect toa

reimbursement agreement.

Apphcant for

nppfl:abh ]ﬂ'oief‘. Gill’ﬂ . 5 oo
shall inchude the D,m:f“m“l T
Listed determine the

improvements in for the Ested

project plans, and [ s

shell implement gl e P

the Boproveents  ponitoring program,

within nine _ and provide notice 1o

e the applicant for the
. Dotifiration by the ap) iote project

City of Gilroy upon determining

Engineering that tho

DPrvision. improvements ore

"Gihroy Cry required,

Attorpey shall
. PrEpare a

Feimbursement

agrtement

apphicable to oll

projects in tha-

amendment area.
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Item No. 8
Attachment A-4
RESOLUTION NO. 2002-17 -

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GILROY MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS CONCERNING
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT-
- IN CONNECTION WITH A SPORTS PARK COMPLEX AND A
REQUEST FOR URBAN SERVICE AREA EXPANSION TO
ALLOW THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SPORTS COMPLEX
. FOR WHICH AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT HAVE
BEEN PREPARED, AND ADOPTING MJTIGATION
MEASURES AND STATEMENTS OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATION AND APPROVING A MITIGATION AND
MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE PROJECT

. WHEREAS, the City of Gilroy initiated an Urban Service -Area expansion application . .

:.E_iSA 98-03 to incorporate 133.2 acres of land into Gilroy’s Urban Service Area (“Project”);.and. " -

E -WHEREAS., the California Environmental Quality Act of 1 970, as amended, (“CEQA™) =7

requires that, in the éppfbval- of a project for which-an Environmental Imipact Report (FEIR") has -
-been prepared, the: decision-making body shall review lhé EIR .and: make- certain findings
',regarding the significant effects on lh? environment identified in the EIR; and

WHEREAS, the Project was the spbjeét of a Final EIR entitled “Gilroy Sports Park and
Urban Service Area Amendment (USA 98:03) Draft Environmental Impact Rc;‘;-ort" and “Gilroy
Sports Park and Urban Service Area Amendment (USA 98-8) Final Environmental Impact
Report Addcpdum” (together, 1999 EIR™) prepared by the City of Gilroy as the lead agency in
compliance with the requirements of CEQA; and |

WHEREAS, the 1999 EIR was recommended for certification by the City of Gilroy

Planning Commission on May 6, 1999; and

WYHSIED 1 -1-
01-031202-04706002 RESOLUTION NO. 2002-17



WHEREAS, the City Council on May 17, 1999, certified that as the decision-makin.g
body, it reviewed and considered the nformation contained in the 1999 EIR, and other information -
in the record, prior 1o acting upon or zrppmvmg the Project, and found that the 1999 EIR had been
completed in comphzm;e with CEQA and reflected the indcpmdent. judgment and analysis of the
City of Gilroy as lead agency for the Pm;ect, and |

WHEREAS, the City deie;mined to prepare a Subsequent F@'Em (“SEIR) to reflect a
pmposedGcmralle landusedmgnahonc]mgeofcatmanpct land from open space use to

~

residential and commercial uses; and

WHEREAS, on March 8, 2002, the Planning Commission of- the Clty held a hearing on
the SEIR for the Project at which hearing the Plamming Commission- voted o recommend that the
City Council certify the. document. as having been completed..in.compliance with. .the
requirements of CEQA; and Bro . . 9

. .WHEREAS, CEQA requirw that m connection-with the approval of a project. for. which
an EIR identifies one or more- significant envirommental effects, th'c- decision-making agency
must make certain findings regarding those effects; and

WHEREAS, the location and custodian of the docuients or other materials which

conslitute the record of proceedings upon which this Project approval is based is the office of the
City Clak.

'NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the City Council does hereby find that the SEIR has beén presented o it, that it
has independently reviewed and analyzed the SEIR and other information in the record and
has consideéred the information contained theremn, inchoding the written and oral comments

2-
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received at the public hearing on the SEIR and on the Project, pnor 1o actirig upon or
approving the Project, and has found that the SEIR representsthe independent judgment
and analysis of the City as lead agency for the Project, and designates the Cit-y Clerk at her
office at 7351 Rosanna Street, Gilroy, CA 95020, as the custodian of the documents and
‘records of proceedings on which this decision is based; and -

2. That the City Cowncil does hereby find that the SEIR has been completed in
compliance with CEQA; and .

3. That the City Cowicil does hereby m:;ke the findings with respect to the potentially
significant and significant effects on the environment of the Project and Project alternatives
5  asidentifiedin the SEIR, attached bereto as Exhibit A(T) and incorporated by this réference.

4. That the City Council does hereby adopt the h‘liﬁ'gah'on measures as sct forth in the -
SEIR, and the Mitigation and Monitoring Program 25 set forth i the SEIR,; ittached hereto
as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by this reference. -~

5. That the City Council does hereby, after review of the entire administrative record,
’ mchldmg the SEIR, the staffl report, and the oral and written lestimony and evidence
presented at public hearings, find that specific economic, legal, social, technological and
other considerations justify the approval of this Project in spite of the existence of
unavoidable environmental effects that were ‘deemed significant and that cannot be
. completely 1‘1-1iﬁgated 1o a level of significance as set forth in Exhibit A(I) regarding
‘agricultural considerations, potential Joss of prime farmland through growth-inducement on
_ adjacent parcels, Jong-term and short-term noise from Gilroy Sports Park activities, exterior
traffic noise at residential areas along Monterey Street, and exterior trafﬁc,' noise at
residential areas along West Luchessa Avenue. The City Council adopts and makes a

. . -3- )
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Statement of Ovemnding Consideration regarding the significant vnavoidable impacts c;f the
 Project, finding that each of the benefits st forth in'the Statément, attached hereto as
Exhibit A(Il), and incorporated herein by this reference, constitules a separate and
independent ground for finding that the benefits of the Project outweigh the risks of its

potential significant adverse environmental impact. -

6. That the City Council does hcreby reject the A]te:mhves to the Project described in
ﬂ)eSEIRforlhcrmsomsetfoﬂhmehibltC, aﬂachcdhactozmdmcorpomtedba'emby

this reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 18th day of March, 2002, by the following vote:
“  AYES:  COUNCILMEMBERS:  ARELLANO, DILLON, GARTMAN,

MORALES, PINHEIRO, VELASCO, and
SPRINGER
NOES: COUNCIEIMEMBERS: ~ NONE

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS: ° “NONE

~ APPROVED:

. /s/ THOMAS W. SPRINGER
Thomas A. Springer, Mayor

ATTEST:

/s/ RHONDA PELLIN
Rhonda Pellin, City Clerk

WVHSSS3Y
0100 120204706002
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1, RHONDA PELLIN, City Clerk of lhe City of Gilroy, do hu’eby cemfy that the attacbed
Rwohmon No. 2002-17 13 an original rwoluhon, duly adopted by the Counul of the City of

Gikroy at a regular meeting of said Council held on the 18th day of March, 2002, at which meeting

oad

a quorum was présent. _
'IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have bereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of
the City of Gilroy this 3rd day of April, 2002.

e
T+

City Clerk of the City of Gilroy ' . ST

(Seal)
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“EXHIBIT A”

Date: July 01, 2002

Annexation to:

THE CITY OF GILROY

Name of Annexation:

MONTEREY REORGANIZATION 02-01

)

Being all of Parcel One as shown on that Parcel map filed in Book 744 of maps, at Page 3941,
Records of Santa Clara County, California, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing from the most northerly comer of Ammexation Map 71-3 “South Monterey #17;
thence along the southwesterly boundary of said Annexation Map on a curve to the right, from a
tangent bearing S13°00'00”E, with a radius of 20.00 feet, through a central angle of 89°24°49”,
an arc distance of 31.21 feet; thence on a curve to the left , from a tangent bearing $71°24°50"W,
with a radius of 94.00 feet, through a central angle of 102°04°38” an arc distance of 167.47 feet;
thence S30°39°48"E 477.85 feet to a point on said southwesterly boundary and also being the
True Point of Beginning; thence continuing along said boundary S30°39°48”E 26.42 feet to an
angle pomnt in said boundary; thence S$18°00°00”E 94.22 feet to a point on said boundary; thence
leaving said boundary $72°00°00"W 786.42 feet; thence S18°00°00"E 834.77 feet; thence
N79°05°00"W 136.53 feet; thence S70°40°00"W 98.34 feet; thence S63°00°00""W 104.28 feet;
thence N78°45°00"W 135.96 feet; thence N85°08’00"W 94.38 feet; thence N88°20'00”"W 172.26
feet; thence N51°30°00”W 105.60 feet; thence S42°45°00”"W 429.00 feet; thence N64°45'00"W
297.00 feet; thence NQ3°45'00"W 429.00 feet; thence N42°45°00"W 165.00 feet; thence
S60°45°00"W 759.0 feet; thence N45°45°00"W 330.00 fect; thence NO5°45°00"E 429.00 feet;
thence N46°45°00”E 462.00 feet; thence N35°30°00”E 415.12 feet:. thence S67°58’00"E 220.65
feet; thence N72°00'00”E 28.00 feet; thence N07°20°00"E 136.00 feet; thence N26°10°00"E
68.00 feet thence N15°30°00"W 103.00 feet; thence N61°15°00"W 62.55 feet; thence
N15°30°00"W 250.18 feet; thence S88°59°05”"E 933.84; thence N72°00°00”E 301.54 feet; thence
S31°59°09"E 623.43 feet; thence S02°53°13”E 426.39 feet; thence N72°00°00"E 589.40 feet to

the True Point of Beginning.

Containing 78.53 acres of land, more or less.

SEE EXHIBIT B

Revision: July 23, 2002
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Item No. 8

LOCAL AGENCY F..<MATION COMMISSION Attachment C

- SANTA CLARA COUNTY

www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov

County Government Center, 11" Floor, East Wing
70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110
(408) 299-5127 FAX 295-1613

Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer

May 31, 2002
TO: LAFCO
FROM; . Neelima Palacheria, Executive Officer 3

SUBJECT: Gilroy Urban Service Area Amendment (1 999) -
Gilroy Sports Park and Adjacent Areas

RECOMMENDATION

1. CEQA Action and Findings

Please see attached LAFCO Analyst’s report for CEQA recommendations and for
environmental analysis of project. (Attachment B) '

-

2. Project
a. Deny the inclusion of the area (14 parcels) into the Gilroy urban service
area and continue for consideration of annexation of only three (3) of those

parcels (APNs 808-21-030, 808-21-0128 and 808-2 1-026) pursuant to
Government Code Section 56742, -

b. Direct staff to work with the City to obtain maps and legal description of
the properties per the County Surveyor requirements and the necessary
State Board of Equalization fees for the annexation of the above three
parcels. '

c. Direct staff to re-notice the application for the August 14, 2002 LAFCO:
meeting to indicate that the application includes annexation of the above -
three parcels. » ‘ -

Commissioners; Blanca Alvarado, Donald F. Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotte, Susan Vicklund Wilson
Commission Secretary: (408) 2995088 . )

-



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Gilroy proposes to expand its Urban Service Area (USA) boundary to include
14 parcels forming a 140.21-acre project site. The proposal includes 3 components:

1. the approved Gilroy Sports park on 5 parcels of a total 85.36 acres
(including a 7 acre trail extension and habitat buffer), (APNs 808-21-030,
808-21-0128, 808-21-026, 808-21-021 and 808-21-018)

2. 27.72 acres containing 3 parcels for a proposed residential area (APNs
808-21-016, 808-210-08 and 808-21-009) and

3. - 27.13 acres containing 6 parcels for a proposed contmercial area (APNs
808-21-031, 808-21-029, 808-21-027, 808-21-013, 808-21-014 and 808- -
- 21-015). '
The project site is located on the west side of Monterey Road, south of West Luchessa
~ Avenue (formerly Thomas Lane) and is bound on the west side by Uvas Creek and the
.. south by Farman Lane and Uvas Creek.

L XY

The City of Gilroy owns the Sports Park site and has approved the Sports Park. Its
development can occur in the unincorporated area. The city is exempt from the permit
authority of other agencies on land that the city owns. The Sports Park will be constructed
over a period of 20 years. There is currently no specific development proposed on the
commercial and residential parcels.

One of the primary reasons for the current Jocation of the Sports Park is that the area is
subject to a flood flow easement and so became financially feasible for the City to acquire
this site. The City of Gilroy would like to develop the Sports Park within its jurisdiction
to benefit from the property tax exemption for city owned lands within its jurisdiction as
well as to enable services in a direct and cost-effective way. The surrounding lands are
proposed to be included in the USA to make the area more contiguous with the existing
USA and to eliminate islands upon annexation.

BACKGROUND

Application Histow

The City of Gilroy originally submitted the USA amendment request to LAFCO in June
1999. At that ime, LAFCO staff requested additional environmental review in order to
take into account the proposed new land use designation in the Draft Gilroy 1999-2020
General Plan. The EIR included analysis based on the existing land use designation which
1s Open Space for the parcels adjacent to the Sports Park. The Draft General Plan
proposed changes in general plan designation for those parcels from Open Space to
Residential Neighborhood District and Commercial-General Services. The City of Gilroy

2 06/07/02
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with the policy because the city already has more than a 5 year supply of vacant
residential and commercial Jand within its USA. Please see detailed discussion below.

CONSISTENCY WITH LAFCO POLICIES

Conversion of Prime Agricultural Lands

The soil on the project site is Yolo loam and is categorized as Agricultural Class I
soils and is considered to be the most productive soil in the Santa Clara Valley.
(United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service 1974) The
California Department of Conservation’s Important Farmlands Map designates the
entire project site as “Prime Farmland”, defined as land with the best combination of
physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term producton of agricultural
crops.

The Sports Park would convert about 85 acres to non-agricultural use. The femaining
35 acres would be converted with the inclusion of the residential and commercial
components into the USA boundary. Conversion of prime agricultural lands to other
uses is non-reversible,

The EIR consistently asserts that the establishment of the Gilroy Agricultural Lands
Area serves as partial mitigation for the loss of these 140 acres of agricultural lands:
Through its update of its Géiiéral Plan, scheduled to be adopted on June 13, 2002, the
City is considering removing 660 acres of land from the agricultural preserve and
including it within its 20-year boundary. In that case, it will no longer serve as
mitigation or partial mitigation for the conversion of these 140 acres of agricultural
lands.

Growth Inducing Impacts

The proposed project itself is an extension of urban services into a previously
unserved area. Although all urban service infrastructure is currently available near the
project site, the approval of the USA amendiment would make that infrastructure

available to the project site and would result in future growth and development of the
area. : '

Extension of services to the project site could also result in development pressure on

the land south of the project site. Although lands south of the project site are
“designated as Opens Space in the Gilroy Draft General Plan, landowners may request

a further USA amendment and a change in land use designation to open their land to

development. Similarly on the west of Uvas Creek, only a strip of land would remain
outside the USA.

Logical and Orderly, Efficient Boundaries

The proposed expansion is adjacent to the existing city limits and USA boundary on
two sides. '

4 06/07/02
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prepared a Subsequent Draft EIR and then a Subsequent Final EIR and resubmitted the
application to LAFCO in April 2002.

The City of Gilroy at a meeting on June 13, 2002, is scheduled to adopt its General Plan
which will include among many other changes, the revision to the Jand use designation on
the adjacent parcels.

Existing Land Use of Project Site and Surrounding Areas

About 30 acres are currently farmed with row crops. However, the Subsequent FEIR
stated that, a total of 128.20 acres is currently farmed with row crops. Three or four
farmhovuses and outbuildings are located along Monterey Road. A flood control levee is
constructed on the project site where Uvas creek forms the western boundary. '

Land to the south and west of the project site are currently in agriculture. Greenhouses
occupy some of this agricultural land and the remainder is farmed with row crops. West
of e project site, across Uvas Creek, is additional agricultural land. Land to the north
and east of the project site is developed with urban 1ses. North of the project site is an
established residential neighborhood of single-family houses. East of the project site, in

. the City limits are commercial uses, including hotels, automobile dealership and mini-
v+ storage. Park and open space areas are located upstream of the project site along Uvas

vt

Creek. A bicycle trail runs along the east bank of Uvas Creek northwest of the project site

- and will be extended south of the project site as part of the approved sports park project.

U.S. Highway 101 is Jocated to the east of the project site.

Applicable General Plan and Zoning Designations

The project site currently has a County General Plan desi gnation of “Open Spaée
Reserve”. This designation is used for land that is adjacent to an existing USA but for
which no long-term use has been determined. The County Zoning designation for the
project site is “A-20" Agricultural Zoning (20-acre minimum).

The current Gilroy General Plan Land Use designations for the project site are “Open
Space” and “Park/Public Facility.” '

Gilroy’s General Plan is in the process of being updated. The Draft Gilroy 1999-2020
General Plan land use designations for the project site are “Residential-Nei ghborhood
District,” “Commercial-General Services,” and “Park/Recreation Facility.”

CONSISTENCY WITH COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

The proposal area is not consistent with the Growth and Development C-GD 6, which
states that lands containing prime agricultural soils is unsuited for urban development.

The proposal is only partially consistent with policy C-GD 8. Allhough the area is
contignous to the existing urbanized area, and all needed public services and facilities can
be provided within 5 years without lesseming existing levels of service, it is inconsistent

3 06/07/02
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Enrollment is currently over capacity at the district’s elementary and high school. The
district is constructing a new elementary school and has plans to construct a middle
school. The EIR states that the development fees assessed by the District would be
adequate to address the impacts.

Five-Year Supply of Vacant Land
Sporis Park

The sport park is already approved at the project site and does not require
LAFCO approval for proceeding with the development. The EIR does indicate
that there are at least three sites within the existing USA on which the Sports -
Park may have been located. According to City stafT, the City has adopted
specific plans for two of the areas and they do not include such type of

* development and the third js'within an established residential area which the
'City would be unable to acquire.

Residential Land

Residential development in the City of Gilroy is controlled through the City’s
Residential Development Ordinance (RDQ). Based on the RDO’s 10-year goal
of 4,000 housing units, a five-year supply of residentia} land would require
about 2,000 units. The City’s vacant land inventory currently includes a

* potential for about 3,549 units which represents about 9 years of supply.

Commercial Land

The City of Gilroy currently has about 210 acres of vacant commercial land
within its existing USA according to the City’s vacant land mventory. Based on
a usage of land in the past 5 years, it is estimated that the City would use about
59 acres of commercial land in the next five years. At that rate, the City
currently has at least 18 years worth of vacant commercial land within its
existing USA boundary.

In both the residential and commercial instances, the City has more than 5 years worth of
vacant land within its current boundaries. In such cases, LAFCO policies require the City
to explain why the additional land is necessary to be included at this time. The City states
that reason for including these Jands within the USA at this time is to make the area more

-contiguous with the existing USA and to eliminate islands upon annexation.

REASONS WHY THE USA REQUEST SHOULD BE DENIED

In an effort to establish contiguity and eliminate the creation of islands, the City’s current
proposal includes the adjacent commercial and residential properties along with the
Sports Park parcels. This means that in addition to the 85 acres of Sports Park properties,

the City is adding another 55 acres of prime agricultural lands, about half of which is

currently being farmed to the City’s USA. The City currently has about 9 years supply of

6 06/07/02
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Ability of City to Provide Urban Services

FIRE: Currently the parcel is served by the South Santa Clara County Fire District.
Upon annexation, the City of Gilroy will assume responsibility-for fire protective
services. The EIR states that the fire department would not require additional
facilities, equipment or personnel to serve this area within the fire department’s
emergency response lime standard.

POLICE: The Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Department currently provides police
protection services to the project site. The City of Gilroy will assume responsibility
for provision of police services afler armexation. The City of Gilroy Police
Department would be able 1o serve the project site without the need for additional
facilities. Since the project would add about 500 residents the dgpartment would need
to add three-quarters of an officer to maintain established per capita staffing ratios.

WATER: Potable water on project site is currently provided by on-site wells. The
City of Gilroy in May 1999, committed to providing water service to the Sports Park
from the water line Jocated beneath Monterey Street east of the site. (This
commitment was made prior to 2001 when agreements between public agencies for
extension of services beyond an agency’s boundaries were exempt from LAFCO
approval. Since January 1, 2001 there has been a change in state law requiring
LAFCO approval of extension of services outside an agency’s boundary even if the
agreement for services is between two public agencies.) This, in effect, allows Gilroy,
to extend water services to the Sports Park facility even if the site remains
unincorporated. The City will also extend a recycled water line to the Sports Park to
supply about 155 acre-feet of imigation water annually.

After annexation, the City will assume the responsibility to provide water to the -
proposed commercial and residential portions of the project. The City has adcquate
water supplies to meet the demand for water upon annexation.

SEWER. Private on-site septic systems are cuxrent]y used to treat wastewater on the
project site. The City of Gilroy in May 1999, committed to extend a sewer hine to the
Sports Park from Monterey Road. Again, because this commitment was made before
2001, the City is able to extend sewer services to the Sports Park Facility even if the
site remains unincorporated.

- The residential and commercial portion of the site would be served by the City sewers

following annexation. The wastewater treatment plant has adequate capacity to
accommodate the additional wastewater. :

Ability of School District to Provide School Facilities

The project site is within the Gilroy Unified School District boundaries. It is
estimated that the proposed residential development on the site would generate about
120 new school age students, i.e., nine students per grade level at the project site.

5 06/07/02
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Also, if territory is annexed pursuant to Section 56742 as proposed, the annexing city may
not annex any terntory not owned by the city and not contiguous to the city, although the
territory is contiguous to the territory annexed pursuant to the above provision. This
provision would help contain further possibilities for encroaching into agricultural Jands
into the area.

The following is an initial analysis of other factors in the LAFCO annexation policies that
would be considered for annexation: '

Does not Create Islands or Areas Difficult to Serve

The staff proposal limits the annexation to only 3 of the total 5 parcels that
comprise the Sports Park. One of the parcels proposed to be excluded (APN $08-
21-021) is owned by the Santa Clara Valley Water District and is primarily used

. for the Uvas Creek Trail. The main development of the Sports Park will.be on the
3 parcels that staff is proposing for annexation. Annexation of the three parcels
would not create islands or areas difficult to providé services. Monterey Road and
Luchessa Avenue are both within the current city limits. Annexation of the Sports
Park parcels will not make it difficult to provide services to the adjacent or the
annexed parcels.

Definite and Certain Proposal

The County Surveyor determines if a proposal is definite and certain upon review
of the map and legal descriptions of the annexation boundaries. The City should,
submit the required description and map to the Surveyor. Inclusion of the three
parcels would not result in boundaries splitting lines of assessment.

City Able to Provide Services

As explained above under “Ability of City to Provide Services”, the city is able
and willing to provide all urban services necessary for the Sports Park
development. Provision of services to the development will not detract from
services to existing city properties.

Pre-Zoning Requirement

LAFCO policies require a pre-zoning designation prior to annexation of lands.
The current Gilroy General Plan Land Use designations for the three parcels is
“Park/Public Facility”. The Draft Gilroy 1999-2020 General Plan scheduled to be
adopted on June 13, 2002 indicates that the land use designations for the three

* parcels is “Park/Recreation Facility.” City has not yet applied a pre-zoning for
these parcels. A pre-zoning designation must be applied before the annexation can
be approved by LAFCO.
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vacant residential lands and about 18 years of vacant commercial lands within its
boundaries. Adding these lands to the City’s USA at this time is unnecessary and
premature. Unlike the Sports Park which is considered a low intensity urban use which
could be reasonably compatible with agricultural uses on the surrounding properiies, the
residential and commercial components could have further adverse impacts on other
surrounding agriculture. The Sports Park, because it is on City property, has the City’s
approval and the City’s commitment to provide urban services such as City sewer and
water services. If the Sports Park were to be developed anyway, jt would be better to
develop it within the City limits to ensure that the City assumes complete responsibility
for providing services such as police and fire protection to the site.

REASONS WHY ANNEXATION OF ONLY 3 PARCELS IS RECOMMENDED

i . -
LAFCO staff recommends the annexation of only three of the parcels comprising the
Sports Park (APNs 808-21-030, 808-21-0128 and 808-21-026) pursuant to Section 56742
of Government Code without including any Jand in the City’s USA.-

The above recommendation is based on the following provisions in state law and local

» LAFCO policies:

1. Provision in Section 56742 of the Government Code that allows annexation
of noncontiguous territory not exceeding 300 acres, if the area is owned by
the city and is being used for municipal purposes at the time LAFCO
annexation proceedings are initiated. The law also states that if after the
annexation under this provision, the city sells that territory, the termtory
which is no longer owned by the city shall cease to be part of the city.

2. Santa Clara LAFCO local policies state that city annexations outside the
USAs should be strongly discouraged. However, the policies recognize that
in some circumstances, city annexations outside USAs will help promote
preservation of agriculture, open space or greenbelts. Such cases should be
considered on a case by case by LAFCO. LAFCO will be the conducting
authority as opposed to the city council for annexation of lands outside a
city’s USA.

The Sports Park is currently contiguous to the existing City limits by only a 100 feet strip
which does not meet the requirements for establishing contiguity. The provision in
section 56742 however, would allow such annexation without it being contiguous
because the City currently owns the above three parcels for the Sports Park and 1s
proposing to use the land for a municipal purpose.

Annexation of the three Sports Park parcels outside the USA will promote preservation of
agriculture in the area. As mentioned previously in the report, annexation of only the
three Sports Park parcels would help reduce the loss of prime agricultural lands in the
area. Jt would help prevent the premature conversion of lands currently being farmed. It
would reduce development impacts on other adjacent agricultural Jands.

7 06/07/02
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Street Annexation Policies Not Applicable

These policies area not applicable for this annexation. The proposal does not
involve the annexation of any street segments. Monterey Road is already within
the city limits of Gilroy.

Impacts on Special Districts

After annexation, the City of Gilroy Fire Department will provide fire protective
services to the three parcels. Upon annexation to the City, the territory will be
detached from the South Santa Clara County Fire Protection District.

LAFCO policies require that comments from affected service providers be
considered in review of an annexation proposal. The proposal will be referred to
all affected service providers. Also, as part of the annexation application process,
all affected agencies will be notified of the proposal. -

Reglonal Traffic Impacts

LAFCO annexation policies require that if the land development causes more than
2,000 vehicle trips per day, the proposal be sent to the County Transportation
Agency (VTA) for comment on impact on regional facilities and services.

CONCLUSION

Staff recommendation addresses the issues of “‘contiguity” and “island creation” raised by
the City and allows for the development of the Sports Park within the Gilroy city limits
while keeping it and the 55 acres of adjacent prime agricultural Jand outside the City’s
USA, thus significantly reducing the loss of prime agricultural lands in the area.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Maps of the Area

Attachment B: LAFCO Analyst’s Report including environmental énalysis and CEQA action
recommendations

Attachment C:  Gilroy Sports Park Draft and Final EIR
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| Item No. 8
Attachment D

EXHIBIT A
Additional Mitigation Measares
for the City of Gilroy General Plan.
(as approved by the City Council on June 13, 2002)

AGRICULTURE

44-A  Prior to any land use approval that would result i in the conversion of land that
is designated as pnmc farmland or farmland of statewide lmponancc to an
urban use (i., zoning changes, annexation to the City, urban service

. amendments, etc.) the City shall: 5

-

1. Implement a conservation and open space easement prégram.

‘Guidance for this program may. be found, in part, in “A Proposal to

Establish and Agricultural Conservation Easerinent Program in Santa Clara

County”(Appendix F-3 of the Draft Environmental Impact for the City of
. Gilroy Revised General Plan dated September 2001)

As this implementation is of significance countywide, this program should
be established as a joint effort of the City, the County, the Farm Bureau,
the Open Space authority and other agencies.

This program shall offer the fol]owmg options as an acceptable mitigation
for said land use approval:

a. Purchase of an cqual amount of prime. agricultural land within the area
of the Open Space Authority and the transfer of the ownership of this land .
1o the Open Space authority or other City-approved agency.

b. Purchase of development rights on agricultural land within the area of
the Open Space Authority and the transfer of the ownership of this land to
the Open Space authority or other City-approved agency. The purchase
value shall be equivalent in value to that required under (a) above.

¢. Payment, in licu of purchase, of fee to the Open Space Authority or

other City-approved agency, equal to the amount required to comply with

cither of the above elements. The amount of this fee shall be equivalent in
: value to that required under (a) above.

2. Require all future projects that involve the conversion of agricultural land
to urban uses to usc generally accepted methodologies to identify the
potentially significant impacts of changes in agricultural land use (Appendix F
of the Draft Environmental Impact for the City of leroy Revised General
Plan dated September 2001). -

e LI T Y .



44-B

4.4-C

TRAFFIC

4.5-A

45-B

0207020470002

One example is the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA Model) developed by the California Department of
Conservation to help establish standards of mgmﬁcancc for CEQA evaluations
of agricultural land conversions. -

Additional prqg'rams to protect prime farmland and farmland of statewide

- importance comparable to those used by other counties or cities described in

the Draft EIR may be considered by the City from time to time for adophon as
meeting the requirements of this mitigation. -

In addition, the City shall consider joining the Open Space Authority to help
conserve remaining viable agricultural land withincthe City’s sphere of -
influence.

Encourage active farming without further development on the remaining
agricultural land within the South County area by implementing and -
reaffirming the policies outlined in this section related to agncultural
resources.

Where use compatibility impacts exist, the City shall require open space
buffers be established between future residential uses and existing agncultural

operations.

The City shall work with the County of Santa Clara, the City of Morgan Hill
and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency (as the designated
Congestion Management Agency for Santa Clara County), to develop and
implement the South County Regional Transportation Plan and identify the
mitigation measures required by the City under this plan for roadways outside
the Gilroy City limits. Once adopted, Mitigation 4.5-D though 4.5-F may be
revised to conform to-this regional plan.

For roadways within Gilroy’s General Plan area, the City shall develop a
comprehensive Traffic Circulation Master Plan, supported by a City Traffic .
Impact Mitigation Fee, that shall be imposed on all projects identified under
CEQA as having a significant impact to the City’s circulation element.
Periodically, the City shall review and update its Traffic Circulation Master -

2-
Exhibit A to Resolation 2002-41



ITEM S8

Gilroy Urban Service Area Amendment 98-03
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft),

Gilroy Urban Service Arca Amendment 98-03 .
Subsequent Final EIR

COPIES OF BOTH DOCUMENTS WERE PROVIDED TO COMMISSIONERS AS PART OF THE JUNE
13, 2002 LAFCO HEARING PACKET( See ITEM 5.2: ATTACHMENTS C, PART I and PART 2).

COPIES ARE ALSO AVAILABLE WITH THE LAFCO EXECUTIVE OFFICER.
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L AFtO [rEM No. 9
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

July 12, 2002
TO: Local Agency Formation Commission for Santa Clara County
FROM: Neelima Palacheria, Executive Officer W
© Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst Q70
SUBJECT: LAFCO Service Reviews Recommendations —
Service Revlew Organization, Boundarles, and Priorities
o
RECOMMENDATION

1. CEQA Action

This project is exempt under CEQA Class 6, Section 15306 “Information
Collection” which states:

Section 15306: Class 6 consists of basic data collection, research, experimental
management, and resource evaluation activities which do not result in a serious
or major disturbance to an environmental resource. These may be strictly for
information gathering purposes, or as part of a study leading to an action which
a public agency has not yet approved, adopted, or funded.

2. Service Reviews Organization and Boundaries
a. Authorize staff to conduct: |
1. Countywide service reviews for fire protection services,
ii. Countywide service reviews for water services, and

iii. A comprehensive review of all services in the following sub-regions,
as defined in the LAFCO Service Reviews Sub-Region Map and

Tables 1-4:
1 North County Sub-Region
2 West Valley Sub-Region
3  Central County Sub-Region
4  South County Sub-'Region

70 West Hedding Street = .1 I th Floor, East Wing » San Jose, ('A 95110 = {408} 299-5127 = {408) 295-1613 Fax = www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Blanca Alvarado, Don Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotte, Susan Vickiund Wilson EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacheria



3. Service Reviews Priorities

Authorize staff to conduct cb_untywide service reviews and sub-regional service
reviews using the following priorities (listed from highest priority to lowest

priority):

Priority #1 -- Countywide service review for fire protection services and
countywide service review for water services.

Priority #2 — North County Sub-Region Service Review

Priority #3 — South County Sub-Region Service Review

Priority #4 - West Valley Sub-Region Service Review

Priority #5 — Central County Sub-Region Service Review -
REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION

. Service Reviews Organization and Boundaries

=

'In developing a recommendation for countywide service reviews and service review sub-
regions, LAFCO staff considered the geographic area that best facilitates a logical,
comprehensive and adequate review of services in the area that is necessary to render
service review determinations.

Countywide Service Reviews

Staff believes that fire protection services and water services, due to their unique
characteristics, should be reviewed countywide in order to provide a comprehensive review.

Fire protection services in Santa Clara County are provided by multiple local jurisdictions
(special districts and cities/towns) to various part of the county. While city fire departments .
provide fire protection services within their respective jurisdiction, special districts may
provide fire protection services to multiple cities and various parts of the unincorporated
county. While all fire protection service providers have boundaries, the areas that the fire
districts and departments service may differ from those defined boundaries due to mutual
aid agreements, boundary drops, and contracts. Given these interrelationships, it is
appropriate to review fire protection services countywide.

Water service, supply, and quality is a countywide issue. Although there are multiple water
service providers that supply water to various parts of the county through their own
distribution systems, water as a natural resource does not have a specific boundary.
Therefore staff recommends that the service review for water services be conducted
countywide.

In a normal year, less than half of Santa Clara County’s water is drawn from local
groundwater aquifers or rainwater captured in the district's 10 reservoirs. More than half is
imported waters brought into the county through the State Water Project, the federal
Central Valley Project, and to a small degree, San Francisco's Hetch Hetchy system.

SAR_SuMLAFCO'service reviews\Areas\Proposed Arcass Priorities. doc



The Santa Clara Valley Water District is the county’s wholesale drinking water manager
and coordinates flood protection for over 1.6 million residents countywide. The District
sells treated water and groundwater to 13 local water retail agencies, as well as several
mutual water companies, which serve communities within the county via their own
distribution systems. The District also serves as steward of the county’s more than 700
miles of streams.

Although staff recommends that fire protection services and water services should be
reviewed countywide, staff may also address these services in sub-regional service reviews,
where relevant.

Sub-Regional Service Reviews

In an effort to provide useful and accurate information concerning the"services provided in

the county, LAFCO staff recommends that separate comprehensive service reviews be

conducted for different sub-regions of the county. This will allow staff to conduct a more

focused review of services in a specific sub-region of the county and result in a more

meaningful analysis. The recommended Sub-Regions are as follows (also see attached
map):

' 1. North County Sub-Region

2 West Valley Sub-Region

3. Central County Sub-Region

4 South County Sub-Region

LAFCO staff will conduct a comprehensive review of services within each proposed sub-
region. LAFCO may need to include a service provider in more than one service review
sub-region, only review services of some providers to the extent that they affect the service
review sub-region and services under study, or only review a portion of services provided.
Service reviews may extend beyond the county boundary in some cases, to provide a more
useful and accurate analysis of service provision, espectally where multi-county service
providers are involved. Furthermore, some types of services (e.g. resource conservation,
open space protection, and vector control) may need to be grouped together and covered in
- one specific service review.

Service Reviews Priorities

In developing the recommendations for service review prtorities, LAFCO staff considered
the following criteria:

» Adverse public health and safety, environmental or land use issues requiring
LAFCO actions to address such concemns

» Need for service reviews demonstrated by pending or prior épp]ications
« Need to update Sphere’s of Influence (SOI) in the area
» Adequacy of existing services

» Request for service reviews

SNR_SuMLAFCCGacrvice revicws\Arcas\Proposed Arcas& Priorities.doc
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» Input received from service providers and stakeholders

» Substantial consumer complaints or controversy ‘ ‘

+ Funding, budget, workload, and complexity of review and timing issues
Review of Fire and Water Services In ﬁapaﬁﬁon for Sub-Regional Service Reviews

As mentioned earlier, staff recommends that separate countywide service reviews be
conducted for fire and water services. Staff believes that these service reviews should be
conducted prior to or in conjunction with sub-regional service reviews. The information
collected in these countywide reviews will assist staff in completing service reviews for fire
and water services for each sub-region.

Sub-Regional Service Reviews Priorities

LAFCO staff, using the Criteria for Prioritizing Service Reviews, analyzed the four
proposed service review sub-regions (North County, West Valley, Central County, South
County) in an effort to establish priorities for service reviews. This preliminary review
indicated that there is a great need to conduct service reviews for all four areas in a timely

_manner. The preliminary review also indicated that the complexity of service reviews could

vary depending on the sub-region.

Staff recommends the following priorities for conducting sub-regional service reviews
First Priority — North County Sub-Region
Second Priority — South County Sub-Region (may include Coyote Valley)
Third Priority — West Valley Sub-Region
Fourth Priority ~ Central County Sub-Region

The above priorities list should not be viewed as indication of the importance or the lack of
importance of conducting a service review for certain sub-regions of the County. Even -
though staff is aware of several issues in the South County Sub-Region that could
potentially be addressed through the service review process, staff believes that conducting a
service review for the North County Sub-Region will allow staff to gain the critical
experience and information needed to conduct the more complex service review. Although
these are staff’s current recommendations, there is the possibility that these priorities might
need to be modified due to unforeseen events or circumstances.

LAFCO staff estimate that the first service review will begin in late 2002 or early 2003.
The remaining service reviews will be conducted over the next three years.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act)
requires that LAFCO conduct a municipal service review before, or in conjunction with,
but no later than the time LAFCO establishes or updates a Sphere of Influence (SOI).
LAFCO is required to complete its first service reviews in time to enable SOI updates by
Janaury 1, 2006. Service review reports will be reviewed and updated as necessary, every

4
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five years in conjunction with SOI reviews and updates. Service reviews may need to be
updated as required to facilitate review of a pending application or LAFCO action unless
LAFCO determines that prior reviews are still adequate. =

Definition of Service Reviews

A service review is a comprehensive review of municipal services within a designated
geographic area to:

» Obtain information about municipal services in the geographic area,
* Evaluate the provision of municipal services from a comprehensive perspective, and

* Recommend actions to promote the efficient provision of those services.
Type of Municipal Services That Will be Reviewed

OPR’s Service Review Guidelines recommend that service reviews cover the full range of
services that a public agency provides, or is authorized to provide except general
government services such as social and health services, courts and criminal justice. Service

_reviews are triggered by requirements to create or update sphere of influence (SOI) for

« public agencies. Therefore, LAFCO will review services that are provided by public

agencies that have, or are required to have, SOIs. In doing so, LAFCO may also take into
consideration other services and the operations of other providers that service the same
region (e.g. private water providers or volunteer fire crews).

Service Providers That Will Be Included in the Service Reviews

As mentioned above, agencies with SOIs are the focus of service reviews. Other agencies
and private providers that do no have SOls may also need to be reviewed but not in the
same depth as those with SOIs. All agencies will be encouraged to fully participate in the
SETvice review process.

The agencies with SOIs in Santa Clara County include cities (15), and special districts (30)
such as but not limited to county service areas, community service districts, fire protection
districts, sanitary districts, water districts, a vector control district, open space districts and
resource conservation districts.

Other agencies including school districts, private providers, state or federal agencies and
other agencies providing complementary, joint, support or overlapping services in the
region will also be reviewed to the extent necessary to establish relationships, quantify
services, designate or map service locations/facilities and provide a complete overview of
services in the area. These agencies may be requested to participate and provide
information necessary to conduct the review.

BACKGROUND

Santa Clara County is a Large and Diverse County

Santa Clara County stretches over 1,300 square miles, and consists of multiple local
Jurisdictions (cities, county, and special districts) that provide various services to residents
5
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that live in a variety of environments. In addition to the fiftéen cities/towns, thirty special
districts provide various types of urban and other services to various parts of the county.
Some of these special districts provide services countywide, while others serve specific
areas, such as neighborhoods, communities, and/or certain cities. Four sewer treatment
plants serve the various parts of the county. Three of the plants serve parts of the north
valley, while one plant serves the south valley.

The North County is extensively urbanized, housing approximately 90 percent of the
County's residents. Thirteen of the county’s fifteen cities are located in the North County,
while the remaining two cities, Gilroy and Morgan Hill, are located in the South Valley.
The South Valley differs in that it remains predominantly rural, with the exception of
Gilroy, Morgan Hill, and the small, unincorporated community of San Martin. Low density
residential developments are also scattered through the valley and foothill areas.

The major topographic features of the county are the Santa Clara Valley, the Diablo Range
to the east, the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west, and the Baylands in the northwest. Much
of the County is undeveloped and/or inaccessible due to steep slopes, geologic instability
and lack of roads. The majority of surface water drains into either the San Francisco Bay or
the Pajaro River. The northern portion of the Diablo Range drains to Alameda County.

* Information On Proposed Service Review Sub-Regions
North County Sub-Region

The North County Sub-Region consists of the Cities of Los Altos, Mountain View, Palo
Alto, Sunnyvale, the Town of Los Altos Hills and unincorporated lands that are under the
junsdiction of the County of Santa Clara. Some of the unincorporated lands are developed
with urban uses, substantially surrounded by cities, and located within a city’s Urban
Service Area. These areas are often referred to as “the County Pockets.” Stanford
University, which is primarily located in the unincorporated area, is also a large landowner
in this sub-region. The sub-region is mostly fully developed, with the cities of Mountain
View and Sunnyvale landlocked. - '

Several special districts operate in the North County Sub-Region, such as the Cupertino
Sanitary District, West Bay Sanitary District, Purissima Hills County Water District,
Central Fire Protection District and the Los Altos Hills County Fire District. For a complete
list of cities/areas and special districts located within the North County Sub-region see
-Table 1. '

Land-use planning efforts in the sub-region include the recently completed general plan/use
permit update for Stanford University’s land. The Plan and Use Permit are now being
implemented. A major planning effort is also underway for the Moffett Field Area that is
located in both Mountain View and Sunnyvale. The Federal Government, who has
junisdiction over the area, is directing this planning effort.

West Valley Sub-Reglon

The West Valley Sub-Region consists of the cities of Cupertino, Saratoga, Monte Sereno,
the Town of Los Gatos, and unincorporated lands that are under the jurisdiction of the
County of Santa Clara. The unincorporated communities of Redwood Estates, Aldercroft

6
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Heights and Lake Canyon are located in this sub-region. The County has partnered with the
Cities of Los Gatos and Cupertino in order to promote the annexation of “County Pockets”
into their respective cities.

The two sewer service providers in the sub-region are the Cupertino Sanitary District and
the West Valley Sanitation District. These districts provide services to cities in the sub-
region as well as parts of the unincorporated county.

Special districts, private providers, and mutual water companies provide water service to
parts of the sub-region. The Central Fire Protection District and the Saratoga Fire
Protection District provide fire protection service in the sub-region.

For a complete list of cities/areas and special districts located within the West Valley Sub-
Region see Table 2.

Central County Sub-Reglon

The Central Sub-Region consists of the Cities of Campbell Milpitas, San Jose (may also
include Coyote Valley), Santa Clara, and unincorporated lands (both rural lands and
“County Pockets™) that are under the jurisdiction of the County of Santa Clara.

The Cities of Santa Clara and Campbell are fully developed and landlocked. Both the Cities
of San Jose and Milpitas have an urban growth boundary that limits their ability to further
expand their boundaries. The Coyote Valley, located at the southern end of San Jose’s
Sphere of Influence, is the only part of the sub-region that is likely to see significant land
use changes. Future plans for the Coyote Valley include a new community consisting of
75,000 persons with 50,000 jobs and 25,000 housing units. This new community would be
part of the City of San Jose.

The cities in the sub-region provide fire and sewer services to lands under their jurisdiction,
with the exception of the City of Campbell that receives sewer service from the West
Valley Sanitation District. The majority of “County Pockets” are located in the City of San
Jose. Most of these pockets receive sewer service from Sunol Sanitary District, Burbank
Sanitary District, or County Sanitation District No. 2-3.

Depending on the city, water service may be provided by a private provider or the actual
city. Fire protection service is provided by the cities, the Central Fire Protection District,
and California Department of Forestry.

For a complete list of cities/areas and specral districts located within the Central County
Sub-Region see Table 3.

South County Sub-Region

The South County Area consists of the cities of Morgan Hill, Gilroy, the unincorporated
rural community of San Marlin, and other unincorporated lands that are predominantly
rural or agricultural/open space lands. The South County Sub-Region is the part of the
Santa Clara County that is likely to experience the most long-term growth, The City of
Morgan Hill has adopted an urban growth boundary that limits the City’s ability to expand

7
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its boundaries. The overwhelming majority of the South County is remote and inaccessible,
particularly lands in the Diablo Range. :

The South County Regional Waste Authority operates a sewage treatment plant that serves
the cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy. Sewer service is generally not provided to
unincorporated lands in South County.

The City of Gilroy provides its own fire service, while the City of Morgan Hill contracts to
the Central Fire Protection District for its fire protections services: Some parts of the rural,
unincorporated lands in the sub-region are served by the South Santa Clara County Fire
District and California Department of Forestry.

For a complete list of cities/areas and special districts located within the South County Sub-
Region see Table 4.

CONCLUSION

The recommendations presented in this staff report are based on the many discussions that
LAFCO staff have had with representatives from cities, County, and special districts to
date. As LAFCO staff proceeds with this multi-year project, it may be necessary to make

« modifications to the organization, boundaries, and priorities for service reviews as
presented in this staff report.

NEXT STEPS

As a next step in the Service Reviews Project, staff will develop policies and procedures
for conducting service reviews. These policies and procedures will be brought to the
Commission for adoption at the October 9, 2002 noticed public hearing.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Local Jurisdictions Within Each Sub-Region
Attachment B: Map of Service Reviews Sub-Regions
Attachment C: Sample List of Issues for Santa Clara County

8
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ATTACHMENT A

Page 1

TABLE 1: Local Jurisdictions in the North County Sub-Region

North County | Los Altos Central Fire Protection District
. Los Altos Hills County Library Service Area

Mountain View Cupertino Sanitary District
Palo Alto El Camino Hospital District
Sunnyvale Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District
Unincorporated Los Altos Hills County Fire District
Moffeit Field Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District”
Stanford Purissima Hills County Water

Santa Clara County Vector Control District

Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area

-Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Santa Clara Valley Water District

West Bay Sanitary District

TABLE 2: Local Jurisdictions in the West Valley Sub-Region

West Valley Cupertino Aldercroft Heights County Water District
Los Gatos Central Fire Protection District
Monte Sereno County Library Service Area
Saratoga Cupertino Sanitary District
Unincorporated Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District

Lake Canyon Community Services District

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District

Santa Clara County Vector Control District

Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Saratoga Cemetery District

Saratoga Fire Protection District

West Valley Sanitation District

! Please note that many special district boundaries cover two or more service review sub-regions and therefore review

and analysis of the services that the special district provides may be covered in more than one service review.

9
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ATTACHMENT A
Page 2

TABLE 3: Local Jurisdictions in the Central County Sub-Region

Central County | Campbell Burbank Sanitary District
| Milpitas Centra)l Fire Protection District
San Jose County Sanitation District No. 2-3
Santa Clara . County Library Service Area
Unincorporated Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District

Coyote Valley’ Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
Santa Clara County Vector Control District
Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authonty
Santa Clara Valley Water District

Sunol Sanitary District

West Valley Sanitation District

TABLE 4: Local Jurisdictions in the South County Sub-Region

oun . Goy T ‘- Fire Protection District -

Morgan Hill County Library Service Area
Unincorporated Lion’s Gate Community Services District
San Martin Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District
Coyote Valley’ Pacheco Pass Water District

Pacheco Storm Water Drainage and Mamtcnance District
San Martin County Water District

Santa Clara County Open Space Authority

Santa Clara County Vector Control District

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Santa Clara Valley Water District

South Santa Clara County Fire Protection District

South Santa Clara Valley Memonial District

! Please note that many special district boundaries cover two or more service review sub-regions and therefore review -
and analysis of the services that the special district provides may be covered in more than one service review.

?Please note that the Coyote Valley Area may be covered in both the Service Review for the Central County Sub-Region
and the South County Sub-Region Service Review.
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ATTACHMENT C
SAMPLE LIST OF ISSUES FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY

The foliowing is a sample list of issues that may relate to service reviews. This list was developed
through stakeholder meetings, and inquiries from the public. The list should also be considered a

working list, as staff anticipates that many other issues will be identified through the service review
process.

» Fire protection service, partich]arly for the hillside and remote development in the
county as well as rural areas of the county.

» Providing emergency fire services to those parts of the county that are outside of the
service boundaries of any established fire department. -

» Providing services to the remote CDF areas during the winter months when CDF
stations are not staffed.

+ The provision of water service for fire protection is a particular concern for the rural
unincorporated areas of South County.

+ » The San Martin County Water has expressed interest in expanding the District’s
boundaries to serve more of the surrounding community.

» There have been inquiries about extending water service to development in the
foothills and the smaller, surrounding valleys.

» The provision of sewer services is an issue for the unincorporated pockets located in .
Los Altos Hills. Los Altos and Los Altos Hills are both work:mg on separate master -
sewer plans for their respective jurisdictions.

» There have been some requests for sewer services to existing development that is
located outside of the City of Monte Sereno’s and City of Saratoga’s Sphere of
Influence (SOI)

+ There have been inquiries about extending sewer service to the Holiday Lake
Estates area that is located east of Morgan Hill. There have also been concerns
about water quality and water contamination in this area.

+ There have been inquiries about extending sewer service to the Community of San
Martin as weil as concerns about water quality and water contamination in this area.

» How the provision of services to new communities (e.g. Coyote Valley) will impact
service currently being provided to other areas.

| 12
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LAI t O ITEM No. 10

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

August 6, 2002

TO: LAFCO
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
SUBJECT: Woest Loyola Area Annexation and Se!ver Project

Agenda ltem # 10

Staff Recommendation

Accept staff report.

! Bacl{ground

At the June 13 LAFCO meeting, (during the public presentations portion of the
meeting) Rich Larson, a proponent of the West Loyola Area Annexation Project,
requested LAFCO assistance in resolving the issue of sewer connections and
annexation of the Loyola area to the Town of Los Altos Hills. LAFCO directed
staff to research the issue and report back on LAFCO'’s role at its August
meeting. Staff has conducted some preliminary research on this matter. The
following is a brief summary and status of project.

Location and Issues

The West Loyola area is an unincorporated area located within the urban service
area and sphere of influence of the Town of Los Altos Hills. The area is located
adjacent to the recently annexed area of Ravensbury neighborhood and is just
north of the Mora Drive sewer extension project area that LAFCO approved in
2001. The annexation of this area to the Town would make the Mora Drive area
contiguous to the Town of Los Altos Hills.

About 50 property owners in the area have signed a petition requesting
annexation to the Town. (See attached map) Since the area is within the Town's
urban service area, the Town Council has the authority to annex the area without
LAFCO approval. The reason for the annexation request is to connect to the
Town's sewer system. The properties are currently on septic systems. The issues
surrounding this project relate to sewer capacity rights and sewer infrastructure

70 West Hedding Street = 11th Floor, East Wing » San Jose, CA 95110 » (408} 299-5127 = [408} 2951613 Fax » www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov
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capacity; specifically whether and how Los Altos Hills would obtain capacity
rights for adding homes to the sewer system and whether the existing sewer
infrastructure in Los Altos is adequate to accommodate the additional flowage. It
is our understanding that the sewer treatment plant itself has adequate capacity
to handle the additional flowage.

LAFCO staff has had conversations with the public works staff of Los Altos Hills -
and Los Altos to identify the issues.

Sewer Capacity Rights

The southerh half of the Town of Los Altos Hills drains downhill towards the
City of Los Altos and the northern half drains towards Palo Alto, both flowing
into the Palo Alto Sewer Treatment Plant. In 1985, the Town and the City signed
a Sewer Agreement that allows the Town to have up to 1,100 total residential
connections within the "Los Altos" drainage basin. The Agreement states that the
Town could be permitted up to 1,500 connections by mutual agreement through
a written amendment to the Agreement.

In 2001, the City found through research that the Town had bought about 1,185
capacity rights, that is, 85 more than allowed per the Agreement. The City of Los
Altos allowed an additional 40 capacity rights without requiring any amendment
to the Agreement as part of the Mora Drive Sewer Extension project. So
currently, the Town has 1,225 capacity rights, that is, 125 above the 1,100 capacity
rights allowed by the Agreement. '

However, out of the 1,225 capacity rights that the Town has, there are only about
800 physical connections, the other 400 rights have been bought but are not
actually connected. These 400 capacity rights are in the ownership of individual
property owners. These property owners had purchased the capacity rights by
participating in a voluntary assessment district that the Town created in the
1970s or 80s. (Several of these property owners had / have functioning septic
systems or for other reasons do not need to or are not able to hook up to the
sewer system. It is also possible that a property owner could have bought more
than one sewer capacity right at that time with the intention of subdividing

property.)

The City will not sell further capadity rights until it has completed its Master
Sewer Plan (currently underway) which will take a comprehensive look at its
sewer network and will evaluate the impacts of further connections in the Los



Altos drainage basin. The City also requires that the Sewer Agreement between
the Town and the City be revised before any additional capacity rights are sold.

Sewer Plant Capacity

The City of Los Altos has an allocation of about 3.6 million gallons per day
(MGD) at the Palo Alto Sewer Treatment Plant from the “Los Altos “ drainage
basin including the flows from Los Altos, Los Altos Hills and the unincorporated
pockets. The current average flow is 3.2 MGD, which is about 89% of its capacity.
If the additional 400 connections that are currently sold but not connected were
made, the ci_ty would reach about 92% of its allocated capacity.

The Town of Los Altos Hills has purchased about 0.8 MGD capacity from the
Palo Alto Treatment Plant, but the capacity:is dedicated to sewer flows in the
“Palo Alto “ basin, not the “Los Altos” basin. The Sewer Plant has a total capacity
of about 80 MGD, Palo Alto about 40 MGD and Mountain View has about 36
MGD capacity.

Sewer Infrastructure

The City through its master sewer plan is evaluating the adequacy of.its sewer
system to handle potential future flow capacities and is reevaluating the flow
assumptions in the Sewer Agreement considering the size of homes currently
being built to determine if future capital improvements would be necessary.

Sewer Master Plans

Both the City and the Town are independently working on developing sewer
master plans for their jurisdictions. According to public works staff, both the
master plans are estimated to be ready by December 2003.

In the meantime, the proponents of the project are seeking temporary solutions
to the issue so as to not lose the “momentum” for annexation of their area. The
Los Altos Hills staff has indicated that they cannot take a position on the issue or
evaluate their options without completing their master sewer plan or conducting
further study. Identified below are three potential alternative ways to obtain the
necessary capacity rights.

Option 1: Transfer of Capacity Rights to those in Immediate Need

Involves purchasing any of the 400 capacity rights not currently being used, from
individual property owners who may be willing to sell their sewer capacity ‘



rights. This option does not raise any issues regarding the capacity of the Sewer
Plant or the City sewer infrastructure as these connections have been accounted
for in the current calculations. Staff does not have information on whether the
property owners are willing to sell the capacity rights. Los Altos staff indicated
that the current price for each new capacity right is about $3,700.

Option 2: Los Altos Hills to Transfer Capacity Rights from the “Palo Alto”
Basin to the “Los Altos" Basin

- It is our understanding that the Town has enough capacity in its “Palo Alto”
basin that could potentially be transferred to its “Los Altos “ basin.

Optlon 3: Los Altos Hills to Purchase New Capacity Rights from Palo Alto
or Mountain View :

This involves the Town purchasing additional capacity rights from the other two
sewer plant partners, Palo Alto or Mountain View.

For both options 2 and 3, Town staff indicated that the Master Sewer Plan needs
to be completed to sort out how much capacity is required and whether the
capacity would be adequate to serve both the existing properties within the
Town and also those in the County pocket within its urban service area. City staff
indicated that they would need to do further research or complete their Master
Sewer Plan to determine if the existing sewer infrastructure in the City is able to
handle the additional flows. These two options may also require an amendment
to the Sewer Agreement between the City and Town.

Conclusion

LAFCO does not have an active role to play in the decisions that the Town makes
regarding annexation and sewer capacity issues in this instance. As mentioned
previously, the area is already within the Town's urban service area. LAFCO
encourages annexation of such areas into the Town to enable the Town to
provide services. The Town has the ability to annex and provide services to areas
within its urban service area without LAFCO approval.

If the Commission desires, staff can facilitate a meeting between the proponents
of the project and the City of Los Altos and the Town of Los Altos Hills.



GaLARCO e

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

August 6, 2002

TO: LAFCO
FROM: * Neelima Palacherla, Executive Ofﬁcer\W v

‘SUBJECT: 2001-2002 Annual Report
Agenda Item # 11

RECOMMENDATION

Accept 2001-2002 Annual Report. (July 1, 2001 to June 30, 2002)

ANNEXATION & DEANNEXATION ACTIVITY

- The total number of LAFCO-conducted reorganization proposals was six,
including five special district annexations and one city detactunent. This reflects
about the same level of activity as the previous year which saw five
reorganization proposals.

The number of city-conducted annexations that LAFCO staff processed this year
totaled 28 proposals in five jurisdictions, as compared to 12 proposals in five
cities the year before. The acreage annexed was 109.29 acres in Cupertino, 5.50
acres in Los Gatos, 65 acres in Morgan Hill, 207.149 acres in San Jose, and 7.39
acres in Sunnyvale. |

URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENTS

LAFCO heard and approved a minor urban service area amendment for Los
Gatos and urban service amendments for 2 areas in Morgan Hill. LAFCO denied
inclusion of one area into Morgan Hill urban service area.

OUT-OF-AGENCY CONTRACT FOR SERVICE REQUESTS

LAFCQ approved two requests by the City of Morgan Hill for:

70 West Hedding Street » 1 ith Floor, East Wing = San Jose, CA 95110 » {408) 299-5127 = {408) 295-1613 Fax » www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Blanca Alvarado, Don Gage, Suzanne Jackson, Linda LeZotte, Susan Vicklund Wilson EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacherla



1. Extension of water services for fire protection of Kawahara Nursery and
2. Extension of sewer service to Copper Hill Drive.

LAFCO denied a request by the City of Morgan Hill for extension of sewer and
water service to Morgan Hill Bible Church.

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENTS

LAFCO recommended approval of amendment to the Sphere of Influence of the
West Bay Sanitary District and forwarded the recommendation.to San Mateo
LAFCO for final action. San Mateo LAFCO approved the sphere of influence
amendment and annexation to West Bay Sanitary District which was then
recorded in both countles

COMMISSSION AND STAFF CHANGES

There have been no changes in the composition of the LAFCO commission this
year. .

Effective July 1, 2001, LAFCO entered into a contract with the County for the
County to provide staffing and facilities to LAFCO. As approved in the FY 01-02
budget, the level of LAFCO staffing has been increased. The budget allowed for a
new full time position of LAFCO Analyst. Dunia Noel was hired in October 2001
as the LAFCO Analyst. The responsibilities of the LAFCO Planner from the
Planning Office have been transferred to the LAFCO Analyst position. The

. LAFCO Clerk position has been increased from a half time to a full time position.
Emmanuel Abello was hired as the LAFCO Clerk in August 2001. The Executive
Officer position continues to be staffed at a part time level (0.6 position). Other
staff includes the LAFCO Surveyor staffed from the County Surveyor’s Office
and the LAFCO Counsel from the County Counsel’s Office. These positions are
available to work on LAFCO issues on an as needed basis.

OTHER ISSUES

Map of Santa Clara County and Cities Boundaries

In July 2001, LAFCO and the County Planning Office jointly produced the Santa
Clara County and Cities Map depicting the 15 cities and their urban service areas
and spheres of influence. This updated map was created using Geographic
Information system (GIS) and serves as a valuable source for general information
on city and planning boundaries in this county. Copies of this map have been
mailed out to all public agencies and other interested groups and organizations.

2 08/07/02
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Workshop for Cities on City—-Conducted Annexation Process

On November 13, 2001, LAFCO staff conducted a workshop for cities to provide
an overview of provisions in state law regarding annexation process, city
conducted annexation requirements and the new provisions for island
annexations.

The workshop was attended by about 45 persons representing almost all the
Santa Clara County cities and included city planners, clerks and attorneys.

LAFCO Workshop for Special Districts

On January 22, 2002, LAFCO staff conducted a workshop for the special districts
in the county to provide information about changes in annexation procedures
and filing requirements as a result of the Cortese Knox Hertzberg Act and about
the new legislation mandating service reviews and sphere of influence updates
every 5 years. About 15 spedial districts were represented at the workshop.

Service Reviews and Sphere of Influence Updates

Staff has started work on the service review project as required by the Cortese
Knox Hertzberg Act. The following are some of the tasks accomplished /
products staff is working on:

Work Plan for Service Reviews

LAFCO adopted a work plan for conducting service reviews in April 2002.
The work plan includes three stages including information collection and
preparation stage, policy and procedures development stage and the actual
service review preparation and adoption stage. Staff is currently working
on several tasks included in the first and second stage.

Mapping

LAFCO staff is working with the various special districts and the consultant
to develop boundary and sphere of influence maps for all spemal districts in
the county.

Profiles and Initlal Surveys of Cities and Speclal Districts

Staff has mailed out a survey and received responses from cities and special
districts. Staff is now in the process of compiling these responses to create
profiles of districts and cities in the county.

3 08/07/02
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Presentations to Stakeholder Groups

As part of the outreach efforts to identify issues and seek input, staff has
made several presentations to various cities and other stakeholder groups
such as the Santa Clara County Association of Planning Officials, Santa
Clara County Water Retailers Meeting and the South County Joint Planning
Advisory Committee. Staff has also held a separate workshop for special
districts on service reviews.

LAFCO Activity Database

LAFCO staff developed a Filemaker Pro database to integrate some basic LAFCO
procedural requirements. The database tracks LAFCO application activity,
allows record keeping and management, tracks staff time, calculates application
fees and helps generate forms and reports. There are currently about 100 records
in the database starting from ]anuary 2000.

LAFCO Fee Schedule Revlslon

In April 2002, the Commission adopted a new LAFCO fee schedule. The new
schedule became effective on June 1, 2002. The revised fees more accurately
reflect the current staff hourly rates and take into account the additional
procedural requirements for processing applications that are mandated by the
Cortese Knox Hertzberg Act.

LAFCO Logo

In June 2002, the Commission adopted and authorized the use of a new logo for

'LAFCO of Santa Clara County. The LAFCO logo will be used on LAFCO

correspondence, letterhead, business cards, web site and publications.
Participation in CALAFCO Activities

CALAFCO Annual Conference

The LAFCO Executive Officer, LAFCO Analyst, LAFCO Counsel,
Commissioner Wilson and Commissioner Gage’s policy aide attended the
Annual CALAFCO Conference in October 2001. LAFCO staff coordinated
the Issues Roundtable at the conference.

CALAFCO Staff Workshop and CALAFCO Clerk's Workshop
LAFCO staff attended the both these workshops.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: LAFCO Application Processing Activity
4 08/07/02
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City

Cupertino

Los Gatos

Morgan Hill

Item No. 11
ATTACHMENT A

LAFCO APPLIATION PROCESSING ACTIVITY

JULY 1, 2001 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2002

CITY CONDUCTED ANNEXATIONS

Proposal Name
Alcazar Avenue 01-01
Byrne Avenue 01-05
Byrne Avenue 01-08
Creston Drive 01-06
Garden Gate 01-02
Lavina Court 00-11

N. Steeling Road 00-12
Orange Avenue 01-03
Orange Avenue 01-10

San Fernando Court 01-07

Blossom Hill Road No. 22
Ferris Avenue No. 7

La Rinconada No. 7
Shannon Road No. 23

Condit Road No. 4
Hale Avenue No. 4

Date of
Recordation

. 1272472001

01/08/2002
05/09/200?
01/07/2002
12/04/2001
09/07/2001
08/}4/2001
08/14/2001
12/20/2001

03/26/2002
City Total

04/16/2002
05/02/2002
06/11/2002
04/04/2002

City Total

City Total

Acreage
Approved

0.21
0.22
0.18
0.24
107.33
0.26
0.24
0.12
0.22

0.27
109.29

1.0
0.60
0.60
3.30

5.50
35.0

30.0

65.0



City

San Jose

Sunnyvale

CITY CONDUCTED ANNEXATIONS (Continued)

Proposal Name v

Burbank No. 35
Cambrian No. 31
Edenvale No. 22
Evergreen No. 185
Lick No. 27
McKee No. 117
McKee No. 119
Parker No. 23
Riverside No. 49
San Jose No. 63
Sunol No. 63

De Anza 02-01 (Crawford Drive)

Date of
Recordation

02/26/2002

. 06/18/2001

08/06/2002
02/26/2092
09/19/2001
02/01/2002
10/12/2001
02/26/2002
09/12/2001
02/26/2002
02/26/2002

City Total

05/21/2002

City Total

Total Acres:

Acreage
Approved

0.13
2.01
30.0
2,51
148.80
0.48

. 5.10
1.21
1047
727
1.17

207.14

7.39
7.39

401.80



City
Los Gatos

Morgan Hill

Gilroy

City/
Special District

West Bay

Sanitary
District

City/
Special District

San Jose

URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENTS

Date of
Proposal Name LAFCO Action
2001 Minor USA Amendment 08/08/2002
7975 Foster Road
2001 USA Amendment 06/13/2002
Hale Avenue
2001 USA Amendment 06/13/2002
Condit Road
2001 USA Amendment 06/13/2002
Sunnyside Avenue (Stoddard)
2002 USA Amendment Continued to
(Gilroy Sports Park) 08/14/2002
Total Acres:

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENTS

Date of LAFCO

Proposal Name Action / Recordation
2002 SOI Amendment and 02/13/2002
Annexation (Lands of Conroe, 06/19/2002
Gerst et al) .

Total Acres:

CITY DETACHMENTS
Date of LAFCO

Proposal Name Action/Recordation
Deannexation, Casa Loma Road 06/13/2002
(Lands of Bothwell) 06/24/2002

Total Acres:

Acreage
Approved

11.60
30.04
35.00

Denied

78.64

Acreage
Approved

25.04

25.04

Acreage
Approved

1.50

1.50



SPECIAL DISTRICT ANNEXATIONS

Special District Proposal Name Azﬁzfﬁi}ﬁgﬁ%n A‘:c;f‘:f:d
Cupertinio Prospect No. 5 04/10/2002 420
Sanitary 04/23/2002
District
Verde Vista No. 12 04/10/2002 0.37
“04/23/2002
Total 457
West Valley WVSD 2001-03 (High Street) lQ/lO/ 2001 0.73
Sanitation 12/21/2002
District . :
- WVSD 2002-01 (Deer Park Road) 06/13/2002.. 3.64
- 06/24/2002
Total 437
. WestBay 2002 SOI Amendment and 02/13/2002 25.04
¢ Sanitary District Annexation 06/19/2002
(Lands of Conroe, Gerst et al)
Total 25.04

Total Acres 33.98

OUT-OF-AGENCY CONTRACT FOR SERVICES

_ Date of LAFCO ~ Type of
City Proposal Name Action Action

Morgan Hill  Water Services for Fire Protection to 08/08/2001 Approved
Kawahara Nursery

Sewer Services to Copper Hill Drive 10/10/2001 Approved

Sewer and Water Service to Morgan Denied
Hill Bible Church
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L LAI_'_tO ITem No. 12
HE |

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

August 6, 2002

TO: LAFCO

FROM: Neelima Palacherla, ﬁxecutivé Officer /ﬁf
SUBJECT: ' Executive 0fhcers Report )

Agenda Itern No. 12 S

A. Greenbelt Alllahce's Coyote Valley Visioning Project

Recommendation

Authorize staff to participate on the Partnership Committee for the Coyote
Valley Visioning Project.

Please see attached description of the project. (Attachment A)

- B. 2002 CALAFCO Annual Conference {November 13-15 2002)

Recommendation

Authorize interested Commissioners and LAFCO staff including the Executive
Officer, Analyst and Counsel to attend the 2002 CALAFCO conference and
authorize travel expenses to be paid out of the LAFCO travel budget.

C. 2002 CALAFCO Executive Board Nominations

Nominations are now being sought to the CALAFCO Executive Board, in all
categories (county, city, public and special district members). If you are .
interested in having Santa Clara LAFCO nominate you or another commissioner
to the board, please let me know before or at the August 14 meeting.

Our nomination(s) must be submitted by October 11, 2002. Nominations received
by this date will be included in the Recruitment Committee report. Nominations
after this date will be returned, however, at the Business Meeting (Annual
CALAFCO Conference), nominations will be permitted from the floor. All
candidates must complete and submit a Candidate Resume Form.
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Item No. 12.1
Attachment A

Coyote Valley Visioning Project

Background Information

Coyote Valley is a primarily agricultural belt between the Cities of San Jose and Morgan Hill. Bounded by the
serpentine ridgelines of the Diablo Range on one side, and the Santa Cruz Mountains on the other, the northern
two-thirds of Coyote Valley is intended by San Jose’s General Plan to eventually hold 50,000 jobs and over 25,000
housing units. The southern one-third is designated as the “Coyote Valley Greenbelt™ and is planned to provide
permanent separation between San Jose and Morgan Hill. While the most northern portion of Coyote Valley is
zoned and planned for immediate development with campus industrial uses, the middle portion is not intended for
residential or commercial uses in the near term.

Al 3
Greenbelt Alliance acknowledges that development is likely to occur in Coyote Valley. The recent downtumn in the
economy has caused development plans for the area to be put on hold, and we believe this is the perfect time to step
back and rethink the future of Coyote Valley. By bringing environmentalists, housing advocates, businesses, labor,
and community leaders together behind a shared smart growth vision for the valley, we believe Coyote Valley can
be a model commumity that:
*  Integrates worksites with residential housing to cut down on the amount of commute time
* Provides opportunities for local residents to walk, bike, and use public transportation as an alternative to
driving
*  Meets the needs of various income groups by providing various types of housing and conveniently located
cormmnity services.

Our effort is not meant to replace or compete with San Jose's planning efforts. It is our hope that this shared vision
proves to be helpful to San Jose planning staff and clected officials as they move forward with their own planning
process.

By taking a new approach that protects the environment, helps solve our housing crisis and ensures that San Jose's
cCONomic engine roars, we can make decisions with the good of San Jose and the rest of our region in mind.



Coyote Valley Vision Project .

Partnership Committee Participant

Goal: Ensure that the final Coyote Valley Vision plan considers the values of your oranization and its m.emb-crs
and reflects a future for Coyote Valley that your organization can support and help build.

Job Des'cripﬂon Be a part of the Visioning process that will work to develop a collaborative, smart growth vision
for the future of housing, open space, transportation, jobs and agriculture in Coyote Valley. Participate in workshops
that will identify key issues, consider alternative development strategies, and craft a final Vision Plan. Secure your
organization’s role in this broad-based coalition to work toward a sustainable, equitable and economically viable
future for Coyote Valley.

‘«

Elements of Commitment:

Actively participate in three three-hour workshops over the course of the visioning process. The dates of the
workshops are:

* Thursday, August 8, 2002
*  Friday, November 1, 2002
*  Friday, January 17, 2003

All Partnership Committee meetings will take place from 2:00 p.m. — 5:00 p.m. at the following location:

United Way Building

1922 The Alameda
Meeting Rooms 103 & 105
San Jose, CA

Recruit members of your organization to participate in workshops.
With assistance from project staff, ensure that your organization’s leadership and membership are kept aware of the
project’s direction and outcomes.
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ITEM No. 12.2

LAF CO Additiona) Document

Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission
105 East Anapamu Street ¢ Santa Barbara CA 93101
805/568-3391 & FAX 805/647-7647

www.sblafco.org e lafco@sblafco.org

Tuly 31, 2002

TO: Al LAFCO Commissioners, Staff and Interested Parties

SUBJECT: 2002 CALAFCO Conference — November 13-15

We are getting excited! Preparations are well underway for the CALAFCO Conference. It will
be held at Fess Parker’s Doubletree Resort, across a palm-lined beach from the Pacific Ocean.
Santa Barbara County weather in November is typically clear and sparkling.

The Conference theme is “LAFCO in the 21* Century — Cooperation vs. Confrontation.” With
the leadership of CALAFCO Executive Board Members Don McCormack and Richard Rubin, an
outstanding conference program is being assembled that will allow registrants to focus on the
significant changes and issues confronting LAFCOs and local government in California.

The highlights of the Conference Program include:

. Wednesday morning - New Commissioner and staff workshop

. Wednesday afternoon — Separate “Round table” discussions for Commissioners, staff and
legal counsels to discuss issues in their counties and hear about what is going on elsewhere

. Thursday morning - “Implementing AB 2838, a Year Later”
o Thursday afternoon - Concurrent sessions with excellent speakers and panelists on:
-- Smart Growth and Housing
- Spheres of Influence and Municipal Service Reviews
- Water Availability and LAFCO decisions
-- Secessions from the City of Los Angeles (the Conference follows the elections)
. Friday morning — Regional meetings for LAFCOs from specific areas of the State
. Friday morning - Annual Legislative briefing and report from Sacramento

¢ Closing session - “Changing your Hat - the Multiple Identities of Commissioners™

Commissioners: Dick DeWees, Chair # Tim Campbell ¢ John Fox # Gail Marshall ¢ B ob Orach ¢ Tom Umenhofer, Vice Chair ¢ Tom
Urbanske ¢ £d Andrisek ¢ Penrry Leich @ Carey Rogers # Susan Rose ¢ Executive Offieer: Bob Braitman



2002 CALAFCO Conference
July 31, 2002
Page two

Enclosed are registration materials. Please complete a separate form for each Conference
registrant and return the forms to the Santa Barbara LAFCO by October 11 to receive the
discounted conference rate.

Pre- and post-conference activities are available to increase your enjoyment. Registrants should
indicate their areas of interest at the bottom of the registration form and information will be sent.

As the host LAFCO, we look forward to welcoming many Commissioners and other interested
parties to the CALAFCO Conference in Santa Barbara in a few short months.

/

Sincerely,

DICK DEWEES, Chair
Santa Barbara LAFCO
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November 13-15
Fess Parker's
Poubletree
Resort
Santa Barbara

Many significant issues and
changes confront California
as we cope with a growing
population and finite re-
sources. The Conference will
afford LAFCO Commission-
ers, staff and other interested
parties opportunities to
learn, discuss and share on
such toplcs as smart growth
and housing, water issues,
service reviews and future

legislative changes.

€alifornia Association of Local
Agency Formation Commissions

Early Registration Deadline:

October ||

Questons: Mary Everett
Santa Barbara LAFCO
Phona: (805) 647-7612
Fro  (805) 647-Té47

E-mail: lafco@@sblafco.org

California Association of
Local Agency Formation
Commissions

2002 Annual
Conference

LAFCO IN THE
21ST CENTURY
Cooperation vs.

Confrontation




2002 Annual
Conference

Information

Wableome te Foanta Barbara

This year's Conference will be held at the beauti-
_fut Doubletree Resort, just steps away from
* Santa Barbara's famous beaches. To learn more
abourt the resort visit their website at
www.fpdtr.com. You'll find a description of the
amenities available in guest rooms, resort ser-
vices, maps and directions.

On Thursday evening you are free to explore the
many tempting taste delights of the City’s fine
restaurants. You'll receive a “Where to Eat”
restaurant gulde personally compiled by our Fa-
cilities Committes, providing you with sugges-
tions for a memorable dining experience.

Wodnesday Evemnimzg®s Luen

™ On Wednesday avening enjoy a Polynesian luau

Santa Barbara-style. So bring your best, loudest,
craziest and/or classic
Hawalian shirt and
puka sheils! We'll
enjoy a refaxing, fun-
filled evening in the
Doubletres’s Plaza
del Sol. Guess,
spouses, friends, fam-
ity members are invited to join in. See the regis-
tration form for information.
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Santa Barbara’s Amtrzk station is a few blocks
from the Resort. Free shuttle service is pro-
vided to and from the station by the Doubletrea.
For the shuttde call the Guest Services Department at
(805) 884-8528 when you arrive or beforehand give
them the time you will be arriving and there won't be
a wait at the smtion. For information regarding
Amtrak schedules:

Phone: 1-800-USA-RAIL

On line: www.amtrakcalifornla.com

®*Manes

The Santa Barbara Airport has direct service to and
from Los Angeles, San |ose and San Francisco.

The Doubletres provides free shuttle service to and
from tha airport.  For the shutte either use the
Doubletres courtesy phone at the airport when you
arrive or arrange for it ahead of time by calling the
Guest Services Department at (B05) 884-8528, By
giving them the time you will be arriving, there won't
be 2 walt at the airport.

Auntomebiles

The Doubletree provides free parking to its
guests, close to your room lecation.

Directions to Doybletres when driving north:

Take Highway 101 North to Santa Barbara.

Exit the freaway at the Cabrillo Blvd/Beach area
(This is a left exit!) At the stop sign at the bot-
tom of the off ramp turn left onto Cabrillo Blvd,
Cabrillo Blvd will go for about 1.5 miies, passing
the Bird Refuge on the right and the volley ball
beach on the left.

When you get to the light at the intersection of

Cabrillo and Calle Puerto Vallarta turn right.
The hotel entrance is the first driveway on
the right. Follow the signs to the hotel

lobby.
Directions when driving south

Take Highway 101 southbound to Santa Bar-
bara. Exit at Garden and turn right . Follow
Garden all the way to the end, about /4
mile. Turn left on Cabrillo Boulevard. At the
third light turn left on Calle Puerto Vallarta.
The hotel entrance Is the first driveway on
the left. Follow the signs to the hotel lobby.

In November you can expect the tempera-
tures to be approximately 76” for a high and
52° for a low. Humidity ranges from 40-
60%. Santa Barbara experiences on an aver-
age 300 days of sunshine a year.

Complete a registration form
for each person attending

uding spouses). Make
. u include fees.

Questions: Mary Everstt
Santa Barbara LAFCO
Phona: (805) 647-7612
Fax: (B05) 647-7647
E-mail; lafcofisblafco.org

S




