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Figure 2-5 Construction Detail City Bridge #25 
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Figure 2-6 Construction Detail City Bridge #27 

Use pg. 11 of 12 on 95% plan set.
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Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed replacement of two structurally deficient golf cart 

bridges would not include the use of hazardous materials after project completion.  

Construction of the project would involve the use of hazardous materials (fuels, oils and other 

vehicle-related products). These materials would be used in relatively small quantities, in 

compliance with local and state safety requirements. Waste management and materials pollution 

control BMPs include designated areas for material delivery and storage, materials use, stockpile 

management, spill prevention and control, solid and hazardous waste management, 

contaminated soil, concrete waste, sanitary/septic, and liquid waste management would also be 

implemented as required at the construction sites. With the implementation of these BMPs, the 

proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving hazardous materials. This impact 

would be less than significant. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or hazardous waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 

school?  

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is not within one-quarter mile of an existing or 

proposed school. The nearest schools are Monta Loma Elementary School and Theuerkauf 

Elementary School, located approximately 1.5 and 1.7 miles south of the project site. No 

structures, except for bridge #27 proposed de-construction as part of the project. Construction 

activities will be confined entirely to the project site. Excavation would be minimal given the 

relatively small size of each bridge (See Figure 2-5 and Figure 2-6) Therefore, construction 

emissions would not significantly affect nearby sensitive receptors (see Section 3.3.3. for 

additional information). Thus, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to 

schools in the vicinity. This impact would be less than significant.  

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 

create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?  

No Impact. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (otherwise known as the Cortese List) (CalEPA 

2022, DTSC 2022, SWRCB 2022). No proposed project activities would extend onto this adjacent 

site, therefore there would be no impact to soil or groundwater at the adjacent site.  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 

project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working 

in the project area?  

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 1.3 miles west of the Moffett Federal Airfield. 

The site is within the Airport Influence Area according to Figure 8 of the Comprehensive Land 

Use Plan, but outside the Airport Safety Zones depicted in Figure 7 of the Moffett Federal Airfield 

(Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission, 2012). However, the project is the 

replacement of existing infrastructure and would not include any buildings or aboveground 

structures. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 

residing or working in the project area. 
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes to replace two structurally deficient golf 

cart bridges on a golf course. The construction contractor would maintain access for emergency 

vehicles for the duration of construction and therefore would not significantly impair or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency evacuation plan. After project construction is completed, 

there would be no impediment to vehicular or emergency vehicle access. Thus, the proposed 

project would have a less-than-significant impact to emergency plans. 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving wildland fires?  

No Impact. The project site is not within the wildland-urban interface (ABAG 2022). The nearest 

mapped wildland-urban interface is located approximately two miles southwest of the site. The 

project does not propose new structures within areas designated within the wildland-urban 

interface and is therefore not subject to wildfire-related building practices.  
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3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
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Impact 

No 
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Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or groundwater 

quality? 

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 

or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that the project may impede 

sustainable groundwater management of the 

basin? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 

the course of a stream. or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 

or off-site; 
    

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount 

of surface runoff in a manner which would 

result in flooding on- or off-site; 

    

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which 

would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems or 

provide substantial additional sources of 

polluted runoff; or 

    

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 

release of pollutants due to project inundation? 
    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 

water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan? 

    

3.10.1 Environmental Setting 

The project is located in the City of Mountain View, where the climate is Mediterranean. Summers 

are warm and dry, while winters are mild and wet. However, both summers and winters are 

somewhat moderated due to the City’s relative proximity to the Pacific Ocean, The annual 

average high temperature is 69 ºF and the annual average low temperature is 51 ºF. Annual 

average precipitation is 14.7 inches (US Climate Data, 2020). 

The project area drains into the Mountain View Slough, which is the engineered channel extension 

of Permanente Creek, a 13.8-mile perennial stream originating in the Santa Cruz Mountains 

southwest of the site. The Mountain View Slough discharges directly to San Francisco Bay 

approximately 1.3 miles north of the project site. The Permanente Creek watershed encompasses 
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approximately 17.5 square miles. The project site is generally level, and ranges from 10 to 13 feet 

above mean sea level (Google Earth, 2022). 

Bridge #25 and #27 cross over an artificial pond, which provides irrigation water for the golf 

course. Shoreline Lake, a man-made, 50-acre saltwater lake filled by waters pumped in from the 

San Francisco Bay that circulate back out into Permanente Creek, is located approximately 1,300 

feet west of Bridge #25, across the Mountain View Slough. 

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 

The following paragraphs describe the applicable federal, state and local laws and agencies that 

provide the regulatory framework for analyzing potential  hydrology and water quality impacts.  

Federal Regulations 

Federal Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal legislation governing water quality and forms 

the basis for several state and local laws throughout the nation. The objective of the CWA is “to 

restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” 

Important and applicable sections of the Act are: 

• Section 303 of the federal CWA requires states to develop water quality standards to 

protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters. In accordance with California’s 

Porter/Cologne Act, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) of the State 

Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) are required to develop water quality objectives 

that ensure their region meets the requirements of Section 303 of the CWA. 

• Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 

which is a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except for dredge or fill 

material) into waters of the U.S. In California, this permit program. is administered by the 

RWQCBs, and is discussed in detail below. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

The CWA has nationally regulated the discharge of pollutants to the waters of the U.S. from any 

point source since 1972. In 1987, amendments to the CWA added Section 402(p), which 

established a framework for regulating nonpoint source storm water discharges under the 

NPDES. The NPDES General Construction Permit requirements apply to clearing, grading, and 

disturbances to the ground such as excavation. Construction activities on one or more acres are 

subject to a series of permitting requirements contained in the NPDES General Construction 

Permit. This permit requires the preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be implemented 

during project construction. The project sponsor is also required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) 

with the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Water Quality. The NOI includes 

general information on the types of construction activities that would occur on the site. The project 

would not disturb one or more acres, and thus is not subject to the Construction General Permit. 
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State Regulations 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The State’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne), as revised in December 

2007 (California Water Code Sections 13000-14290), provides for protection of the quality of all 

waters in the State of California for use and enjoyment by the people of California. It further 

provides that all activities that may affect the quality of waters of the state shall be regulated to 

obtain the highest water quality that is reasonable, considering all demands being made and to 

be made on those waters. The Act also establishes provisions for a statewide program. for the 

control of water quality, recognizing that waters of the state are increasingly influenced by 

interbasin water development projects and other statewide considerations, and that factors such 

as precipitation, topography, population, recreation, agriculture, industry, and economic 

development vary regionally within the State. The statewide program for water quality control is, 

therefore, administered most effectively on a local level with statewide oversight. Within this 

framework, the Act authorizes the State Water Resources Control Board and RWQCBs to 

oversee the coordination and control of water quality within California. 

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

Created by the California State Legislature in 1967, the State Water Resources Control Board 

holds authority over water resources allocation and water quality protection within the State. The 

five-member State Water Resources Control Board allocates water rights, adjudicates water right 

disputes, develops statewide water protection plans, establishes water quality standards, and 

guides the nine RWQCBs. The mission of the State Water Resources Control Board is to, 

“preserve, enhance, and restore the quality of California’s water resources, and ensure their 

proper allocation and efficient use for the benefit of present and future generations.” 

The City of Mountain View is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. 

Local Regulations 

Stormwater Drainage 

The discharge of stormwater from the City’s municipal storm sewer system is regulated primarily 

under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 

Act. The RWQCB implements these regulations at the regional level. Under the CWA, the 

RWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the United States, through the issuance 

of water quality certifications.  

As authorized by the CWA, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

program. controls water pollution by regulating point and non-point sources that discharge 

pollutants into waters of the United States. Point sources are discrete conveyances such as pipes 

or outfalls that convey pollutants directly to surface waters. Non-point sources, such as 

stormwater runoff, convey pollutants indirectly to these waters. The State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards administer the NPDES 

permit program. in California for general and individual discharge permits. The City is a co-

permittee with other members of a regional association known as the Santa Clara Valley Urban 

Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP), which shares a joint municipal discharge 

permit issued by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB to municipalities in Bay Area counties to allow 
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the discharge of stormwater runoff into the San Francisco Bay (Order R2-2015-0049) This 

regional municipal discharge permit and known as the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit 

(MRP). New and redevelopment projects within these jurisdictions are subject to applicable 

provisions of the MRP. 

In addition to the MRP, which includes post-construction requirements for new and redevelopment 

projects, construction projects that disturb one or more acres of soil are required to obtain 

coverage under the statewide General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 

Construction Activity (Construction General Permit). To be covered under the Construction 

General Permit, a project applicant would be required to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the 

SWRCB and prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The subject project is 

not required to obtain coverage under this permit as it disturbs less than one acre of soil. 

Flood Zone Mapping 

The National Flood Insurance Program. branch of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) maintains maps of floodways and floodplains for the United States. FEMA maps these 

areas on Flood Insurance Rate Maps or FIRMs. A typical FIRM will show specific flood hazard 

areas, flood risk zones, and floodplains at a local level of detail. In some identified flood hazard 

zones, certain types of construction and/or uses are prohibited or property owners are required 

to carry flood insurance. The project sites are located within a designated Zone X, which is defined 

as containing areas of 0.2 percent annual chance flood, areas of one percent annual chance flood 

with average depths of less than one foot or with drainage areas less than one square mile, and 

areas protected by levees from one percent annual chance flood.3  

Valley Water  

Valley Water is the water resources agency responsible for balancing flood protection needs with 

the protection of natural water courses and habitat in the Santa Clara Valley. Valley Water serves 

16 cities and 1.8 million residents, providing wholesale water supply, operating three water 

treatment plants, and providing flood protection along the creeks and rivers within Santa Clara 

County. 

Mountain View Municipal Code Chapter 35- Water, Sewage and Other Municipal Services 

Section 35.32.3.1 of the Mountain View Municipal Code states:  

“It shall be unlawful to discharge or cause a threatened discharge to any discharge to any 

curbside gutter, storm sewer, storm drain gutter, creek or natural outlet any domestic sewage, 

sanitary sewage, industrial wastes, polluted waters, construction waste, litter or refuse except 

where permission is granted by the fire chief. Unlawful discharges to storm drains shall include, 

but are not limited to, discharges from: toilets, sinks, commercial or industrial processes, cooling 

systems, air compressors, boilers, fabric or carpet cleaning, equipment cleaning, vehicle 

cleaning, swimming pools, spas, fountains, construction activities (e.g., painting, paving, concrete 

placement, saw cutting, grading), painting and paint stripping, unless specifically permitted by a  

 

3 FEMA. Flood Insurance Rate Maps, Santa Clara County, California and Incorporated Areas, Map Nos. 

06085C0036H & 06085C0045H. May 18, 2009. 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/gen_const.shtml#const_permit
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discharge permit or unless exempted pursuant to regulations established by the fire chief. 

Additionally, it shall be unlawful to discharge any pollutants or waters containing pollutants that 

would contribute to violations of the city's stormwater discharge permit or applicable water quality 

standards.” 

Section 35.33.11 states: 

“All construction projects occurring within city limits shall be conducted in a manner which 

prevents the release of hazardous materials or hazardous waste to the soil or groundwater, and 

minimizes the discharge of hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, polluted water and 

sediment to the storm sewer system. Practices which shall be implemented to meet the intent of 

this requirement are described in city guidelines. The city may require any additional practices 

consistent with its NPDES stormwater discharge permit if it concludes that the intent of this 

section is not being met during the construction process.” 

The Section goes on to list example sediment and erosion control BMPs such as: (1) silt fences 

around the site perimeter; (2) gravel bags surrounding catch basins; (3) filter fabric over catch 

basins; (4) covering of exposed stockpiles; (5) concrete washout areas; (6) stabilized 

rock/gravel driveways at points of egress from the site; and (7) vegetation, hydroseeding or 

other soil stabilization methods for high erosion areas. 

3.10.3 Discussion 

Would the project: 

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

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not violate any water quality 

standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground 

water quality. There would be no permanent impacts to water quality from the project. 

As previously stated, the project does not involve more than one acre of disturbance and is not 

required to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit. However, the City’s Standard 

Provisions and Standard Details (July 2019) and notes included in the project plans address 

nonpoint source pollution including use of appropriate best management practices, unlawful 

discharge of pollutants into curbs and storm drains, and maintenance of the construction site 

(refer to Section 2.4 of this document).  Implementation of these measures would reduce potential 

impacts to surface and groundwater quality to less than significant levels. 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 

management of the basin? 

No Impact. The proposed bridge replacement project would not use groundwater supplies or 

interfere with groundwater recharge. The project would not increase impervious surfaces, require 

groundwater, or create demand for water supply. 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream. or river or through the addition of 

impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 

would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 

or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 

sources of polluted runoff; or 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

No Impact (i-iv). The proposed project would not alter Permanente Creek or the Mountain View 

Slough, increase impervious surface area, or otherwise alter the drainage pattern of the project 

site or area. The project proposes to replace two existing structurally deficient golf cart bridges on 

a golf course. The project does not include any additional aboveground structures or any 

permanent aboveground changes to the project site. Temporary ground disturbance would be 

limited to areas immediately surrounding the foundations and abutments of the two existing 

bridges. Standard and project-specific BMPs to protect water quality and prevent erosion will be 

implemented during construction (see response to Question a above). The replacement bridges 

would not result in increased amounts of impervious surface area and would therefore not 

increase the volumes of stormwater runoff from the bridge surfaces. Therefore, the project would 

not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- of off-site; substantially increase the rate or amount 

of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute 

runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 

or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or Impede or redirect flood flows. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 

inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project is located within FEMA Flood Zone A, which is 

defined as areas having a 1% annual chance of flooding. Flood Zone A is considered a high-risk 

flood zone and would require that new buildings be constructed with finished floor elevations 

above the identified flood elevation. However, no flood elevation was identified at the project 

location, and the proposed bridges, which would not be impacted by flooding, would not be subject 

to these restrictions. There is no risk of pollutant release because the bridges would be designed 

to facilitate pedestrian and golf cart travel, and would not contain or store pollutants..  

A tsunami is a large tidal wave generated by an earthquake, landslide, or volcanic eruption. 

Tsunami inundation maps have been developed for the San Francisco Bay area. The project site 

is not within a tsunami inundation zone (California Department of Conservation, 2023), and 

therefore, it would not be subject to flooding from a tsunami.  

Seiches are waves that oscillate in enclosed water bodies, such as reservoirs, lakes, ponds, 

swimming pools, or semi-enclosed bodies of water. Although the project proposes to replace two 

existing bridges that cross an artificial pond, there is no risk of pollutant release because the 
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bridges would be designed to facilitate pedestrian and golf cart travel, and would not contain or 

store pollutants. This impact would be less than significant. 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 

sustainable groundwater management plan? 

No Impact. The project proposes to replace two structurally deficient golf cart bridges on a golf 

course, and does not include new uses that pose water quality hazards. The project would not 

result in a net increase in impervious pavement. The project would not increase either demand 

for groundwater or impact existing groundwater in any way. Therefore, the project would not affect 

groundwater supplies, quality, or management.  
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3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established 

community? 
    

b) Cause a significant environmental impact 

due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 

or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect? 

    

3.11.1 Environmental Setting 

The purpose of the project is to replace two structurally deficient bridges within the Shoreline Golf 

Links golf course, facility, which is located within the Shoreline at Mountain View Regional Park 

and near the San Francisco Bay shoreline. The project site is designated as Regional Park by the 

Mountain View 2030 General Plan and Zoned PF-Public Facility. 

3.11.2 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?  

No Impact. The purpose of the project is to replace two structurally deficient bridges within the 

Shoreline Golf Links golf course, which is within open space that is designated for recreational 

use. There are no residences on or near the project site. Construction activities would occur 

entirely within the project boundaries, and the project does not propose any new roads or other 

infrastructure that would divide an established community. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 

policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect? 

No Impact. As stated, the project would replace two structurally deficient bridges within the 

Shoreline Golf Links golf course, which is within open space that is designated for recreational 

use. The project would not conflict with the goals and policies in the Mountain View 2030 General 

Plan (City of Mountain View, 2012) or with the City’s Municipal Code (City of Mountain View, 

2022b) The project does not propose general plan amendment or rezoning. Additionally, no new 

land uses are proposed. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-

important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local -general plan, specific 

plan or other land use plan? 

    

3.12.1 Environmental Setting 

There are no mines or mineral resources in the City of Mountain View (City of Mountain View 

2012). Additionally, the project site is not a locally-important mineral resource recovery site. The 

proposed project would not result in excavation of mineral resources or the loss of availability of 

known mineral resources. The project would therefore have no impact. 

3.12.2 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 

to the region and the residents of the state?  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery 

site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

No Impact (Responses a – b). As stated in Section 3.12.1, there are no mines or other mineral 

resources within the City of Mountain View. The project site has no potential for use in resource 

recovery and therefore would have no impact on the availability of mineral resources. 

  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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3.13 NOISE 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 

the vicinity of the project in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan 

or noise ordinance, or in other applicable 

standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
    

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public 

use airport, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to 

excessive noise levels? 

    

3.13.1 Environmental Setting 

Noise may be defined as loud, unpleasant, or unwanted sound. The frequency (pitch), amplitude 

(intensity or loudness), and duration of noise all contribute to the effect on a listener, or receptor, 

and whether the receptor perceives the noise as objectionable, disturbing, or annoying.  

The Decibel Scale (dB) 

The decibel scale (dB) is a unit of measurement that indicates the relative amplitude of a sound. 

Sound levels in dB are calculated on a logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a 

tenfold increase in acoustic energy, while 20 dBs is 100 times more intense, 30 dBs is 1,000 more 

intense, and so on. In general, there is a relationship between the subjective noisiness, or 

loudness of a sound, and its amplitude, or intensity, with each 10 dB increase in sound level 

perceived as approximately a doubling of loudness.  

Sound Characterization  

There are several methods of characterizing sound. The most common method is the “A-weighted 

sound level,” or dBA. This scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to which the 

human ear is typically most sensitive. Thus, most environmental measurements are reported in 

dBA, meaning decibels on the A-scale. Human hearing matches the logarithmic A-weighted scale, 

so that a sound of 60 dBA is perceived as twice as loud as a sound of 50 dBA. In a quiet 

environment, an increase of 3 dB is usually perceptible, however, in a complex noise environment 

such as along a busy street, a noise increase of less than 3 dB is usually not perceptible, and an 

increase of 5 dB is usually perceptible. Normal human speech is in the range from 50 to 65 dBA. 

Generally, as environmental noise exceeds 50 dBA, it becomes intrusive and above 65 dBA noise 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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becomes excessive. Nighttime activities, including sleep, are more sensitive to noise and are 

considered affected over a range of 40 to 55 dBA.  

Sound levels are typically not steady and can vary over a short time period. The equivalent noise 

level (Leq) is used to represent the average character of the sound over a period of time. The Leq 

represents the level of steady noise that would have the same acoustical energy as the sum of 

the time-varying noise measured over a given time period. Leq is useful for evaluating shorter time 

periods over the course of a day. The most common Leq averaging period is hourly, but Leq can 

describe any series of noise events over a given time period.  

Variable noise levels are values that are exceeded for a portion of the measured time period. 

Thus, L01 is the level exceeded one percent of the time and L90 is the level exceeded 90 percent 

of the time. The L90 value usually corresponds to the background sound level at the measurement 

location.  

Noise exposure over the course of an entire day is described by the day/night average sound 

level, or Ldn, and the community noise equivalent level, or CNEL. Both descriptors represent the 

24-hour noise impact on a community. For Ldn, the 24-hour day is divided into a 15-hour daytime 

period (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and a nine-hour nighttime period (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) and a 

10 dB “penalty” is added to measure nighttime noise levels when calculating the 24-hour average 

noise level. For example, a 45 dBA nighttime sound level would contribute as much to the overall 

day-night average as a 55 dBA daytime sound level. The CNEL descriptor is similar to Ldn, except 

that it includes an additional 5 dBA penalty beyond the 10 dBA for sound events that occur during 

the evening time period (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) The artificial penalties imposed during Ldn and 

CNEL calculations are intended to account for a receptor’s increased sensitivity to sound levels 

during quieter nighttime periods.  

Sound Propagation 

The energy contained in a sound pressure wave dissipates and is absorbed by the surrounding 

environment as the sound wave spreads out and travels away from the noise generating source. 

Theoretically, the sound level of a point source attenuates, or decreases, by 6 dB with each 

doubling of distance from a point source. Sound levels are also affected by certain environmental 

factors, such as ground cover (asphalt vs. grass or trees), atmospheric absorption, and 

attenuation by barriers. Outdoor noise is also attenuated by the building envelope so that sound 

levels inside a residence are from 10 to 20 dB less than outside, depending mainly on whether 

windows are open for ventilation or not.  

When more than one point source contributes to the sound pressure level at a receiver point, the 

overall sound level is determined by combining the contributions of each source. Decibels, 

however, are logarithmic units and cannot be directly added or subtracted together. Under the dB 

scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3 dB increase in noise levels. For example, if 

one noise source produces a sound power level of 70 dB, two of the same sources would not 

produce 140 dB – rather, they would combine to produce 73 dB. 

Under controlled conditions in an acoustical laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear can 

discern 1‐dB changes in sound levels when exposed to steady, single‐frequency (“pure‐tone”) 

signals in the mid‐frequency (1,000–8,000 Hz) range. In typical noisy environments, changes in 

noise of 1 to 2 dB are generally not perceptible. However, it is widely accepted that people can  
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begin to detect sound level increases of 3 dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a 5‐dB 

increase is generally perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, and a 10‐dB increase is 

generally perceived as a doubling of loudness.  

Noise Effects 

Noise effects on human beings are generally categorized as: 

• Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and/or dissatisfaction 

• Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, learning, or relaxing 

• Physiological effects such as startling and hearing loss 

Most environmental noise levels produce subjective or interference effects; physiological effects 

are usually limited to high noise environments such as industrial manufacturing facilities or 

airports. Predicting the subjective and interference effects of noise is difficult due to the wide 

variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and past experiences with noise; however, an 

accepted method to determine a person’s subjective reaction to a new noise source is to compare 

it to the existing environment without the noise source, or the “ambient” noise environment. In 

general, the more a new noise source exceeds the ambient noise level, the more likely it is to be 

considered annoying and to disturb normal activities.  

Under controlled conditions in an acoustical laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is able to 

discern 1‐dB changes in sound levels when exposed to steady, single‐frequency (“pure‐tone”) 

signals in the mid‐frequency (1,000–8,000 Hz) range. In typical noisy environments, changes in 

noise of 1 to 2 dB are generally not perceptible. However, it is widely accepted that people are 

able to begin to detect sound level increases of 3 dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a 5 

dB increase is generally perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, and a 10 dB increase is 

generally perceived as a doubling of loudness that would almost certainly cause an adverse 

response from community noise receptors. 

Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration is the movement of particles within a medium or object such as the ground or a building. 

As is the case with airborne sound, groundborne vibrations may be described by amplitude and 

frequency. Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or root 

mean squared, in inches per second (in/sec). PPV represents the maximum instantaneous 

positive or negative peak of a vibration signal and is most appropriate for evaluating the potential 

for building damage. Human response to groundborne vibration is subjective and varies from 

person to person. 

Existing Noise Environment 

The City’s noise environment consists of transportation and stationary related noise sources. The 

Mountain View 2030 General Plan (City of Mountain View, 2012) Noise Element identifies 

roadway traffic, aircraft noise from Moffet Federal Airfield, landscaping maintenance equipment, 

construction, loading and unloading, commercial activities and everyday neighborhood activities 

as the predominant noise sources in the City. The project site is currently developed and consists 

of a golf course with pedestrian and golf cart access pathway and bridges. The primary sources 



Environmental Checklist and Responses   Page 96 

 

2019/20 City Bridges and Culverts Structural Inspection and Repairs, Project 20-60 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration - City of Mountain View 

of noise at and around the golf course are golf course attendants, automobiles and trucks traveling 

along US 101, Shoreline Boulevard, Garcia Avenue, and Amphitheatre Parkway, Shoreline 

Amphitheatre, and aircraft flyover. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise sensitive receptors are areas where unwanted sound or increases in sound may have an 

adverse effect on people or land uses. Residential areas, hospitals, schools, and parks are 

examples of noise receptors that could be sensitive to changes in existing environmental noise 

levels. The closest noise sensitive receptors to the project site would be the golf course visitors 

and users of the Shoreline Regional Park. 

3.13.2 Regulatory Setting 

Local Regulations 

Mountain View General Plan 

The purpose of Noise Element in the Mountain View 2030 General Plan (City of Mountain View, 

2012)  is to guide policies for addressing exposure to current and projected noise sources in 

Mountain View. Table 7-1 of the Noise Element contains outdoor noise environment guidelines. 

Normally acceptable noise levels for golf courses are 55-70 CNEL, while noise levels of 70-80 

CNEL are normally unacceptable and above 80 CNEL is clearly unacceptable (City of Mountain 

View, 2012). 

Mountain View Municipal Code  

Section 8.70 of the City Code restricts construction activity to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Monday through Friday. No construction activity is permitted on Saturday, Sunday or holidays 

without written approval from the City. If the hours of construction activity change, then the general 

contractor, applicant, developer or owner is required to erect a sign at a prominent location on the 

construction site to let subcontractors and material suppliers know of the working hours. 

3.13.3 Discussion 

Would the project:  

a) Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 

the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general 

plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal standards? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is the replacement and installation of two 

new bridges which would not generate a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

of the project once installed. As described in Section 2.3, construction of the proposed project is 

anticipated to take approximately 14 weeks. During this time, construction equipment (e.g., crane, 

bore/drill rig, backhoes, etc.) would be required to demolish and remove the two existing bridges 

and install the two new bridges. These activities could temporarily increase noise levels in the 

project area. Construction noise would be intermittent, occurring only when equipment is in 

operation, and the City would comply with Municipal Code Section 8.70 – Construction Noise, 

which limits construction activities to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
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Per the construction notes section of the plan set prepared by Biggs Cardosa Associates Inc., 

construction of the proposed project would occur between 7:30 AM and 4:00 PM, Monday through 

Friday, excluding legal holidays. These “normal working hours” are within the construction hours 

as described in the Municipal Code Section 8.70, therefore the proposed project comply with the 

construction activity limits as set forth in the Municipal Code. Golf course and park visitors would 

move around and therefore would not be continuously exposed to construction noise levels. There 

are no other noise sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the work areas. Given the short duration 

of project construction activities and compliance with the City’s Standard Specifications, the 

project would not generate a significant temporary noise impact, nor would it conflict with an 

applicable standard. The impact is considered less than significant. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The potential for groundborne vibration and noise is typically 

greatest when vibratory or large equipment such as bore/drill rigs are in operation. For the 

proposed project, these types of equipment would primarily operate during installation of the cast-

in drilled piles for Bridge #25. This equipment would, at worst-case, operate at least 130 feet or 

more from any structure, with intervening elevation differences, creek bed, and other factors that 

would reduce direct transmission of groundborne vibration to nearby buildings. Receptors would 

be moving around the site and not continuously exposed to construction-related vibrations. The 

proposed project, therefore, would not generate substantial or excessive groundborne vibration 

levels. 

a) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use 

plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport 

or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the 

project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles west of the Moffett Federal Airfield. 

The site is within the Airport Influence Area according to Figure 8 of the Comprehensive Land 

Use Plan, but outside the 65 CNEL noise contour depicted in Figure 5 for the airfield (Santa Clara 

County Airport Land Use Commission, 2012). Although the proposed project is within the Airport 

Influence Area, the proposed project is not considered sensitive to single-event noise levels or 

overflights. Therefore ,the proposed project is not located within a noise impact zone and would 

not expose people working in the area to excessive noise levels. 
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3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Induce a substantial unplanned population 

growth in an area, either directly (for example, 

by proposing new homes and businesses) or 

indirectly (for example, through extension of 

roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 

people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 

    

3.14.1 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 

through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact.  As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project would replace two existing 

golf cart bridges that are located within the Shoreline Golf Links facility. The construction of the 

two bridges would be confined to within the project boundary. The project does not propose new 

homes, businesses, or other infrastructure that would directly or indirectly induce substantial 

unplanned population growth. No Impact would occur. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

No Impact. As stated, the project would replace two existing deficient golf cart bridges. 

Construction activities would be confined within the project boundary and would have no effect 

on housing. Therefore, the project would not displace a substantial number of people or require 

any new housing. No impact would occur. 

 

 

  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction 

of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 

response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

 

3.15.1 Environmental Setting 

Fire Protection 

The Mountain View Fire Department serves the residents of Mountain View, there are five stations 

servicing the City. In addition to direct fire suppression and prevention, the Mountain View Fire 

Department performs support functions such as emergency medical services, rescue services, 

hazardous and toxic materials emergency response, coordination of City-wide disaster response 

efforts, enforcement of fire and life safety codes, enforcement of state and federal hazardous 

materials regulations, and investigation of fire cause, arson and other emergency events for cause 

and origin (City of Mountain View Information and Resources 2022). The stations are found as 

listed below: 

• Fire Station No. 1, 251 S. Shoreline Blvd. 

• Fire Station No. 2, 160 Cuesta Dr. 

• Fire Station No. 3, 301 N. Rengstorff Ave. 

• Fire Station No. 4, 229 N. Whisman Rd. 

• Fire Station No. 5, 2195 N. Shoreline Blvd. 

Police 

The Mountain View Police Department is responsible for public safety in the project area. The 

Mountain View Police Department has an office at 1000 Villa Street.  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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Schools 

The City has three school districts and 21 schools total: 14 elementary, five high schools, and two 

middle schools (California Department of Education 2023).  

Parks  

The project site is located within the Shoreline Golf Links golf course, public facility, which is 

located within the Shoreline at Mountain View Regional Park. The Permanente Creek Trail is 

located to the west, adjacent to the project site immediately south of Michael’s at Shoreline 

Restaurant. Shoreline Park, which features recreation trails and a lookout point is located south 

of the project site and west of the Shoreline Amphitheatre (). 

3.15.2 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 

or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 

times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection? 

ii) Police? 

iii) Schools?  

iv) Parks? 

v) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The purpose of the project is to replace two structurally deficient bridges within the 

Shoreline Golf Links golf course, which is located within the Mountain View Regional Park. The 

project does not propose any new housing or businesses and therefore would not induce 

population growth, therefore it would not increase enrollment at local schools or require the 

provision of new or physically altered schools, nor increase the use of local and regional parks or 

require the provision of new or physically altered parks or other governmental facilities. 

Additionally, the project would not adversely impact public service ratios. Further, construction 

activities would be confined to the project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 
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3.16 RECREATION 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood 

and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical 

deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated? 

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical 

effect on the environment? 

    

3.16.1 Environmental Setting 

The City of Mountain View has nearly 1,000 acres of parks and open space land, divided among 

39 park sites that include 18 mini-parks (1 undeveloped), 13 neighborhood/school parks, five 

neighborhood parks not associated with school sites, two community parks, and one regional 

park. The project site is located at the Shoreline Golf Links golf course which is located within the 

Shoreline Regional Park. Encompassing 753 acres, the Shoreline Regional Park is the largest 

and only regional park in Mountain View. The Shoreline Regional Park and Stevens Creek Trail 

comprise approximately 80 percent of all the parks and open space acreage in Mountain View.  

3.16.2 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that significant physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 

be accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 

environment? 

No Impact (Responses a - b). The project proposes to replace two existing structurally deficient 

bridges within the Shoreline Golf Links golf course, which is located within the existing Shoreline 

at Mountain View Regional Park. The project does not propose to build infrastructure that would 

increase usage of the golf course or the Shoreline at Mountain View Regional Park. Therefore, 

the project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated. Additionally, the project would not include or require the construction or expansion 

of recreational facilities. No impact would occur. 

  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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3.17 TRANSPORTATION 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program., plan, ordinance or 

policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 

Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to 

vehicle miles travelled? 

    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 

geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 

(e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

3.17.1 Environmental Setting  

The project is located within the Shoreline Golf Links golf course. Regional vehicular access to 

the project site is provided via Interstate 101, located south of the project site, and from Shoreline 

Boulevard or Amphitheatre Parkway. 

3.17.2 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

No impact. The project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 

the circulation system. The project is the replacement of two structurally deficient bridges on a 

golf course. The bridge is not for vehicle travel. The new bridges would improve circulation on the 

property for pedestrians and golf cart drivers. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains 

to vehicle miles travelled? 

No Impact. The project proposes to replace two structurally deficient bridges. The bridges are for 

pedestrians and golf carts. The project does not involve new land uses that have the potential to 

generate vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Therefore, the project will not conflict with CEQA 

Guidelines section 15064.3(b). 

 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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a) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 

equipment)? 

No Impact. The project proposes to replace two structurally deficient bridges on a golf course. 

The project does not propose new roads or intersections or changes to the land use of the project 

site or area. Therefore, the project would not increase hazards due to a geometric design feature 

or incompatible uses.  

c) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact. The project proposes to replace two structurally deficient bridges on a golf course. 

Construction vehicles would use designated access routes and emergency access would be 

maintained during construction. Therefore, the project would not impact emergency access. 
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3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resources, defined in Public 

Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place cultural landscape that is geographically 

defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 

Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in 

Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?  

    

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 

in its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 

Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria 

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 

Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 

consider the significance of the resource to a 

California Native American Tribe. 

    

3.18.1 Environmental Setting  

Please see Section 3.5 Cultural Resources for information about the cultural and tribal cultural 

setting at the project site.  

3.18.2 Regulatory Setting  

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 sets provisions 

for the intentional removal and inadvertent discovery of human remains and other cultural items 

from federal and tribal lands. It clarifies the ownership of human remains and sets forth a process 

for repatriation of human remains and associated funerary objects and sacred religious objects to 

the Native American groups claiming to be lineal descendants or culturally affiliated with the 

remains or objects. It requires any federally funded institution housing Native American remains 

or artifacts to compile an inventory of all cultural items within the museum or with its agency and 

to provide a summary to any Native American tribe claiming affiliation. 

Native American Heritage Commission, Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9 – 5097.991 

Section 5097.91 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) established the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC), whose duties include the inventory of places of religious or social 

significance to Native Americans and the identification of known graves and cemeteries of Native 

Americans on private lands. Under Section 5097.9 of the PRC, a state policy of noninterference 

with the free expression or exercise of Native American religion was articulated along with a 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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prohibition of severe or irreparable damage to Native American sanctified cemeteries, places of 

worship, religious or ceremonial sites or sacred shrines located on public property. Section 

5097.98 of the PRC specifies a protocol to be followed when the NAHC receives notification of a 

discovery of Native American human remains from a county coroner. Section 5097.5 defines as 

a misdemeanor the unauthorized disturbance or removal of archaeological, historic, or 

paleontological resources located on public lands. 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001 

Codified in the California Health and Safety Code Sections 8010–8030, the California Native 

American Graves Protection Act (NAGPRA) is consistent with the federal NAGPRA. Intended to 

“provide a seamless and consistent state policy to ensure that all California Indian human remains 

and cultural items be treated with dignity and respect,” the California NAGPRA also encourages 

and provides a mechanism for the return of remains and cultural items to lineal descendants. 

Section 8025 established a Repatriation Oversight Commission to oversee this process. The act 

also provides a process for non–federally recognized tribes to file claims with agencies and 

museums for repatriation of human remains and cultural items. 

Assembly Bill 52 

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 specifies that a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined, is a project that may have a significant effect 

on the environment. AB 52 requires a lead agency to begin consultation with a California Native 

American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed 

project, if the tribe requests in writing to the lead agency, to be informed by the lead agency of 

proposed projects in that geographic area and the tribe requests consultation, prior to determining 

whether a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report is 

required for a project.  

No Native American tribes contacted the City of Mountain View under AB52, and thus AB52 

consultation was not required as part of the project. 

3.18.3 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resources, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, 

place cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 

scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California 

Native American tribe, and that is:  

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 

in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k)? 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the 

criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the 
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lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native 

American Tribe? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation. Under CEQA, a significant resource is one that is listed 

in a California or local historic register or is eligible to be listed. As such, lead agencies have a 

responsibility to evaluate such resources against the California Register criteria prior to making a 

finding as to a proposed project’s impacts to historical resources (PRC § 21084.1, 20174, 14 CCR 

§ 15064.5(3).

It is possible for a lead agency to determine that an artifact, site, or feature is considered 

significant to a local tribe, without necessarily being eligible for the CRHR. A determination of 

such by a lead agency would make an artifact a significant resource under CEQA. 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, no recorded Tribal Cultural Resources are 

known to be within or near the project site, according to the aforementioned CHRIS record search 

via the NWIC at Sonoma State University. 

The Sacred Lands File Search was negative for tribal resources in the project area. Subsequent 

outreach was made to the tribal contacts provided by the NAHC for information on the location 

and nature of the resource(s) to determine if the project would impact known resources. No 

specific information was provided by the tribal contacts regarding the location and nature of tribal 

resources in the area, therefore, there is no confirmed potential for impacting known tribal cultural 

resources.  

The implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 (see Section 3.5.3) would 

safeguard any TCRs if they are found to be present. 
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3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 

construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, 

electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunication facilities, the construction or 

relocation of which could cause significant 

environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 

future development during normal, dry and 

multiple dry years? 

    

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider which serves or may serve 

the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 

the project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments? 

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 

local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 

local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 

attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 

management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

    

3.19.1 Discussion 

Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 

significant environmental effects? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project is the replacement of two structurally deficient golf 

cart bridges within a golf course. No relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas or telecommunication 

facilities is required as part of the bridges’ replacement. An existing recycled water utility conduit 

mounted on the exterior of Bridge #27 would remain in place and mounted to the new bridge once 

installed.  Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on utilities and service 

systems.   

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ □ [g] 

□ □ □ [g] 

□ □ [g] □ 

□ □ □ [g] 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 

serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 

demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?  

No Impact. (Responses b - c). No additional water supply is being sought as part of the project. 

The project is replacing two structurally deficient golf cart bridges within a golf course, which is 

not a new land use requiring water supplies. 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 

capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 

reduction goals? 

Less than Significant Impact. Some construction waste would be generated by the project over 

the short-term. Construction waste is expected to be minimal and would not exceed the capacity 

of the landfill that serves the area. The impact is considered less than significant.  

e) Comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impact. The project would not conflict with any federal, state or local statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste. 
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3.20 WILDFIRE 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 

the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 

factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 

expose project occupants to pollutant 

concentrations from a wildfire or the 

uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation of associated 

infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 

emergency water sources, power lines or other 

utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 

result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 

environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant 

risks, including downslope or downstream. 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-

fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

    

3.20.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is located in the City of Mountain View in a Local Responsibility Area. The project 

site is in a fully urbanized area surrounded by residential uses. The project site is not located in 

an area designated as a very high fire hazard severity zone (CAL FIRE 2022). The nearest area 

with a very high fire hazard designation is located in Portola Valley, approximately 8.5 miles 

southwest of the project site.  

3.20.2 Discussion 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 

zones, would the project:  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 

thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 

uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c) Require the installation of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 

emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 

risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream. flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 

or drainage changes? 

No Impact (Responses a - d). As stated, the project site is not located in a Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity zone. The nearest such zone is located approximately six miles southwest of the project 

site in the City of Los Altos. Therefore, the project would not substantially impair an adopted 

emergency response or evacuation plan. Additionally, the project does not propose the installation 

of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk. Further, the project would not expose occupants to 

pollutant concentrations from wildfires or expose people or structures to post wildfire dangers 

such as landslides or floods. There would be no impact. 
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3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 

substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of 

a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 

threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 

community, substantially reduce the number or 

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 

or animal or eliminate important examples of the 

major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 

means the incremental effects of a project are 

considerable when viewed in connection with 

the efforts of past projects, the effects of other 

current projects, and the effects of probable 

future projects)?  

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects 

which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

3.21.1 Discussion 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 

a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range 

of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in the previous sections of 

this Initial Study, the proposed project would not degrade the quality of the environment with the 

implementation of the identified mitigation measures and standard specifications. As discussed 

in Section 3.4 Biological Resources, with implementation of the identified mitigation measures 

(MM BIO-1a through 1c, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-3, MM BIO-4, and MM BIO-5), the project would not 

significantly impact sensitive species or habitats. As discussed in Section 3.5 Cultural Resources, 

Section 3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources, and Section 3.7 Geology and Soils, with implementation 

of the identified mitigation measures (MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 , MM GEO-1), the project would 

result in a less than significant impact on archaeological and paleontological resources.  

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means the incremental effects of a 

project are considerable when viewed in connection with the efforts of past 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 

projects)? 

Less Than Significant. Under Section 15065(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency shall 

find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment where there is substantial 

evidence that the project has potential environmental effects “that are individually limited, but 

cumulatively considerable.” As defined in Section 15065(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, 

cumulatively considerable means “that the incremental effects of an individual project are 

significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 

projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” Using this definition, a project that has no 

impact in a given impact category cannot have a cumulatively considerable contribution because 

its contribution is zero. 

 
The project evaluated in this Initial Study is limited to the replacement of two existing golf cart 
bridges on a golf course. Due to the nature of this proposed project, many types of operational 
impacts that are frequently associated with development projects (e.g., housing, offices, 
commercial uses, etc.) would not occur. For example, as described in Section 3 of this Initial 
Study, operation of the proposed replacement bridges would have no adverse impacts on 
agriculture and forestry resources, land use, mineral resources, population and housing, and 
wildfire. 
 
There are no other projects proposed or that would be under construction in the same general 
area as the proposed project. Therefore, short-term, construction related impacts of the project 
(e.g., dust, potential soil contamination, noise and vibration, sensitive species and habitat 
disturbance, and water quality) would not combine with the impacts of other projects and would 
not be cumulatively considerable. As described in Section 3.13 Noise, the noise sources that 
could occur during the replacement and installation of the two new bridges would not generate a 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project once installed. 
Furthermore, mitigation measures and standard specifications are included in the project to 
reduce construction-related impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
As described in Section 3.4 Biological Resources, the project could affect sensitive biological 
resources in both the short- and long-term. These impacts, however, would not result in a 
cumulatively significant loss of such resources, because there are no other proposed projects or 
projects that would be under construction in the same general area as the proposed project. In 
addition, the project would implement a number of measures to reduce impacts on both common 
and special-status species, as described in Section 3.4. Therefore, the project would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources. 
 
There are no planned or proposed developments in the project area that could contribute to 
cumulative aesthetic, air quality, hydrology and water quality, public services, recreation, or 
utilities and service systems impacts. The project’s archaeological, biological resources, and 
geology and soils impacts are specific to the project alignment and would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts elsewhere. 
 
The project’s impacts to GHG emissions are discussed in Section 3.8, and it was concluded that 
the project would have a less than significant impact on GHG emissions. 
 
Based on the discussion above, the project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 
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c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project could have potentially 

significant impacts on biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources and geologic 

resources. However, mitigation measures have been identified and included in the project (MM 

BIO-1a though 1c, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-3, MM BIO-4, MM BIO-5, MM CUL-1, and MM CUL-2 and 

MM GEO-1) to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. The project would have a less 

than significant impact or no impact on all other resource areas. The project also includes the 

City’s standard specifications to address potential dust, erosion and water quality and safety 

during construction to further reduce adverse effects on human beings.  
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